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1 Introduction

In 2013 the Society for Ecosystem Restoration in North Central BC (SERNbc) was created and
registered with the Province of B.C.’s Registrar of Companies, and incorporated under the
Society Act.

SERNbc is a group of individuals and agencies interested in collaborating to help restore
vulnerable and degraded ecosystems in the Omineca Region of Northern British Columbia.
Members include representatives from government agencies such as Forest Stewardship,
Environment, and BC parks; organizations like the Fish and Wildlife Federation, B.C. Trappers
Association, the Guide Outfitters Association, and Cattlemen; as well as private citizens.

The purposes of the society are to:

® |dentify, treat, and monitor vulnerable ecosystems in the Omineca Region and achieve a
desired future condition that will sustain ecological services and human socio-economic
needs.

e Coordinate ecosystem restoration activities in the Omineca Region and foster
collaboration amongst stakeholders.

e Acquire technical information on ecosystem restoration and disseminate it to members
and stakeholders.

The geographic extent of the program encompasses the Vanderhoof, Fort St. James, Prince
George and Mackenzie forest districts - approximately 20 percent of the landbase of British
Columbia!

SERNbc activities focus on ecosystems that are either already degraded, or are in peril of
becoming degraded, have a high functional importance to wildlife and biodiversity, and which
are not explicitly managed through other programs. To date they have been working in
Douglas-fir ecosystems, grassland ecosystems, wetland ecosystems, berry producing shrub
ecosystems, and whitebark pine ecosystems.

In the summer of 2013 the Ministry of Forest Lands and Natural Resource Operations
(MFLNRO) in cooperation with SERNbc, contracted Avison Management Services Ltd. (AMS), to
identify and prioritize sites that would benefit from ER activities. The area of priority was
narrowed to the Blackwater River Ungulate Winter Range. This summary report details the
methods utilized to identify and prioritize potential treatment sites, reports the results of this
exercise and outlines proposed sites and recommended treatments for these sites in the
Blackwater UWR. This report is not meant to be an exhaustive list of potential treatment areas,
but rather a starting point to initiate ecological restoration activities in this UWR.
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2 Methods - Initial Steps

2.1 Review of Literature

Understanding management strategies and habitat guidelines for ecological restoration, and
ungulate winter ranges is essential for understanding the right treatments to prescribe. The
plan included reviewing relevant literature on this topic.

List of Documents Reviewed:

¢ The Vanderhoof Ecosystem Restoration Strategic Plan.

e Mule Deer Ungulate Winter Range (U-7-013) Report - Prince George Forest District,
Omineca Region.

e Amended Order #U-5-001, U-5-002 and U-5-003 — Ungulate Winter Ranges Cariboo
Chilcotin Land Use Plan, Transition and Deep Snowpack.

® Mule Deer Ungulate Winter Range for the Vanderhoof Forest District (U-7-011) Report.

e Mule Deer Ungulate Winter Range (U-&-002) Report — Fort St. James Forest District,
Omineca Region.

e Land Management Handbook 60. Management Strategy for Mule Deer Winter Ranges in
the Caribou-Chilcotin Part 1a: Management Plan for Shallow and Moderate Snowpack
Zones.

¢ Land Management Handbook 59. Management Strategy for Mule Deer Winter Ranges in
the Caribou-Chilcotin Part 1b: Management Plan for Transition and Deep Snowpack Zones.

® Habitat Guidelines for Mule Deer — Northern Forest Ecoregion.

® Winter Food Habits of Mule Deer in the Central Interior of British Columbia.

® Land Management Book 24. A Field Guide for Site Identification and Interpretation of the
Prince George Forest Region.

e Additional relevant literature and reports as needed or discovered.

2.2 Creation and Review of Maps and GIS Analysis

Using GIS programs, a GIS specialist created suitable maps which include Ortho Photos, and
Vegetation Resource Inventory (VRI). We conducted an initial in-office review of maps looking
closely at VRI polygons in conjunction with the most recent obtainable Ortho Photos in the
UWR. Polygons of potential treatment sites were created based on prioritization of treatment
possibilities within the UWR.

Initial identification, listing, and review of potential Biogoeclimatic Ecosystem Classification
System (BEC) site series were also conducted during this step.
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Figure 1: Forest Ecosystems of the southwest portion of the Prince George Forest Region.
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Potential site series identified for the Blackwater UWR are as follows:

e SBSdw2/01
e SBSdw2/02
e SBSdw2/03
e SBSdw2/04
e SBSdw2/05
e SBSdw2/06
e SBSdw2/07
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e SBSdw2/08
e SBSdw2/09
e SBSdw2/10
e SBSdw2/11
e SBSmh/01




2.3 Initial Prioritization of Potential Treatment Sites

Based on the VRI and Ortho data in the created maps, polygons of potential treatment areas
were created. Polygons of potential treatments areas were classified into treatment categories,
these categories were:

® Prescribed Burn

e Selective Mechanical Harvest

® Thin From Below (Mechanical)
e Thin From Below (Hand Crew)
e Multiple Treatment Phases

Not every potential treatment site in a large UWR like the Blackwater could be visited or
sampled. Identified potential treatment polygons were prioritized using the following point
system criteria:

Criteria Points
e Assumed Potential Treatment Options for Site are  Aligned with Recommended

Management Strategies for Mule Deer UWR (High, Moderate, Low) (3,2,1)
e Vulnerability and Treatment Timing Needs (Immediate, Short term, Long Term) (3,2,1)
® Proximity to Other Potential Treatment Sites (Close, Moderate, Far) (3,2,1)
e Access to site (Good, Moderate, Poor) (3,2,1)
e Potential Project Costs by Type (Prescribed Fire, Harvest, Thinning) (3,2,1)

Higher point treatment polygons were given priority in terms site visits over the lower point
treatment areas.

24 Reconnaissance

The initial in-office mapping exercises and prioritization process yielded numerous potential
treatment sites. Although some sites were considered higher priority in terms of site visits over
other areas, due to funding constraints, time, and travel distances, lower priority sites that
were in close proximity to higher priority sites were visited in conjunction with higher priority
sites.

Field reconnaissance included an initial site visit. Crews attempted to see enough of the
treatment polygon to get a sense if the ecosystem in the polygon was degraded, vulnerable,
and if so, appeared to be a suitable area for potential treatment. If the site appeared to lack
functionality, degraded, or vulnerable and the site could be potentially treated to improve its
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current or future state, detailed sampling and data collection occurred as outlined in section
2.5.

If it was determined that the site was functioning well, not degraded or vulnerable, or was likely
to be precluded from treatment based on any obvious exclusionary factors [e.g. private land,
proximity to structures, stand structure or site series differing for what was portrayed by GIS
analysis, (i.e. already logged, etc...)], minimal data was collected.

Additionally, while in the field, additional potential treatment areas were identified that had
not previously been identified during the in-office phase of work. These areas were considered
and added to the list of potential treatment areas. Typically, as field crews were already in the
area and present at the site, the choices was made to go ahead with a detailed site analysis
immediately to avoid additional costs of returning to the site at a later date.

As funding for this project was limited, in some instances photo plot sites were initiated when
intensive sampling had already occurred elsewhere on the site, and it was determined that
additional intensive sampling plots would not necessarily provided significantly different
reconnaissance information than the initial plot had already provided. These photo plots are
quick and easy to produce and do provide good photographical information on the site
including vegetation structure and diversity, stand structure, course woody debris abundance,
and canopy closure.

2.5 Site Analysis and Initial Treatment Prescription

Once it was determined that a potential treatment area site was either not functioning,
degraded, or vulnerable and could potentially be treated to restore or improve it to a future
functioning state, the site analyzed further. Further analysis included describing the area using
the Biogeoclimatic Ecosystem Classification System down to the site series, data regarding
topography, stand structure, understory structure, tree regeneration, wildlife habitat use,
degradation indicators, fire risks, and fuels information. This data was recorded on the ER Field
Card (which can be viewed in Appendix 4). Some sites were fairly homogenous in terms of the
site series classification, while others varied greatly in topography, gradient, and aspect and had
multiple site series with in a potential treatment area. We attempted to sample and Identify
each site series within a given potential treatment area.

Part of the site analysis was to also field verify in-office categorization and prioritization of
potential treatment areas, update and change these if necessary, formulate an initial field
prescription of the treatment polygon, and gather information which may modify polygon
boundaries based on field reconnaissance of the area.
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3 Post Field Work Treatment Site Prioritization

After field sampling had concluded, we again utilized the gathered information to further
prioritize potential treatment sites. This process included dropping some sites that did not meet
prioritization criteria, and adding and refining prioritization criteria to determine which sites
treatment prescriptions would be developed for.

3.1 Dropped Sites
Some sites that were visited were dropped from the original list if one or more of the following
criteria applied. Criteria for dropping sites are outlined as follows:

Criteria

e Site has changed, not as portrayed on Ortho photos.

® |eading tree species not as indicated in VRI.

® Slope or gradient too great or not enough for treatment.

e Sijte is functioning well, not degraded or vulnerable.

e Treatment is not feasible.

e Treatment for the site would be overly expensive to treat (i.e. large areas of small dense
non-marketable MPB killed pine).

3.2 Modified Potential Treatment Sites

Portions of some identified sites polygons were either functioning well or were not feasible for
treatment, while smaller portions were good candidates for treatment. In these cases the
boundaries of the potential treatment area were modified to exclude the non-treatable portion
of the site where appropriate. Using a desktop analysis, some site polygons were initially
classified in one potential treatment type; however, after a site visit and sampling, these sites
were modified and placed into another potential treatment type.

3.3 Additional Prioritization Criteria

We used additional prioritization criteria to further prioritize potential treatment areas that
were not dropped. The objective was to prioritize a few sites that were threatened, degraded,
vulnerable, and/or had lost functionality, and have a high probability of achieving treatment
objectives using available resources efficiently. To achieve this, we used the following
prioritization criteria.
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Criteria

Potential Treatment Options for Site are Aligned with Recommended
Management Strategies for Mule Deer UWR (High, Moderate, Low)
Rarity of Threatened, Vulnerable, or Degraded Ecosystem
Vulnerability of site (Vulnerable, Threatened, Degraded)

Treatment Timing Needs (Immediate, Short term, Long Term)
Functionality of Site (Poor, Adequate, Good)

Proximity to Other Potential Treatment Sites (Close, Moderate, Far)
Access to site (Good, Moderate, Poor)

Potential Project Costs by Type (Prescribed Fire, Harvest, Thinning)
Likelihood of Successful Treatment (High, Moderate, Low)

(i.e. timber types, fire breaks, asses to existing roads, costs, etc...)

To view the table used to calculate relative priority of each site, see Appendix 7 -
Blackwater UWR - Potential ER Treatment Site Prioritization Table
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(3,2,1)
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(3,2,1)
(3,2,1)
(3,2,1)
(3,2,1)
(3,2,1)
(3,2,1)
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4 Results

4.1 Original Potential Treatment Areas List

A total of 23 potential treatment sites were identified for field reconnaissance sampling.
Desktop prioritization of potential treatment areas identified 23 total sites', these sites were
categorized as follows.

Table 1. Original list of potential sites by treatment category in the Blackwater UWR.

Site | Approximate Location Potential Treatment Prescription Approximate
Id Category Hectares2
110U 507649 5906560 | Prescribed Fire 40.02
210U 507474 5907330 | Thin From Below (Hand Crew) 52.72
3] 10U 505328 5906140 | Prescribed Fire 53.63
4| 10U 504833 5906090 | Selective Harvest 17.07
5] 10U 503424 5906220 | Selective Harvest 3.96
6 | 10U 501896 5905370 | Prescribed Fire 91.32
7 | 10U 501763 5906420 | Selective Harvest 22.37
8| 10U 501902 5906750 | Selective Harvest 33.36
9| 10U 501142 5907300 | Selective Harvest 16.97
10 | 10U 494527 5905080 | Prescribed Fire 129.89
11 | 10U 494011 5905580 | Thin From Below (Hand Crew) 15.43
12 | 10U 491438 5905000 | Selective Harvest 46.5
13 | 10U 491564 5905990 | Thin From Below (Hand Crew) 43.19
14 | 10U 490293 5905070 | Selective Harvest 5.92
15| 10U 490227 5905250 | Selective Harvest 7.33
Stand Thinning (Hand or

16 | 10U 490552 5905380 | Mechanical) 31.25
17 | 10U 489864 5905760 | Thin From Below (Mechanical) 47.87
18 | 10U 487502 5905820 | Thin From Below (Mechanical) 83.9
19 | 10U 485339 5906210 | Prescribed Burn 55.86
20 | 10U 482667 5905660 | Prescribed Burn 71.1
21 | 10U 482178 5906280 | Selective Harvest 78.25
22 | 10U 478996 5905250 | Selective Harvest 100.14
23 | 10U 471594 5903350 | Selective Harvest 26.53
24 | 10U 489401 5905180 | Selective Harvest 27.61
Total 1102.19

LA “site” is a polygon representing an identified potential treatment area.
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Eight (8) sites were categorized as potential prescribed burn treatment areas. Three (3) sites
were categorized as potential Thin From Below (Hand Crew) treatment areas. Eleven sites were
categorized as potential Selective Harvest treatment areas. Two (2) sites were categorized as
potential Thin From Below (Mechanical) treatment areas. One (1) site was categorized as a
potential combination of Thin From Below (Mechanical) and Thin From Below (Hand Crew)
treatment area.

4.2 List of Dropped Sites

Several sites were dropped after site visits conformed that these sites, although in need of
thinning contained non —merchantable mountain pine beetle killed pine. These stands typically
include young age class Douglas fir. Mechanical treatments would be too expensive as costs
would not be offset by timber sales. In addition, high levels of mortality or damage to immature
Douglas fir would likely result.

Table 2. List of Dropped Potential Treatment Sites.

Site Id | Potential Treatment Category | Reason Dropped

4 Selective Harvest Non-Merchantable, pine beetle killed 25-30 yr. regen.
21 Selective Harvest Non-Merchantable

22 Selective Harvest Non-Merchantable

23 Selective Harvest Non-Merchantable

4.3 List of Modified Sites
Seven potential treatment site boundaries were modified as a result of site reconnaissance
visits. Modification of these sites occurred for various reasons including:

1. Treatment area is too large and extends outside of UWR.
Treatment is appropriate in only a portion of the area.
Slope >270%, existing erosion was evident in portions of the area, and additional erosion
potential is high.
Reduction of the footprint of Post Fire Fir Beetle Post Management.
5. A different treatment type is more appropriate for the site.

Table 3. List of Modified Potential Treatment Sites.

Site Ild | Potential Treatment Category | Reason Modified

2 Thin From Below (Hand Crew) | Treatment area is too large and extends outside of
UWR, smaller area is appropriate.

3 Prescribed Fire Treatment is appropriate in only a portion of the area.

6 Prescribed Fire Slope 270%in some areas, erosion evident in these
areas, additional erosion potential.

Draft




12

10 Prescribed Fire Reduce the footprint of Post Fire Fir Beetle Post
Management

18 Thin From Below (Mechanical) | Treatment is appropriate in only a portion of the area.

19 Prescribed Burn Potential treatment is more suitable for thinning

20 Prescribed Burn Potential treatment is more suitable for thinning

4.4 List of Recommended Sites Locations

The following table is the updated and narrowed list of recommended treatment areas for the
Blackwater UWR.

Table 4. List of Recommended Treatment Sites.

Site . . Potential Treatment Prescription Modified

d Approximate Location Category Hectares?
1]10U | 507649 | 5906560 | Prescribed Fire 40.02
2| 10U | 507474 | 5907330 | Thin From Below (Hand Crew) 26.4
3| 10U | 504952 5905750 | Prescribed Fire 10.69
51 10U | 503424 | 5906220 | Selective Harvest 3.96
6A | 10U | 501800 | 5905560 | Prescribed Fire 12.37
6B | 10U | 501403 [ 5904730 | Prescribed Fire 7.52
7 | 10U | 501763 | 5906420 | Selective Harvest 22.37
8 | 10U | 501902 | 5906750 | Selective Harvest 33.36
10U | 501142 | 5907300 | Selective Harvest 16.97
10 [ 10U | 494527 | 5905080 | Prescribed Fire 112.04
11| 10U | 494011 | 5905580 | Thin From Below (Hand Crew) 15.43
12 [ 10U | 491438 | 5905000 | Selective Harvest 46.5
13| 10U | 491564 | 5905990 | Stand Thinning (Hand or Mechanical) 43.19
14 [ 10U | 490293 | 5905070 | Selective Harvest 5.92
15 [ 10U | 490227 | 5905250 | Selective Harvest 7.33
16 | 10U | 490552 | 5905380 | Stand Thinning (Hand or Mechanical) 31.25
17 | 10U | 489864 | 5905760 | Thin From Below (Mechanical) 47.87
18 | 10U | 487502 | 5905820 | Thin From Below (Mechanical) 83.9
19 | 10U | 485339 5906210 | Thin From Below (Mechanical) 55.86
20 [ 10U | 482667 | 5905660 | Thin From Below (Mechanical) 71.1
24 | 10U | 489401 | 5905180 | Selective Harvest 27.61
Total 721.66
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4.5 List of Recommended Sites by Priority
The following table is the narrowed list of prioritized treatment sites for the Blackwater UWR.

Table 5. List of Recommended Treatment Sites by Priority.

Site | Potential Treatment Prescription Category Priority Rating
Id

1 Prescribed Fire Moderate
2 Thin From Below (Hand Crew) Moderate
3 Prescribed Fire Moderate
5 Selective Harvest High

6A Prescribed Fire High

6B Prescribed Fire High

7 Selective Harvest High

8 Selective Harvest High

9 Selective Harvest High

10 Prescribed Fire High

11 Thin From Below (Hand Crew) High

12 Selective Harvest High

13 Stand Thinning (Hand or Mechanical) High

14 Selective Harvest High

15 Selective Harvest High

16 Stand Thinning (Hand or Mechanical) High

17 Thin From Below (Mechanical) High

18 Thin From Below (Mechanical) High

19 Thin From Below (Mechanical) Low

20 Thin From Below (Mechanical) Low

24 Selective Harvest High
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5 Discussion and Recommendations

This report is a summary of a systematic approach used to identify and help initial prioritization
of potential treatment sites in the Backwater Ungulate Winter Range. It is important to note
that these sites were identified and prioritized using desktop GIS analysis, followed by the
collection of preliminary ecological reconnaissance data. It is expected that additional
refinement and modification of each site will be required as additional information is gathered
and more is understood about the best restoration methods and procedures to achieve the
desired results. Given the constraints for this project, we were not able to place a
reconnaissance sampling plot in every site. Typically, these sites were visited briefly but
detailed ecological information was not collected as they were similar to sites sampled in the
same general vicinity. The author of the report recommends additional intensive sampling of
potential treatment sites to determine more accurate estimates of timber and CWD volumes.
Additional field visits should be utilized to further refine treatment prescriptions and delineate
and layout realistic and detailed treatment boundaries. For sites that have been identified as
potential prescribed fire treatment areas, it is expected that additional assessment and ground
work will need to be initiated prior to the commencement of a burn. Once a potential site has
been selected by SERNbc for treatment, a detailed treatment prescription should be developed
in cooperation with management and regulatory agencies.

Plot BWOO7 is representative of small unique grassland sites that are not well described in the
Prince George site identification field guide, and are found in multiple locations in sitel0, at
sites 6A and 6B, and potentially at other sites that we were not able to visit during the field
portion of the project. These sites have some the attributes of BGxw2, IDFxm/04, SBSdk2/81,
and SBSdk2/82, however none of these site series describes precisely the vegetative species
and structure that is present at these sites. The author suspects that these sites may be a
uniqgue and likely threatened site series which is in danger of being lost due to forest
encroachment. It is unknown but presumed that these sites may have been maintained by
anthropogenic First Nations burning of the south facing slopes along the Blackwater River
before the era of intensive fire control, and have since been reverting back into forests in the
absence of fire. These areas are of particular interest as they may benefit greatly from
ecological restoration efforts and provide important wildlife habitat in the Blackwater UWR.
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Appendix 4 -
Field Data Forms for Each Plot



Plot BW 001 (10U 507526 5906772) — At Site 1

Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__ 08/26/13 Completed By:_OA/DZ Location Description:__Confl of BW and Fraser River
E Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (2,5,V) (2) FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BW-001 Fd 10U 507526 | 5906772 SBSdw2 4 | 4(N,E,S,W,G) [ATV Trail Within 200m
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,U,M,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1perHa (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
S L 2 (Fd, 75%) 50% 81-100 25.59 24.60 173.88 100.00 9.89 117.03
L y (3.99m radius plot) Tree Regeneration
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot) Range (sph)
All 17 All 25 All 60 All 10 Fd 2 2-10m 200
Ep 2 2-10m 200
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied,Ar
Wildlife Spp uv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Mule Deer Old skull Wi L 0 0 0 Y
Moose Salix spp. 1% Su L
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % <7cm % (C, SC, P,D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd Stands Skm N 5-10 5 25 SC 35 15 1km 12 Sandy
forest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
mestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type Treatment Requirements
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
Lack of Browse Species [Low understory, Lack of Wildlife Use Summer Decrease Crown Closure
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age Class DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam (cm) |Intersec Diam (cm)[Tilt Angle (%)| Decay Class| D/2
1 Fd 5 34 27 L 1 Pb 4.5 10 9 2 9 81
Live BAF # 2 Fd 5 18 20 L 1 Sx 10 15 2 1 5 4
0.052 3 Fd 5 21 27 L 1 Pb 7 12.5 16 2 6 256
Trees/Swp 4 Fd 5 25.5 25 L 1 Sx 25 32 30 2 4 900
14 5 Fd 5 30.6 28 L 1 SXx 25 35 32 2 4 1024
Snag BAF # 6 Fd 5 23.7 24 L 1 SXx 10 13 12 3 4 144
0.042 7 Fd 5 17.5 12 L 2 Sx 10 11 3.5 3 5 12.25
Snags/Swp 8 Fd 5 22.5 24 L 1 Sx 13 18 12 6 5 144
1 9 Fd 5 23 25 L 1 SXx 18 22 6 3 6 36
10 Sx 5 23 23 D 4 SXx 6 13 12 2 9 144
11 Fd 5 28.5 28 L 1 Pb 12 16 10 6 6 100
12 Fd 5 30 28 L 1
13 Sx 5 30 28 L 1
14 Fd 5 22 22 L 1
15 Fd 5 34.5 28 L 1
Average (Live) 25.77 24.60
Average (Snag) 23.00 23.00 12.77 2845.25




Plot BW 002 (10U 507481 5907031) — At Site 1
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:_08/26/13 Completed By:_OA/DZ Location Description:__Confluence of BW and Fraser River
Ecosystem Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (z,5,V) (2) FHF Photos |Comments on Access
BW-002 Fd 10U [ 507481 | 5907031 SBSdw2 1 5 [Good Rd - ATV trail
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,U,M,L,T,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
(Fd,60), (SX,25),
5 L 4 (At,5), (Pb,10) 40% L1 28.90 24.40 78.72 100.00 2.69 52.46
Understory (3.99m radius plot) Tree Rege
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot Range (sph)
All 5 All 40 All 60 All 0 (Sx,3) 3 1-2m 300
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Moose Mountain Maple 30 Su L 0 0 0 Y No Ungulate Pellets
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm % (C, SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd 5km N 30 | 10 15 P 40 15 1km 10 Fine Sandy Loam
‘orest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
nestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type Treatment Requi
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
Lack of Wildlife Use Lack of Functionality ™M Thin From Below Su, Fa, Early Wi Open Canopy allow more light for understory species
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # BW-002 Tree/Piece # Species Age Class DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D2
1 At 6 25.5 25 L 1 Sx 28 35 15.6 2 4 243.36
Live BAF # 2 Fd 6 22 25 L 1 Sx 28 40 16 2 4 256
0.066 3 Fd 6 35 28 L 1 Sx 8 10 7 1 6 49
Trees/Swp 4 Fd 6 50 32 L 1 Sx 25 33 16 3 4 256
4 5 Sx 2 12 12 D 2 Sx 15 18 11 2 7 121
Snag BAF # 6 At 10 10 9 3 8 81
0.011 7 Sx 10 15 13 3 7 169
Snags/Swp 8 Sx 10 15 10 3 7 100
1 9
10
11
12
aft 13
s 14
15
Average (Live) 28.9 24.4
Average (Dead) 12 12 1275.36




Plot BW 003 (10U 489698 5906052) — Near Site 17
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__ 09/03/13 Completed By:_OA, Location Description:__Black River UWR
y Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (Z,5,V) (2 FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BW-003 Fd | 10U 489698 5906052 SBSdw2 1 5 |0|d Road
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,U,M,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
S L 23 (Fd, 70), (P1, 10), (Sx, 10), (At, 10) 50% L1 21.33 16.58 31.10 300.00 134.70 103.20
Und y (3.99m radius plot) Tree ation
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot; Range (sph)
Prickly Rose 30 False Solomons Seal 10 Feather Moss 80 Pine Grass 60 Fd 10 5cm-1.3m 1000
Soopalalie 20 Wildlife Strawberry 10 Blue Wild Rye 30
Saskatoon 10 Creamy Peavine 10
Trailing Rasberry 10 Fire weed 10
Showy Aster 10
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Moose Escape Su L 0 0 0 Y
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm % (C, SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd UWR 2 N 30 25 | 5 P 35 5 5 Sandy Loam
orest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
nestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degrad Type Tr q
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
Fir Beetle Beetle killed trees Doesn’t meet UWR specs| Part Cut UWR Thinning Guidelines
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D*2
1 Fd 40 11 9 L 1 Fd 5 7 6 2 1 36
Live BAF # 2 Fd 40 11 9 L 1 Fd 15 18 12 10 1 144
0.012 3 Fd 40 10 7 L 1 Fd 25 35 25 10 1 625
Trees/Swp 4 Fd 40 12 9 L 1 Fd 9 15 8 12 1 64
9 5 Fd 150 62.5 30 D 3 At 15 30 25 15 4 625
Snag BAF # 6 Fd 25 6 5 L 1 At 8 18 15 15 4 225
0.189 7 Fd 150 54.5 28 D 3 At 8 17 12 15 4 144
Snags/Swp 8 Fd 50 19.5 20 L 1 Fd 11 16 12 40 1 144
3 9 Fd 45 15 19 L 1 At 5 20 14 15 4 196
10 Sx 20 6 3 L 1 Fd 10 17 15 35 1 225
11 Pl 80 30 30 D 3 Fd 11 16 9 10 1 81
12 Fd 150 18.5 30 L 1
13
raft 1
15
Average (Live) 69.17 12.11 12.33
Average (Dead) 49.00 29.33 16.27 2509.00




Plot BW 004 (10U 491628 5904993) — At Site 12
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__09/04/13 Completed By:_OA Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR
Ecosystem Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (2,S,V) (2) FHF | Photos |C0mment5 on Access
BWO0O04 [ Fd, Berry 10U [ 491628 | 5904993 SBSdw2 6 [ 6 [Close to Blacwater Rd, Good Access
pography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,UM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp, %) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1perHa (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
160-220 (S) Level 0 (P1,50), (Fd,40), (Sx,10) 30% L1 23.07 19.57 46.66 300.00 32.76 242.85
Und: y (3.99m radius plot) Tree Rege|
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot) Range (sph)
Velvet leaved Blueberry| 40 Fireweed 10 Feathermoss 70 Pinegrass 70 Fd 3 1.7-4m 300
Kinnikinnick 40 Creamy Peavine 10
Saskatoon 10 Buch Berry <10
Salix 10
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied,Aru
Wildlife Spp v,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Moose Salix 10 Forage Wi M 0 0 0 Y
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm % (C, SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd Forest 3 km across river N 40 100 | 0 SC 25 5 500m 12 Sandy
forest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
ymestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type Treatment Requirements
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
High Fuel loading High CWD content/Blowdown Prevent Stand Changing Event M Part Cut Preferably Winter |Reduce Fuel Load, Promote Fd growth Leave all Fd, Sx, Follow UWR Guidelines
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam |Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| DA2
1 Sx 80 28.5 20 L 1 Pl 15 18 17 5 3 324
Live BAF # 2 Fd 60 18.5 18 L 1 Pl 23 25 23 3 1 625
0.039 3 Fd 60 18 18 L 1 At 6 11 9 3 3 121
Trees/Swp 4 Pl 80 20 22 D 3 Pl 22 20 17 10 1 400
4 5 Pl 80 31 23 D 3 Pl 22 23 21 5 1 529
Snag BAF # 6 Pl 60 21.5 18 D 3 Pl 20 21 19 6 1 441
0.046 7 Sx 60 24 18 L 1 Pl 21 21 19 10 1 441
Snags/Swp 8 At 7 19 16 8 3 361
3 9 Pl 23 28 20 10 1 784
10 Sx 12 18 9 6 1 324
11 Pl 15 20 12 3 2 400
12 Pl 20 25 19 3 1 625
13 Pl 20 23 18 3 2 529
14
Draft 15
Average (Live) 68.57 22.25 18.50
Average (Dead) 24.17 21.00 5904.00




Plot BW 005(10U 489084 5905404) — At Site 24
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__09/04/13, C dBy:_OA Location Description:__BI River UWR
Ecosystem Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (2,5,V) (2) FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BW005 | Fd/Berry 10U 489084 [ 5905404 SBSdw2 6 6 [ol1d road to site
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,U,M,L,T,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
180-230 (S) Level 2 (P1,40), (Fd,30), (Sx,10), (At,20) 30% 11 22.45 14.09 30.19 800.00 80.00 232.86
L y (3.99m radius plot, Tree Regeneration
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot)| Range (sph)
Velvet Leaved Blueberry| 20 Bunch Berry 10 False Polytrichim 15 Pine Grass 80 Fd/Sx 3 1.5-5m 300
Soopalalie 20 Wild Stawberry 10 Feather Moss 50
Saskatoon 10 One Sided Wintergreen 5
Prickly Rose 15 Northern Sandwart 1
Kinnikinnick 30 Queens Cup 10
Salix spp. 5
Wildlife Evid Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Moose Salix 10 Browse Wi L 0 0 0 Y
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm% (C, SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd Forest 3km across river N 40% [ 80% [ 20% sC 23 1-3 200m 15 Sandy
forest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
imestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type Al Regquirements
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
High Fuel loading High CWD content/Blowdown |Prevent Stand Changing Event M Part Cut Preferably Winter |Reduce Fuel Load, Promote Fd growth Leave all Fd, Sx, Follow UWR Guidelines
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWND (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| DA2
1 Pl 80 28.5 4.3 16 D 3 Pl 15 21 15 3 1 441
Live BAF # 2 Sx 80 26.5 5.6 17 L 1 Pl 7 15 13 3 2 225
0.034 3 Pl 80 26.5 4.6 16 D 3 Pl 12 22 19 3 1 484
Trees/Swp 4 Pl 20 12.5 4.6 8 D 3 Pl 14 23 20 4 2 529
3 5 Pl 30 26.5 5 16 D 3 Pl 12 14 12 5 2 196
Snag BAF # 6 Pl 80 26.5 4.6 16 D 3 Pl 16 20 17 5 2 400
0.042 7 Fd 80 215 5.6 14 L 1 Sx 19 23 10 3 1 529
Snags/Swp 8 Pl 80 215 4 15 D 3 Pl 15 19 15 5 1 361
8 9 Pl 80 17 4.2 14 D 3 Pl 17 23 19 5 1 529
10 Pl 80 26 5.6 17 D 3 Pl 9 18 8 4 2 324
11 SXx 30 14 5.2 6 L 1 Pl 16 20 12 3 1 400
12 Pl 17 21 14 0 1 441
13 Pl 18 21 15 3 1 441
14 Pl 17 19 14 6 1 361
15
Average (Live) 65.45 20.67 12.33
Average (snagyT'd 23.13 14.75 5661.00




Plot BW 006 (10U 490236 5905134) — At Site 14
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__ 09/04/13 Completed By:_OA Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR
y Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (,5,V) (2) FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BWOOG | Fd 10U 490236 5905134 SBSdw2 6 | 6 [Road through area
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (CUM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
200-240 (S) Level 1 (P1,30),(5x,30),(Fd,30),(At,30) 30% 5 34.25 27.50 25.66 300.00 67.42 256.63
Understory (3.99m radius plot) Tree R ation
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot) Range (sph)
Kinnikinnick 60 Wild Strawberry 20 Step Moss 60 Pine Grass 80 At,Sx,Pl,Fd 20 .3-4M 2000
Saskatoon 30 Yarrow 10 Pipe Cleaner 30
Sx 15 Northern Sandwart 5
Pl 10 Bunchberry 10
At 25
Prickly Rose 20
Twinflower 50
Velvet Leaved Blueberry| 10
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Moose Salix/At 10 Forage Wi L 0 0 0 Y
Mule deer Saskatoon/At 20 Forage Wi L
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm % (C,SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd Forest fire 2 km across river N 40 80 20 SC 41 1im 50m 9 Sandy
forest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
)mestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type Ti quil
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
High Fuel loading High CWD content/Blowdown | Prevent Stand Changing Event M Part Cut Preferably Winter [Reduce Fuel Load, Promote Fd growth Leave all Fd, Sx, Follow UWR Guidelines
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam  |Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D"2
1 Pl 80+ 41.5 36 30 D 3 Pl 30 41 39 3 1 1681
Live BAF # 2 Sx 70 33 4 25 L 1 Pl 30 40 26 6 1 1600
0.086 3 Pl 60 21 4 25 D 3 Sx 23 38 24 3 1 1444
Trees/Swp 4 Pl 80+ 41.5 4.4 30 D 3 Pl 7 35 31 3 2 1225
1 5 Pl 5 17 16 3 3 289
Snag BAF # 6
0.094 7
Snags/Swp 8
3 9
10
11
12
13
L. 14
Dl dait 15
Average (Live) 33.00 25.00
Average (Snag) 34.67 28.33 6239.00




Plot BW 007(10U 494695 5905078) — At Site 10
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Date:___09/05/13, Completed By:_OA Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR
Ecosystem Type BEC Unit | Site Series |
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (2,5,V) r (2) | FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BW007 | Grass | 10U | 494695 | 5905078 Unclassified (Attributes of BGxw2, IDFxm/04, SBSdk/82) [ 6 [Road Approx 300 m to North
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)

Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,U,M,L,T,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
140-220 (S) Upper 70 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Understory (3.99m radius plot) Tree Regeneration
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot) Range (sph)
Saskatoon 20 Pasture Sage 40 NA 0 Slender Wheatgrass| 40 Fd 1 0.75 100
Prickly Pose 10 Alpine Sweet-Vetch 10 Junegrass 20
Aspen Regen 20 Tufted White Prarie Aster] 10
Mountain Sagewort 5
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Md Tracks 0 0 0 Y A few MD tracks
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm% (C,SC,P,D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Grasslands 5 N 5 0 | 5 D 25 1.5 300mtoN, lkmtoS 0 Sandy Loam
orest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
nestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type Treatment Requirements
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
Loss of grasslands At & Fd encroachment Rare ecosystem H Prescribed Burn Spring Restore grasslands, stop At encroachment Timing and containment
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam _|Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D72
1
Live BAF # 2
0.000 3
Trees/Swp 4
0 5
Snag BAF # 6
0.000 7
Snags/Swp 8
0 9
10
11
12
C 13
D dit 14
15

Average (Live)

Average (Snag)




Plot BW 008 (10U 494646 5905040) — At Site 10

Ecological Restoration Field Card
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Date:___08/26/13 C leted By:_OA Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR
Ecosystem Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (2,5,V) (2) FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BW008 [ At/Fd 10U [ 494646 [ 5905040 SBSAw2 4 [ 6 JRoad Approx 300 m to North
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot|
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,UM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp, %) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
210 (220-240) (S) Mid 68 (At,90), (Fd,10) 60% leaved 11 (41-60) 20.17 11.22 86.24 0.00 0.00 3.33
Understory (3.99m radius plot) Tree ion
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot) Range (sph)
Saskatoon 70 Showy Aster 20 Step Moss 20 Pine Grass 30 Sx 1 3-5 100
Prickly Rose 30 Yarrow <5 Lungwart on At <5 Rough-Leaved Ricegrass| 30
Common Juniper 10 Northern Bedstraw <5
Wild Strawberry <5
American Vetch <5
Creamy Peavine 10
False Solomons Seal <5
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
MD Amal (Saskatoon) 70 Forage Wi, Su, Au M 1pile 20 (1 pile) 0 Y Lots of Amal and Fd forage
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm % (C, SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Grass uplands 5km N <5 | 0 <5 C (Amal) 100 7 1km to river 6 Sandy Loam
orest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
nestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type T Requir
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints.
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
Grass uplands Aspen encroachment Northern extent of ecosystem| H Burn Spring Reduce Aspen Encroachment Timing and Contatinment
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam |Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D?2
1 At 70 19.5 4 10 L 1 Fd 2.5 9 5 70 2 81
Live BAF # 2 At 70 215 1 11 L 1
0.032 3 At 60 17 1.1 10 L 1
Trees/Swp 4 At 60 17 2.2 9 L 1
9 5 At 70 22 1.4 12 L 1
Snag BAF # 6 At 70 20 4.4 12 L 1
0.000 7 At 60 17 5.3 12 L 1
Snags/Swp 8 At 70 25 5.6 13 L 1
0 9 At 70 22.5 5.5 12 L 1
10
11
12
13
Draft 14
15
Average (Live) 20.17 11.22
Average (Snag) 81.00




Plot BW 009 (10U 494565 5904913) — At Site 10
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__09/05/13 Completed By:_OA Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR
y Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (2,5,V) (2) FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BWO009 | Grass, Fd | 10U 494565 [ 5904913 SBSmh 1 [ 6 [1km North to Road
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,UM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 perHa (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
210 (140-220) (S) Lowerslope 20 (P1,25), (At,40), (Sx,25), (Ep, 5) 20% 5 26.50 19.67 18.47 200.00 12.40 0.00
Und: y (3.99m radius plot) Tree Regen
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot) Range (sph)
Beaked Hazelnut 90 Wild Sasperilla 10 Stepmoss <5 Pinegrass 40
Prickley Rose 20 Showy Aster 10
False Solomons Seal 10
Northern Bedstraw 10
Wild Strawberry 10
Creamy Peavine 10
Tall Oregon Grape <5
Western Meadowrue <5
Fireweed <5
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Moose (Y) Hazelnut 90 Forage Wi H 1pile 0 0 Y Haxelnut browsed extensively
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm% (C, SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Unknown Skm N 40 10 40 C (Hazelnut), SC(PI) 40 1m (Sx) 0.5km 11 Clay Loam
‘orest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
nestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type Tr q
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
Up slope grasslands Forest encroachment Restore up slope grasslands| H Burn Spring Grassland restoration/reduce aspen encroachment|Timing and containment
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam  |Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle [Decay Class| D2
1 Pl 80+ 26 2 18 D 3 Pl 20 29 23 10 1 841
Live BAF # 2 At 80+ 28 5.6 22 L 1 Pl 18 18 16 10 1 324
0.062 3 Pl 80+ 25.5 4.8 19 D 3 Pl 25 25 22 10 1 625
Trees/Swp 4 Pl 31 31 22 15 1 961
1 5 Pl 21 21 18 10 1 441
Snag BAF # 6 At 17 17 10 10 1 289
0.052 7 Pl 36 36 33 15 1 1296
Snags/Swp 8 Pl 33 33 28 15 1 1089
2 9 Pl 31 31 22 20 1 961
10 Pl 28 28 19 21 1 784
11
12
Deaft 13
14
15
Average (Live) 28.00 22.00
Average (Snag) 25.75 18.50 7611.00




Plot BW 010 (10U 494267 5904918) — At Site 10

Ecological Restoration Field Card

Date:___09/05/13

Completed By:_OA

Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR

33

Ecosystem Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (2,5,V) (2) FHF Photos |C0mments on Access
BWO010 | Fd, Berry 10U 494267 | 5904918 SBSdw2 6 7 [Road 1km uphill to North
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,UM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 perHa (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
210(S) Toe (terraced) 5-20 (P1,40),(Sx,30),(Fd,30),(Ep,10) 30% (P1,80+), (Fd,80) 19.55 17.40 42.08 500.00 38.15 117.76
Understory (3.99m radius plot) Tree Regeneration
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot) Range (sph)
Velvet-leaved Blue Berry| 40 Bunchberry 20 Stepmoss 70 Pine Grass 50 Fd 3 1.5 300
Salix spp. 10 Creamy Peavine <10 Cround Cedar 20 Sx 3 1.5 300
Soopalalie 20 Northern Bedstraw <5 Pl 2 1.5 200
Kinnikinnick 10 Wild Lily of the Valley <5
Prickly Rose 30 Wild Strawberry <5
Common Juniper <5 Princes Pine <5
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Moose (Y) Salix 10 Forage Wi L 0 0 0 Y No pellets observed
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % 7-12 cm diam % <7cm % (C, SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd forest Skm N 40 80 20 Ne 40 1 300 m to River 9 Sand
| forest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
ymestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type Tr q
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
High Fuel Loading High CWD content MP killed Pl | Reduce Fuel loading M Spring Reduce Fuel loading, encourage Fd and berry regen |Low intensity burn, timing, and containment
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam | Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D"2
1 Pl 80 19 4.2 20 D 3 Pl 18 19 5 1 1 361
Live BAF # 2 Sx 50 17 3.2 18 L 1 Pl 12 17 6 1 2 289
0.028 3 Pl 80 21.5 4.6 20 D 3 Sx 10 19 19 1 3 361
Trees/Swp 4 Pl 80 19 3.5 18 D 3 Pl 12 17 10 1 3 289
5 5 Pl 60 15 3 18 D 3 Pl 20 20 12 5 1 400
Snag BAF # 6 Fd 60 21 3.6 18 L 1 Pl 19 19 16 6 1 361
0.032 7 Sx 60 15.5 4.1 17 L 1 Pl 20 21 12 3 1 441
Snags/Swp 8 Sx 60 18.5 3.7 7 L 2 Pl 19 19 18 2 1 361
5 9 Fd 60 22.5 5.6 18 L 1
10 Pl 80 26.5 3 20 D 3
11
12
13
Draft 1
15
Average (Live) 18.90 15.60
Average (Snag) 20.20 19.20 2863.00




Plot BW 011 (10U 501596 5906730) — At Site 8

Ecological Restoration Field Card

Date:__09/6/13

Completed By:_OA

Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR,

34

Ei Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (ZS,V) (2) FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BWO11 Fd, Berry | 10U | 501596 5906730 SBSdw2 1 7 ]150 m from Road
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,UM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
260 Level 8 (Fd,60),(P1,40) 50% 5 23.55 21.45 46.66 500.00 100.98 338.98
Und y (3.99m radius plot) Tree Regener:
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot)| Range (sph)
Prickly Rose 10 Heart Leafed Arnica 10 Knights Plume 40 Pinegrass 40 Fd 1 3-8 100
Saskatoon 10 Creamy Peavine 10 Electrified Cat’s-tail 10 Blue Wildrye 10
Salix 10 Showy Aster 10 Stepmoss 30
Twinberry <5 Bunchberry 40 Ground Pine <5
Tall Oregon Grape 10 Wild Strawberry 20
Kinnikinnick 10 Northern Bedstraw 15
Grouse Berry <5 Fireweed <5
Trailing Rasberry 30
Western Meadowrue <10
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Elk Trail Escape (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) L 0 0 0 Y No observed pellets
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm % (C,SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd stands 12+ N 25 | 20 | 20 P 45 35 Road 200m 12 Fine Sandy Loam
orest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
nestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type Ti Requirements
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
High Fuel Loading High % MB killed PI Potential Stand Changing Event M Part Cut Winter < Fuel Load, Increase Berry Production, > MD Habitat |Limit Fd damage, limit roading, follow UWR guidelines
Trees (>12.5cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D*2
1 Pl 100+ 37.5 25 28 D Fd 15 17 17 3 1 289
Live BAF # 2 Pl 100+ 44 3.7 38 D 3 Pl 30 37 20 6 1 1369
0.026 3 Fd 40 20 5.2 21 L 3 Fd 2.5 14 12 5 6 196
Trees/Swp 4 Fd 30 13.5 33 18 L 1 Pl 6 12 12 0 6 144
6 5 Fd 30 13.5 4.4 19 L 1 Fd 18 26 17 2 1 676
Snag BAF # 6 Fd 30 12 5 12 L 1 Pl 28 27 18 5 1 729
0.071 7 Fd 60 26 5.6 25 L 1 Pl 37 45 35 5 1 2025
Snags/Swp 8 Fd 50 19.5 3 4 D 6 Pl 29 38 35 1 2 1444
5 9 Pl 80+ 26 21 25 D 3 Pl 30 37 37 7 1 1369
10 Pl 80+ 23 4.5 21 D 4
1 Fd 60 24 4.6 25 L 1
12
Diraft 13
14
15
Average (Live) 18.17 20.00
Average (Snag) 30.00 23.20 8241.00




Plot BW 012 (10U 504696 5905591) — At Site 3
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__ 09/12/13 Completed By:_OA Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR,
Ecosystem Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (2,5,V) (2) FHF Photos |Comments on Access
BWO012 | Fd, Grass, Berry 10U 504696 | 5905591 SBSmh 1 7 [site 100m from ATV road
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,UM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp, %) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
160 (140-200) Lower Slope 40 (Ep,25),(At,30),(Sx,20),(Fd,25)| 80% with Decidous 4 23.67 18.33 106.32 100.00 79.14 83.09
Understory (3.99m radius plot) Tree Regeneration
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot) Range (sph)
Beaked Hazelnut 70 Showy Aster 40 Step Moss 10 Rough-Leaved Ricegrass| 30 Sx 1 .75 100
Prickly Rose 30 Clasping Twistedstalk 25 Blue Wild Rye 10
Soopalalie 25 Trailing Rasberry 20
Red Osier Dogwood <5 Wild Strawberry 30
Saskatoon 20 Northern Bedstraw 30
Highbrush Cranberry 5 Tall Oregon Grape 20
Kinnikinnick 20 Heart Leafed Arnica 10
Western Yarrow <5
Wild Saspirilla 10
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Elk Tracks Escape (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) M 0 0 0 Y High veg, difficult to see pellets
Moose Tracks Escape (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) L
Moose At, Hazelnut 70% Hazelnut Forage Wi M
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm % (C,SC,P,D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Open Forests, Grasslands| 1km from decrepid cabin N 25 25 | 35 P 0.25- 1m 5 200m to river 9 Sandy
forest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
ymestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type Treatment Requirements
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
Open Forest Forest Encroachment M Burn Spring More open forests, grasslands Timing, containment
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam  [Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D"2
1 Ep 70 24.5 25 18 L 1 At 10 21 17 15 2 441
Live BAF # 2 Ep 70 23 2.3 17 L 1 At 15 20 15 17 2 400
0.044 3 Ep 30 12 3 12 L 1 At 17 23 12 15 2 529
Trees/Swp 4 Ep 70 16 16 12 L 1 At 17 17 12 15 2 289
8 5 Ep 70 235 17 19 L 1 Sx 6 19 13 10 2 361
Snag BAF # 6 Ep 70 30 3.5 20 L 1
0.042 7 Ep 70 30 35 21 L 1
Snags/Swp 8 Ep 70 31 37 21 L 1
1 9 Ep 70 23 3.8 25 D 3
10
1
12
4 13
Dratt m
15
Average (Live) 23.75 17.50
Average (Snag) 23.00 25.00 2020.00




Plot BW 013 (10U 504860 5905825) — At Site 3
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__ 09/12/13 Completed By:_OA Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR
y Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (2,5,V) (2) FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BWO13 | Fd 10U 504860 5905825 SBSdw2 - (SBSmh) 1(1) | 7 [Trail 30 m North
T hy Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,U,M,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
140 Level 0 (Fd,80), (Sx,10),(P1,10) 80% 5 21.35 20.92 114.04 300.00 20.61 96.33
Understory (3.99m radius plot) Tree R ation
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot) Range (sph)
Beaked Hazelnut 20 Bunch Berry 40 Knights Plume 30 Blue Wild Rye 10 Fd 1 12 100
Velvet-leaved Blue Berry 10 Wild Sasperilla 20 Electrified Cat’s-tail 10 Rough-Leaved Ricegrass| <5
Prickly Rose 10 Trailing Rasberry 20 Step Moss 40 Pine Grass 30
Saskatoon <5 Sweet Bedstraw <5 Ground Pine <5
Black Huckleberry 10 Creamy Peavine <5
Lesser Wintergreen <5
One-sided Wintergreen| <5
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
MD, MS Trail Only Migration (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) L 0 0 0 Y
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm% (C, SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd 2km N 20 40 40 D 35 8 30 9 Sand/Some course
ed forest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
domestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type Treatment Requirements
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)] (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
Closed Forest Low Understory| Low Wildlife Browse Increase Browse Low Partial Cut Fall, Early Winter |Thermal cover and more MD browse Timing, Fd beetle management
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| DA2
1 Fd 80 21 3 21 L 1 Fd 12 12 8 2 2 144
Live BAF # 2 Fd 80 22.5 5 22 L 1 Fd 5 12 10 2 2 144
0.038 3 Fd 40 11.5 3.4 15 D 3 Fd 11 6 2 2 121
Trees/Swp 4 Fd 50 15 4.5 28 L 1 At 8 31 30 1 3 961
10 5 Fd 40 11.5 2.2 14 D 3 Fd 8 14 6 2 2 196
Snag BAF # 6 Sx 80 30.5 2 24 L 1 Sx 10 16 14 15 2 256
0.029 7 Fd 80 34.5 5.6 23 D 3 At 7 14 12 1 3 196
Snags/Swp 8 Sx 80 34.5 3.4 23 L 1 Fd 14 18 11 12 1 324
3 9 Fd 80 25.5 4.5 23 L 1
10 Fd 40 13 53 15 L 1
11 Fd 60 19.5 29 21 L 1
12 Sx 60 19.5 33 22 L 1
D ra ft ii Fd 60 19 39 21 L 1
15
Average (Live) 22.00 22.00
Average (Snag) 19.17 17.33 2342.00




Plot BW 014 (10U 490726 5905419) — At Site 16
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__ 09/13/13 Completed By:_OA Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR
Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTMZone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (2,5,V) (2) FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BW014 Fd/Berry 10U 490726 [ 5905419 SBSdw2 01/06/2004 [ 7 [100m from road
Te hy Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,UM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1perHa (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
220 Level 2 (Fd,60),(PI,20),(At,10),(Sx,10) 45% 6 (and some older vets) 18.23 18.93 70.11 500.00 38.15 101.31
Understory (3.99m radius plot) Tree on
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot), Range (sph)
Twinflower 60 False Solomons Seal 10 Step Moss 50 Pine Grass 30 Fd 13 1-5 1300
Soopalalie 30 Bunch Berry 40 Knights Plume 30 At 3 1.2 300
Prickly Rose 30 Wildstrawberry <5 Electrified Cat’s-tail 20
Princess Pine 10
Aspen 10
Saskatoon 10
Birch Leaf Spirea <5
Common Juniper <5
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Moose At 10 Forage Wi L 0 0 0 Y Some moose sign, little deer
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm % (C, SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd 5 km Across the Blackwater River] N 40 | 40 | 50 sC 30 5-8 400 7 Sandy Loam
‘orest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
nestic animals, Excessive roading)
D | Type Ti qui
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut)| (Yr/Mo/Conditions) [(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
Closed Forest Lack of Browse Spp./Berries Little wildlife use L Partial Cut/Pile/Burn Spring/Fall Open Forest/Reduce prob of stand changing event |Cost/ Fd beetle management
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam __|Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D”2
1 Fd 80 21.5 3.2 21 L 1 Pl 18 21 8 12 1 441
Live BAF # 2 Fd 40 12.5 2.5 17 L 1 Fd 8 13 8 25 1 169
0.023 3 Pl 80 28.5 3.8 20 D 3 Fd 22 30 21 2 1 900
Trees/Swp 4 Fd 40 13.5 4.8 18 L 1 Fd 2 13 13 5 2 169
10 5 Fd 80 22 3.8 23 L 1 Pl 22 28 11 2 1 784
Snag BAF # 6 Fd 70 19 3.5 21 L 1
0.032 7 Fd 40 13 5.6 18 L 1
Snags/Swp 8 Fd 60 17 3.5 20 L 1
5 9 Fd 40 12.5 5.6 17 L 1
10 Fd 80 26 4.8 22 L 1
11 Pl 70 18.5 2.7 18 D 3
- 12 Pl 70 20 4.7 19 D 3
Draft 13 Fd 60 15.5 3 16 L 1
14 Pl 70 20.5 3.9 19 D 3
15 Pl 70 13.5 3.1 15 D 4
Average (Live) 17.25 19.30
Average (Dead) 20.20 18.20 2463.00




Plot BW 015 (10U 491845 5905788) — At Site 13
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__ 09/25/13 pleted By:_DZ, Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR
y Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (Z,5V) (2) FHF | Photos |C0mments on Access
BWO015 Fd/Berry | 10U 491845 5905788 SBSdw2 04-Jun 7 |Good access off existing logging Rd East of BW at 42km
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,UM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
180 Level 2 (Fd,90),(P1,5),(Ep,5) 30% 6 (and some older vets) 29.28 21.08 159.52 100.00 115.23 299.74
Und y (3.99m radius plot) Tree R
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot)| Range (sph)
Soopalalie 5 Princess Pine 5 Red-stemmed Feathermoss 80 Pine Grass 5 Fd 20 0.3-5 2000
Prickly Rose 5 Blueberry 5 Wavy Leafmoss 10
Birch Leaf Spirea 5 Fireweed 5 Peltigera Lichen 5
Kinnikinnick 10
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied,
Wildlife Spp Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Moose Ep(Birch) 2 Forage Au,Wi M 1pile 0 0 Y
Bear Berries, forbs, grasses 5 Forage Sp,Au M
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % <7cm % (C, SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd N 30 30 10 SC 30 3 200m North 8 Sandy Loam
osed forest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
sy domestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type q
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut) (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
Lack of Browse Spp. Fd beetle kill [Low understory, high Fd beetle kill[ Little wildlife use L PartCut Sp, Fall Fuels reduction, Fd beetle management Costly, Fd beetle management
Trees (>12.5cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D"2
1 Fd 120+ 78.5 3.1 33 D 4 Fd 25 73 65 0 2 5329
Live BAF # 2 Fd 20 10.2 5.2 8 L 1 Fd 20 22 18 5 2 484
0.048 3 Fd 40 234 5.1 20 L 1 Fd 10 13 12 2 4 169
Trees/Swp 4 Fd 80 28.6 4.4 23 L 1 Pl 5 10 9 2 4 100
11 5 Fd 60 274 4.1 23 L 1 Fd 15 23 18 2 2 529
Snag BAF # 6 Fd 60 26.2 3.8 22 L 1 Fd 18 26 21 2 3 676
0.484 7 Fd 60 33.1 5.4 24 L 1
Snags/Swp 8 Fd 60 314 26 23 L 1
1 9 Fd 60 35.6 3.1 25 L 1
10 Fd 40 185 22 20 L 1
11 Fd 20 133 4.3 11 L 1
12 Ep 60 25.2 2.7 21 L 1
13
Draft 1
15
Average (Live) 24.81 20.00
Average (Snag) 78.50 33.00 7287.00




Plot BW 016 (10U 485173 5906262) — At Site 19
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__09/25/13 Completed By:_DZ, Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR.
y Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (2,5,V) (2) FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BWO16 | Fd,At,Grass,Berry 10U 485173 | 5906262 SBSdw2 06/01 7 [300 m from old logging road
Te h rees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,UM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
180 undulating with steps down to rive 10 (10-50) (At,40),(Fd,30),(Sx,15),( PI,15) 40% 5with a few Fd vetrans 37.08 25.25 242.48 100.00 14.87 46.60
y (3.99m radius plot) Tree
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot)| Range (sph)
Prickly Rose 10 Twinflower 5 Red-stemmed Feathermoss 30 Pinegrass 30 Sx 4 .3-10 400
Velvet Leaved Blueberry 10 Bunchberry 10 Step moss 15 At 3 .33 300
Birch Leaf Spirea 10 Yarrow 5 Knights Plume 10 Fd 6 .3-10 600
Aspen Regen 5
Soopalalie 5
Kinnikinnick 5
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied,A
Wildlife Spp ruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Moose At regen, willow 05-Oct Forage Winter L 1pile 0 0 Y Not much sign
Bear Berries, forbs, grasses 20-40 Forage Sp/Au M
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % | <7cm% (C,SC,P,D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd N 15 | 7 8 SC 20 3-20 River to south 12 Sandy Loam
forest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
ymestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type q
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut) (Yr/Mo/Conditions) (target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. 1BD)
Lack of Wildlife Use Little wildlife sign Low deer population Burn Spring, good burn conditions|
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam _|Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D72
1 At 60+ 26.2 43 22 L 1 At 10 15 12 3 4 225
Live BAF # 2 At 60+ 273 4.1 23 L 1 At 8 10 10 5 3 100
0.115 3 At 60+ 25.4 3.5 23 L 1 At 12 18 16 5 3 324
Trees/Swp 4 At 60+ 27.8 2.3 23 L 1 Pl 21 22 17 2 3 484
7 5 SXx 100+ 37.2 4.4 27 L 1
Snag BAF # 6 Fd 100+ 64.8 5.1 30 L 1
0.062 7 Fd 100+ 59.7 1.2 30 L 1
Snags/Swp 8 Pl 80+ 28.2 0.8 24 D 4
1 9
10
11
12
13
14
Draft 15
Average (Live) 38.34 25.43
Average (Snag) 28.20 24.00 1133.00




Plot BW 017 (10U 482788 5906743) — At Site 21

40

Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__ 09/25/13 Completed By:_DZ Location Description:__Blackwater River UWR
Ei Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (2,S,V) (2) FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BWO017 Pl, Fd regen 10U 482788 | 5906743 SBSdw?2 6 7 Good access of old logging road
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,UM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
180 Level 2 (P1,75),(Fd,20),(At,5, 50% 2 17.34 17.80 20.00 300.00 12.90 0.00
Understory (3.99m radius plot) Tree Regeneration
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot) Range (sph)
Velvet-leaved Blue Berry 10 Twinflower 5 Red-stemmed Feathermoss| 35 Pinegrass 30 Pl 15 .3-5 1500
Prickly Rose 10 Fireweed 15 Wavy Leafed Moss 5 Fd 30 .3-5 3000
Sitka Alder 10 Princes Pine 5 Knights Plume 15
Salix spp. 5 Bunchberry 10
Birch-leaved Spirea 5
Kinnikinnick 15
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Moose At, Salix spp. 5 Forage Wi, Au L 0 0 0 Y Just outside
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % <7cm % (C,SC,P,D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd N 60 | 50 10 SC 30 1 Rd to North 10 Sandy Loam
rsed forest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
iy domestic animals, Excessive roading)
Deg! tion Type Ti qui
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut) (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
Lack of Wildlife, thick blowdown Little wildlife Sign Recommend site be left alone, Fd regen growing
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam _|Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D2
1 Pl 30 14.6 39 16 D 4 To much to count
Live BAF # 2 Pl 30 15.2 23 16 D 4
0.033 3 Pl 30 15.7 3.2 17 D 4
Trees/Swp 4 Fd 40 23.2 4.1 20 L 1
2 ) Fd 40 18 18 20 L 1
Snag BAF # 6
0.018 7
Snags/Swp 8
3 9
10
11
12
13
14
Draft 15
Average (Live) 20.60 20.00
Average (Snag) 15.17 16.33 0.00




Plot BW 018 (10U 487946 5905990) — At Site 18
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__09/26/13 leted By:_DZ, Location D . Black River UWR
Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (Z,S,V) (2) FHF | Photos |Com ments on Access
BWO18 Fd, Berry, Grass 10U [ 487946 [ 5005990 SBSdw2 6 [ 7
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,UM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
190 Mid/Level 5(0-25) (Fd,60),(P1,20),(Sx,20) 50% 3 (with some vets) 33.20 21.83 59.14 200.00 91.64 167.78
Und y (3.99m radius plot) Tree Regeneration
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot) Range (sph)
Prickly Rose 10 Twinflower 5 Red-stemmed Feathermoss| 30 Pinegrass 30 Fd 12 .3-8 1200
Velvet-leaved Blue Berry 10 Fireweed 5 Knights Plume 40 Sx 4 .3-5 400
Saskatoon 5 Princess Pine 5 Step Moss 5
Birch-leaved Spirea 5 Bunchberry 5
Kinnikinnick 25
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac, Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Bear Berries 10-20 Forage Sp, Au M 0 0 0 Y
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12cm diam % <7cm % (C,SC, P, D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd forest 3 N 25 | 15 10 SC 36 2-6 600m S to River 8 Loamy Sand
“losed forest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
: by domestic animals, Excessive roading)
Degradation Type q
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut) (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
Closed Forest, lack of wildlife use High Fd and Sx regen Some loss of UWR functionality M Partial Cut/Pile/Burn Spring/Fall Open Forest/Reduce prob of stand changing event|Cost/ Fd beetle management
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam _|Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| D"2
1 Fd 50 24.2 2.1 20 L 1 Pl 20 33 20 2 2 1089
Live BAF # 2 Fd 50 25.1 2.6 20 L 1 Pl 22 36 18 2 2 1296
0.049 3 Fd 50 26.7 37 20 L 1 Pl 15 15 14 2 3 225
Trees/Swp 4 Fd 50 183 3.2 18 D 5 Fd 10 18 16 2 2 324
4 5 Fd 60 24.2 41 20 L 1 Fd 8 28 17 2 4 784
Snag BAF # 6 Fd 120+ 80.7 5.2 33 D 3 Fd 14 19 18 2 3 361
0.192 7
Snags/Swp 8
2 9
10
11
12
13
Draft 1
15
Average (Live) 25.05 20.00
Average (Snag) 49.50 25.50 4079.00




Plot BW 019 (10U 482756 5905811) — At Site 20
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Ecological Restoration Field Card Date:__ 09/26/13 Completed By:_DZ, Location D __Black River UWR
y Type BEC Unit Site Series
Identifier | (Fd, Grass, Wetl, Berry) | UTM Zone | Long (X coord) | Lat (Y coord) (Z,S,V) (2) FHF | Photos |Comments on Access
BWO019 | Fd,Pl,Grass 10U 482756 5905811 SBSdw2 4 7 |Poor access, rough quad trail to SE, or Old rd 1.5km to N
Topography Trees (5.64m radius plot)
Aspect Slope Pos Slope Tree Spp Comp Crown Clos. Age Ht Live L1 Tree Snags Snag Vol CWD
(Azimuth) (C,UM,LT,G,F) (%) (Spp,%) (decile) (L1) DBH (cm) (m) Vol (m3/ha) L1 per Ha (m3/ha) Vol (m3/ha)
165 Mid, level,upper 10 (0-60) (Fd,80),(P1,20) 60% 3 30.52 26.78 187.93 100.00 9.13 324.99
Understory (3.99m radius plot) Tree Regeneration
Mosses Species Stocking Ht Stocking
Shrubs (5) % Cover Herbs (4) % Cover Lichens % Cover Grasses % Cover Mix (5.64m radius plot) Range (sph)
Prickly Rose 15 Creamy Peavine 2 Red-stemmed Feathermoss 70 Pinegrass 30 Fd 12 3-8 1200
Saskatoon 5 Fireweed 5 Wavy Leafed Moss 5
At Regen 2 Bunchberry 10 Knights Plume 10
Soopalalie 10 Wild strawberry 2
Common Juniper 2
Kinnikinnick 15
Wildlife Evidence Habitat Use
Brwse Spp (Y/N) Habitat Use Season of Use Use Level Pellet Count (30m trans)
(Fd,Lichen,Amal,Salix,Cose,Vied
Wildlife Spp ,Aruv,Pamy,Roac,Syal) % Cover (decile) (DEITF Categ) (Wi, Sp, Su, Au) (H, M, L, None) Moose Deer Elk UWR (Y/N) Other Comment
Moose At 2 Forage Wi, Au L 1pile 0 0 Y Little wildlife sign
Fire Risks Fuel Soils
Values At Proximity Interface? Fuel Load (% Cover) Continuity Fuel Ht to Live Crwn Distance to Humus Soil
Risk (km from infrast) (Y/N) CWD % | 7-12 cm diam % <7cm% (C,SC,P,D) Depth (cm) (m) Fuel Break Depth (cm) Texture
Fd forest 3-5km N 25 15 10 SC 30 3-10 1.5kmto N, lkmto S 12 Sandy Loam
orest with low understory cover, Low percent cover of berry species, Lack of wildlife use, High fuel loading, Invasive species,
nestic animals, Excessive roading)
D d Type Ti qui
Type Type Timing Objective Constraints
(descriptive) Indicator Rationale Level (B, S&B, Veg, PartCut) (Yr/Mo/Conditions) |(target org, outcome) (descriptive, e.g. IBD)
VLsign, understory, berries, fuel loading Partial Cut/Pile/Burn Spring/Fall Open Forest/Reduce prob of stand changing event |Cost/Fd beetle management
Trees (>12.5 cm dbh, 5.64 m radius plot) CWD (30m transect)
Plot # Tree/Piece # Species Age DBH Distance Ht L/D? Decay Class Species Length Butt Diam Intersec Diam| Tilt Angle | Decay Class| DA2
1 Fd 80+ 37.2 3.2 31 L 1 Fd 25 80 75 2 3 6400
Live BA 2 Fd 60 24.8 3.7 27 L 1 Fd 15 20 11 2 3 400
0.078 3 Fd 50 313 4.1 26 L 1 Fd 10 16 12 0 5 256
Trees/Swp 4 Fd 50 34.2 3.5 27 L 1 Pl 11 14 14 2 5 196
8 5 Fd 50 31.8 22 27 L 1 Pl 12 18 [ 2 3 324
Snag BA 6 Fd 80+ 39.1 11 32 L 1 Fd 2 10 4 2 3 100
0.038 7 Fd 50 27.8 19 26 L 1 Fd 6 15 13 2 1 225
Snags/Swp 8 Fd 50 26.4 2 25 L 1
1 9 Fd 50 2.1 5.1 20 D 4
10
11
12
13
Draft 14
15
Average (Live) 31.58 27.63
Average (Snag) 22.10 20.00 7901.00




Draft

Appendix 5 -
Reconnaissance Pictures of Each Plot
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Plot BW 001 (10U 507526 5906772) — At Site 1

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West
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Plot BW 002 (10U 507481 5907031) — At Site 1

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West
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Plot BW 003 (10U 489698 5906052) — Near Site 17

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West
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Plot BW 004 (10U 491628 5904993) — At Site 12

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Humus Depth
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Plot BW 005(10U 489084 5905404) — At Site 24

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Humus Depth
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Plot BW 006 (10U 490236 5905134) — At Site 14

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Humus Depth
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Plot BW 007(10U 494695 5905078) — At Site 10

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Humus Depth
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Plot BW 008 (10U 494646 5905040) — At Site 10

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Humus Depth
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Plot BW 009 (10U 494565 5904913) — At Site 10

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Humus Depth
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Plot BW 010 (10U 494267 5904918) — At Site 10

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Humus Depth
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Plot BW 011 (10U 501596 5906730) — At Site 8

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Humus Depth
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Plot BW 012 (10U 504696 5905591) — At Site 3

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Soils
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Plot BW 013 (10U 504860 5905825) — At Site 3

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Humus Depth

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: Plot Centre/Ground

Photo 6: Soil
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Plot BW 014 (10U 490726 5905419) — At Site 16

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Soils
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Plot BW 015 (10U 491845 5905788) — At Site 13

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Crown Closure

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Soils
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Plot BW 016 (10U 485173 5906262) — At Site 19

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Crown Closure

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Soils
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Plot BW 017 (10U 482788 5906743) — At Site 21

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Crown Closure

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Soils
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Plot BW 018 (10U 487946 5905990) — At Site 18

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Crown Closure

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Soils
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Plot BW 019 (10U 482756 5905811) — At Site 20

Photo 1: North

Photo 3: South

Photo 5: Crown Closure

Draft

Photo 2: East

Photo 4: West

Photo 6: Soils
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Appendix 6 -
Photo Plot Pictures

63



Photo Plot BW 001 (10U 490318 5905775) — At Site 17

Photo 1: North Photo 2: East
Photo 3: South Photo 4: West
Photo 5: Crown Closure Photo 6: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft
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Photo Plot BW 002 (10U 489418 5906067) — At Site 17

Photo 1: North Photo 2: East
Photo 3: South Photo 4: West
Photo 5: Crown Closure Photo 6: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft
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Photo Plot BW 003 (10U 491451 5905733) — At Site 13

Photo 1: North Photo 2: East
Photo 3: South Photo 4: West
Photo 5: Crown Closure Photo 6: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft
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Photo Plot BW 004 (10U 485508 5906354) — At Site 19

Photo 1: North Photo 2: East
Photo 3: South Photo 4: West
Photo 5: Crown Closure Photo 6: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft
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Photo Plot BW 005 (10U 485341 5906420) — At Site 19

Photo 1: North Photo 2: East
Photo 3: South Photo 4: West
Photo 5: Crown Closure Photo 6: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft
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Photo Plot BW 006 (10U 482111 5906508) — At Site 21

Photo 1: North Photo 2: East
Photo 3: South Photo 4: West
Photo 5: Crown Closure Photo 6: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft
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Photo Plot BW 007 (10U 487200 5905421) — At Site 18

Photo 1: North Photo 2: East
Photo 3: South Photo 4: West
Photo 5: Crown Closure Photo 6: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft
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Photo Plot BW 008 (10U 487952 5905527) — At Site 18

Photo 1: North Photo 2: East
Photo 3: South Photo 4: West
Photo 5: Crown Closure Photo 6: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft
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Photo Plot BW 009 (10U 483047 5905850) — At Site 20

Photo 1: North Photo 2: East
Photo 3: South Photo 4: West
Photo 5: Crown Closure Photo 6: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft
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Photo Plot BW 009 (10U 482532 5905938) — At Site 20

Photo 1: North Photo 2: East
Photo 3: South Photo 4: West
Photo 5: Crown Closure Photo 6: Plot Centre/Ground

Draft
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Appendix 7 -
Blackwater UWR - Potential ER Treatment Site Prioritization Table
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Appendix 8 -
Amended Order #U-5-001, U-5-002 and U-5-003 — Ungulate Winter Ranges
Caribou Chilcotin Land Use Plan, Transition and Deep Snowpack
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AMENDED ORDER #11-5-001, U-5-002 and U-5-003 — Ungulate Winter Ranpes
Cariboo Chilcotin Land Use Plan, Transition and Deep Snowpack

This order is given under the authority of sections 9(2) and 12(1) of the Government Actions
Regulation (B.C. Reg. 582/2004).

The Deputy Minister of Environment orders that:
1. This order replaces the order established on December 07, 2006 titled *AMENDED ORDER

#1J-5-001, U-5-002 and U-5-003 — Ungulate Winter Ranges Cariboo Chilcotin Land Use
Plan. Transition and Deep Snowpack™;

2. Within Ungulate Winter Ranges U-5-001, U-5-002, U-5-003 established on December 13,

2004, in the area of the Cariboo Chilcotin Land Use Plan, the:

a) Stand Structure Habital Classes

b) Topographic Buffers,
are established as identified on the attached maps (Ungulate Winter Range No. U-5-001,
including Habitat Stand Structure Classification, Topographic Buffers and Habitat
Management Zones; Ungulate Winter Range No. U-5-002, including Habitat Stand Structure
Classification, Topographic Buffers and Habitat Management Zones; Ungulate Winter Range
No. U-5-003, including Habitat Stand Structure Classification, Topographic Buffers and
Habitat Management Zones),

3. where there is any discrepancy between the ungulate winter range boundaries as shown in the

December 13, 2004 Schedule A’s (U-5-001, U-5-002, U-5-003) and the GIS file muwra_bc,
the boundaries as detailed in the GIS file will take precedent. Where there is any discrepancy
between the attached maps and the linework identified in the GIS files for Stand Structure
Habitat Classes or Topographic Buffers, as stored on the FTP site

fip://ribftp.env.gov.be.ca/pub/outgoing/ede_data/uwr/rS/, the GIS files stored on the FTP site

will take precedent. The centre point of the line on the map denoting the ungulate winter
range is what establishes the boundary;,

4. The General Wildlife Measures outlined in Schedule 1 are established for mule deer

{ Odocoilens hemionus hemionus) within the Transition and Deep Snowpack Zones of the
following ungulate winter range units:

(a) in Ungulate Winter Range U-5-001: Alix Honeyburmn (dqu_3), Australian Allix
(dqu_7), Baker Creek (dqu_8), Dragon Australian (dqu_30), General Tingley
(dqu_38), Gerimi (dqu_39), Lower Quesnel (dqu_60), Narcosli (dqu_o64), MNazko
(dqu_635), Upper Quesnel {dqu_80), West Road South (dqu_87); Blackwater
(dqu_14}

(b) in Ungulate Winter Range U-5-002: Mosley Creek (dwl_1), Antoine Lake (dwl_6),
Beaver Valley North (dwl_9), Beaver Valley South (dwl_10), Big Lake North
(dwl_12), Borland Valley (dwl_16), Farwell (dw]_34), Hart-Marguerite (dwl_42),
Hawks Creek (dwl_43), Horsefly Lake (dwl_45), Horsefly River (dwl_46), Jones
Creek (dwl_49), Knife Creek (dwl_50), Likely (dwl_36), Little Lake (dwl_57),
McLeese Lake (dwl_62), Niguidet (dwl_66), Quesnel Forks (dwl_70), Rose Lake
(dwl_72). Skelton (dwl_74), Tatloyoko (dwl_78), West Arm (dwl_84); and

{c) in Ungulate Winter Range U-5-003: 111 Mile-Forest Grove (dmh_2), Bonaparte
River (dmh_15), Bradley Creek (dmh_17), Bridge Lake North (dmh_18), Buffalo
Creek (dmh_19), Canim Lake North (dmh_20), Canim Lake West (dmh_21), Drewry
Lake North {dmh_31), Fawn Lake (dmb_35), Horse Lake {(dmh_44), Howard Lake
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North (dmh_47), Lac La Hache North {dmh_53), The Lakes (dmh_35). Rosenm
Lake (dmh_73), Timothy-Rail {dimb_79). Watch Lake North (dmh_83).
5. {a) The General Wildlife Measures set out in Schedule 1 are also established for the following
ungulate winter range units in the Moderate Snowpack Zone:
111 Mile-Forest Grove{dmh_2), Alix-Honeybumidgu_3), Australian-
Alixidqu_7), Borland Valley{dwl_16). Buffalo Creek{dmh_19),
Enterprise(dwl_33), Fawn Lake(dmh_35), Hawks Ckidwl_43), Horsc
Lake{dmh_44), Jones Creeki{dw]_49), Knife Creek{dwl_50). Lac La Hache
Northidmh_53). Lac La Hache Southidmh_54), McLeese Lake(dwl_62),
Marcosli(dqu_64), Williams Lake-Hawks Creck(dwi_81), Waich Lake
Morthidmh_g3),
() for the purposes of 5(a) (Moderate Snowpack Zone), the area of forest to which the
General Wildlife Measures will apply must be:
(i) subject to primary forest activities over an area greater than 10 ha, and
(i) 70% or more of the area subject to primary forest activities must be comprised of.
+ porth-facing aspects between 315 and 60 degrees, and
# slope greater than 20%,
7. For the purposes of section 2(3)(a) of the Government Actions Regulation, these General
Wildlife Measures also apply W minos enures, and
B. These General Wildlife Measures do not apply for the purposes of exploration, development
or production activities when these activitics have been authorized for the purpose of
subsurface resource exploration, development or production under the Mineral Tenure Act,
the Coal Act, the Mines Act, the Petrolenm and Natiral Gas Act, the Pipeling Act or the
Creothermal Resources Act,

Definitions:
A primary forest activity is defined as per the definition included in the Forest Planning and
Practices Regulation
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- res
Ranges in th .

1. Except for stands on ungulate winter ranges that are subject to GWMs 14, 15, or 16, the
group sclection harvest system described in GWMSs 6 through 11 must be applied during
timber harvest entries into a stand of trees within ungulate winter ranges 1o which this order
applies.

2. For stands of trees in ungulate winter ranges that are subject to GWMs 14, 15 or 16, group

selection management will begin on the next harvest pass following the initial harvest
[realmenit.

1. Afier one rotation, all stands of trees in an ungulate winter range to which this order applies
will be managed using a group selection silviculture system consistent with GWMs 6 through
12, excepl:
o Old Growth Management Areas, or other “no-harvest” land use designations
o Sub-hygric sites with stand composition <40% Douglas-fir
Definitions pertaining to GWMs 3, and 4:
o Douglas-fir stand composition is calculated as the propontion of basal arca of Douglas-fir
trees =125 cm diameter at breast height.

4. The applicable silviculture systems for stands with <40% lodgepole pine by composition, and
all other mixed stands that are mesic and drier, or that have = 405 Douglas-fir by
composition will be thinning from below (described in GWM 16) or group selection
(described i GWMSs 6 through 10).

5. Primary forest activities will result in:
o Protection of existing Douglas-fir regeneration 1o the extent practicable
o Retention of Dowglas-fir in juvenile spacing treatments.

f.{a) The first pass of group selection is to be applied when the stand basal area is:
(i) 245m” in Interior Cedar Hemlock (ICH), or
(ii) >40m’ in other Biogeoclimatic Zones.

ib) No timber harvesting is to occur where the conditions set oul in 6(a) are not met, and
GWMs 14, 15 or 16 do not apply.
Definition pertaining to GWM 6
o Basal area is io be calculated as the total live conifer basal area of trees greater than 12.5

cm dbh.

7. {a) Group selection forest activities planned for each cuthlock area in an ungulate winter
range 10 which this order applies, must result in a condition where the 0-40 vear age
component for the Stand Structure Habitat Class set out in Column 1 of Table 1 does not
exceed the percemtage of cul block area set owt in Column 2 of Table 1.
by Skid trail area must be included in the percentage area for the (-40 year age category.

Roads and landings are excluded.
ic) The percent in Column 2 includes any previously harvested area or natural disturbance
which created openings of 0.1 ha or greater within the last 40 years.
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Table 1.
Stand Structure Habiam Maximum percent of cutblock area 1o be
Class in Age Class of 0 - 40 years
Lo 33
Moderate 25
High 20
Diefimitions pertaiming to GWA 7:

o “Group selection™ is a selection silviculture system in which small groups of trees are
periodically harvested, resulting in an uneven-aged forest stand made up of a mosaic of
small even-aged patches. Stand structure is regulated in group-selection harvesting by
cutting a specified proportion of the total area of the cutblock at each harvest entry and by
specifying the group size and cutting cycle. The parameters for the group selection
system designed for mule deer winter range are provided in GWM 6 through 11.

o “Stand Structure Habitat Class™ is a stand level classification used 1o define three
different stand structure management objectives for mule deer winter habitat (Low,
Moderate and High). For transition and deep snowpack zones, differences between the
classes are based on differences in the proportion of various age classes within managed
cuthlocks, All habiial classes have common objectives to mainiain or create mult-
storied. uneven-aged stands deminated by Douglas-fir. The leng-term objectives map for
each winter range shows the distribution of the three habitat classes on the winter range.

o Polygons depicting the spatial distribution of low, moderate and high Stand Structure
Habitat Classes are available from the following FTP site:
fipuifriblipenv_gov.be. gﬂﬂmutgnmg{c:ﬁ: data'uwr/rs/. Files are located in each of the
folders “wwra_U-5-001.zip", “tuwra_U-5-002.zip” and “tuwra_U-5-003.zip". The
specific files are titled “Stand_struc_hab_cless_5-001%, “5wand_struc_hab_class_3-0027,
“Stand_struc_hab_class_5-003",

8. Primary forest activities in stands of trees on the ungulate winter ranges to which this order
applies, where the group selection silviculture system is 1o be employed, will result in the
harvest proportions and cutting cycles for each Stand Structure Habitat Class set out in
Column 1 of Table 2 that are consizient with the specifications of Columns 2 through 5 of
Table 2.

Table 2.
Stand Structure Area Harvested Minimum Effective Rotation Number of Different Aged
Habitat Class  Per Pass (%) Cutting Cycle {vears) Patches in the Stand Mosaic
[ years) After a Full Rotation
Low 23 40 120 3
Moderate 23 4 1600 4
High 20 A 200 5

See definitions pertaining to GWM 7 above, for the location of polygons depicting the spatial
distribution of bow, moderate and high Stand Strocture Habitat Classes.
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9. (a) Primary forest activities on sites ecologically capable of growing Douglas-fir must achieve
at least an additional 20% in post-harvest Douglas-fir composition as compared 1o the pre-
harvest Douglas-fir composition. For an example see Appendix 3.
ih) Despite Wa), no further increase in post-harvest Douglas-fir composition is required
beyond 60% for sites in the following Biogeoclimatic units: ICH, SBSwk, SBSmc, SBSmw.
{c) Despite 9a). no further increase in post-harvest Douglas-fir composition is required
beyond B0% for sites in all Biogeoclimatic units except those specified in 9(b).

{d) Sites with a pre-harvest Douglas-fir composition of less than 40% and a frost hazard class

rating of high or very high are not required 10 meet the Douglas-fir composition requirements

in 9(a), but existing Douglas-fir should be maintained where possible.

Definitions pertaining to GWM 9
o Post-harvest Douglas-fir stand composition is defined as the percent of live conifer stems

greater than 1.3 meters in height measured at the carliest of: a) the time of the free 1o
grow declaration, where applicable or b) at twenly years.

o Pre-horvest Douglas-fir composition is the percent Douglas-fir estimated by pre-harvest
measurements of merchantable Douglas-fir by basal area in the areas 1o be harvested.

o Sites arc deemed 1o be ecologically capable for Douglas-fir regeneration if: 1) Douglas-
fir is included as a preferred species in the 2002 Ministry of Forests FDP siocking
standards for the applicable Forest Region or 2) the pre-harvest stand is composed of
A40% or more Douglas-fir by basal arca.

o Frost hazard rating classes are 1o be defined based on the process documented in Chapter
3 of Steen et al. 1990, Mensification of Summer Frosi-prone Sites in the Cariboo Region,
FRDA repon #157.

10. Primary forest activities in the Snowpack Zones set out in column 1 of Table 3 will result in a
range of opening sizes and an average opening size consistent with the specifications for the
types of forest sites set out in columns 2 through 4 of Table 3,

Tahle 1.
Snowpack Zone Opening Size (ha)
Warm aspect sites Other aspects Frost prone siles
Transition 0.1 =04 {0.3) 0.1 =0.7 (D.4) 0.1 =03 {0.2)
Decp 0.1 — O 0.3y 1 = 1.0 {0L6) 0.1 =04 (0.3)

The brackeied numbers in Columns 2 through 4 refer to the recommended average opening size.
Definitions pertaining to GWM 10:

o Opening sizes are measured from tree stems on the outside of the opening. It includes the
total contigeous opening area which could be made up of any combination of currently
harvesied openings, natural openings and openings from any previous harvest within the
past 40} years.

o Warm aspect sites have slopes >10% and aspect between 136" and 2707,

o Sites with a summer frost hazard class of medium, high or very high (Steen, Q. e al.,
1990 are considered frost prone.,

o Snowpack zones are defined in Appendix 2,
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11. The construction of the skid wrail network and the location, orientation and shape of group
selection openings on ungulate winter ranges will résult in:

o the wital area affected by road and landing areas for current and future passes being
minimized =0 as (o not materially impact the continuity of forested habitai,

o not more than 10 % of the block area {excluding roads, landings and Wildlife Tree
Puches) being in skid trails.

o skid trails being located at least 30m from ridges or topographic breaks, except for
trails perpendicular 1o the feature that are required 1o access otherwise inaccessible
timber.

o having no concentration of openings from any one pass within 30m cither side of a
ridge or wopographic break.

o aresidual stand with minimal windthrow risk.

o relatively uniform distribution of openings throughout the block for cach pass.

o mamienance of wildlife tree patches.

12, (a) Primary forest activities must not result in the construction of roads or landings within:

o Topographic buffers identified along major topographic features as delineated in the
files “topo_buffer_LU-5-001", "topo_buffer_U-5-002" and “topo_buffer_L-5-003™
lcated on the FTP sie fip://nbitp.env.gov.be.ca/ ' wr/rs/, or

o 100m of minor ndges or minor topographic breaks identified in the Geld.

{b) Despite (a), perpendicular road crossings may be constructed across the topographic
breaks where there is no other practicable alternative for access to isolated timber.
Definitions pertaining to GWM 11 and 12:

o  Minor topographic breaks and ridges are defined as features requiring special
management where the slope is greater than 15% when measured from the apex of the
fieature (o a point 15m perpendicular to the feature or 1o the nearest gully bottom if
this is less than 15m away. Ridges have a slope >153% on both sides while
topographic breaks have a slope of >15% on only one side.

13. Subject 10 section 92(1) of the Forest Planning and Practices Regulation, primary forestry
activities must not result in the constrection of roads within Old Growth Management Areas
in ungulate winter ranges 1o which this order applies.

14. Primary forest activities for the purposes of Douglas-fir bark beetle sanitation 1o remove
currently infested stems will result n-

o The volume of non-target. non-infested stems greater than 27.5 cm diameter ol breast
height removed being less than 10% of the total volume of infested stems removed.

o No harvesting of green un-infested Douglas-fir trees that are >37.5cm diameter at
breast height excepl as required for safety.

o No salvage of dead trees within Old Growth Management Areas or Wildlife Tree
Patches established in ungulate winter ranges to which this order applies except as
required for safety.

15. In stands with >40'% lodgepole pine where greater than 50/% of the pine component 15 dead
or at high risk of mountain pine beetle mortality, primary forest activities will result in:
a) No harvest or damage (including skid trail development) to Douglas-fir trees that
exceeds:
= 15% for stems 22.5 1o 37.5 cm dbh, and
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» 5% for siems >37.5 em dbh
of the pre-harvest basal area of Douglas-fir stems in each of the two diameter categorics.
b} Mo cutting of Douglas-fir stems >22.5 em dbh to access lodgepole pine located in patches
less than 0.1 ha.
¢} Protection of established Douglas-fir regeneration where regeneration is of good form
and likely to produce a timber resource of good value.
dj Use of Wildlife Tree Patches to maintain and recruil snags.

16. Timber harvesting practices that employ thinning-from-below for stems from 12.5 10 37.5
cm dbh will resuli in:
o Harvest or damage 1o Douglas-fir stems >37.5cm dbh that does not exceed 10% of
the pre-harvest basal area of the Douglas-fir rees >37.5em dbh.
o Retention of a minimum residual basal area of 75% of the pre-harvest conifer basal
arei (counting stems =12, 5cm dbh).
o The area covered by skid trails not exceeding 10% of the net harvested area.
o Harvesting priority on specics other than Douglas-fir in mixed species stands,
o Location of landings in non-fir areas and in areas with little or no Douglas-fir
»37.5cm dbh unless there is no other practicable option.
Definitions pertaining to GWM 15 and 16:
o Damage is defined as
® (1) loss of one-quaner or more of the photosynthetic volume of the crown, or
= (2) loss of either 1000cm” of bark or loss of bark from one-thind of the
circumierence of the tree.
= MNote: the damage definition applies (o all harvest types.
o Residual basal area is the average for the net harvested area (excluding roads, landings
and wildlife tree paiches).

J PR/ES

Signed this '™ day of __[8__. 2007
Chris Trumpy, Deputy Minister
Mirnistry of Environmen
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Appendix 1

Note that the appendix is not part of this legal Order. It is intended 1o provide guidance for
mecting the General Wildlife Measures addressed in the order.,

E tions from Gen FiES

|, Awuthority to consider an exemplion from the requiremend to comply with these General
Wildlife Measures (GWM) is provided in Section 92(1) of the Forest Planning and Practices
Regulation. Where it is not practicable to comply with these GWM, a person proposing Lo
conduct forestiry activities may choose to seek an exemption from the requirements 1o comply
with the applicable GWM. The requisite official may grant an exemption, with conditions.

An exemption application should be submitted 10 the Minister's delegate for the Region
where the Ungulate Winter Range is located (Regional Manager - Ministry of Environment},
with a rationale describing the nature of the problem, why it is impracticable to comply with
the GWM, and options to integrate winler range conservalion with proposed forest practices.
This submission of information with the request for exemption will assist in timely
consideration of the matter, and will inform the conditions, if any, of the exemption. The
applicant must not proceed with activities until the exemption is received by the applicam.

The exemption process is meant 1o apply in cases where it is found 1o be impracticable 1o
comply with GWM given the specific situation and circumstances pertaining o compliance
with a specific GWM applicable to a specific arca of land, in this case, an area located within
a specific ungulate winter range. Exemptions are a special administrative process that allows a
person the authority o operate in a manner not otherwise allowed under law, due to the
special circumstances ideniified at a specific site, or on a specific area of land. These
provisions should not be used broadly to alter the true intent of the law applicable o winter
ranges established by order under authority of the Government Actions Regulation. The
exemption provision is not applicable for the purposes of broad or blanket exemplion from the
requirement to comply with GWM across numbers of winter ranges. unless it can be
demonstrated (o the satisfaction of the requisite official that it 15 impracticable for practices
being carried out w specific locations in each winter range to comply with the GWM.

Salvage of dead (non-infectious) timber resulting from severe natural disturbance may be
proposed as an exemption if the proposal results in a net benefit to the Ungulate Winter Range
species being managed for, as opposed 1o taking no action.
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Appendix 2

MNote that the appendix is not pan of this legal Order. It is intended o provide guidance for
meeling he General Wildlife Measures addressed in the order.

Snowpack Zones in the Cariboo-Chilcotin

A map of mule deer winter ranges and snowpack zones in the winter ranges in the Cariboo-
Chilcotin can be accessed at the I"u-lluv. mg fip site:
fipcifamifip env. gov. be ca'pub 3 3

Mote: The UWR polygon in the Blackwater (dgu_14) is missing from this map. This polygon is
located entirely within the ransition snowpack zone.

TABLE Al. Defimition of snowpack zones for mule deer winter range management in the
Cariboo-Chilcotin, based on hiugnmlimﬂh: umnits,
Snowpack Riogeoclimatic zones and Applicable General Applicable

Lone subzones® Wildlife Measure Management
Order Plan
Shallow BG-all, mFEsm, [DEw Maragement

Order for Shallow and — Plan for Shallow
Moderate dk 3 & 4, iDRdw, sePsxe, Moderae Snowpack and Moderate

wisxk, sBsmh® Fones® Snowpack Lones
(2002
Transition SBSdwl& 2, SEPSmk, SEPSdc, Managemeni
msxv, sBsmh® Order for Transition Plan for
and Deep Snowpack Transition anud
Deep IFmw 2, ICH-all, sBswk, Fones Deep Snowpack
SBEMC, SESmIW Lones ( 2HI5)

‘Biogeoclimatic zones: pa=bunchgrass, mr=Imerior Douglas-fir, s8rs=Sub-Boreal Pine-Spruce,
Mi=Montane Spruce, 5B3=Sub-Boreal Spruce, ICH=Interior Cedar Hemlock

Subzones; x=very dry, m=moist; w=warin, d=dry; k=cool; ¢=cold; h=hot, v=very cold

"Maote that the sBSmb is shown in two snowpack rones. The portion of the SB5mh souh of
Quesnel 15 in the moderate snowpack zone while the portions of the 585mh north and cast of
Duesnel Ty are in the ransition snowpack zone.

" Mote that there are some exceplions, depending on slope and aspect, for some areas within
winler ranges in the moderate snowpack zone, as described in the Order.

Some mule deer winter ranges are located within more than one snowpack zone. When a winter
range 15 situated partizlly within both the moderste and trensition snowpack zones, for example,
the General Wildlife Measures Order for Shallow and Moderate Snowpack Zones and the
Management Plan for Shallow and Moderate Snowpack Zones would apply to the area within the
moderate snowpack zone, while the General Wildlife Measures Order for Transition and Deep
Snowpack Zones and the Managemenr Plan for Transition and Deep Snowpack Zones would
apply to the winter range area within the transition snowpack zone.
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Appendix 3

Mote that the appendix is not part of this legal Order. It is inended 1o provide guidance for
meeting the General Wildlife Measures addressed in the order.

Addditional 1
1. The Management Strategy for Mule Deer Winter Ranges in the Cariboa-Chilcotin Part 1h:

Management Plan for Transition and Deep Snowpack Zones (2005) is available at:
ftpcffftpwmleny. gov be.ca'pubfoulgoingSEMP repon_documents/

2. The maps of Spatial Distribution of Stand Structure Habitat Classes (Long-term Objectives)
for individual mule deer winter ranges are available at:
fip:wmlfip.env.gov be.ca/pubvoutgoing/mdwrfall_mdwr_hab_classes/

Nole: The Blackwater UWR polygon {dqu_14) is missing from this map. The Blackwater
polygon is designated as a High Stand Structure Habitat Class.

3. For purposes of interpreting GWM 7 and GWM &, Table A2 outlines the age distribution for
each cutblock area, 1o be achieved after a full rotation.

Tahle A2,
Stand Structure
Hahitat Class
Age Class Categories (years)
{1-40) 41-80 B1-120 121-160 16]1- 2001
High % 20% 20% 20% 20%
Age Class Categories {years)
0-40 41-80 81-120 121-160+
Moderate 25% 25% 25% 25%
Age Class Categories (years)
(-4 41-80 81-120+
Low 33% 13% EEY

4, The following information regarding mule deer winter range management can be found at
hatp:dwlapwww gov be.ca/carfenv_stewardshipiecosystems/mdwr_stratmgmiplan html -

o Management Strategy for Mule Deer Winter Ranges in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Part Ta:
Management Plan for Shallow and Moderate Snowpack Zones (2002)
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5. For consideration of forest health on mule deer winter ranges, refer (o the Management
Strategy for Mule Deer Winter Ranges in the Cariboo-Chilcotin Part [b: Management Plan
Sfor Transition arnd Deep Snowpack Zonex,

6. The Regional Biodiversity Conservation Strategy Update Note #7 Integration of the
Biodiversity Strategy with a Douglas-fir Beetle Suppression Strategy — Interim Direction
December 2008 outlines the process and conditions 1o follow when considering sanitation
harvest for Douglas-fir bark beetle in Old Growth Management Arcas. Biodiversity Strategy

o= mbreraow g o

Updates arc located at:

7. For further interpretation of GWM 10, determination of hazard ratings for frost prone sites is
described in Identification and Management of Summer Frost-prone Sites in the Cariboo
Forest Region, Steen, O, ei al., 1990 FRDA Report 157.

8. For the purposes of determining the post-harvest Douglas-fir composition requirement of
GWM 9, here is an example: If the pre-harvest stand composition is determined 1o be 99% pine,
1% Douglas-fir, the required post harvest stand composition of Douglas-fir would be 21%.
Definitions of pre and post-harvest composition are described following GWM 9,

9. Table A3 shows the sequence of management steps required to address various stand
conditions and 10 more various stand structures towards the desired long-term condition
while maintaining adequate habitat quality.

TABLE A3. Timing and sequence of management actions for various stand types and
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conditions.
Applicable stand type | Progression towards long-term stand structure objectives
or siluation 1" pass pass 3" amd subsequent passcs
Stands with significant | Apply Douglas-fir beetle sanitation (Harvest Type A). Then apply
current Douglas-fir beetle | harvest treatments appropriate to the stand type in column 1 of this table.
Stands with greater than | Harvest of mpb
40% lodgepole pine infested stems with Apply first pass of
where greater than 50% | minimal damage 1o group selection when

of the pine component is
dead or at high risk of
mountain pine beetle
(miph) mortality.

Douglos-fir, stand basal area

(Harvest Type B) =43m” in ich or
> 40m’ in other
ZONES

Stands with less than or
equal to 40% lodgepole
pine and all other mixed
stands that are mesic and
drier or thal have 40 or

Apply “thinning from | (Harvest Type D)
below.”™
{Harvesi Type C) or

| Apply first pass of Alfter 40 years apply

group selection when | 2™ pass of group

gremer Douglas-fir stand basal area = selection.
45m’ in ich or > (Harvest type D)
40m” in other zones
[ Harvest Type D)

Al 40-year intervals
apply subscquent group
selection passes,
{Harvest Type D)

Subhygric or wetler siles
with < 40% Douglas-fir

Do not need 1o manage for mule deer winter range stand structure values.

iHarvest Type E)
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Nd Growth Management

Arcas

Mo harvest except very limited bark beetle sanitation or trap tree use as
directed by the Minisiry of Foresis and Range.

il
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Appendix 4

Note that the appendix is not pan of this legal Order. It is intended to provide guidance for
meeting the General Wildlife Measures addressed in the order.

Guide to Planning within Mule Deer Winter Range

The following information, along with Table A3, were written 1o provide guidance when
planning forest activities in mule deer winter range.

1. How do ! know if | am within the boundaries of a mule deer winter range in the Cariboo-
Chilcotin?

Mule deer winter range boundaries were established under the Government Actions Regulation
of the Forest and Range Practices Act and can be found at:

hutp:iwww env,gov be ca/wld/uwr/ungulate_app.himl

2. There are two General Wildlife Measure orders for mule deer winter range in the Cariboo-
Chileotin. How do | know which order applies?

Omne of the orders contains General Wildlife Measures for those areas within winter ranges that
are in the shallow and moderate snowpack zones, while the other applies to the areas within
winter ranges that are in the transition and deep snowpack zones, Appendix 1 defines the
snowpack zones by biogeoclimatic zones, and will direct you 1o the appropriate order. Some
winter ranges are located entirely within one of the snowpack zone categories and therefore only
one of the GWM orders will apply, while others may be located within multiple snowpack zones
and require the use of the appropriate measures from both orders.

The first page of both orders list which winter range the order applies 10. For winler ranges in
multiple biogeoclimatic zones and multiple snowpack zones, both orders are 1o be reviewed 1o
determine if one or bodh orders apply.

In some winter ranges within the moderate snowpack zone, there are exceptions where the Order
for the Transition and Deep Snowpack zones will be applied instead of the Order for the Shallow
and Moderate Snowpack zones. The specific winter ranges where the exceplions occur are listed
in the orders, and will apply on trestment units grester than 10 ha, in which T0% or more of the
arca is on norh-lacing aspects (between 315 degrees and 60 depgrees) and has slopes greater than
20%.

3. Whar are the steps for planning a forestry activity within a mule deer winter range?

The Order for the Transition and Deep Snowpack Zones contains one Schedule. Schedule |
contains the General Wildlife Measures | - 16, some of which apply to all forest activities and
others that are designed specifically by activity, Maps of individual mule deer winter ranges that
are covered by the Order are located at the fip site noted in the Order. These maps show the
spatial distribution of stand stracture habitat classes that are (described) in the GWMs of
Schedule 1. Locating vour area of interest on onc of the maps will show which stand structure
habitat class vou are managing towards, and which targets 1o apply from the corresponding
GWMs in Schedule 1.

13
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The Order fior the Shallow and Moderate Snowpack Zones is similar to the Transition and Deep
Snowpack Order but contains 13 General Wildlife Measures.

To help determine which particular GWMs within an Order apply, the map files on the (i site
also show hiogeoclimatic zones, topographic buffers and Habitat Management Zonies, as well as
the stand structure habitat class,

The Order for the Transition and Deep Snowpack Zones, identifies six different stand conditions
that require different tvpes of treatment:

1.

2

3

GWM 4 idemtifies stand conditions to be managed for group selection or thinning from
below using the direction in GWMs 6-11.

GWM 14 identifies and specifics management requiremnents for siles requiring sanitation
harvest treatments for Douglas-fir bark beetle.

GWM 15 identifies and specifies management requirements for sites requining salvage
trestments for pine mortality due to Mountain pine beetle.

GWM 16 identifies and specifics management requirements for sites 1o suitable for
thinning from below.

. GWM 3 identifies subhlygric sites for which no specific silviculture requirements for

mule deer management are required.
GWM 3 identifies Old Growth Management Areas as no-harvest areas, Additional

requirements and exceptions relating to Old Growth Management Areas within the winter
range are provided in GWM 13,

The direction in GWM 12, relating to location of roads and landings. applies o harvest of all
stand types and treatment (ypes within the winter range.

The Order for the Shallow and Moderate Snowpack Zones identifies the following different
iypes of stands and (reatmenis:

L.
2.

Requirements and exceptions relating to forest activities in Old Growth Management
Aress within the winter range are provided in GWM 4,

GWM 0 identifies and specifies management requirements for sites 1o suitable for
thinning from below.

GWM 10 identifies and specifies management requirements for sites suitable for the
clumpy singhe wee selection method of Douglas-fir harvesting. This is 1o be used in
conjunction with Table 3 until the year 2026, after which time Table 3 will no longer
apply.

GWM 7 idemtifies and specifies management requirements for sites requiring salvage
treatmeents for pine monality due to Mountain pine beetle and for the non-fir harvest in
mixed specics stands,

GWM 6 identifies and specifies management requirements for sites requiring sanitation
harvest treatments for Douglas-fir bark beetle.

The direction in GWMs 1-5 apply 1o harvest of all stand types and reatment types within the
WINicr range.

L4





