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March 15, 2010

Dan Szekely, RPF

Planning Forestry Supervisor
Canadian Forest Products Ltd.
Admin Building - Mill Road
Box 310

Mackenzie, BC V0J 2C0

Dear Dan,

Here is the 2009/2010 Facilitator Report for the “Mackenzie SFM Plan Public Advisory Group. This
Report is in fulfilment of Contract # FIA08-8023001-01.

This report contains the following:
1. Terms of Reference for the PAG
2. PAG Meetings (schedule of meetings, agendas, sign-in sheets, minutes)
3. Evaluations (sample of evaluation forms, feedback chart, feedback comments
4. Letters of Invitation
5. Mailing List and Meeting Attendance
6. First Nations Correspondence
7. Public Correspondence
8. Continuous Improvement Issues Matrix and SFM Indicator Matrix
9. Multi Criteria Scoring (not available)
10. Meeting Handouts

A digital version of this report is also provided (under separate cover). Please note that some of the
documents in the digital version of the Facilitator’'s Report are not available digitally. The hardcopy
Facilitator Report should be considered as the complete reference.

Sincerely,

sl

Dwight Scott Wolfe, R.P.F
Operations Manager
Tesera Systems Inc.
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1. Background

1.1  Purpose of Sustainable Forest Management Plan

As society has been increasingly affirming a wider set of values that forests can provide, the forest industry has
witnessed a distinct change in the philosophy of forest management. Though timber may still be the primary
economic value from the forests, a wider range of economic, environmental and social values is being demanded.

Forest management now involves the sustainable management of a much larger spectrum of values and at the same
time ensuring that the benefits we enjoy from the forests today do not impact on the ability of subsequent generations
to enjoy benefits from the forests in the future. This concept is commonly referred to as “Sustainable Forest
Management” (SFM). Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) refers to being economically sustainable on public
land, respecting the social needs of the public, and sustaining viable ecosystems. The objective of SFM is to
concurrently balance the sustainability of forestry-related ecological, social and economic values for a defined area.

SFM has gained acceptance at the international, national, and local levels. Furthermore, SFM has attracted the
attention of buyers of forest products who are increasingly demanding that the industry demonstrate that products are
derived from forests managed on a sustainable basis. As a result, forest certification has emerged as a dominant
factor in the forest industry in order to provide assurances to buyers of wood products that the management of
forests meets identified standards that are considered critical for SFM. As British Columbia forest companies have
evolved and have become dependent on the global marketplace for the export of forest products, the issues of
sustainable forest management and forest certification have become paramount.

Canadian Forest Products Ltd., in partnership with other licensees, academics, resource specialists, government
agency staff, interested parties, and other related organizations has designed an integrated framework for
sustainable forest management across its divisions. This Sustainable Forest Management (SFM) Framework has
become a credible alternative to current forest management planning in the interior of British Columbia.

The primary purposes of Canadian Forest Products Ltd. and BC Timber Sales Prince George Business Area are to:

a. Rely on the SFM Framework as the conceptual forest management strategy for the certification effort in
Mackenzie;

b. Jointly develop an Sustainable Forest Management Plan (SFMP) within the geographic area of the
Mackenzie Forest District to meet the SFM standard requirements (Z809-02) developed by the Canadian
Standards Association (CSA);

c. Support a public advisory process to:

« |dentify and select indicators, measures and targets, based on the SFM framework and any other criteria
relevant to the DFA;

* Develop, assess, and select alternative strategies;

» Review the SFMP;

* Design monitoring programs, evaluate results and recommend improvement; and

« Discuss and resolve any issues relevant to SFM in the DFA;

d.  Work together to fulfill the SFMP commitments including data collection and monitoring, participating in
public processes, producing public reports, and continuous improvement.

The SFMP may be used by Canadian Forest Products Ltd. and BC Timber Sales Prince George Business Area to
prepare for eventual certification under the Canadian Standards Association’s (CSA) SFM Standard (Z809-02).
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This SFMP is intended to be consistent with all existing legislation and other strategic plans.
1.2  Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee

The current Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee for the Mackenzie SFMP consists of representatives from BC
Timber Sales Prince George Business Area (BCTS) and Canadian Forest Products Ltd. (Canfor).

1.3 Defined Forest Area

The SFMP applies to only the Defined Forest Area (DFA). A DFA is a specified area of forest, including land and
water. The DFA for this SFMP is within the Mackenzie Forest District, excluding areas such as private lands,
woodlots, Williston Reservair, Indian reserves, Large Parks and Treaty 8 Lands'. The DFA boundaries are shown on
the map provided in Appendix A.

1.4  Public Advisory Group

The Public Advisory Group (PAG) for the Mackenzie SFMP is comprised of individuals representing the interests
listed in section 6.1.1. who voluntarily participate in the PAG process. As outlined in these terms of reference, the
PAG will specifically work under the Defined Goals (section 2) as an open, transparent and accountable process.
The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee and the PAG recognize and agree that Aboriginal participation in the
public participation process will not prejudice Aboriginal and Treaty rights.

15 Legislation

The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee and the PAG shall ensure that the indicators, measures and targets are
consistent with current relevant government legislation, regulations and policies. The Mackenzie SFMP Steering
Committee and the PAG must also respect the findings of any formal public participation processes that have
developed values, objectives, indicators, or targets relating to the CSA SFM elements at a landscape or regional
level in the area in which the DFA is situated.

2. Defined Goal

The goal of the Mackenzie SFMP is to demonstrate commitment to sustainable forest management for the DFA. The
Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee, with input from the PAG, will be responsible for developing and implementing
the SFMP.

The PAG will have the opportunity to work with the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee to:
a. Identify and select indicators, measures and targets, based on the SFM framework and any other criteria
relevant to the DFA;
Develop, assess, and select alternative strategies;
Review the SFMP;
Design monitoring programs, evaluate results and recommend improvement; and
Discuss and resolve any issues relevant to SFM in the DFA.

® oo o

! Refers to fee simple and reserve lands
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3.

Timelines

Key dates for developing the SFMP:

Se ~0o oo o

To be completed by: Completed on:

Invitations sent to potential participants and January 15, 2006 Letters - January 10, 2006
newspaper ads published Ads - January 17 & 24, 2006
Public Open House January 21, 2006 January 23, 2006

Initial Public Advisory Group meeting January 28, 2006 January 31, 2006

PAG input into the CSA matrix June 2006 May 9, 2006

Strategic scenario analysis September 2006 October 17, 2006

Review of draft SFMP by PAG October 2006 October 2006

SFM Certification Audits November 2006 November 2006 — February 2007
Review of Final SFMP by PAG April 29, 2008 April 29, 2008

FoIIowmg the completion of the SFMP, it is estimated that the PAG meeting schedule would include 2-3 meetings
per year (as required) beginning in 2007.

4.1

4.2

Communication

Between the PAG and Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee

The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will ensure that the PAG meeting summaries are distributed to
the PAG within one week

The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will strive to provide background and technical information to the
PAG as related to the PAG's defined role, including information related to the DFA and SFM requirements.
Confidential business information of the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee such as financial or human
resource information may be deemed sensitive or proprietary and may not be released.

The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will respond to all recommendations from the PAG. The
Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will indicate how they applied the recommendations or provide
reasons for not applying them. The meeting summary will capture the reasons for not implementing any
PAG recommendations, whole or in part.

The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will provide a copy of the SFMP and annual reports to the PAG.
The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee may caucus prior to responding to the PAG.

With the Public

The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will make copies of the SFMP and annual reports available to
the public.

When communicating to the media and external parties about the SFMP and PAG process, the PAG and
the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will speak only on behalf of their own personal perspectives, will
be respectful of each other, and avoid characterizing their comments as representing the PAG or the
Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee. They will also inform the PAG and Mackenzie SFMP Steering
Committee of their communication with the media.

The PAG and Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee may invite the media to attend meetings as observers
with advance notification to the PAG and Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee.
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5.1

5.2

6.

6.1

6.1.1

Resources

Travel Expenses

Air travel from Tsay Keh and Fort Ware will be reimbursed for PAG representatives (or in their absence,
their alternates). When necessary, mileage between these villages to catch flights to attend Mackenzie
PAG meetings will be reimbursed.

Mileage to and from PAG meetings for those PAG representatives (or in their absence, their alternates)
traveling more than 25 kilometers each way to the meeting site will be reimbursed per kilometer at the
provincial government rate. Mileage for those PAG representatives (or in their absence, their alternates)
traveling between Tsay Keh or Kwadacha to/from Mackenzie will be reimbursed at the discretion of the
Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee. PAG representatives (or in their absence, their alternates) traveling
from outside the Mackenzie Forest District must obtain approval for travel expenses from the Mackenzie
SFMP Steering Committee before the meeting.

Overnight accommodation for PAG representatives and alternates traveling to PAG meetings will be
reimbursed if pre-approved by the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee. As a general principle,
accommodation should be economical.

Expense forms with copies of receipts for the above must be submitted to Canfor-Mackenzie within two
weeks following the PAG meeting.

Meeting Expenses

The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will provide meeting rooms, meals, refreshments, a facilitator,
and a scribe.

The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will provide adequate material and other resources to assist the
PAG in understanding the relevant concepts.

Responsibilities
Public Advisory Group

Membership Structure

The PAG reflects a range of interests in the DFA. Members of each identified sector will select one representative
and one alternate to participate in the PAG. Each representative and alternate will be allowed to represent only one
of the sectors listed in Appendix B.

In addition to members of the public participating in the PAG, Aboriginal peoples have a unique legal status and may
possess special knowledge concerning Sustainable Forest Management based on their traditional practices and
experience. Each of the local First Nations listed below will be encouraged to invite their members to participate in
the Mackenzie SFMP PAG. Members of each of the local First Nations attending PAG meetings will be invited to
select a representative and alternate to participate in the PAG:

Kwadacha First Nation
McLeod Lake Band
Nak’azdli First Nation
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6.1.2

6.1.3

Saulteau First Nations
Takla Lake First Nation
Tsay Keh Dene

West Moberly First Nations

Selection of the PAG

The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will recruit potential local PAG representatives and alternates
through mailed invitations to individuals, an open house, posters, and advertisements through local media.
Interested parties and the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will review the potential membership at the
initial PAG meeting. The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will compile all names of potential
representatives. Potential representatives for each interest area will discuss and agree as to who will stand
as representative(s) and alternate(s). If they unable to select a representative or alternate for the interest
area, then the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will recommend a solution.

Once the PAG is established, the PAG and the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee can recommend
changes in PAG structure, list of interests, and potential members.

The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee, in consultation with the PAG, approves appointments and
replacement of PAG representatives and alternates.

Responsibilities of PAG Representatives

PAG representatives are responsible for:

a.
b.

Providing input related to the Defined Goals (defined in Section 2);

Being prepared, informed and ready for meetings;

Requesting of the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee an advisor to provide information when the PAG
considers this necessary;

Acting as a liaison between the PAG and others from the interest area they are representing;

Assuming responsibility towards reaching consensus on recommendations to the Mackenzie SFMP
Steering Committee;

Attending meetings. Itis recognized that PAG representatives may miss some meetings due to the nature
of their work or other activities;

Informing their alternate and the facilitator if unable to attend a PAG meeting. If a PAG representative
misses more than two consecutive meetings without a valid reason and without notifying his/her alternate
and the facilitator, the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee may, based on consultation with the PAG,
replace or remove that representative;

Ensuring that the alternate is informed, up-to-date and prepared prior to the alternate participating in a PAG
meeting. This includes providing the alternate with a past meeting summary in a timely, effective fashion;
and

Providing their input on upcoming agenda items when they are aware that they will be absent from a PAG
meeting. They may provide their information to another PAG member or the Mackenzie PAG Steering
Committee to present at the PAG meeting or forward it in writing to the facilitator who will then provide to the
Mackenzie PAG Steering Committee or a specified PAG member to present at the meeting.
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6.14

Responsibilities of PAG Alternates

An alternate may be appointed for each PAG representative. The PAG alternate is responsible for:

a.

6.2

Attending PAG meetings on behalf of the representative. When doing so, the alternate agrees to work
according to the Terms of Reference; and

Coming informed, up-to-date, and prepared for discussions and decision-making based on briefings by the
representative when attending on behalf of the representative.

Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee

The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee is responsible for:

a.

@ o ao

6.3

Providing and clarifying information to the PAG as related to the Defined Goals. Where possible, this
material will be provided in advance of the meeting;

Providing the PAG with necessary and reasonable human, physical, financial, information and technological
resources;

Where possible, informing the PAG (via the agenda) of any advisor attending a meeting;

Not participating in reaching consensus on recommendations by the PAG;

Considering and responding to the recommendations of the PAG;

Making decisions regarding sustainable forest management and certification; and

Preparing the PAG meeting agendas and summaries.

Advisors

The Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will invite advisors, as required, to provide technical information and
advice to the PAG. These advisors could be from government agencies, professional organizations, academia,
consulting firms, or other sources. Advisors are responsible for:

a.
b.

6.4

Providing and/or clarifying technical or legal information as requested; and
Not participating in reaching consensus on recommendations by the PAG.

Observers

The public is welcome to participate in discussions at PAG meetings. They may not participate in reaching
consensus on recommendations by the PAG.

6.5

Facilitator

The PAG facilitator is responsible for:

a.
b.
c.

Ensuring that PAG meetings address the agreed-upon agenda items;

Starting and ending meetings at the times stated in the agenda;

Managing and implementing the Terms of Reference, including the appropriate participation of the PAG, the
Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee, advisors, and observers;

Enabling equitable opportunity by all PAG representatives (or in their absence, their alternates) to
participate in the meetings;

Working to clarify interests and issues, and help the PAG build recommendations;

Not participating in reaching consensus on recommendations by the PAG;
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g. Distributing the agenda prior to each PAG meeting; and
h. Distributing the PAG meeting summaries following each PAG meeting.

7. Conflict of Interest

The PAG recognizes that a conflict of interest could occur if there is a potential for a representative (or his or her
alternate) to personally and directly benefit from specific recommendations from the PAG. Therefore, if a PAG
representative or alternate has a perceived or real conflict of interest that could result in a potential exclusive
personal economic benefit in relation to his or her input to the Defined Goals, that representative or alternate, other
PAG representatives and alternates, or a member of the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee must state the
potential conflict. The PAG and the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will then decide on what actions are
needed.

Potential actions could include asking the representative or alternate to:
a. Serve as an observer for the relevant specific issue(s) and recommendation(s);
b. Take a leave from the PAG (length of term to be defined); or
c. Carry on with normal participation.

8. Operating Guidelines

81 Meetings Guidelines

All participants in this process agree to:
a. Arrive on time;

Be prepared for each meeting;

Follow the speakers list;

Be respectful;

Be concise; and

Stay on topic.

~0o oo o

8.2  Meeting Agenda and Schedule
The meeting agenda and schedule may change if agreed to by the PAG and Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee.

8.2.1  Meeting Agenda
a. Meeting agendas will address the needs of the SFMP and CSA requirements.
b. The PAG may provide input to meeting agendas during each meeting.
c. The agenda will include proposed objectives for the meeting.

8.2.2 Meeting Schedule
a. The PAG and Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will agree upon meeting dates.
b. Meetings will be held as needed to monitor and review the SFMP.
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10.

10.1

Decision Making and Methodology

Anyone attending PAG meetings may participate in the discussions. However, only representatives will
participate in making decisions, that is, recommendations to the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee.
The PAG agrees to work by consensus. Consensus is defined as no PAG representative substantially
disagreeing on an issue and being willing to proceed to the next step. The PAG will work to identify the
underlying issues, seek compromise, identify alternatives, and clarify information. The PAG shall make
every effort to achieve consensus in a positive and respectful manner, and commits to arriving at the best
solution possible.

The PAG will not revisit past decisions unless the PAG representatives agree to do so.

A quorum for any meeting of the PAG shall be greater than 50% of the average number of PAG
representatives attending the past five (5) meetings.

Dispute Resolution Mechanism

Process Issues

The facilitator will resolve process issues.

10.2

a.

Technical Issues

Where an impasse is reached, the representation(s) with the outstanding issue shall offer solutions or
options for resolution.

If the impasse remains, the generally agreed-upon decision, along with the dissenting view(s), will be
forwarded to the Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee.

11. Review and Revisions
The PAG and Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee will review and agree upon the Terms of Reference at least
annually.
Approved:
Public Advisory Group Date: January 31, 2006
Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee Date: January 31, 2006
Revised:
Public Advisory Group Date: February 10, 2010

Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee Date: February 10, 2010
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Appendix A
Map of the Defined Forest Area (DFA)

Mackenzie SFMP
Defined Forest Area

eeeeee

BCTS Operating Areas
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Appendix B

Public Advisory Group Sectors

Academia
Agriculture/Ranching
Contractors — Forestry
Environment/ Conservation
First Nations?

General Public

Germansen Landing

Labour — CEP

Labour — PPWC

Local Government

McLeod Lake Indian Band
Mining/Oil & Gas

Noostel Keyoh

Public Health & Safety
Recreation — Commercial
Recreation — Non-commercial
Saulteau First Nation

Small Business — Germansen Landing
Small Business — Mackenzie
Small Community

Trapping

West Moberly First Nation
Woodlot

Approved:
Public Advisory Group
Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee

Revised:
Public Advisory Group
Mackenzie SFMP Steering Committee

Date: January 31, 2006
Date: January 31, 2006

Date: February 10, 2010
Date: February 10, 2010

% This sector is open to allow participation of any First Nations person wishing to contribute
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S~ MackenZIe SFMP Quorum Table
AHBCTS
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A quorum for any meeting of the PAG shall be greater than 50% of the average number of PAG members
attending the past five (5) meetings. (Suggested Mackenzie PAG TOR wording February 10, 2010)

Date PAG members present Quorum required
January 31, 2006 13
February 14, 2006 13
February 28, 2006 13
March 14, 2006 12
March 28, 2006 14
April 11, 2006 10
April 25, 2006 12
May 9, 2006 10

October 17, 2006

February 20, 2007

March 28, 2007

March 13, 2008

April 29, 2008

May 27, 2008

October 28, 2008

January 21, 2009

May 26, 2009

June 24, 2009

October 14, 2009

JIW|O|0|OTUTW(A~W|WO|00|©

December 15, 2009
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February 10, 2010




_ Schedule of
|Mackenzie SFMP Completed

KON
o

{ "-! BCTS PAG Meetings

s=’v/ BC Timber Sales

Prince George Business Are

Meeting Dates Agenda Items

May 26, 2009 PAG Meeting #17 Review Annua Report
SFM Plan Revisions
Indicator Refinement

June 24, 2009 PAG Meeting #18 Review Revised Annual Report
SFM Plan Revisions
Indicator Refinement

October 14, 2009 PAG Meeting #19 Old Growth Management Area Presentation
SFM Plan Revisions
Indicator Refinement

December 15, 2009 PAG Meeting #20 SFM Plan Revisions
Indicator Refinement
February 10, 2010 PAG Meeting #21 Review Terms of Reference

Research Updates
Indicator Refinement




M W Mackenzie SFMP PAG Meeting

May 26, 2009
£ BCTS 10:00 AM — 4:00 PM

Sl BC Timber Sales

e Bainans Conference room (2nd flr)
Mackenzie Recreational Centre

Agenda

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Welcome & Introductions
Review Agenda
Evaluation Results (January 21, 2009)
Approve Minutes (January 21, 2009)
Mackenzie SFM Plan Direction
Review 2008-2009 Annual Report
---12:00 Lunch - - - -
7. Updating the Mackenzie SFM Plan
----2:30Break - - - -
8. Updating the Mackenzie SFM Plan (cont.)
9. Other

a.
10. Update on Actions
11. Expense Forms
12. Meeting Evaluation
13. Next Meeting

Please contact the facilitator, Dwight Scott Wolfe, (phone: 250-614-3122 or MacPAG@tesera.com) by
noon on Friday, May 22, 2009, if you plan on attending this meeting.
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PAG Meeting
May 26, 2009
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Mackenzie SFMP PAG Meeting
BCTS May 26, 2009 10:00 am - 4:00 pm
Ve ey v Recreation Centre, Mackenzie

Meeting Summary

Attendance:

Public Advisory Group:  Josef Kollbrand Steering Committee & Advisors:

Tom Briggs Vi Lambie Darwyn Koch - BCTS

Ron Crosby Monica Rice Dan Szekely - Canfor

Teena Demeulemeester ~ Aaron Snively

Stephanie Killam

Facilitator & Scribe: Observers:

Dwight Scott Wolfe (Tesera Systems Inc.) Lionel Chabot - Canfor
Line Giguere - Wildlife Infometrics Inc.
Shaun Kuzio — Abitibi-Bowater
Micheline Snively - Wildlife Infometrics Inc.
Todd Walter — Mackenzie Green Energy

1. Welcome & Introductions
1. Members signed in.
2. Welcome by the Chair of the Steering Committee [Darwyn Koch].
a. Shaun Kuzio from Abitibi-Bowater was introduced as an observer.

b. Line Giguere and Micheline Snively from Wildlife Infometrics Inc. were introduced as
observers.

c. Lionel Chabot from Canfor was introduced as an observer.
d. Todd Walter from Mackenzie Green Energy was introduced as an observer.
3. Confirmed agenda
a. No changes to agenda
4. Evaluation results for January 21, 2009 meeting were not available.
a. Evaluation results for January 21, 2009 meeting will be reviewed at the June meeting.
5. -Minutes of the January 21, 2009 meeting accepted as written.
2. Canfor Mackenzie Mill Start-up Plan

Lionel Chabot provided a brief overview of the Canfor Mackenzie Mill Start-up Plan.
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1. Aiming for a September start-up.
2. Containers for chips are required as previous chip supply went to the local pulp mills.

3. Logging Operations — unsure as to startup. The log inventory is good for three (3) months. It
would be good to mix current inventory with newly-logged beetle-kill volume.

4. May be looking at a larger piece size to allow for a better squared-off product.

5. More focus on bigger size lumber. Need to meet the market demand for the 2x4 and 2x6 “Do
It Yourself” product in 8, 10 and 12 foot lengths.

. Review of Draft Annual Report
Darwyn Koch provided a review of the draft 2008-2009 Annual Report.
1. The Draft Annual Report was distributed and is also available on the BCTS Website:
http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/ftp/TPG/external/!publish/SFMS/Mackenzie_ SFMP/Annual%20Report/
2. Executive Summary (pg 2):
a. 93 measures were met; 1 measure pending; 13 measures not met.
3. Measures not met included:
a. Measure 1-2.10 Road re-vegetation (pg 10)

i. This measure has not been met due to a decision to not use or enforce the grass seeding
clause on Timber Sale Licensees (TSL) for their respective TSL Roads.

ii. BCTS Mackenzie is in the process of seeding their backlog of roads. Pending a
consistent level of resources, buy-in to consider having Licensees carry out grass
seeding, as well as completing road construction repair work during the summer,
Mackenzie could be caught up within 2 years and able to meet this measure.

iii. PAG concern that the daisy population is increasing along roads in the north part of
the District and this should be considered invasive.

iv. Current seeding programs meet the minimum requirements under the Seed act and
the grass seed mix is legislated to allow for more seeding success in certain
microsites.

v. PAG concern about the current seeding delay and the hard soils that develop post
logging and wonder if there is an opportunity to seed immediately after the right-of-
way is constructed.

b. Measure 1-3.3 Species at risk management (pg 11)
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i. . Due to the date constraint in the measure description, the Canfor result will not
change from previous reports. Canfor moving forward will be consolidating and
coordinating the entire Wildlife Management program into one indicator / measure
consisting of training, identification, management strategies and implementation.

c. Measure 1-3.4 LRMP wildlife management (pg 12)

i. Due to the date constraint in the measure description, the Canfor result will not change
from previous reports. Canfor moving forward will be consolidating and coordinating
the entire Wildlife Management program into one indicator / measure consisting of
training, identification, management strategies and implementation.

ii. BCTS: Of the 14 species identified in the LRMP, 11 have existing management
strategies in place.

d. Measure 2-1.5 Site Index (pg 20)

i. The variance between average pre-harvest and post harvest site index is met for all but
one Inventory Type Group

ii. A more meaningful indicator is required as currently older blocks use the inventory
Site Index not the pre-harvest Site Index. Better empirical data is needed from free
growing surveys (growth intercept method)

e. Measure 3-1.6 Soil conservation effectiveness (pg 26)

i. BCTS: Soil disturbance survey on TSL A77173 Block 6790. 2009 soil disturbance
surveys showed that PAS on this block was over the prescribed percentage of 3.7% in
the Site Plan by 1.1%, bringing the block into non-conformance with the Site Plan, but
not in non-compliance with the Forest Planning and Practices Regulation default
level of 7%. There is a discrepancy in the wording for this measure.

ii. Canfor and BCTS to take a look at the wording and propose more specific wording for
this measure.

f. Measure 4-5.2 Primary milling facilities (pg 32)

i. The closure of the Canfor sawmill during this reporting period caused this indicator to
not be met.

ii. The LSC proposes to revise this indicator to reflect the change in the Canfor mill
situation. The target should be 1.

iii. This measure tries to ensure that wood logged in the TSA is processed in the TSA.

iv. There is the potential for the Canfor mill to utilize all of the Canfor apportionment
subject to markets and current / future mill configurations.

g. Measure 4-6.1 Risk factor management (pg 33)
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i. Only 13 of the 26 identified risk factors have management strategies.

ii. In the Ministry of Forests annual Forest Health Strategy and Tactical Plan, only the
ranked risk factors (13) are identified as a priority for management. The remainder
are classed as not ranked, or considered a lower priority at this time

iii. Low hazard (endemic) factors do not have strategies.

iv. LSC proposes to revise the indicator statement in order to focus the management
strategy efforts on the highest priority forest health factors within the DFA.

v. Mackenzie TSA is well positioned to capture most of the pine non-recoverable losses
coming form the beetle epidemic.

vi. Shelf-life is variable depending on the site, product objective, etc.
vii. No beetle detection money is available for the District this fiscal.

viii. The new right-of-way widening program is managed by the Ministry of Forests &
Range. Canfor may purchase some of this wood if it meets the profile.

Action Item #1: Licensee Steering Committee to provide PAG members with a copy of
the current Mackenzie District Forest Health Strategy and Tactical Plan.

h. Measure 7-1.7 Representation (PAG) (pg 40)
i. PAG representation in all sectors was not realized during the reporting period.

ii. Of the 23 sectors, an attempt to assign a representative for 1 sector was not realized.
This is in part due to the lack of public interest in the SFMP process, coupled with the
downturn in the local forest economy.

iii. LSC proposes to revise the variance for this indicator and suggest changes to the
Terms of Reference.

i. Measure 7-2.5 SFMP training (affected parties) (pg 43)

i. .The plan proponents provided only one (1) SFMP training opportunity within the DFA
during the reporting period (the annual Mackenzie Trade Show).

j- Measure 8-3.1 Concerns (First Nations) (pg 47)

i. BCTS: a response was sent to a concerned First Nation after the 30 day response
window.

ii. BCTS staff will utilize internal tracking and reminder tools to record, assign
responsibility, and set actions in place to ensure that responses are made within the
30 day window.

k. Measure 9-5.1 Signage (pg 51)

i. BCTS: Signs were removed following completion on 33 of 36 industrial activities.
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4. Measures pending included:
a. Measure 4-1.1 Harvest volumes (pg 26)
i. Canfor and BCTS are only 1 and 2 years respectively into their Cut Control Periods.
5. Some highlights from measures met included:
a. Measure 1-2.2 Coarse Woody Debris Levels (pg 7)
i. Canfor: All cutblocks harvested exceeding CWD requirements.
ii. BCTS: All cutblocks harvested exceeding CWD requirements.
b. Measure 4-2.2 First-Order Wood Products (pg 27)
i. The number of first-order wood products produced in the Mackenzie DFA is 6.
c. Measure 4-2.3 Local Investment (pg 28)

i. Exclusive of stumpage, 87.7% of the money spent on forest operations and
management on the DFA is provided by northern central interior suppliers.

6. PAG Representatives had a general discussion on the Annual Report.

Action Item #2: PAG members to provide comments on the draft Annual Report to the
Facilitator by June 15th.

. Mackenzie SFM Plan Direction
1. Consolidation with the Abitibi Bowater plan will not be happening.

2. The new CSA Standard is official and can be downloaded at the following website (scroll
down to the bottom of the page):

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

3. The LSC is looking to revise the SFM plan and reduce the number of measures. It is very
important to make this SFM Plan more manageable. The aim is to reduce the current suite of
100 measures down to 50-60 indicators and incorporate the new CSA Standard by the end of
the fiscal year (March 2010). The original intent of the SFM Plan will be maintained.

4. Management on the ground will not be compromised and the LSC will still do the right thing
on the DFA.

5. The LSC needs to reduce the management requirement for SFM reporting. The indicators
need to be more meaningful.

6. The current SFM Plan is big because it was originally designed around the Slocan SFM
template.

7. The LSC will look at other SFM Plans and provide indicator recommendations as required.
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8. The LSC is aiming for a more operational focus to the indicator reporting (tied to blocks and
roads and impacts on the ground.

Action Item #3: LSC to provide PAG members with a cross reference of new “Core” CSA
indicators with the existing measures.

. Updating the Mackenzie SFM Plan
1. General changes to the Plan

a. Plan Layout - Remove all the duplicate measure statements that currently exist within the
plan. Change the layout to having CSA elements listed under each indicator statement in the
Plan.

b. Plan Function - Change the overall look and appearance of the plan to follow the CSA
standard (Values / Objectives / Indicators / Targerts) rather than use the old Slocan format
(Measures).

2. Specific Changes to Measures
a. Measure 1-1.1 — Old forest

i. Existing Measure Statement: Percent area of old and mature+old seral stage by
landscape unit group and BEC variant for CFLB within the DFA. Target: As per the
Mackenzie TSA biodiversity order. Variance: 0%

ii. Recommended Indicator Statement: Percentage of blocks and roads harvested that
meet the prescribed old growth targets. Target: 100%, Variance: 0%.

iii. Discussion
* LSC Comments: This measure needs to be changed to reflect blocks and roads
harvested relative to the old growth requirement for the applicable landscape unit
group. The write up for the indicator will have to be changed to reflect the new legal
Mackenzie TSA biodiversity order. The old growth will be reported by landscape unit
group and then by BEC group. The intent is to only report out for landscape unit

groups that have harvesting or road building activities completed during the
particular reporting period.

* Currently old forest targets are aspatial as there are no spatial Old Growth
Management Areas established in the TSA.

¢ There is currently a surplus of Old forest in each Landscape Unit.

» The PAG needs assurances that over-harvesting will not occur due to logging by
licensees that are not signatory to the SFM Plan.
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* Baseline data will be shown in the back of the SFM plan and updated periodically.
Record sharing currently exists between plan proponents. Licensees will formalize
this information sharing. BCTS currently has a data sharing agreement with McLeod
Lake.

» The Community Forest is not part of the DFA and do not contribute to Landscape
Unit totals. The Community Forest Agreement is close to being signed. The McLeod
Lake Non-replaceable Forest License (NRFL) overlays the southern part of the
District. The LSC is hoping that McLeod Lake will become signatory to the Mackenzie
SFM Plan once their NRFL is approved. Other NRFLs are coming. It is reasonable to
expect that more licensees will be harvesting in the TSA. This time, the Ministry of
Forests and Range wants to implement a more controlled process around the
awarding of NRFLs.

¢ Other jurisdictions have a District —level Landscape Objectives Working Group
(LOWG). A similar group existed in the Mackenzie District prior to the economic
downturn and the LSC admits that this group needs to be reconvened.

* PAG concern about what happens in Landscape Units (LUs) where targets are not
met. If the Biodiversity Order is not met then licensees cannot legally harvest in these
affected LUs.

» The PAG is concerned that dead pine is still considered Old Growth. A certain
percentage of dead pine is considered Old Growth as it has Old Growth
characteristics.

» The PAG is concerned that some harvesting may “slip through the cracks” (i.e.
Small Scale Salvage). In the Mackenzie District there isn’t a big program (approx
30,000 m3 per year) with the current focus being right-of-way logging. The
information on these blocks is captured by the Forest Service. There is also a
mechanism for the MoFR to control slavage logging within on-block Wildlife Tree
Patches

» The PAG suggested that the LSC provide a consolidated map showing annual
harvesting across the TSA.

» The PAG suggested that a MoFR representative attend the PAG meetings.

iv. PAG consensus on recommended Indicator Statement: Percentage of blocks and
roads harvested that meet the prescribed old growth targets. Target: 100%, Variance:
0%.

b. Measure 1-1.2 — Old interior forest
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i. Existing Measure Statement: Percent area of old interior by landscape unit group and
BEC variant for CFLB within the DFA. Target: As per the Mackenzie TSA biodiversity
order. Variance: 0%

ii. Recommended Indicator Statement: Percentage of blocks and roads harvested that
meet the prescribed interior old targets. Target: 100%, Variance: 0%.

iii. Discussion
* LSC Comments: This measure needs to be changed to reflect blocks and roads
harvested relative to the old growth requirement for the applicable landscape unit
group. The write up for the indicator will have to be changed to reflect the new legal
Mackenzie TSA biodiversity order. The interior old will be reported by landscape unit
group and then by BEC group. The intent is to only report out for landscape unit

groups that have harvesting or road building activities completed during the
particular reporting period.

iv. PAG consensus on recommended Indicator Statement: Percentage of blocks and
roads harvested that meet the prescribed interior old targets. Target: 100%, Variance:
0%.

c. Measure 1-1.5 — Productive Forest Representation

i. Existing Measure Statement: Percent productive forest by BEC variant represented
within the non-harvestable land base. Target: TBA. Variance: 0%

ii. Recommended Indicator Statement: Percentage of blocks and roads harvested that
meet the prescribed interior old targets. Target: 100%, Variance: ?

iii. Discussion
* LSC Comments: Targets need to be set for this indicator. Preliminary targets are

included in the 2008-09 Annual Report. These targets will be further reviewed and
discussed with the PAG during a meeting in the 2009-10 fiscal year.

Action Item #4: LSC to review this indicator with the PAG and reset targets by
March 31, 2010.

d. Measure 1-2.1 — Patch Size

i. Existing Measure Statement: Percent area by patch size class by landscape unit group
and NDT. Target: Trend towards targets in the LRMP. Variance: N/A

ii. Recommended Indicator Statement: Percentage of blocks and roads harvested that
meet the prescribed patch size target ranges or are trending towards the target range.
Target: 100%, Variance: -30%.

iii. Discussion
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* LSC Comments: This measure needs to be changed to reflect blocks and roads
harvested relative to the patch size requirement for the applicable landscape unit
group and NDT. Targets will be based on target ranges from the biodiversity
guidebook. Patch will be reported by landscape unit group and NDT. The intent is to
only report out for landscape unit groups that have harvesting or road building
activities completed during the particular reporting period.

» The variance is needed to address forest health issues.

iv. PAG consensus on recommended Indicator Statement: Percentage of blocks and

roads harvested that meet the prescribed patch size target ranges or are trending
towards the target range. Target: 100%, Variance: -30%.

e. Measure 1-2.9 — Peak Flow Index

i. Existing Measure Statement: Percent of watersheds containing approved or proposed

development with Peak flow Index calculations completed. Target: 100%. Variance: ?

ii. Recommended Indicator Statement: Percentage of blocks and roads harvested that are

iil.

below threshold targets by watershed, or adhere to the recommendations contained
in a detailed watershed assessment. Target: 100%, Variance: 0%

Discussion

» LSC Comments: Now that all the applicable watersheds have PFI values generated,
the threshold targets need to be set for each watershed. The detailed watershed
assessment is completed when planned harvest exceeds the prescribed threshold
targets for a watershed. These assessments must be completed by a qualified person
such as a hydrologist.

» The PAG will have opportunities to identify problems on the landbase.

» The PAG agrees in principle with the recommended changes to the indicator but
want to see the recommended watershed targets before endorsing the changes.

Action Item #5: LSC to present targets and new indicator recommendations to PAG
by March 31, 2010.
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Measure 1-2.6 — Caribou Existing Measure Statement: Percent of forest operations Target: Variance:
Ungulate Range consistent with approved provincial Caribou Ungulate 100% 0%
Effectiveness Winter Range requirements.
Measure 1-3.1 — Caribou Existing Measure Statement: Percent of forest operations Target: Variance:
Ungulate Range consistent with approved provincial Caribou Ungulate 100% 0%
Effectiveness Winter Range requirements.
Measure 1-3.2— Species At | Existing Measure Statement: Percentage of appropriate Target: Variance:
risk Identification personnel trained to identify species at risk in the DFA 100% <10%
Measure 1-3.3 — Species at | Existing Measure Statement: Percent of speciesat riskin Target: Variance:
risk management the DFA that have management strategies devel oped by 100% 0%
April 2007.
Measure 1-3.4 — LRMP Existing Measure Statement: Percent LRMP Resource Target: Variance:
Wildlife Management Management Zone (RMZ) specific wildlife strategies with 100% 0%
management strategies by April 2007.
Measure 1-3.5 — Species at | Existing Measure Statement: Percentage of forest Target: Variance:
Risk management strategies | operations consistent with species at riskin the DFA 100% <5%
management strategies as identified in operational plans,
tactical plans, and/or site plans.
Measure 1-3.6 — LRMP Existing Measure Statement: Percentage of forest Target: Variance:
wildlife management operations consistent with LRMP resour ce management 100% <5%
effectiveness zone (RMZ) specific management strategies asidentified in
operational plans, tactical plans, and/or site plans.

i. Recommendation - combine the 7 measures into the following indicator statement:
Percentage of blocks and roads harvested that adhere to management strategies for
Species At Risk, Ungulate Winter Range, and other local species of importance.
Target: 100%, Variance: -10%.

ii. Discussion

» LSC Comments: Of the 14 species identified in the LRMP, 11 have existing
management strategies in place. Arctic Grayling and Bull Trout are within our
Species-At-Risk management strategies. Elk, Stone Sheep, and Mountain Goat are
covered off within Ungulate Winter Range management strategies. Eagles, Northern
Goshawks, Osprey, and Peregrine Falcon nests are all protected under the Wildlife
Act and there are appropriate management strategies in place for them. Management
for Rainbow and Lake Trout are covered off by strategies contained with Forest
Stewardship Plans for both Canfor and BCTS. This leaves Marten, Moose, and
Trumpeter Swan without management strategies.

Canfor moving forward will be consolidating and coordinating the entire Wildlife
Management program into one indicator / measure consisting of training,
identification, management strategies and implementation. A measure focussing on
the result rather than the process will be more meaningful. Canfor Operations across
the Western Canada are moving down the path of a Biodiversity Centric - Species
Accounting system. This Species Accounting System will take a plenitude of existing

10
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wildlife data and provide for grouping species according to habitat and management
requirements. Application of the species accounting system, particularly when
applied with coarse filter analysis would indicate what species merit special attention.
It is much more important to gain an understanding of the forest dependant species
that will be most impacted by forest activities vs. developing site specific strategies for
each and every species across the landbase. This approach will lend itself well to the
priorities we place on wildlife project funding, research and development. This
project and direction is deemed to be an improvement to the current wildlife
management regime as well as ensuring resource managers are focusing on the most
impacted species first.

The write up for the indicator will reference a table listing all the species that fall
under SAR, UWR, or other species local to the DFA that are deemed valuable. A
commitment for training of staff will also be built into the indicator write up in the
plan.

* There will be a presentation to the PAG later in the year on Species Management.
¢ In order to determine “Local Species of Importance”:
¢ Use LRMP as a starting point

¢ Review other species as required based on criteria developed jointly by the LSC
and the PAG members.

* The PAG requests that the recommended variance of -10% be changed to -5%.

iii. PAG consensus on amended recommendation: combine the 7 measures into the

6. Other

following indicator statement: Percentage of blocks and roads harvested that adhere
to management strategies for Species At Risk, Ungulate Winter Range, and other
local species of importance. Target: 100%, Variance: -5%.

1. No additional agenda topics.

7. Actions updated
1. See Action Table (below)

2. Action ID - April 29-03: Ongoing.

3. Action ID - April 29-04: Ongoing.

4. Action ID - May 27-03: Ongoing.

5. Action ID - Jan 21-01: Audit report redistributed to PAG representatives. Action completed.

11
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6. Action ID - Jan 21-02: Copies of Caribou Management Strategies provided to PAG
representatives. Action completed.

7. Action ID - Jan 21-03: Copies of the Abitibi-Bowater SFM Plan were not distributed as the
SFM Plan merger with Abitibi-Bowater is not moving forward. Action deleted.

8. Action ID - Jan 21-04: The list of FIA Projects for this fiscal is still being firmed up. This
action will be deferred until next meeting.

9. Action ID - Jan 21-05: PAG binders distributed to new Representatives/ Alternates. Action
completed.

8. PAG Meeting Feedback (PAG questionnaire): Mackenzie SFMP PAG questionnaire
distributed, completed, and collected.

9. Next meeting:

June 24, 2009

10:00 AM — 4:00 PM

Mackenzie Recreation Centre — Conference Room (274 Floor)

Agenda: Updating the Mackenzie SFM Plan

10. Actions

ID# ACTION WHO DEADLINE | STATUS

April 29-03 Work with PAG representatives and others in the Licensee Steering | Next Meeting | Ongoing
community to find new/replacement PAG Committee
representatives.

April 29-04 Investigate the possibility of Green Energy Licensee Steering | Next Meeting | Ongoing
participating in the Mackenzie SFM process. Committee

May 27-03 Add a non-timber benefits issue to the Continuous Licensee Steering | Next Meeting | Ongoing
Improvement Matrix. Committee

Jan 21-01 Redistribute Audit report to PAG representatives Canfor Before Next Completed

Meeting

Jan 21-02 Provide copies of Caribou Management Strategies to | Licensee Steering | Before Next Completed
PAG representatives Committee Meeting

Jan 21-03 Provide PAG members with a copy of the Abitibi- Licensee Steering | Before Next Deleted
Bowater SFM Plan. Committee Meeting

Jan 21-04 Provide PAG members with a list of FIA projects Licensee Steering | Next Meeting | Deferred
currently in the Land Base Investment Rationale Committee
(LBIR).

Jan 21-05 Facilitator to prepare PAG binders and set up Facilitator Before Next Completed
orientation session for the new Representatives/ Meeting
Alternates.

12
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ID# ACTION WHO DEADLINE | STATUS

May 26-01 Provide PAG members with a copy of the current Licensee Steering | Before Next
Mackenzie District Forest Health Strategy and Committee Meeting
Tactical Plan.

May 26-02 Provide comments on the draft Annual Report to the | PAG members June 15th
Facilitator.

May 26-03 Provide PAG members with a cross reference of new | Licensee Steering | Before Next
“Core” CSA indicators with the existing measures. Committee Meeting

May 26-04 Review Productive Forest Representation indicator Licensee Steering | March 31,
with the PAG and reset targets. Committee 2010.

May 26-05 Present Peak Flow Index targets and new indicator Licensee Steering | March 31,
recommendations to PAG Committee 2010.
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M W Mackenzie SFMP PAG Meeting

June 24, 2009
£ BCTS 10:00 AM - 4:00 PM

gy ilimberSales  Conference room (2nd flr)

Mackenzie Recreational Centre

Agenda

1.
2

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Welcome & Introductions
. Review Agenda
Evaluation Results (January 21, 2009 & May 26, 2009)
Approve Minutes (May 26, 2009)
Review Revised 2008-2009 Annual Report
Presentation on the revised CSA Z809-08 Standard
Results of Mackenzie SFM plan Gap analysis with new CSA Standard
Updating the Mackenzie SFM Plan
---12:00 Lunch - - - -
9. Updating the Mackenzie SFM Plan
----2:30 Break - - - -
10. Updating the Mackenzie SFM Plan (cont.)
11. Other
a.
12. Update on Actions
13. Expense Forms
14. Meeting Evaluation
15. Next Meeting

Please contact the facilitator, Dwight Scott Wolfe, (phone: 250-614-3122 or MacPAG@tesera.com) by
noon on Friday, June 19, 2009, if you plan on attending this meeting.
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Mackenzie SFMP PAG Meeting
BCTS June 24, 200? 10:00 am - 4:00 pm
Ve ey v Recreation Centre, Mackenzie

Meeting Summary

Attendance:
Public Advisory Group: Steering Committee & Advisors:
Tom Briggs Vi Lambie Darwyn Koch - BCTS
Ron Crosby Lawrence Napier Dan Szekely - Canfor
Stephanie Killam Aaron Snively
Facilitator & Scribe: Observers:
Dwight Scott Wolfe (Tesera Systems Inc.)

1. Welcome & Introductions
1. Members signed in.
2. Welcome by the Chair of the Steering Committee [Darwyn Koch].
3. Confirmed agenda
a. Dan Szekely will provide an update on the Canfor Mackenzie Mill Start-up Plan
b. Agenda accepted as revised.
4. Evaluation results for January 21, 2009 and May 26, 2009 were reviewed.
a. Evaluation results for January 21, 2009 and May 26, 2009 meeting were reviewed.

b. Question 2 (Meetings: Most members involved?) from January 21, 2009 was below target
3.9/4.0.

c. All results from the May 26, 2009 meeting met or exceeded the target.
5. -Minutes of the May 26, 2009 meeting accepted as written.

a. PAG member expressed ongoing concern over timber volume leaving the Timber Supply
Area and hopes adequate controls will be put in place by the Forest Service.

b. Awarding of new Non-replaceable Forest Licenses (NRFL) are the responsibility of the
Forest Service and out of scope for the PAG. The PAG can write letters to the District
Manager regarding awarding of NRFLs.

2. Canfor Mackenzie Mill Start-up Plan (Update)
Dan Szekely provided a brief update on the Canfor Mackenzie Mill Start-up Plan.
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1. New start-up date is July 20 with one shift operating. Calling back approximately 60 hourly
workers.

2. Woodlands staff will remain at 3 and the sawmill office staff will be ramped up to 10 (adding

4 people)

3. Purchase wood contact will be based in Prince George.

4. Don’t forsee any challenges in bringing back tradespeople.

5. Trying to get staff back in place and training scheduled to begin after July 1.

6. Logging to recommence July 15.

7. A second shift will be added once the first shift is running smoothly.

. Review of Revised Draft Annual Report

Darwyn Koch provided an update on revisions to the draft 2008-2009 Annual Report.

1. The Draft Annual Report was distributed and is also available on the BCTS Website:
http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/ftp/TPG/external/!publish/SFMS/Mackenzie_ SFMP/Annual%20Report/

2. No new comments were received on the draft Annual Report so the current version will be
considered final.

. Presentation on the revised CSA Z809-08 Standard

1. The Facilitator delivered a PowerPoint presentation describing the CSA Z809-08 Standard.
2. The presentation will be distributed with the meeting minutes.

. Results of Mackenzie SFM plan Gap analysis with new CSA Standard

1. Darwyn Koch gave an overview of a Gap Analysis completed for the Mackenzie SFM Plan by
BCTS’ external auditor KPMG.

2. The current SFM Plan is consistent with the new Core Indicators. Where gaps are noted,
there are also suggested revisions.

3. A copy of the Gap Analysis will be circulated with the meeting minutes.

4. PAG requested a definition for “focal species” (referenced in Core Indicator: Degree of
habitat protection for selected focal species including species at risk).

a. The CSA Z809-08 Standard defines focal species as “species that warrant special
conservation attention and are thus used to guide the management of ecosystems to
conserve biodiversity. Note: Criteria for the selection of focal species can include
ecological, socio-cultural, scientific, and economic considerations”.
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5. Information in this GAP Analysis will be reviewed by the PAG in subsequent meetings when
the Core Indicators are discussed in detail.

6. Updating the Mackenzie SFM Plan

1. Darwin Koch explained that the discussion document “Mackenzie SEFMP Summary of
Proposed Changes to Measures” has been updated to show (highlight) the changes to indicators
endorsed by the PAG at the May 26th meeting. This document will be revised to include changes
endorsed at each subsequent meeting.

2. Specific Changes to Measures

a.

Measure 1-4.3 — Sites of Existing Measure Statement: Percentage of appropriate Target: Variance: -

Biological Significance ID personnel trained to identify sites of biological 100% 10%
significance in the DFA.

Measure 1-4.4 — Sites of Existing Measure Statement: Percent of sites of biological | Target: Variance:

Biological Significance significance that have management strategies devel oped 100% 0%

management by April 2007

Measure 1-4.5- Sites of Existing Measure Statement: Percentage of forest Target: Variance:

Biological Significance operations consistent with sites of biological significance | 100% <5%

effectiveness management strategies as identified in operational plans,

tactical plans, and/or site plans.

i. Recommendation - combine the 3 measures into the following indicator statement:
Percentage of blocks and roads harvested that adhere to management strategies for
sites of biological significance. Target: 100%, Variance: -10%.

ii. Discussion

LSC Comments: Sites of biological significance include the following: nests, snags,
large overstory trees, coarse woody debris, witches broom, mineral licks, rock
outcrops, denning sites, and avalanche shoots. The write up for the indicator will
reference a table listing all the sites of biological significance applicable to the
DFA. A commitment for training of staff will also be built into the indicator write
up in the plan.There will be a presentation to the PAG later in the year on Species
Management.

PAG concern about the training component and requesting assurances that it will
continue as part of the implementation of the management strategies. LSC stated
that checks and balances are in place for training and it is identified in the audit
process. Post-harvest monitoring of these sites will continue.

Sites of biological significance are not limited to those listed above in the LSC
comments.

Variances will be calculated based on the percentage (%) of blocks harvested in a
given year.
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* PAG concern that if one type of site is missed no one block, it will be missed on all
blocks.

* PAGrequest that “stick nests” be added to the list of sites of biological
significance. LSC will add “stick nests” and provide more clarification on site in
the SFM Plan.

¢ LSC will add more clarification in the write up of the indicator to detail the
specific characteristics of each of the sites of biological significance.

iii. PAG consensus on amended recommendation: combine the 3 measures into the
following indicator statement: Percentage of blocks and roads harvested that adhere
to management strategies for sites of biological significance. Target: 100%, Variance:
-10%.

b. Measure 1-1.3 — Biodiversity Reserves

i. Existing Measure Statement: The amount of landscape level biodiversity reserves
within the DFA. Target: > area set aside across the DFA. Variance: -0.5%

ii. LSC Recommendation: Remove this measure from the matrix.

iii. Discussion
» LSC Comments: The biodiversity reserves applicable to this measure consist of
approved protected areas and other ecological reserves. Whether or not these large
reserves increase or decrease over time is not within the licensees control. Measure 1-
1.4 below speaks to what is within our control — our activities within these protected

areas and OGMAs. Furthermore, a summary of the area associated with the parks
and protected areas are listed in Table 4 on page 35 of the SFMP.

* PAG question regarding Old Growth Management Areas (OGMA) and whether they
can be harvested. Potentially, however government would need to have a strong
rationale.

* PAG questions: Is there a mechanism for the licensees to elevate a Site of Biological
Significance to that of a Reserve? Is there a mechanism for identifying and turning
stand level attributes (i.e. Wildlife Tree Patches) into biodiversity reserves if the WTP
was established to protect sites of biological significance? The current approval
process requires the block permit holder to be consulted about potential conflicts.

* PAG question: What opportunities are there to inform other licensees /
organizations about potential reserves? The mechanisms are in place with the referral
process.

iv. PAG consensus on recommendation to remove this measure from the matrix.
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c. Measure 1-1.4 — Biodiversity Reserves Effectiveness

i. Existing Measure Statement: Hectares of unauthorized forestry related harvesting or
road construction within protected areas or established old growth management
areas. Target: 0 ha, Variance: 0%

ii. LSC Recommendation: Percentage of blocks and roads harvested that are not within
legally established protected areas, ecological reserves, or OGMAs. Target: 100%,
Variance: 0%.

iii. Discussion
» LSC Comments: This measure needs to be changed to reflect blocks and roads

harvested relative to legally established old growth management areas, protected
areas, and ecological reserves.

* PAG question: Are OGMA’s defined in the Mackenzie District? Yes, however most
are outside the DFA. For Landscape Units that do not contain OGMA'’s the District’s
Old Growth Order applies.

» OGMA designation is done by the Integrated Land Management Bureau (ILMB)
with most OGMAs being found south of the Peace Arm. Only some have been
advertised. The LSC is currently respecting legally identified OGMAs in the DFA.

* PAG question: What happens in an area where an OGMA now contains mostly dead
trees? There is provision for a % of OGMA’s to be dead timber and still have Old
Growth characteristics.

iv. PAG consensus on recommended Indicator Statement: Percentage of blocks and
roads harvested that meet the prescribed old growth targets. Target: 100%, Variance:
0%.

d. Measure 1-3.7 — Mugaha Marsh

i. Existing Measure Statement: Report out on the annual results from the Mugaha Marsh
bird banding station. Target: report out on, Variance: N/A

ii. LSC Recommendation: Remove this measure from the plan. The report can be made
available to the PAG on an annual basis.

iii. Discussion
* LSC Comments: The information contained in the annual report for the Mugaha

Marsh is important to track but does not meet the specifically relevant to forest
operations.

* PAG noted that the intent was for the report to be used by the LSC to identify
habitat requirements.



Mackenzie SFMP PAG Meeting Summary — June 24, 2009

» LSC will specify in the Species indicator write up that the Mugaha Marsh report will
be reviewed annually as a monitoring tool for potential decline of locally important
birds.

iv. PAG consensus on recommendation to remove this measure from the plan.

e. Measure 2-2.3 — Access management communication

i. Existing Measure Statement: Inclusion of access management in communication

strategies with stakeholders. Target: 100%, Variance: 0%

ii. LSC Recommendation: Percentage of off- block road deactivation projects that are

iil.

v.

communicated with applicable First Nations and Stakeholders. Target: 100%,
Variance: -10%.

Discussion

» LSC Comments: The intent of this measure is to have a vehicle to communicate to
stakeholders activities around access management. Strategies do not need to be
developed to communicate deactivation.

 The LSC will add into the write up of the indicator a commitment to advertise in the
local newspaper, at least annually, all planned deactivations that pertain to this
indicator.

PAG consensus on recommended Indicator Statement: Percentage of off- block road
deactivation projects that are communicated with applicable First Nations and
Stakeholders. Target: 100%, Variance: -10%.

f. Measure 2-5.1 — Accidental Fires

i. Existing Measure Statement: The number of hectares damaged by accidental forestry

related industrial fires. Target: <100 ha, Variance: +5 ha

ii. LSC Recommendation: Remove this measure from the plan.

iil.

1v.

Discussion

» LSC Comments: The LSC is not sure of the relevance of this measure. Accidental
fires happen. There is no advantage for the LSC to start a fire purposefully — it does
not meet environmental or economic components of SFM.

PAG consensus on recommendation to remove this measure from the plan.
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g.
Measure 2-5.2 and 4-6.1— | Existing Measure Statement: Percentage of Target: Variance: 0%
Risk Factor Management | identified risk factors with updated 100%
management strategies.
Measure 4-6.2 — Forest Existing Measure Statement: Areaswith stand | Target: Variance: -
Stand Damaging Agents | damaging agentswill be prioritized for 100% 10%
treatment.

i. LSC Recommendation: Remove combine these measures into the following indicator
statement: Percentage of blocks harvested that coincide with areas considered to be a
high risk to stand damaging agents. Target: 100%, Variance: -20%.

ii. Discussion
* LSC Comments: In the Ministry of forests annual Forest Health Strategy and
Tactical Plan, only the ranked risk factors (13) are identified as a priority for
management. The remainder are classed as not ranked, or considered a lower priority
at this time. The intention of measure 4-6.2 was to ensure that the licensees and

BCTS are targeting stands for harvest that are considered a high risk to stand
damaging agents.
» The most current and available Ministry of Forests Annual Forest Health report can

be used to specify which stand damaging agents are the most important to target.

» PAG suggestion to change the indicator wording to: Percentage of area (ha.)
harvested that are damaged or considered to be a high risk to stand damaging agents.
Target: 100%, Variance: -20%.

iii. PAG consensus on revised indicator statement: Percentage of area (ha.) harvested
that are damaged or considered to be a high risk to stand damaging agents. Target:
100%, Variance: -20%.

h. Measure 4-1.2— Waste and Residue

i. Existing Measure Statement: Percent compliance with waste and residue standards..
Target: 100 %, Variance: -5%

ii. LSC Recommendation: change this measure into the following indicator statement:
Percentage of blocks and roads harvested where estimated waste and residue is below
allowable levels. Target: 100%, Variance: -5%.

iii. Discussion
» LSC Comments: the wording of this indicator needs to be cleaned up, and made to
reflect the population of sampled blocks and roads.
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* Allowable levels tend to change from time to time. Currently the allowable levels are
benchmarks set for removal of beetle infested wood. When the coarse woody debris
legislation is finalized and then passed, the allowable levels will be redefined.

iv. PAG consensus on revised indicator statement: Percentage of blocks and roads
harvested where estimated waste and residue is below allowable levels. Target: 100%,
Variance: -5%.

i. Measure 4-2.2 and 6-1.4 — First Order Wood Products

i. Existing Measure Statement: The number of first order wood products from trees
harvested from the DFA Target: 5, Variance: -2

ii. LSC Recommendation: Keep this indicator and drop measure 4-5.2 from the plan
(duplication).

iii. Discussion
* LSC Comments: The information supporting first order wood products might be
better suited under section 3.1 of the plan. This type of information does not change
much from year to year because the products from Canfor’s mill do not change very

often. If they change over time then this section of the plan can be updated as
necessary.

iv. PAG consensus on LSC recommendation to keep this indicator and drop measure 4-
5.2 from the plan (duplication).

Measure 4-2.3- local Existing Measure Statement: The percent of money | Target: Report | Variance:
investment spent on forest operations and management on the | out on N/A
DFA provided from the north central interior
suppliers (not including stumpage)

Measure 4-2.4— Support | Existing Measure Statement: The number of Target: Report | Variance:

for public initiatives support opportunities provided to the public out on N/A
(stakeholders, residents, and interested parties).

Measure 6-1.3— businesg Existing Measure Statement: The number of Target: Report | Variance:

opportunities opportunities given to businesses within or out on N/A

immediately adjacent to the TSA to provide non-
tendered services to forest management activities.

Measure 6-1.5— support | Existing Measure Statement: The number of Target: Report | Variance:
opportunities support opportunities provided within or out on N/A
immediately adjacent to the TSA

i. LSC Recommendation: Combine these measures into 1 indicator: The percent of
money spent on forest operations and management in the DFA provided from local
area suppliers (not including stumpage) Target = ??%, Variance = -??%

ii. Discussion
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» LSC Comments: These 4 measures can easily be combined into 1 meaningful
indicator that is measurable.

¢ This resulting indicator statement will reflect the total amount of investment in the
local area which will include Mackenzie, McLeod Lake, Germanson Landing, Manson
Creek, Tsay Keh Dene, and Fort Ware. The LSC will take a look at historic numbers
related to the re-defined local area and propose realistic targets and variances to the
PAG at the next meeting.

Action Item # 1: LSC will take a look at historic numbers related to the re-defined local
area and propose realistic targets and variances to the PAG at the next meeting.

¢ This indicator will pull from the LSC accounting systems all contract and non-
contract spending within the local area, and compare it to the total spending relative
to forest operations and management within the DFA. Some payments to local
vendors are not invoiced within the definition of local area. Payments to these
vendors benefit the community and will be tailed in the total calculation for money
spent within the local area.

iii. PAG consensus on revised indicator statement: The percent of money spent on forest
operations and management in the DFA provided from local area suppliers (not
including stumpage) Target = ??%, Variance = -??%

k. Measure 4-2.1 — Wood purchases

i. Existing Measure Statement: Canfor to provide opportunities to purchase wood from
private enterprises. Target: Opportunity exists, Variance: 0%

ii. LSC Recommendation: Remove this measure from the plan.
1ii. Discussion
» LSC Comments: The LSC is not sure of the relevance of this measure. There is

always an opportunity for Canfor to purchase timber from private enterprise, but it is
contingent on price and product.

iv. PAG consensus on recommendation to remove this measure from the plan.
1. Measure 4-2.5 — Support for environmental projects

i. Existing Measure Statement: Report out on the amount of money directed towards
environmental projects. Target: Report out on, Variance: N/A

ii. LSC Recommendation: Remove this measure from the plan.
iii. Discussion
* LSC Comments: The LSC has been and will continue to update PAG from time to

time with the status of ongoing and planned FIA projects.

9
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iv. PAG consensus on recommendation to remove this measure from the plan.

m. Measure 4-3.1 — Taxes

Measure 4-3.1 — Taxes Existing Measure Statement: Municipal taxes | Target: | Variance:
paid to governments. 100% 0%

Measure 4-3.2 — Stumpage | Existing Measure Statement: Stumpage paid Target: | Variance:
to governments. 100% 0%

i. LSC Recommendation: Remove both of these measures from the plan.

ii. Discussion

» LSC Comments: The LSC is not sure of the relevance of these 2 measures since

taxes, including stumpage, have to be paid. If they are not, there are other
mechanisms that are used to penalize the licensees.

iii. PAG consensus on recommendation to remove both of these measures from the plan.

n. Measure 4-5.2 — Primary Milling Facility

i. Existing Measure Statement: A competitive primary milling facility is sustained.

Target: >2, Variance: 0

ii. LSC Recommendation: Remove this measure from the plan.

iii. Discussion

* LSC Comments: The LSC is not sure of the relevance of this measure.

iv. PAG consensus on recommendation to remove this measure from the plan.

~7. Other

1. No additional agenda topics.
8. Actions updated

1. See Action Table (below)

2. Action ID - April 29-03: Ongoing.

3. Action ID - April 29-04: Ongoing.

4. Action ID - May 27-03: Ongoing.
5. Action ID - Jan 21-04: The list of FIA Projects for this fiscal is still being firmed up. This

action will be deferred until next meeting.

6. Action ID — May 26-01: PAG members provided with a copy of the current Mackenzie
District Forest Health Strategy and Tactical Plan. Action completed.

10
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7. Action ID — May 26-02: No additional comments on the draft Annual Report. Action
completed.

8. Action ID — May 26-03: PAG members provided with a cross reference of new “Core” CSA
indicators with the existing measures. Action completed.

9. Action ID — May 26-04: LSC to review Productive Forest Representation indicator with the
PAG and reset targets by March 31, 2010.

10. Action ID — May 26-05: LSC to present Peak Flow Index targets and new indicator
recommendations to PAG by March 31, 2010.

9. PAG Meeting Feedback (PAG questionnaire): Mackenzie SFMP PAG questionnaire
distributed, completed, and collected.

10.

Next meeting:

October 7, 2009
10:00 AM — 4:00 PM

Mackenzie Recreation Centre — Conference Room (274 Floor)

Agenda: Updating the Mackenzie SFM Plan

11. Actions

ID# ACTION WHO DEADLINE | STATUS

April 29-03 Work with PAG representatives and others in the Licensee Steering | Next Meeting | Ongoing
community to find new/replacement PAG Committee
representatives.

April 29-04 Investigate the possibility of Green Energy Licensee Steering | Next Meeting | Ongoing
participating in the Mackenzie SFM process. Committee

May 27-03 Add a non-timber benefits issue to the Continuous Licensee Steering | Next Meeting | Ongoing
Improvement Matrix. Committee

Jan 21-04 Provide PAG members with a list of FIA projects Licensee Steering | Next Meeting | Deferred
currently in the Land Base Investment Rationale Committee
(LBIR).

May 26-01 Provide PAG members with a copy of the current Licensee Steering | Before Next Completed
Mackenzie District Forest Health Strategy and Committee Meeting
Tactical Plan.

May 26-02 Provide comments on the draft Annual Report to the | PAG members June 15th Completed
Facilitator.

May 26-03 Provide PAG members with a cross reference of new | Licensee Steering | Before Next Completed
“Core” CSA indicators with the existing measures. Committee Meeting

May 26-04 Review Productive Forest Representation indicator Licensee Steering | March 31,
with the PAG and reset targets. Committee 2010.

11
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ID# ACTION WHO DEADLINE | STATUS

May 26-05 Present Peak Flow Index targets and new indicator Licensee Steering | March 31,
recommendations to PAG Committee 2010.

June 24-01 Take a look at historic numbers related to the re- Licensee Steering | Next Meeting

defined local area and propose realistic targets and
variances to the PAG at the next meeting.

Committee

12




M W Mackenzie SFMP PAG Meeting

October 14, 2009
£ BCTS 10:00 AM - 4:00 PM

Sl BC Timber Sales

e Bainans Conference room (2nd flr)
Mackenzie Recreational Centre

Agenda

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Welcome & Introductions
Review Agenda
Evaluation Results (June 24, 2009)
Approve Minutes (June 24, 2009)
Audit Results
e BCTS Internal Audit
e Canfor External Audit
6. Implementation of the Spatial Old Growth Management Areas within the

Mackenzie TSA.

e Beryl Nesbit (ILMB)
---12:00 Lunch - - - -
7. Updating the Mackenzie SFM Plan
----2:30 Break - - - -
8. Updating the Mackenzie SFM Plan (cont.)
9. Other

a.

10. Update on Actions
11. Expense Forms
12. Meeting Evaluation
13. Next Meeting

Please contact the facilitator, Dwight Scott Wolfe, (phone: 250-614-3122 or MacPA G@tesera.com) by
noon on Friday, October 9, 2009, if you plan on attending this meeting.
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Mackenzie SFMP

PAG Meeting

Frinca Geargs D

BCTS October 14, 2009 10:00 am - 4:00 pm

# BC Timber Sales

Recreation Centre, Mackenzie

Meeting Summary

Attendance:
Public Advisory Group: Steering Committee & Advisors:
Tom Briggs Darwyn Koch - BCTS
Vi Lambie Dan Szekely - Canfor

Aaron Snively

Facilitator & Scribe:
Dwight Scott Wolfe (Tesera Systems Inc.)

Observers:
Beryl Nesbit (ILMB)
Suzanne Kobliuk (ILMB)

1. Welcome & Introductions

1. Members signed in.

2. Welcome by the Chair of the Steering Committee [Darwyn Koch].

2, Confirmed agenda

1. Agenda accepted as written.

3. Evaluation results for June 24, 2009.

a. Evaluation results for June 24, 2009 were reviewed.

b. All results from the June 24, 2009 meeting met or exceeded the target.

c. Meeting comments were as follows:

Meetings
e Good discussion.
Facilitator

e Always does a good job.

4. Minutes of the June 24, 2009 meeting.

1. Change header to “June 24, 2009”.

2. Minutes of the June 24, 2009 meeting accepted as revised.
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5. Audit Results
1. BCTS Internal Audit

a. Audit looked at Mackenzie, Prince George and Robson Valley operations with a focus on
road construction and roadside logging.

b. Mackenzie SFM Plan: reviewed 11 measures in the field and 27 measures in the office.
c. No non-conformances or opportunities for improvement noted.

d. Auditor noted as a “good practice”, the fact that Mackenzie SFM Plan was undergoing an
update in preparation for aligning to the new standard.

e. PAG member noted that a side road that was recently constructed north of the Findlay
Bay FSR is now slipping. BCTS will notify the road engineers and investigate.

2. Canfor External Audit
a. The external audit happened in July.
b. Overall, the Mackenzie DFA audit was very good.

c. The Mackenzie Operation has done a good job in recent months of working towards
streamlining the SFM plan, removing the previous duplication of measures and
transitioning to the requirements of Z809-08.

d. The Mackenzie PAG has relatively good representation of local First Nations relative to
many other PAGs in the province.

e. No new non-conformities were identified.

6. Implementation of the Spatial Old Growth Management Areas within the
Mackenzie TSA.

Beryl Nesbit and Suzanne Kobliuk from the Integrated Land Management Bureau (ILMB) gave
a presentation on implementation of the Spatial Old Growth Management Areas (OGMA)
within the Mackenzie TSA.

1. The OGMA project is still a “work in progress”.
2. Background:

a. The OGMA process began a few years ago by Les Hawkins with an initial organizing team
that consisted of representatives from industry, the MoE and MoFR.

b. Initially some non-spatial objectives were proposed for certain Landscape Units, followed
by a proposal to move to a Natural Disturbance Unit (NDU) scale based on Craig Delong’s
work in the region. Some scenarios were provided but the organizing team decided to stay
with the provincial Landscape Unit Planning approach.



Mackenzie SFMP PAG Meeting Summary — October 14, 2009

c. At one point there were two streams of effort (spatial and non-spatial) with both a First
Nations’ Committee and a licensee committee.

d. The process started to look at groupings by LRMP-based Resource Management Zones
(RMZ) and also by Biogeoclimatic (BEC) zone.

e. The non-spatial groupings were numerous with the licensees required to report on all
groupings. In early 2008, the groupings were consolidated.

f. Spatial objectives work has been going on for over 3 years (pre- Mountain Pine Beetle).
The work started in the southern part of the district due to the encroachment of the MPB.

3. Current Activities:

a. There is a deadline of October 31, 2009 to get a number of Landscape Units (LU) ready to
advertise. These LU’s are: Parsnip, Klawli, Manson River, Kennedy, Twenty Mile, Gillis,
Gaffney, Misinchinka, Philip Lake, Tudyah A and Tudyah B

b. Some of the analyses show that certain LU’s are exceeding the budget of 4.1% of the
Timber Harvesting Land Base (THLB). It is not clear if this “unduly” impacts the THLB.

c. ILMB needs to review these LU’s again and come up with a rationale for returning some
area to the THLB. In these LU’s some marginal ground that is still considered part of the
THLB may be put back in. In general, ILMB may add some non-contributing area into the
OGMA’s.

4. PAG member asked how ILMB was considering Old Growth in dead pine. ILMB will leave
these stands to fall down and regenerate naturally. There is no recruitment strategy for bringing
“near old” stands into the OGMA. There is still the expectation that younger stands will be
attacked by MPB and severely damaged, therefore, no need to incorporate these younger stands
into OGMA boundaries.

5. The approach is to look at what is out there now and find the appropriate areas in Old
Growth and allow these areas to regenerate naturally. Areas of Old Growth contained within
Parks are subtracted from the old growth requirement for the LU. OGMAs are designed to
capture elements not found in existing Parks and Protected Areas. The hope is that the correct
areas have been chosen in order to minimize the number of potential amendments.

6. Target date for the new OGMA Order is subject to the timing of the 60 day review period and
the amount of comments received during the review process. The 60 day review period also
includes First Nations’ review. ILMB is currently looking at a target date of March 31, 2010.

7. The next batch of LU’s should be ready in 12-18 months.

8. It was noted that the Kennedy LU has lots of Old Growth in the Caribou Zones. Dale Seip has
a new report on the activity of the Kennedy Herd (2009).
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a. http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/hfd/library/FIA/HTML/FIA2009MRo017.htm

9. PAG concern about the amount of dead needles carpeting the forest floor in some dead pine
stands. There is a FIA — funded proposal in the works to use prescribed burning to restore the
lichen cover in some areas.

10. The PAG members reviewed a series of hard copy maps showing the location of draft
OGMAs and were encouraged by ILMB to comment and add notes to the maps.

Updating the Mackenzie SFM Plan

1. Darwin Koch explained that the discussion document “Mackenzie SEFMP Summary of
Proposed Changes to Measures” has been updated to show (highlight) the changes to indicators
endorsed by the PAG at the last two meetings. This document will be revised to include changes
endorsed at each subsequent meeting.

2. Specific Changes to Measures

a.

Measure 4-2.3- local Existing Measure Statement: The percent of moneyTarget: Report | Variance:
investment spent on forest operations and management on|thaet on N/A
DFA provided from the north central interior
suppliers (not including stumpage)

Measure 4-2.4— Support | Existing Measure Statement: The number of Target: Report | Variance:

for public initiatives support opportunities provided to the public out on N/A
(stakeholders, residents, and interested parties).

Measure 6-1.3— businesy Existing Measure Statement: The number of Target: Report | Variance:

opportunities opportunities given to businesses within or out on N/A

immediately adjacent to the TSA to provide nont
tendered services to forest management activities.
Measure 6-1.5— support | Existing Measure Statement: The number of Target: Report | Variance:
opportunities support opportunities provided within or out on N/A

immediately adjacent to the TSA

i. LSC Recommendation: Combine these measures into 1 indicator: The percent of
money spent on forest operations and management in the DFA provided from local
area suppliers (not including stumpage) Target = ??%, Variance = -??%

ii. Discussion

* LSC Comments: These 4 measures can easily be combined into 1 meaningful
indicator that is measurable.

¢ Follow up on Action Item #1 from the June 24th meeting: LSC will take a look at
historic numbers related to the re-defined local area and propose realistic targets and
variances to the PAG at the next meeting.
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¢ BCTS - Fiscal 08-09; 27% ($3.5 million) / Fiscal 07-08; 25% ($2.5 million).
Since all goods go to bid, these numbers could fluctuate dramatically from year to
year.

¢ Canfor — Considerable fluctuation related to the amount of harvesting. Current
harvesting is being done by Duz Cho Logging.

 The LSC is recommending a more reasonable target of 30% with a review in a
couple of years. The recommended variance is -5%.

iii. PAG consensus on revised indicator statement: The percent of money spent on forest
operations and management in the DFA provided from local area suppliers (not
including stumpage) Target = 30%, Variance = -5%

b. Measure 4-5.1 — Competitive Sale of Timber

i. Existing Measure Statement: The percentage of DFA volume advertised for sale
through open competitive bid.. Target: 40%. Variance: -5%

il. LSC Recommendation: Remove this measure from the matrix.
1ii. Discussion
* LSC Comments: The LSC is not sure of the relevance of this measure since it is

BCTS’s mandate to offer timber for sale.

* At one time there may have been concern within the PAG as to the “new” BCTS
planned to deal with their apportionment. This measue was probably a “stop-ga” that
is not relevant any more.

iv. PAG consensus on recommendation to remove this measure from the matrix.

C.
Measure 5-1.1 —non- Existing Measure Statement: List of existing and| Target: Report | Variance:
timber benefits documented potential for marketed non-timber out on N/A
benefits.
Measure 5-1.2 — SFM Existing Measure Statement: Description of Target: Report | Variance:
implications of non-timber | potential implications of SFM practices on the| out on N/A
values amount and quality of marketed mom-timber
values.

i. LSC Recommendation: Drop these two measures from the plan.
ii. Discussion

* LSC Comments: Presentation of a preliminary list of potential non-timber benefits
and the potential impacts of forest management activities was presented to PAG at
the fall 2008 meeting. Description of SFM implications requires that a list of
marketed non-timber benefits be developed. As per Measure 5-1.1, a description of
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implications is to be developed on or before June 30, 2007. Now that it is in place,
this measure will no longer be needed and will be removed from the SFMP.

» Under the new CSA Standard, the Plan Proponents will need to address NTFP’s so a
new indicator will be discussed in the future.

iii. PAG consensus on recommendation to remove these two measures from the matrix.

Measure €¢1.1 — Existing Measure Statement: Employment Target: Report | Variance:

employment supported by each sector of the local economyout on N/A

Measure 6-1.2 —income | Existing Measure Statement: Contribution of Target: Report | Variance:
income sources from each sector of the local | out on N/A
economy.

i. LSC Recommendation: Drop these two measures from the plan.
ii. Discussion

* LSC Comments: The data set for these 2 measures comes from other sources — stats
can reports. LSC would like to move the detail of these tables to section 3.2.1 of the
plan under “communities and social economic description”. This information is not
updated on an annual basis and is better suited in the text of the plan rather than as a
measure.

iii. PAG consensus on the recommendation to remove these measures from the plan and
place the corresponding tables in Section 3.2.1 of the SFM Plan.

Measure 7-1.2 —SFMP Existing Measure Statement: The number of Target: at least | Variance:
Review opportunities for the PAG to review and provigennually none

comment on the SFMP.
Measure 7-1.3 — Meetings| Existing Measure Statement: Number of PAG Target: at least | Variance:

PAG meetings per year 1 annually none
Measure 7-1.5 - TOR Existing Measure Statement: Maintain and Target: at least | Variance:
Review review at least annually and as required the | annually none

Mackenzie SFMP PAG TOR to ensure a
credible and transparent process.

i. LSC Recommendation: Remove these three measures from the plan.
ii. Discussion

» LSC Comments: The requirement to meet these 3 requirements is covered off in the
PAG TOR as well in the core requirements for the SFMP. The auditors will look at the
number of meetings we have each year, the TOR review, as well as PAG review of the
SFMP.

iii. PAG consensus on recommendation to remove these three measures from the plan
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f.

Measure 7-1.4 — Existing Measure Statement: The level of Target: Variance: -

Satisfaction PAG satisfaction of the PAG members with the | 100% 20%
process.

Measure 7-1.8 — Existing Measure Statement: Percent of PAG | Target: Variance: -

Communication PAG satisfaction with the amount and timing of | 100% 20%
information presented for informed decision
making.

i. LSC Recommendation: Combine these measures into 1 indicator: Average overall
percent of the PAG’s satisfaction with PAG meeting process. Target = 100%, Variance
=-20%

ii. Discussion
» LSC Comments: These 2 measures should be combined into 1 to report out on the

total satisfaction of the PAG with the process. This indicator should reflect all aspects
of the PAG meeting satisfaction survey.

iii. PAG consensus on recommendation to combine these measures into 1 indicator:
Average overall percent of the PAG’s satisfaction with PAG meeting process. Target =
100%, Variance = -20%

g. Measure 7-1.1— List of affected parties

i. Existing Measure Statement: Implement and update a comprehensive list of
stakeholders and affected third parties. Target: Annually, Variance: None

ii. LSC Recommendation: remove this measure from the plan

iii. Discussion
* LSC Comments: The LSC is not sure of the relevance of this measure. BCTS and
Canfor maintain separate stakeholder lists that are updated on a regular basis based

on government lists of stakeholders, returned mail from referrals, and
communications with third parties.

iv. PAG consensus on recommendation to remove this measure from the plan
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h. Measure 7-1.9 — SFMP consistency with the LRMP

i. Existing Measure Statement: Report out on the consistency of indicators or measures
with LRMP objectives. Target: Report out on, Variance: N/A

ii. LSC Recommendation: Remove this measure from the plan.
1ii. Discussion
» LSC Comments: The LSC is not sure of the relevance of this measure. The

comparison spreadsheet was completed at the start of the plan and then reviewed
again recently.

Action Item #1: LSC to review LRMP objectives and compare to the new Core Indicators
and present to the PAG with the completion of the revised SFM Plan by March 31, 2011.

iv. PAG consensus on recommendation to remove this measure from the plan

Measure 7-1.6 — Existing Measure Statement: Survey residents, Target: at least | Variance:
Satisfaction (affected stakeholders, and first Nations regarding their | every 3 years none
parties) satisfaction with forest management
Measure 7-2.1 — Existing Measure Statement: the number of Target: 6 Variance:
Concerns (affected opportunities given the public and stakeholders to -2
parties) express forestry related concerns and be involved

in our planning process.
Measure 7-2.3 — Existing Measure Statement: The percent of timely Target: 100% | Variance:
response to concerns responses to written and documented concerns| <5%
Measure 7-2.6 — Existing Measure Statement: Percentage of Target: 100% | Variance:
communication strategy | mutually agreed to communication strategies met. <5%
effectiveness

i. LSC Recommendation: Combine these measures into 2 core indicators:

» The number of opportunities for stakeholders to provide meaningful input into
forest planning. Target = 6, Variance = -2

¢ This indicator will summarize the number of opportunities for stakeholders to
provide input into Forest planning; including, referral of operational plans, open
houses, trade shows, meetings, referral of PMPs, etc. Each opportunity will count
as 1 towards the target. Stakeholders include Trappers, Guides, water licence
holders, woodlot owners, range tenure holders, private land owners, other
licensees, and other government agencies. Only stakeholders that have
overlapping tenure with the applicable activity will be communicated with.

 The percentage of operational concerns raised by stakeholders that are considered
and incorporated into operational plans. Target = 100%, Variance = -10%

¢ This indicator will compare the number of operational concerns that have been
acted on relative to the total number of operational concerns raised.
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ii. Discussion

» LSC Comments: There is overlap in all 4 of these indicators. The measures speak to
the number of communications and concerns raised during referrals to stakeholders.
Measure 7-1.6 spells out the requirement for an all encompassing survey which is
intended to be reflective of SFM, but the responses will likely be more centered on the
satisfaction with the forest industry.

» PAG suggestion to change the wording of each indicator:

¢ The number of opportunities for the public and/or stakeholders to provide
meaningful input into forest planning. Target = 6, Variance = -2

¢ The percentage of operational concerns raised by the public and/or
stakeholders that are considered and incorporated into operational plans. Target
=100%, Variance = -10%

iii. PAG consensus on revised indicator statements:

* The number of opportunities for the public and/or stakeholders to provide
meaningful input into forest planning. Target = 6, Variance = -2

* The percentage of operational concerns raised by the public and/or stakeholders
that are considered and incorporated into operational plans. Target = 100%,
Variance = -10%

Measure 7-2.4 — SFMP Existing Measure Statement: Target: 1 Variance: 0
availability Distribution/access to SFM Plan, annual annualy
reports, and audit results
Measure 7-2.5 — SFMP Existing Measure Statement: The number of | Target: 2 Variance: 0
training SFM educational opportunities and annualy
interactions provided

i. LSC Recommendation: Remove these measures from the plan.
ii. Discussion
* LSC Comments: The LSC is not sure of the relevance of these measures.

iii. PAG requests that the LSC review these measures in context of the new CSA standard
and combine these 2 measures into 1 meaningful indicator statement.

Action Item #2: The LSC will combin