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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A High Conservation Value Forest (HCVF) assessment was undertaken for the Ottawa Valley
Forest Sustainable Forest Licence in accordance with Principle 9 of the Forest Stewardship
Council® (FSC®) Principles and Criteria and the High Conservation Value Forest Assessment
Framework, Appendix E of the Forest Stewardship Council Certification Standard for the Great
Lakes/St. Lawrence Region (Field Tested Draft 2007). Table A summarises the forest values
that have been designated as High Conservation Values (HCVs) or Possible High Conservation
Values (PHCV) on the Ottawa Valley Forest according to the six categories of the Framework.
Table A

High Conservation Values and Possible High Conservation Values in the Ottawa
Valley Forest

Category A) Globally, regionally or nationally significant concentrations of biodiversity
values.
A.1
Concentrations of species at risk as listed by international, national or provincial
authorities.
Flooded Jellyskin Delineated Habitat
Possible HCV
Pale‐bellied Frost Lichen Delineated Habitat
HCV
Butternut stands with known concentrations
HCV
American Ginseng Colonies and Adjacent Habitat
HCV
West Virginia White Butterfly Delineated Habitat
Possible HCV
Northern Barrens Tiger Beetle Delineated Habitat
Possible HCV
Blandings Turtle Delineated Habitat, Hibernacula, Nest Sites
HCV
Wood Turtle Delineated Habitat, Hibernacula, Nest Sites
HCV
Spotted Turtle Delineated Habitat, Hibernacula, Nest Sites
Possible HCV
Eastern Musk Turtle Hibernacula, Nest Sites
Possible HCV
Spiny Softshell Turtle Hibernacula, Nest Sites
Possible HCV
Northern Map Turtle Hibernacula, Nest Sites
Possible HCV
Snapping Turtle Hibernacula, Nest Sites
HCV
Eastern Hog‐nosed Snake Hibernacula, Gestation/Oviposition Sites
Possible HCV
Eastern Ribbonsnake Hibernacula
Possible HCV
Milksnake Hibernacula, Gestation/Oviposition Sites
Possible HCV
Five‐lined Skink Delineated Habitat
Possible HCV
Canada Warbler Delineated Habitat
Possible HCV
Cerulean Warbler Delineated Habitat
HCV
Kirtland’s Warbler Delineated Habitat
Possible HCV
Chimney Swift Nest/Roost Sites
Possible HCV
Red‐headed Woodpecker Delineated Habitat, Nest Trees
Possible HCV
Common Nighthawk Delineated Habitat
HCV
Whip‐poor‐will Delineated Habitat
HCV
Louisiana Waterthrush Delineated Habitat
Possible HCV
Golden‐winged Warbler Delineated Wetland Habitat
HCV
Black Tern Delineated Wetland Habitat
Possible HCV
Least Bittern Delineated Wetland Habitat
Possible HCV
Olive‐sided Flycatcher Delineated Wetland Habitat
HCV

Rusty Blackbird Delineated Habitat
Yellow Rail Delineated Wetland Habitat
Short‐eared Owl Ground nest Sites
Peregrine Falcon Nesting Sites and Habitat
Bald Eagle Nesting Sites and Habitat
Eastern Wolf Rendezvous and Denning Sites
S1‐S3 Rare Vascular Plants Delineated Habitat
Bat Hibernacula
A.2

Concentrations of species having a restricted geographical range.
None not already listed under A.1

A.3

Regionally significant seasonal concentrations of species.
None not already listed under A.4
Regionally significant species
(e.g., species declining regionally, culturally important species).
Moose Emphasis Areas, Mineral Licks
White‐tailed Deer Wintering Areas
Pileated Woodpecker
Black Bear
Lynx
Ruby‐crowned Kinglet
Black‐backed woodpecker
Locally Featured Habitat Indicators (8 species not at risk)
Northern Goshawk Nesting Sites and Habitat
Red‐shouldered Hawk Nesting Sites and Habitat
Osprey Nesting Sites and Habitat
Great Blue Heron Colonial Nesting Sites
Wild Leek Patches
Traditional Medicinal Plants
Large White Birch and Cedar for Canoe Making

A.4

A.5
A.6

Possible HCV
Possible HCV
Possible HCV
Possible HCV
HCV
HCV
HCV
HCV

HCV
HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
HCV
HCV
HCV
HCV
HCV
Possible HCV
Not HCV

Concentrations of species at the edge of their natural ranges or outlier populations.
None not already listed under A.1
Forest within, adjacent to, or containing a conservation area:
a) designated by an international authority;
b) legally designated or proposed by relevant federal/provincial/ territorial legislative
body; or
c) identified in regional land use plans or conservation plans.
Provincial Parks, Conservation Reserves, ANSI
HCV
Algonquin Park Boundary
HCV
Enhanced Management Areas, MHLUP
E41n is HCV
Remainder Not HCV

Category B) Forest areas containing globally, regionally or nationally significant large
landscape level forests, contained within, or containing the management
unit, where viable populations of most if not all naturally occurring
species exist in natural patterns of distribution and abundance.
B.1

Forest area that constitutes or forms part of a globally, nationally or regionally
significant forest landscape that includes populations of most native species and
sufficient habitat such that there is a high likelihood of long-term species persistence.

None.
B.2
Representative large landscape level forests (i.e., large unfragmented forests) that are
rare or absent in the forest or ecoregion.
None.
Category C) Forest areas that are in or contain rare, threatened or endangered
ecosystems.
C.1
Forests that contain naturally rare ecosystem types.
None.
C.2

Ecosystem types within the forest or ecoregion that have significantly declined.
White and Red Pine Forest
Not HCV
Landscape Guide Forest Units below lower quartile of the SRNV
BW – white birch
BY – yellow birch
CE – cedar
HDSL1 – northern hardwood
HDUS – hardwood mixed
HE – hemlock
LWMW – lowland mixed
PJ1 – jack pine
PJ2 – jack pine – conifer
PWUS4 – white and red pine
PWUSH – white pine – hardwood
SB – black spruce
SP1 – black/white spruce – conifer

Not HCV
HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV
Not HCV

Old Growth Forests by Even‐aged Forest Unit below lower quartile of the SRNV
HDUS
PRCC
PWUS existing candidate areas

Not HCV
Not HCV
HCV

Old Growth Conditions in Uneven‐aged Forest Units
CESEL
HESEL
HDSEL

C.3

Possible HCV
Possible HCV
Possible HCV

Sites with unique or exceptional ecological characteristics.
None.
Category D) Forest areas that provide basic services of nature in critical situations
(e.g., watershed protection, erosion control).
D.1

Forest areas that provide a significant source of drinking water.
None.

D.2

D.3

Forest areas that provide a significant ecological service in mediating flooding and/or
drought, controlling stream flow regulation, and water quality.
Provincially Significant Wetlands
HCV

Forest areas critical to erosion control
None.
Category E) Forest areas fundamental to meeting basic needs of local communities
(e.g., subsistence, health).
5.1
Forest areas that provide the local community(s) with basic needs/livelihoods (e.g. food,
medicine, fodder, fuel, building and craft materials, water, income).
None.
Category F) Forest areas critical to local communities’ traditional cultural identity
(areas of cultural, ecological, economic or religious significance identified
in cooperation with such local communities)
F.1
Specific forest areas that contribute to a traditional cultural identity of the local
community.
Registered Archaeological Sites
HCV
F.2
Forest areas with significant overlap of ecological and/or cultural values that individually
did not meet HCV thresholds, but collectively constitute HCVs.
None.

D.2

D.3

Forest areas that provide a significant ecological service in mediating flooding and/or
drought, controlling stream flow regulation, and water quality.
Provincially Significant Wetlands
HCV

Forest areas critical to erosion control
None.
Category E) Forest areas fundamental to meeting basic needs of local communities
(e.g., subsistence, health).
5.1
Forest areas that provide the local community(s) with basic needs/livelihoods (e.g. food,
medicine, fodder, fuel, building and craft materials, water, income).
None.
Category F) Forest areas critical to local communities’ traditional cultural identity
(areas of cultural, ecological, economic or religious significance identified
in cooperation with such local communities)
F.1
Specific forest areas that contribute to a traditional cultural identity of the local
community.
Registered Archaeological Sites
HCV
F.2
Forest areas with significant overlap of ecological and/or cultural values that individually
did not meet HCV thresholds, but collectively constitute HCVs.
None.

1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

PURPOSE

The Forest Stewardship Council® (FSC®) defines High Conservation Value Forests (HCVFs) as
forest areas having environmental, socio-economic, biodiversity or landscape attributes of
outstanding and critical importance that need to be maintained or enhanced in a landscape.
The assessment of High Conservation Values (HCVs) and the designation of HCVFs on the
Ottawa Valley Forest Management Unit is a voluntary undertaking by Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.
(OVFI) to meet the requirements of Principle 9 of the Forest Stewardship Council® (FSC®)
Principles and Criteria for Forest Stewardship.
Version 1.0 of the report was initiated by Steve D’Eon for the 2010 FSC certification assessment
of the Ottawa Valley Forest Sustainable Forest Licence (SFL) and was based on the 2006-2011
Forest Management Plan (FMP) for the Ottawa Valley Forest. This report remains available
upon request. Version 2.0 was produced to maintain the link between the HCVF report and the
2011-2021 FMP for the Ottawa Valley Forest, which was approved September 19, 2011. The
new FMP contains significant new direction arising from Ontario’s new forest management
guides and implementation of Ontario’s Endangered Species Act, which needs to be reflected in
the HCVF report.
Version 2.1 reflects updates on plant species of special conservation concern (S1-S3) from
Pembroke District MNR, and recommendations from a peer review by TMC Consulting
(Appendix 3).

1.2

THE FOREST MANAGEMENT UNIT - OTTAWA VALLEY FOREST

The Ottawa Valley Forest is located in central Canada, in the south-east of the Province of
Ontario (Figure 1). The geographic basis for Crown forest management in Ontario is the
management unit designated under Ontario’s Crown Forest Sustainability Act. The boundaries
of the Ottawa Valley Forest Management Unit coincide with the municipal administrative
boundaries of Renfrew County and the boundaries of the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
(MNR) Pembroke District. The Ottawa Valley Forest Management Unit was created in 1998,
paving the way to transfer forest management responsibility for the former Pembroke Crown
Management Unit from the MNR to OVFI under a Sustainable Forest Licence.

1.2.1

Tenure and Administration

The total area of the Ottawa Valley Forest is 805,554 hectares; the distribution of ownership is
summarised in Figure 2. Crown lands and waters administered by the MNR total 326,534
hectares or 41% of the management unit area. The Managed Crown lands that are licensed to
OVFI total 240,522 hectares (30%) of the management unit. There are 15,371 hectares (2%) of
Crown parks and protected areas managed by the MNR. While these areas are not available
for forest management they do contribute to forest diversity and wildlife habitat objectives
described in the 2011-2021 Forest Management Plan (FMP) for the Ottawa Valley Forest and to
the protected area requirements of FSC Principle 6.
The total forested land (i.e. excluding water, infrastructure and other non-forest) that is under
Crown/SFL management in the Ottawa Valley Forest management unit is 252, 527 hectares.
This is comprised of 237,252 hectares of Managed Crown lands and 15,075 hectares in
provincial parks, conservation reserves and core Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI).

Figure 1. Key Map of the Ottawa Valley Forest
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Ownership in the Ottawa Valley Forest (hectares and %).

The area of parks and protected areas in the settled and developed landscape of the Ottawa
Valley Forest is low compared to provincial objectives for the protection of 12% of Crown lands
and waters. However, the Ontario Parks targets are based on eco-regions and eco-districts;
landscapes that are larger than, or overlap the Ottawa Valley Forest management unit.
The State of Ontario's Protected Areas Report (2011) indicates that the following protected area
targets have been achieved in the landscape that encompasses the Ottawa Valley Forest:
•
•
•

wilderness class parks (Eco-region 5E)
natural environment class parks (Eco-districts 5E-9, 5E-10 and 5E-11)
waterway class parks (Eco-districts 5E-9, 5E-10, 5E-11, and 6E-16)

Each forest management unit, park and protected area in Ontario develops its own unique
management plan; however, natural resource values information is shared between
neighbouring forest management units, and between forest management units and protected
areas managed by MNR. This sharing of values information, combined with a comprehensive
framework for forest management and parks planning, ensures continuity and consistency in the
protection of forest values across the Crown forest. (This contributes to the partial achievement
of standard 9.3.4 of the Woodmark 1 Generic Standard and Checklist for the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence Region of Canada Version 1.1 (hereafter the Checklist)).
The Federal lands within the Ottawa Valley Forest are comprised of Canadian Forces Base –
Petawawa, the Petawawa Research Forest and Atomic Energy Canada Limited lands. Much of
this landbase is forested. The federal departments and agencies responsible for these lands
must adhere to a broad range of federal environmental legislation, policy and planning
requirements to maintain a healthy and diverse environment The MNR and these federal
departments have developed a data sharing arrangement to facilitate the protection of forest

1

Certifying body contracted to conduct FSC Forest Management Certification of the Ottawa Valley
Forest.

values, particularly Species at Risk (SAR). (This further contributes to the achievement of
standard 9.3.4 of the Checklist).
Although considered to be part of the Ottawa Valley Forest context, Patent (private) lands are
not managed by OVFI or by the Crown; they are not included in the assessment of forest
diversity and wildlife habitat in the FMP; and they are not included in the assessment of HCVs
or in the designation of HCVFs under Principle 9. In practice, known values on private land that
could be directly impacted by forest operations on adjacent Crown lands are afforded
appropriate protection as prescribed by the FMP. In addition, OVFI has developed a procedure
to inform adjacent landowners of HCVs that are known to extend onto their property (subject to
confidentiality requirements of the MNR) and extends an invitation to provide advice on how
these values can be protected (Appendix 1). (This procedure is the final contribution to the
achievement of standard 9.3.4 of the Checklist).
From a broader planning perspective the protection of forest values on Patent lands is beyond
the scope or authority of the SFL and is exclusively the responsibility and purview of the
provincial government (and federal government with respect to fisheries, navigable waters and
migratory birds). Protection of biodiversity, natural heritage systems, features and areas on
private lands is achieved through the cooperative partnership of the MNR, municipal planning
authorities and other agencies. The regulatory tools include legislation (e.g. Endangered
Species Act 2007), provincial policies (e.g. Provincial Policy Statement 2005), provincial plans,
municipal official plans and decisions made under Ontario’s Planning Act 1990. MNR’s principle
contribution to the regulatory process is to collect, maintain and provide natural resource values
information to relevant planning authorities, and to provide technical advice about the protection
of these resources. MNR does not become involved in the review or approval of municipal
planning documents, or instruments affecting private lands and their development, but all
permits and agreements with respect to SAR must be approved directly by the MNR.
In addition to the regulatory approach, the federal and Ontario government and a variety of non
– government organisations encourage the protection of conservation values on private land
through a variety of stewardship programs and incentives.
Examples include:
Federal Programs for landowners:
• EcoAction Community Funding Program
• Habitat Stewardship Program for Species at Risk
Ontario Programs for landowners:
• Private Land Resource Stewardship Program
• Ontario’s Species at Risk Stewardship Fund
• Conservation Land Tax Program
• Managed Forest Tax Incentive Program
Eastern Ontario Model Forest:
• FSC Group Certification for small landowners
• Advisory programs and publications

1.2.2

Forest Description

The current forest landscape of the Ottawa Valley Forest is the product of the climate,
landforms, soils and the disturbance history.
An important feature of the broader regional landscape is the Algonquin Dome. Tremendous
pressure changes deep within the earth are believed to have caused broad warping of the earth’s
crust in an arch from Georgian Bay to the Ottawa River and in an arch from the Adirondacks
north-westward through Algonquin Park. The result was the Algonquin Dome. Beginning at 177
metres above sea level (a.s.l.) on the shores of Georgian Bay, the Algonquin Dome rises to an
altitude of 587 metres a.s.l. near Booth Lake in Algonquin Park. The land descends irregularly
down the eastern flank of the dome to below 182 metres a.s.l. at the edge of the Ottawa Valley
and the eastern Ontario lowland.
The greatest influence the Algonquin Dome has on the Ottawa Valley Forest is on the climate,
creating a rain shadow effect on its eastern flank, and reducing the mean temperature and
growing season at higher elevations. The cool, moist climate contributes to the minor
representation of Boreal Forest tree species such as jack pine and black spruce, particularly in the
northern portion of the management unit. The rain shadow effect of the Algonquin Dome
generally favours forests dominated by the drought-resistant white pine, red pine, red oak,
largetooth aspen and white birch. Tolerant hardwoods such as hard maple, beech, and yellow
birch are generally most successful at the higher elevations in the south-west portions of the
management unit where there is greater precipitation.
Most of the managed lands in the Ottawa Valley Forest occur in the Algonquin Highlands, a
physiographic region defined by the highlands of the Algonquin Dome that dominates central
Ontario. The bedrock-controlled topography of the Algonquin Highlands is comprised of rough,
rounded knobs and ridges usually standing 15 to 60 metres high, but occasionally rising as
much as 150 metres.
The bedrock in the northern half of the management unit is dominated by granites and granitegneisses. These rocks are hard, acidic, coarse-grained and slow to weather. The southern part
of the unit is underlain by calcareous metasedimentary, metavolcanic and igneous rocks are
generally softer, finer grained and less resistant to weathering.
Shallow glacial till over bedrock is the most common landform feature in the Ottawa Valley Forest.
The thickness of till deposits can vary greatly over very short distances, influenced primarily by the
irregularity of the bedrock below, but generally it is less than one metre in depth. On the hill and
ridge tops the soils are usually shallow with frequent outcrops of bare rock, while soils on the
lower slopes tend to be deeper. Localised deposits of glacial outwash sand and gravel are good
sites for white and red pine and are an important source of road building materials.
Most soils in the Ottawa Valley Forest have developed from parent materials that originated
from the acidic granites and gneisses of the Canadian Shield. These soils are non-calcareous
(lacking in calcium), inherently acidic and relatively infertile. The cool, moist climate and forest
cover tends to promote soil acidity. The infertile, acidic soils generally favour the growth of
conifers (pines, spruces, hemlock). Largetooth aspen and yellow birch are two hardwood
species that also prefer more acidic soils. There are calcareous soils in the southern portion of
the management unit that were derived from remnant limestone and crystalline limestone. It is
important to recognise these calcareous soils as they have the potential to be more productive

forest sites, particularly for hardwoods, and they may support forest communities that are
relatively unique in the management unit.
The current forest landscape is dominated by forests of poplar, poplar - mixedwoods, white pine,
red oak and hard maple (Figure 3), shaped largely by fires that occurred at the peak of sawmilling
and settlement activity immediately before and after the turn of the century. The fire history is
reflected in the current age class distribution of the forest, with almost 80 percent of the forest
stands being between 60 and 120 years of age.

Other Conifers
Other Hardwoods
Black Ash
Yellow Birch
Jack Pine
Beech
Black Spruce
Hemlock
White Spruce
White Cedar
Red Pine
Balsam Fir
White Birch
Red Maple
Hard Maple
Red Oak
White Pine
Poplar (All)
0.0

5.0

10.0

15.0

20.0

25.0

Percent Composition

Figure 3. Area-weighted average species
composition of the Ottawa Valley Forest.

1.3

OTTAWA VALLEY FOREST INC.

April 14, 1999, Ottawa Valley Forest Inc. (OVFI) assumed financial and functional responsibility
for forest management planning and the implementation of forest management activities on the
Ottawa Valley Forest under the authority of Sustainable Forest Licence No. 542529.
Management of the Ottawa Valley Forest under the auspices of the SFL has undergone two
Independent Forest Audits 1, a five-year requirement of the CFSA and the Forest Management
Class Environmental Assessment on Crown Lands in Ontario. Favourable reports have
resulted in the extension of the SFL. The SFL has undergone two amendments since originally
signed; the most current version is dated June 14, 2006.

1

ArborVitae Environmental Services Ltd. March 2004. Ottawa Valley Forest Independent
Forest Audit April 1, 1998 – March 31, 2003.
KBM Forestry Consultants Inc. 2009. Ottawa Valley Forest Independent Forest Audit 20032008. Toronto: Queens Printer for Ontario.

The specific responsibilities of the company are detailed in the licence, but can be summarised
as follows:

1.4

•

forest management planning including:
• the production of the forest management plan;
• the production of the Annual Work Schedules (AWS);
• the preparation of Forest Operations Prescriptions;
• monitoring and reporting achievements in Annual Reports.

•

maintenance of the Forest Resources Inventory and any other inventories,
tests and studies required of the SFL by the OMNR;

•

harvest of the Available Harvest Area;

•

forest renewal and maintenance (i.e., silviculture), and to some degree, forest
protection;

•

record keeping of all silvicultural activity;

•

construction and maintenance of all roads and bridges required and being
used for forest management by the industry; and

•

compliance planning, compliance monitoring of all forest operations and
reporting of compliance activities.

HCVF IN THE CONTEXT OF ONTARIO CROWN FOREST
MANAGEMENT

The management of Ontario’s Crown forests is conducted according to the requirements of the
Forest Management Planning Manual for Ontario’s Crown Forests 2009 (FMPM), a manual that
is regulated under the Crown Forest Sustainability Act (CFSA). The achievement of FSC
certification by many of Ontario’s Crown forests has been facilitated by this comprehensive
planning framework that can be held up to the highest global standard.

1.4.1

Definition of ‘Forest Manager’

FSC forest management certification is issued to the forest manager, which FSC defines as:
The people responsible for the operational management of the forest resource and of the
enterprise, as well as the management system and structure, and the planning and field
operations.
In the context of Ontario’s Crown forests, the definition of the forest manager is not a single,
simple entity, but a partnership between government, represented by the MNR (including
Ontario Parks Branch), and the forest industries that have been granted a Sustainable Forest
Licence for a particular Crown forest management unit.

1.4.2

Lexicon of FSC vs. Ontario’s Forest Management Planning Process

The forest management planning process for Ontario’s Crown forests meets the requirements of
Checklist criteria 9.2 and 9.3 by providing opportunities to the public and Aboriginal communities
for the identification of forest values of concern and for providing input for their protection. The
consultation process is prescribed by the FMPM and has been in place and improved upon

since 1996. Although forest management planning has grown increasingly complex, the basic
lexicon of Crown forest management has come to be well understood by the public and
Aboriginal communities that have been actively engaged. The FSC language around HCVs and
HCVFs is not employed in the FMP consultation process to avoid adding another layer of
concepts and terminology to a mature process that is well aligned with FSC goals. The input
from public and Aboriginal consultation is summarised in the Supplementary Documentation of
the FMP and has been provided in Appendix 2.
The concept of HCVs and HCVFs is only introduced here in the HCVF report, which has been
subjected to a more focused consultation and review according to the requirements of Checklist
criteria 9.1. Comments and responses are summarised in Appendix 3.

1.4.3

The Precautionary Approach

Principle 9 of the Forest Stewardship Council Principles and Criteria of Forest Stewardship:
FSC PRINCIPLE #9: MAINTENANCE OF HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE FORESTS
Management activities in high conservation value forests shall maintain or enhance the
attributes that define such forests. Decisions regarding high conservation value forests shall
always be considered in the context of a precautionary approach.
Principle 9 requires forest managers to use the precautionary approach when forest
management decisions must be made using incomplete data or incomplete knowledge of cause
and effect relationships. Applying the precautionary approach implies that the forest manager
will avoid actions that may lead to irreversible loss or damage to forest ecosystems or their
function. Adaptive management is a management approach that goes hand-in-hand with the
application of the precautionary approach. Adaptive management advocates that a structured
and science-based process be applied to monitor and evaluate the results of management
actions and to make measured adjustments to improve management outcomes.
The precautionary and adaptive management approaches are demonstrated in many ways in
the assessment, designation and management of HCVs and HCVFs in the Ottawa Valley
Forest:
1. Identification of forest values:
a. The forest management plan is prepared and implemented with broad and
ongoing consultation with stakeholders.
b. MNR and other partners/agencies provide ongoing primary values data
collection.
c. The company provides secondary pre-harvest values data during the
development of forest operations prescriptions and tree marking. This data is
reported to the MNR by the company and appropriate prescriptions are applied.
d. When necessary inventory data is lacking (e.g. fish species), precautionary rules
are applied.
2. Designation of HCVFs:
a. Uncertainty in the presence or location of significant conservation values is
resolved by designating these values as Possible HCVs and ensuring that
appropriate management prescriptions are in place as the need arises.
3. Development of management direction and management prescriptions (which may
include no management):

a. Long-term management direction for the pattern, structure and composition of
the Ottawa Valley Forest is based on the direction provided by the Forest
Management Guide for Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Landscapes (hereafter the
Landscape Guide).
b. Prescriptions for environmental values are based on the most current
recommendations from the Forest Management Guide for Conserving
Biodiversity 2010 (hereafter the Stand and Site Guide).
c. Direction found in the guides is based on a thorough review of the scientific
literature as well as the advice and expert opinion of researchers and resource
managers.
d. When information was limited or opinions varied, conservative direction was
prescribed.
e. When the Stand and Site Guide is silent on a specific value, or is superseded by
other legislative direction, the most authoritative and conservative approach is
applied.
f. In the development of management prescriptions (Stand and Site Guide, other
official direction, or as developed by the FMP Planning Team) for any value there
has been consideration and environmental analysis of alternative prescriptions
and opportunity for the participation of interested and affected persons.
4. Management actions are monitored for compliance, effectiveness and long-term effects
(Discussed further in Section 3.0):
a. The company and MNR monitor operations to ensure compliance with
management prescriptions.
b. The company and the MNR conduct annual monitoring of silvicultural
effectiveness (relates directly or indirectly to HCVFs that are dependent on
successful renewal of the forest).
c. The MNR and partners conduct or gather the results of ongoing effectiveness
monitoring of Stand and Site Guide or other provincial management
prescriptions.
d. The MNR and partners conduct or gather the results of ongoing of long-term
research on the effects of forest management.
5. Management direction adapts to new information:
a. All of Ontario’s Crown forest management manuals and forest management
guides are renewed on a five-year cycle.
b. Significant new direction superseding the official forest management guides can
be applied.
c. The FMP is amended in a timely manner to adopt significant new direction.

1.4.4

Roles and Responsibilities of the Company and MNR with Respect to
HCV and HCVF

The Woodmark Generic Standard and Checklist for the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Region of
Canada Version 1.1 (the Checklist) summarises the criteria and indicators that must be met
under Principle 9 to maintain FSC certification on the Ottawa Valley Forest. The four main
criteria of the Checklist represent the four components or phases leading to the maintenance of
HCVFs that will be described in this report (Sections 2.0 – 5.0).

Table 1 summarises how the roles and responsibilities of the MNR and OVFI, as regulated
under the CFSA, combine to meet the requirements of the Checklist.
Table 1. Roles and responsibilities of the company and MNR with respect to the identification
and protection of HCV and HCVF.
Roles and Responsibilities
of Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources (MNR)
9.1
Assessment to determine the presence of the attributes consistent with High
Conservation Value Forests will be completed, appropriate to scale and intensity of forest
management.
9.1.1 The manager
• prepare the Forest
• regulator of the FMP
undertakes efforts to, or
Management Plan (FMP)
process
makes use of existing efforts
• uses forest values data
• participate in the
to, identify and map the
provided by the MNR and
development of the FMP
presence of HCVFs by means
as defined by the FMP, as • approve the FMP
of a process that meets the
the basis for identifying
• responsible for collection
characteristics and intent of
HCVs and mapping
and maintenance of forest
[The High Conservation Value
HCVFs
values data
Forest Assessment
• may not display MNR
• determine sensitivity of
Framework, Appendix E of the
designated classified
forest values data and
Forest Stewardship Council
values in public
availability to the public
Certification Standard for the
documents
• hold Aboriginal values in
Great Lakes/St. Lawrence
trust (classified values)
Region].
• conduct public
consultation, including
input on forest values
9.1.2 Forest managers have • produce an assessment
• provide forest values data
assessed whether High
of HCVs
• provide direction on
Conservation Value Forests
protection of forest values,
• use MNR guidance to
are present in the area under
define HCVF boundaries
e.g. Stand and Site Guide
their control.
and protection measures
(Area of Concern
Prescriptions from FMP)
9.1.3 Areas identified as
• produce HCVF map(s)
• provide forest values data
High Conservation Value
subject to MNR data
to the SFL on an ongoing
Forests are marked on maps.
sensitivity guidelines;
basis
classified values cannot
• determine sensitivity of
be portrayed in public
forest values data and
documents
availability to the public
9.1.4 The manager ensures
• coordinate an external
• likely source of HCVF
that a credible external review
review by provincial and
assessment reviewers
is undertaken of the HCVF
regional stakeholders
(District, Regional
assessment.
biologists and ecologists,
SAR Branch, Science and
Information Section)
Checklist Reference

Roles and Responsibilities
of Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.

Checklist Reference

Roles and Responsibilities
of Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.

Roles and Responsibilities
of Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources (MNR)
• determine sensitivity of
forest values data and
availability to the public

9.1.5 The HCVF assessment
• make the report available
shall be made publicly
to the public in electronic
available, including associated
format subject to
maps (subject to
confidentiality
confidentiality considerations)
requirements of the MNR
as well as a summary of how
concerns raised during the
consultation and review
process have been
addressed.
9.2
The consultative portion of the certification process must place emphasis on the
identified conservation attributes, and options for the maintenance thereof.

The forest management planning framework for Ontario’s Crown forests, regulated under the CFSA,
provides for comprehensive public and Aboriginal consultation. This consultation provides individuals,
stakeholder groups, communities and Aboriginals with the opportunity to identify forest values and to
review and provide input to the management options developed for their protection. This consultation
meets the general consultation requirements of Principle 9. Review of the identification of HCVs and
HCVFs (i.e. this report) is a more focused consultation.

9.2.1 Forest managers
should consult with directly
affected persons, qualified
specialists, Aboriginals and
other relevant stakeholders
relevant stakeholders on the
identification of High
Conservation Values and
management options for any
High Conservation attributes
identified.
9.2.2 On public forests the
manager should take steps to
encourage ongoing and
constructive engagement with
interested parties in the
identification of High
Conservation Values and the
management options thereof,
where the interest,
commitment and capacity for
such constructive
engagement exists.

•

•

•

participate in the FMP
public and Aboriginal
consultation processes
make the HCVF report
available to Aboriginal
leaders and to the public
in electronic format
subject to confidentiality
requirements of the MNR

•

receive values information
and management
concerns from any party
at any time

•

•

•

conduct public and
Aboriginal consultation,
including input on forest
values
provide financial
assistance to Aboriginal
communities for values
identification and
preparation of Aboriginal
Background Information
Reports
receive values information
and management
concerns from any party
at any time
encourage ongoing
participation through
scheduled
advertisements and
through the MNR forestry
web pages

Examples:
Forestry
Ontario’s Forests
Forest Management Plans

Roles and Responsibilities
of Ontario Ministry of
Checklist Reference
Natural Resources (MNR)
9.3
The management plan shall include and implement specific measures that ensure the
maintenance and/or enhancement of the applicable conservation attributes consistent with the
precautionary approach. These measures shall be specifically included in the publicly available
management plan summary.
9.3.1 Specific protection
• document specific
• provide guidance for the
measures are detailed and
protection measures for
development of AOC
implemented for identified
all forest values (including
prescriptions, CROs and
High Conservation Value
HCVs) in the FMP; in the
CORLAPs based on best
areas and/or attributes.
Ontario Crown forest
available science
management planning
• approve the FMP and
framework these are
monitor implementation
described as Area of
Concern (AOC)
prescriptions, Conditions
on Regular Operations
(CROs), and Conditions
on Roads, Landings and
Aggregate Pits
(CORLAPs)
• implement protection
measures for all known
forest values and for
forest values discovered
during the implementation
of forest operations
Roles and Responsibilities
of Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.

Checklist Reference

Roles and Responsibilities
of Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.

9.3.2 The identified
protection measures adopt a
precautionary approach and
with respect to each
conservation attribute:

•

a.
Will create conditions
with a very high probability of
securing the long-term
maintenance or the
restoration of the applicable
conservation attribute;

•

•

implement AOC
prescriptions, CROs and
CORLAPs
monitor all operations to
ensure compliance with
protection measures
participate and react to
recommendations of the
Independent Forest Audit
every five years

b.
Are being
implemented; and
c.
Are proving effective
(or are adapted as required)
based on the results of
monitoring.

9.3.3 The identified
protection measures are
included in the publicly
available management plan.

•
•

document AOC
prescriptions, CROs and
CORLAPs in the FMP
make the FMP available
at the company office

Roles and Responsibilities
of Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources (MNR)
• provide guidance for the
development of AOC
prescriptions, CROs and
CORLAPs based on best
available science; the
Stand and Site Guide
provides the
comprehensive direction
for most values and relies
on the precautionary
principle where
understanding is
incomplete
• provide additional
direction as required e.g.
to meet habitat regulation
under the Endangered
Species Act
• monitor operations
• participate and react to
recommendations of the
Independent Forest Audit
every five years
• conduct effectiveness
monitoring of
prescriptions
(See Section 3.0)
• approve the FMP and
make it available to the
public at the District office
and online at the MNR
eFMP website

Roles and Responsibilities
of Ontario Ministry of
Checklist Reference
Natural Resources (MNR)
9.3.4 When a High
• share values information
• maintain provincial
Conservation Value extends
with adjacent private
database of forest values
beyond property or forest
landowners subject to
• provide values
management unit boundaries
MNR confidentiality
information to all SFL
under the manager’s
requirements
holders for their
responsibilities, or when the
• provide advice to
respective management
maintenance of a
interested landowners
unit and a 5 km zone
conservation value depends
surrounding the
on the proximity or
management unit
connectivity with other
• provide values data to
HCVFs, the manager
other planning authorities
coordinates its conservation
under mutual data sharing
efforts with those of the
agreements;
neighbouring HCVF
municipalities implement
landowners/managers.
conservation planning
through municipal
planning instruments
consistent with the
Provincial Policy
Statement
9.4
Annual monitoring shall be conducted to assess the effectiveness of the measures
employed to maintain or enhance the applicable conservation attributes.
9.4.1 A programme of at
• monitor all operations to
• monitor operations
least annual monitoring,
ensure compliance with
• participate and react to
appropriate to the size and
protection measures
recommendations of the
vulnerability of the
• participate and react to
Independent Forest Audit
conservation attributes, is
recommendations of the
every five years
documented is implemented
Independent Forest Audit
• conduct effectiveness
including the effects of
every five years
monitoring of
manager’s activities in or
prescriptions
adjacent to those High
(See Section 3.0)
Conservation Value Forests,
and the effectiveness of the
measures employed for their
maintenance or restoration.
9.4.2 When monitoring
• apply new direction as
• conduct effectiveness
results indicate increasing risk
required
monitoring of
to a specific conservation
prescriptions
attribute, the manager re(See Section 3.0)
evaluates the measures taken
• transfer new direction in a
to maintain or enhance that
timely manner
attribute, and adjusts the
management measures to
reverse the trend.
Roles and Responsibilities
of Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.

2.0

ASSESSMENT OF HIGH CONSERVATION VALUES AND
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE FORESTS (CRITERIA 9.1)

From the ProForest High Conservation Value Forest Toolkit (Part 1):
Every forest has some environmental and social value. The values it contains may include rare
species, recreational sites or resources harvested by local residents. Where these values are
considered to be of outstanding significance or critical importance, the forest can be defined as
a High Conservation Value Forest (HCVF).
The key to the concept of HCVFs is the identification of High Conservation Values (HCVs): it is
these values that are important and need to be protected. High Conservation Value Forests are
simply the forests where these values are found, or, more precisely, the forest area that needs
to be appropriately managed in order to maintain or enhance the identified values. Identifying
these areas is therefore the essential first step in developing appropriate management for them.

MNR and Ottawa Valley Forest Inc. consider all of the Ottawa Valley Forest to have
conservation value, and in accordance with Ontario forest policy, manage the forest using the
precautionary principle. Many environmental, social and economic objectives of the 2011-2021
FMP for the Ottawa Valley Forest are measured at a landscape scale (coarse filter) and are
dependent on the strategic and sustainable management of the entire forest landscape through
space and time (e.g. wildlife habitat, timber harvest). However, there isn’t a single value or
group of values within the current landscape of the Ottawa Valley Forest that would lead to the
conclusion that the entire management unit is of outstanding significance or critical importance.
At the stand and site scale, the FMP has identified more than 100 non-timber values, some of
which actually represent multiple species or groups of features. These forest values are
identifiable features of the current forest condition (e.g. streams, habitat areas, habitat features)
that could be negatively impacted by forest management activities. Most of the stand and site
scale values can be categorised as environmental, but others fall into cultural, recreational and
economic categories. At this scale some of these values can reasonably be described to be of
outstanding significance or of critical importance that could be assessed as HCVs.
The FMP documents mitigation and protection measures for the identified forest values to
ensure their sustainability. In most instances the prescription for values that are assessed as
HCVs will become the definition of the HCVF that protects the value. This maintains the
continuity between the FMP and the HCVF concept.

2.1

HCV ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

Identifying HCVs is the first step to designating HCVFs. The High Conservation Value Forest
Assessment Framework (hereafter the Framework), Appendix E of the Forest Stewardship
Council Certification Standard for the Great Lakes/St. Lawrence Region (Field Tested Draft
2007) has been used to help identify potential HCVs and to designate HCVFs in fulfilment of the
requirements of Principle 9 according to the Checklist.
The Framework identifies six categories of HCVF derived from the definitions of the FSC
standards. The Framework reference system has been changed from numeric to alpha-numeric
to avoid confusion with the FSC Principles and Criteria references system.

An HCV attribute could potentially fit into more than one of the six categories and certainly
within more than one of the criteria framed by the Framework questions. Although it could be
debated which category and criteria are the most appropriate, each HCV will be designated
under only one category and criteria. For example the wood turtle (Glyptemys insculpta) is a
Species at Risk (SAR) found within the Ottawa Valley Forest. As an HCV the wood turtle could
potential fit into A.1 through A.5, but has been assigned to category A.1.
The six categories of HCVF and associated questions of the Framework are:
Category A: Forest areas containing globally, regionally or nationally significant concentrations
of biodiversity values (e.g., endemism, endangered species, refugia).
A.1 Does the forest contain concentrations of species at risk?
A.2 Does the forest contain a concentration of species having a restricted
geographical range?
A.3 Does the forest include regionally significant seasonal concentration of
species?
A.4 Does the forest support regionally significant species (e.g., species declining
regionally, culturally important species)?
A.5 Does the forest support concentrations of species at the edge of their natural
ranges or outlier populations?
A.6 Does the forest lie within, adjacent to, or contain a conservation area:
a) designated by an international authority,
b) legally designated or proposed by relevant federal/provincial/ territorial
legislative body, or
c) identified in regional land use plans or conservation plans?
Category B: Forest areas containing globally, regionally or nationally significant large landscape
level forests, contained within, or containing the management unit, where viable
populations of most if not all naturally occurring species exist in natural patterns of
distribution and abundance.
B.1 Does the forest constitute or form part of a globally, nationally or regionally
significant forest landscape that includes populations of most native species
and sufficient habitat such that there is a high likelihood of long-term species
persistence?
B.2 Are large landscape level forests (i.e., large unfragmented forests) rare or
absent in the forest or ecoregion?
Category C: Forest areas that are in or contain rare, threatened or endangered ecosystems;
C.1 Does the forest contain naturally rare ecosystem types?
C.2 Are there ecosystem types within the forest or ecoregion that have
significantly declined?
C.3 Are there sites with unique or exceptional ecological characteristics?
Category D: Forest areas that provide basic services of nature in critical situations (e.g.,
watershed protection, erosion control);
D.1 Does the forest provide a significant source of drinking water?
D.2 Are there forests that provide a significant ecological service in mediating
flooding and/or drought, controlling stream flow regulation, and water quality?
D.3 Are there forests critical to erosion control?

Category E: Forest areas fundamental to meeting basic needs of local communities (e.g.,
subsistence, health.
E.1 Is any local community making use of the forest for basic needs/ livelihoods?
(Consider food, medicine, fodder, fuel, building and craft materials, water,
income).
Category F: Forest areas critical to local communities´ traditional cultural identity (areas of
cultural, ecological, economic or religious significance identified in cooperation with
such local communities).
F.1
F.2

2.1.1

Is the traditional cultural identity of the local community particularly tied to a
specific forest area?
Is there a significant overlap of values (ecological and/or cultural) that
individually did not meet HCVF thresholds, but collectively constitute HCVFs?

Information Sources and Consultation

The 2011-2021 FMP for the Ottawa Valley Forest, the Stand and Site Guide and the Draft
Technical Guidance for Forestry Activities in Regulated Habitat series are the primary sources
for this report. It is not the intent of this report to reinvent or regurgitate the research, provincial
direction and consultation that has culminated in this comprehensive FMP and the principle
guidance used in its preparation. The reader can be directed to document sources and
specialists to answer questions or to validate any information presented.
There are four components to the consultation described by the Framework:
1) Broad consultation on forest values and their protection (9.2.1). As a minimum the
consultation includes:
•
individuals,
•
local stakeholder representatives including the Local Citizen’s Committee,
•
non-Aboriginal communities; and
•
Aboriginal communities.
2) Consultation with technical experts about species, ecosystems or values that are candidate
HCVs (9.1.4).
3) Focused review by regional and provincial stakeholders of the values and the management
approach (9.1.4).
4) Open door policy – new HCVs and new management approaches will be considered at any
time, if they meet the requirements of FSC P1—8, and OMNR regulations
As described in Section 1.2.1 and Sections 1.4.2 and 1.4.3, broad consultation on forest values
and their protection is achieved through the forest management planning process prescribed by
the FMPM. The results of this consultation are summarised in the Supplementary
Documentation of the FMP and are provided in Appendix 2.
Consultation phases 2 and 3 are also achieved to a great extent as part of the FMP process by
meeting the requirements of the CFSA and the FMPM; by integrating the direction of provincial
policy (e.g. Featured Species Policy) and higher order plans (e.g. Ontario’s Living Legacy); by
application of the best available science (e.g. the Stand and Site Guide); and compliance with
other legislation (e.g. the Endangered Species Act). Each of these instruments and guiding

documents have in turn been subjected to rigorous requirements for expert participation in their
development and review, and have been consulted upon broadly through other consultation
processes and postings on the Environmental Bill of Rights Registry.
The FMP is prepared by a multi-disciplinary team of resource management professionals
(foresters, biologists, ecologists) from the company and the MNR, as well as representatives
from the Local Citizens Advisory Committee and local Algonquin communities. The Planning
team is supported by regional specialists and science advisors in the preparation of the FMP.
Finally, the FMP is subjected to a rigorous review by a broad range of expertise prior to
approval. A list of planning team members, advisors and reviewers is provided in Appendix 2.
As this updated report is being prepared a year after the approval of the FMP, additional
consultation has been made with the MNR biologists and ecologist to ensure that the
environmental values information presented is as current as possible. The report has also been
distributed to the Algonquin communities, with an understanding that their ability to participate
may be limited by the ongoing land claim, but that the door remains open to provide values
information at any time.
The open door policy requirement of Phase 4 is met by the ongoing open door policy of the
forest management planning process that encourages anyone to bring forward new values or
concerns at anytime. This message is reinforced annually with the invitation to inspect the
annual work schedule. From the perspective of the HCV/HCVF report, the document has been
made available online on the OVFI website (subject to confidentiality constraints) with an open
invitation for comment or input.

2.1.2

Thresholds and Precision

The Ottawa Valley Forest is a large, publicly owned forest that is intensively used by local nonAboriginal and Aboriginal communities and is readily accessible to the larger urban populations
of eastern and southern Ontario. This creates a context where there is a champion for every
forest value and the threshold for designating HCVs may be low. Criteria are required to identify
which forest values are indeed of outstanding significance and/or critical importance. These
concepts apply readily to values that are rare (e.g. SAR, uncommon species) or irreplaceable
(e.g. archaeological site). However, to be consistent with the precautionary principle, a forest
value that could be considered relatively common may be considered an HCV if it is in some
manner highly sensitive to forest management activities (e.g. great blue heron).
The great blue heron is a good example to demonstrate the importance of precision in defining
the HCV and in designating the boundaries and management of any associated HCVF.
From the Forest Management Guide for Conserving Biodiversity at the Stand and Site Scales Background and Rationale for Direction:
Although a common species, the great blue heron has been classified as regionally featured
within the context of forest management operations because of its sensitivity to operations
occurring adjacent to their colonial nesting sites (heronries). To be precise, the great blue heron
is not an HCV, as it appears to be quite successful in a managed forest environment. The HCV
in this instance is the colonial nesting site (heronry) where the reproductive success of the great
blue heron may be compromised by operating equipment too close to breeding birds or by
increasing the exposure of the nesting site by heavy cutting. The Area of Concern (AOC)
prescription contained in the FMP (tables FMP-10 and FMP-19) describes the forest area that

will comprise the HCVF (habitat area plus 300 m AOC zone) for each known or discovered
heronry in the Ottawa Valley Forest. The prescription in table FMP-10 describes the mitigation
and protection measure to be applied within the heronry HCVF when conducting timber
harvesting and subsequent renewal and maintenance operations. The prescription in table
FMP-19 describes the mitigation and protection measures for the construction, use and
maintenance of forest access roads and landings, and for the construction and operation of
forestry aggregate pits.

2.1.3

Forest Values that are not HCVs

Forest values that are common elements of the landscape are not unto themselves considered
to be HCV candidates (e.g. watercourses, waterbodies, wetlands). Similarly, many wildlife
habitat features (e.g. nests, roost trees, dens) of species not at risk are not considered to be
HCV candidates, as they occur frequently on the landscape and are dealt with on a day-to-day
basis. Collectively these forest values are considered at minimal risk because:
•
•
•
•
•
•

these features are readily identifiable in the field;
there are experienced people in the field (foresters, technicians, tree markers)
observing almost every hectare prior to harvest; the probability of missing values is
significantly reduced;
there is a rigorous process in place for values data exchange, for reporting
discovered values and ensuring that appropriate mitigation/protection measures are
applied;
recognised mitigation/protection measures (AOC prescriptions, CROs, CORLAPs)
based on the most up-to-date science are documented in, and mandated by the
FMP;
implementation of mitigation/protection measures is monitored closely by industry
and MNR certified compliance inspectors, and subjected to third party scrutiny by the
Independent Audit every five years; and
the effectiveness of management prescriptions is evaluated on an ongoing basis

Social forest values that are not dependent on rare or critical species, habitats or other
circumstances are not considered to be HCVs. Examples of landscape-wide social values
include recreational trail networks, recreational camps, and angling and hunting opportunities.
These values are addressed in the FMP directly through long-standing mitigation/protection
measures (Area of Concern prescriptions, CROs, CORLAPs) or indirectly through protection
and/or enhancement of the underlying values that sustain the social value (e.g. habitat
protection, habitat enhancement). Site-specific social values are generally brought to the
attention of the Planning Team through the consultation process, and occasionally through
higher order planning direction (e.g. viewscapes, cottage lakes, ski clubs). These values are
not considered to be extraordinary on the landscape and are generally satisfied within the
bounds of normal forest practices and mitigation techniques. Similarly, economic forest values
that are not dependent on rare or critical species, habitats or other circumstances are not
considered to be HCVs. The obvious example is the timber resource that has sustained forest
industry in the Ottawa Valley for almost 200 years, but also includes non-timber economic
activities such as baitfish harvesting, trapping and guided hunting.
Under the Framework, SAR quickly rise to the forefront as potential HCVs. However, there are
sixteen SAR within the Ottawa Valley Forest that are not considered to be HCVs as they do not
depend upon forested habitats and are not reasonably expected to be directly affected by forest
management operations. Examples of such species include Barn Owl, Loggerhead Shrike, and
American White Pelican. The excluded list also includes aquatic SAR, such as American Eel,

Lake Sturgeon, and River Redhorse, which are well protected by the protection and mitigation
measures in the FMP for aquatic and wetland ecosystems and shoreline forest (AOC
prescriptions, CROs and CORLAPs).
The Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database and the listing of the Vascular Plants
of Renfrew County, Ontario 1, maintained by the MNR Pembroke District Ecologist were queried
for additional species of conservation concern (provincial ranking of S1, S2, S3) that have been
reported within the Ottawa Valley Forest (Pembroke District) over the last 20 years. Only plants
and hibernating bats have been included in the assessment of candidate HCVs as there is a
reasonable expectation that locating known occurrences is repeatable, as plants and bat
hibernacula do not move. All other taxonomic groups have been excluded at this time due to
low probability of actual occurrence, low probability of detection, low repeatability of locating the
value, and low probability of impact from forest operations.

2.2

ASSESSMENT OF HCVS, DESIGNATION OF HCVFS

HCVs have been identified based on two principle criteria: the rarity of the value (at global,
national, provincial or regional scales); and the sensitivity of the value to forest management
activities. The precautionary principle applies where the rarity or the sensitivity to forest
management activities are poorly understood. For the purposes of this assessment candidate
HCVs are: global, national or regional conservation values that are of special concern,
threatened or endangered; provincially, regionally or locally featured; particularly sensitive to
forest management activities.
Consistent with the precautionary principle, any forest value that meets the HCV test and is not
currently known to occur within the Managed lands of the management unit, but has a
probability to occur, has been given the classification of ‘Possible HCV’ (PHCV). Mitigation and
protection measures have been documented in the FMP for most values classified as PHCV.
New Aboriginal values are a significant exception as protection measures for such values would
require site-specific protection measures based on consultation with the affected Aboriginal
communities. The identification or discovery of a PHCV that is lacking management direction in
the FMP will trigger a n FMP amendment to incorporate appropriate mitigation and protection
measures.
The HCVF boundary is comprised of the value itself (e.g. a nest tree), or the area occupied by
the value (e.g. a park, wetland or forest stand), and any additional zone where protection or
mitigation measures apply. In the context of the FMP most of the HCVF boundaries and
management prescriptions will be the equivalent of the AOC boundary as described in table
FMP-10 of the plan. Other possibilities include park or conservation reserve boundaries, Areas
of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI), and wildlife management zones.
The assessment of HCVs is summarised in Table 2, organised according to the Framework.
The first column identifies the candidate HCVs. The second column provides: a brief
description of the value; it’s status provincially, nationally and globally; the range of occurrence,
particularly within the management unit; a brief summary of the potential threats/sensitivity to
forest management; and any past management experience with protecting the value. The third
column is a quick summary of the HCV threshold criteria that are met by the particular value,

1

Vascular Plants of Renfrew County, Ontario, Daryl P. Coulson, MNR Pembroke District
Ecologist, Working Draft in preparation -- 21 Mar 2012

including: an indication of its rarity; whether or not it as a featured species or value in forest
management planning (provincially, regionally or locally); and an indication of sensitivity to
forest management activities. The final column provides the HCV decision as HCV, Possible
HCV(PHCV), or Not HCV (NHCV) and the link to the appropriate HCVF description and
management prescriptions from the FMP that can be found in Appendix 4. Note that there are
few values in Table 2 that have been designated as NHCV due to the short-listing described in
Section 2.1.3.
Maps of HCVF are provided in Appendix 5. This report will be published in confidential and
public versions. The public version will not contain maps of any values that have been deemed
confidential by the MNR or by Aboriginal communities.

Table 2.

High Conservation Values and Possible High Conservation Values in the Ottawa Valley Forest (Crown only); HCVF
management prescription code links to HCVF description and prescriptions in Appendix 4.
Decisions: HCV=High Conservation Value; PHCV=Possible High Conservation Value; NHCV= Not a High Conservation Value

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

Category A) Globally, regionally or nationally significant concentrations of biodiversity values.
A.1

Concentrations of species at risk as listed by international, national or provincial authorities.
The official list of SAR in Ontario (SARO) is found in regulation (O. Reg. 230/08)
The official list of SAR in Canada is maintained by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada
(COSEWIC); October 2011 list
The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List (2011) was the source for global ranking
Provincial SAR that are threatened or endangered are also Provincially Featured Species in the forest management
planning process; species of Special Concern have been identified as Locally Featured species.

Lichens

Flooded Jellyskin
Leptogium rivulare
Delineated Habitat

1) grows at the base of hardwood trees, primarily black ash and
silver maple, in vernal woodland pools
2) Threatened provincially and nationally; not listed by IUCN
3) always rare; reported range is disjunct populations near FlinFlon Manitoba and in three locations in Ottawa-Carleton; no
confirmed occurrences in the Ottawa Valley Forest; suitable
unsearched habitats are known to exist, particularly in the
south
4) unknown - loss of trees (its main substrate) and alteration of
hydrologic regime in woodland pools are potential threat
5) no past species-specific direction

PHCV
R,F,S?

FLJE
(AOC)

Value

Pale-bellied Frost Lichen
Physconia subpallida
Delineated Habitat

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)

4)
5)

Plants

Butternut (tree)

Juglans cinerea
Stands with known
concentrations

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
grows on the bark of primarily ironwood and other hardwoods
and, less commonly, on rocks
Endangered provincially and nationally; not listed by IUCN
this lichen is at the northern limit of its range; there is one
known occurrence in the planning area; there is suitable habitat
and the potential for additional occurrences in a number of
areas in the management unit
greatest risk is air pollution, threat from forest management is
unknown – potential destruction by harvest and loss of suitable
substrates
no past species-specific direction

1) shade intolerant tree found as a component of rich, fresh mixed
hardwood forests, growing best on well drained fertile
calcareous soils
2) Endangered provincially and nationally; not listed by IUCN
3) at the northern limit of its range, butternut may be found in local
concentrations in the southern half of the management unit but
does not form pure stands
4) affected by butternut canker, an introduced pathogen that can
kill the tree; loss of healthy and potentially resistant trees
through indiscriminate harvesting could accelerate the decline
and compromise recovery
5) no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
R,F,S?

R,F,S

PBFL
(AOC)

HCV
CRO-06

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)

American Ginseng

Panax quinquefolius

4)

Large Colonies
Small Colonies
and
Adjacent Suitable Habitat

5)
Invertebrates

West Virginia White Butterfly

Pieris virginiensis
Delineated Habitat

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
long-lived, slow-growing perennial herb found in fresh-moist
hardwood stands on calcareous soils
Endangered provincially and nationally; not listed by IUCN
southern townships are at northern limit of range where
ginseng may be found in sugar maple dominated stands;
known occurrences are thoroughly inventoried and monitored
by MNR
principle threats are plant harvesting and habitat loss
• construction may provide access to new areas and
increase vulnerability to plant harvesters
• low levels of tree harvest increase light levels that may
improve plant growth and fruit production; however, heavier
canopy reduction can favour competing tree saplings,
shrubs, and forest-floor herbs
• destruction of plants and disturbance of the forest floor by
heavy equipment
past direction recommended a reserve that extended one tree
length from the perimeter of patches

1) butterfly that inhabits moist, deciduous forests;
larvae feed exclusively on the leaves of toothwort, a spring time
plant of the forest floor
2) Special Concern provincially; not listed by COSEWIC or IUCN
3) southern townships are at northern limit of range; there are no
known occurrences in the management unit; chances are
considered remotely possible
4) threats are habitat loss through forest conversion and loss of
host plants due to invasion by garlic mustard
5) no past species specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
R,F,S

AMGI-L
AMGI-S
(AOC)

PHCV
R,F,S

WVWH
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

Northern Barrens Tiger Beetle
Cicindela patruela
2)
Delineated Habitat

3)
4)
5)

Reptiles

Blanding’s Turtle
Emydoidea blandingii
Delineated Habitat
Hibernacula
Nest Sites

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
a dull metallic green beetle that lives in sandy openings in pine
and pine-oak woodlands; prefers sparse vegetation over
coarse-grained sand deposits; dependent on periodic
disturbances (e.g., re) for the maintenance of its open habitat
Endangered provincially and nationally; not listed by IUCN
north end of range; no known occurrences on Crown lands in
the management unit; considered remotely possible
potential threats are habitat loss through fire suppression,
forest rehabilitation, development or recreational activities
no past species specific direction

1) use a network of wetlands, streams, ponds and lakes as
habitat; will also travel large distances over land moving
between these aquatic features or to terrestrial nesting areas;
frequently spend extended periods of time on land
2) Threatened provincially; Endangered nationally and globally
3) Ottawa Valley Forest represents one of the greatest
concentrations of Blanding’s Turtles in Ontario and Canada;
there are occurrences of this turtle throughout the management
unit and new occurrences are being discovered on a regular
basis as search effort continues
4) little quantitative information on the effects of forest
management operations; forest access roads could potentially
increase risk of loss due to illegal collection and traffic-related
mortality; roads could also potentially affect the hydrology of
wetlands used as hibernacula; harvest, renewal, and tending
operations conducted in terrestrial habitats could potentially
affect turtles that are nesting, basking, aestivating, or moving
between wetlands
5) no past species specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

PHCV
R,F,S

currently
no
direction

HCV
F,S

BLTU
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
Wood Turtle
Glyptemys insculpta

Delineated Habitat
Hibernacula
Nest Sites

3)

4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
aquatic habitat consists of clear rivers or streams with slight
current and sandy or gravelly bottom will spend considerable
time on land and on the shores of watercourses, and are
considered to be the most terrestrial of Ontario turtles; wooded
areas are essential habitat for Wood Turtles, but they are also
found in wet meadows, swamps, fields and other habitats
Endangered provincially; Threatened nationally; Endangered
globally
Habitat protection for the wood turtle is addressed by Ontario
Regulation 437/09
distribution in Ontario is at northern limit of the range and
occurs in three main areas: southern Ontario, eastern Ontario
and north of Lake Huron; there are a number of documented
populations in the Ottawa Valley Forest
little quantitative information on the effects of forest
management operations; forest access roads could potentially
increase risk of loss due to illegal collection and traffic-related
mortality; roads could also potentially affect the hydrology of
wetlands used as hibernacula; harvest, renewal, and tending
operations conducted in terrestrial habitats could potentially
affect turtles that are nesting, basking, aestivating, foraging or
moving between wetlands
local management prescription in the 2006-2011 FMP

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
R,F,S

WOTU
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)

Spotted Turtle
Clemmys guttata

Delineated Habitat
Hibernacula
Nest Sites

4)

5)
1)
2)
Eastern Musk Turtle (Stinkpot)
Sternotherus odoratus
Hibernacula
Nest Sites

3)

4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
small turtle preferring non-forested wetlands; will travel
overland to move between wetlands, to nest, and to access
specific terrestrial sites to aestivate
Endangered provincially, nationally and globally
disjunct populations in eastern North America; localised
populations across southern Ontario; no known occurrences in
the Ottawa Valley Forest; occurrence is possible as suitable
habitat areas are known to occur locally
little quantitative information on the effects of forest
management operations; forest access roads could potentially
increase risk of loss due to illegal collection and traffic-related
mortality; roads could also potentially affect the hydrology of
wetlands used as hibernacula; harvest, renewal, and tending
operations conducted in terrestrial habitats could potentially
affect turtles that are nesting, basking, aestivating, or moving
between wetlands
no past species-specific direction
small turtle, highly aquatic, inhabiting shallow areas of water
bodies with soft substrate and little to no current;
Threatened provincially and nationally; Least Concern, stable
globally
at northern limit of its range in Ontario, documented range
includes south-east townships of the Ottawa Valley Forest;
known occurrences in the management unit are not associated
with Managed lands
there is little quantitative information on the effects of forest
management operations; limited/unlikely use of forest habitat;
road construction could potentially alter habitat suitability at
nesting sites or hibernacula
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

PHCV
R,F,S

SPTU
(AOC)

PHCV
R,F,S

THIB
TNES
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)

Spiny Softshell Turtle
Apalone spinifera
Hibernacula
Nest Sites

3)

4)

5)
1)
2)
Northern Map Turtle
Graptemys geographica

3)

Hibernacula
Nest sites

4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
highly aquatic, inhabiting water bodies such as lakes and large
rivers with areas of soft substrate; nesting habitat is generally
close to the water
Threatened provincially and nationally; Least Concern, stable
globally
discontinuous range in Ontario including eastern Ottawa Valley
Forest; very few known occurrences of this turtle in the
management unit are associated with the Ottawa River; no
occurrences associated with Managed lands
there is little quantitative information on the effects of forest
management operations; limited/unlikely use of forest habitat;
road construction could potentially alter habitat suitability at
nesting sites or hibernacula
no past species-specific direction
inhabits large rivers and lakes and can be found on lakeshores
with basking features such as fallen trees and emergent rocks
Special Concern provincially and nationally; Least Concern,
stable globally
at the northern limit of its range; known distribution in the
Ottawa Valley Forest is associated with the Ottawa River; no
occurrences associated with Managed lands
there is little quantitative information on the effects of forest
management operations; limited/unlikely use of forest habitat;
road construction could potentially alter habitat suitability at
nesting sites or hibernacula
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

PHCV
R,F,S

THIB
TNES
(AOC)

PHCV
R,F,S

THIB
TNES
(AOC)

Value

Snapping Turtle
Chelydra serpentina
Hibernacula
Nest Sites

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
3)
4)

5)
1)

Eastern Hog-nosed Snake
Heterodon platirhinos
Hibernacula
Gestation/Oviposition Sites

2)
3)

4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
Canada’s largest freshwater turtle, highly aquatic, preferring
shallow waters of marshes, swamps, and lakes; females travel
overland to nesting sites often located on road shoulders or in
aggregate pits
Special Concern provincially and nationally; Least Concern,
stable globally
range is generally limited to southern part of the province;
considered common throughout the Ottawa Valley Forest
adult mortality affects species success; specific threats from
forest management are not quantified; greatest potential threat
is from traffic related mortality during the nesting season, and
disturbance of nesting sites or hibernacula by road construction
no past species-specific direction
inhabits forests, rock barrens and sandy flats that offer places
to hunt for toads and take shelter; to be suitable these dry
areas need to be in close proximity to wet areas as their
primary food source is toads; nests in open sandy areas such
as road shoulders, sand pits and under large flat rocks.
Threatened provincially and nationally; Least Concern, stable
globally
at northern limit of its range in Ontario; Ottawa Valley Forest is
considered to be east of the documented range; remotely
possible to occur in the management unit, particularly in
productive forest areas
there is little quantitative information on the effects of forest
management operations; shows a strong affinity for nonforested habitats; forest management operations, especially
road construction and aggregate extraction, have the potential
to affect hibernacula and/or gestation/oviposition sites
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
F,S

THIB
TNES
(AOC)

PHCV
R,F,S

HIBS
GOS
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
Eastern Ribbonsnake
Thamnophis sauritus

3)

Hibernacula
4)

5)
1)
2)
3)
Milksnake
Lampropeltis triangulum
Hibernacula
Gestation/Oviposition Sites

4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
a slim snake similar to the common Eastern Garter Snake;
inhabits forest edges and meadows near marshes, ponds or
other water bodies; will utilise both the aquatic and terrestrial
habitats
Special Concern provincially and nationally; Least Concern,
stable globally
at the northern limit of its range in Ontario; south boundary of
Ottawa Valley Forest is at the northern edge of the documented
range; populations have been found in a few of areas in the
management unit, none currently associated with Managed
lands
there is little quantitative information on the effects of forest
management operations; forest management operations,
especially road construction and aggregate extraction, have the
potential to affect hibernacula sites
no past species-specific direction
a nocturnal snake that inhabits open forest, forest edges,
meadows, and cultivated areas
Special Concern provincially and nationally; not listed by IUCN
Ottawa Valley forest is at the northern limit of the documented
range; potentially found throughout the management unit;
localised populations have been found in a number of areas in
the management unit, none currently associated with Managed
lands
there is little quantitative information on the effects of forest
management operations; shows a strong affinity for nonforested habitats; forest management operations, especially
road construction and aggregate extraction, have the potential
to affect hibernacula and/or gestation/oviposition sites
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

PHCV
R,F,S

HIBS
GOS
(AOC)

PHCV
R,F,S

HIBS
GOS
(AOC)

Value

Five-lined Skink, Southern
Shield Populations
Plestiodon fasciatus
Delineated Habitat

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
3)

4)

5)
Birds

Canada Warbler
Wilsonia Canadensis
Delineated Habitat

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
small, smooth-bodied lizard is Ontario’s only lizard; the Shield
population inhabits rocky outcrops in areas of mixed coniferous
or deciduous forest, favouring open bedrock areas with loose
rocks that can be used for cover
Special Concern provincially and nationally; Least Concern,
stable globally
disjunct population in southern Canadian Shield; northern limit
of documented range lies to the south of the management unit;
rock barren areas and associated forests in the southern
portion of the forest unit are potential habitat
there is little quantitative information on the effects of forest
management operations; limited/unlikely use of productive
forest habitat; fire suppression may result in loss of habitat
through forest succession
no past species-specific direction

1) migratory; usually nests in mixed forests having a well
developed understory, particularly in low-lying areas
2) Special Concern provincially; Threatened nationally; Least
Concern, decreasing globally
3) breeds throughout the boreal forest region; could be found
locally on suitable lowland sites
4) little quantitative research on this species; forest operations
have potential to disturb nesting birds during the critical
breeding period or alter suitable breeding habitat, although
these sites are generally not utilised by the forest industry due
to operational constraints
5) no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

PHCV
R,F,S?

FLSK
(AOC)

PHCV
R,F,S

currently
no
direction

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)

Cerulean Warbler
Dendroica cerulean
Delineated Habitat

3)

4)

5)
1)
2)
Kirtland’s Warbler
Dendroica kirtlandii

3)

Delineated Habitat

4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
migratory; breeding habitat is forest-interior, requiring large,
relatively undisturbed tracts of mature, semi-open deciduous
forest
Threatened provincially; Endangered nationally; Vulnerable
globally
breeds in northeastern USA and parts of southeastern Canada,
winters in the Andes; southern Ontario is at the northern limit of
its range; only several known occurrences of this warbler in the
Ottawa Valley Forest including Managed lands
principle threats considered to be loss and fragmentation of
mature hardwood forest; ; dense forest is preferred, heavy
cutting of mature forest has negative effects on habitat use;
roads and other small canopy gaps appear to have limited
negative, but potentially positive effects on this species
no past species-specific direction
migratory; ground nester with very specific habitat using large
patches of dense young jack pine on sandy soils, i with small
openings
Endangered provincially and nationally; Near Threatened,
increasing globally
isolated occurrences in Ontario are at the northern limit of the
breeding range; there are known occurrences in the
management unit; currently none on the Managed lands
habitat supply is the limiting factor; habitat restoration is an
FMP objective; disturbance for the purpose of creating suitable
habitat is beneficial; harvest of young jack pine is unlikely, but
any operational disturbance during the critical breeding period
may disturb nesting birds or destroy nests
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
R,F,S

CEWA
(AOC)

PHCV
R,F,S

KIWA
(AOC)

Value

Chimney Swift
Chaetura pelagic
Nest/Roost Sites

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
3)

4)

5)
1)
2)
Red-headed Woodpecker
Melanerpes erythrocephalus
Delineated Habitat
Nest Trees

3)

4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
migratory; known for their use of chimneys and abandoned
buildings for nesting; in forested areas they use traditional
natural sites such as hollow standing trees or other tree cavities
such as woodpecker excavations
Threatened provincially, nationally; Near Threatened globally
in Ontario, occurs from the southern boreal forest south,
including all of the Ottawa Valley Forest; known natural
nest/roost sites area uncommon; currently none within the
Managed lands; however there is reasonable probability of
little detailed information on the direct effects of forest
management or other human activities; removal of large hollow
living or dead trees during forest management operations could
potentially reduce the supply of natural nest and roost sites
no past species-specific direction
year round resident; inhabits open deciduous forests, river
edges, and groves; nests are excavated in dead trees
Special Concern provincially; Threatened nationally; Near
Threatened, decreasing globally
widespread but uncommon across southern Ontario where it is
at the northeastern limit of its range; there are only a few
known occurrences in central and eastern parts of the
management unit in agricultural context; possibility of suitable
habitat and occurrence within the Managed lands
no information on the direct effects of forest management
operations; harvest practices that impact the supply of large
snags for nesting and roosting may potentially limit abundance;
forest operations may disturb nesting or destroy nest trees
during the critical breeding period
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

PHCV
R,F,S

CHSW
(AOC)

PHCV
R,F,S

RHWO
(AOC)

Value

Common Nighthawk
Chordeiles minor

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
3)

Delineated Habitat
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)
Whip-poor-will
Caprimulgus vociferous
Delineated Habitat

4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
migratory; inhabits forest openings, burns, rock barrens, and
other areas with sparse tree or vegetation cover; nocturnal and
uses tree limbs for resting during the day; nesting sites are
located on the ground
Special Concern provincially; Threatened nationally; Least
Concern globally
breeding range includes most of North America, primarily below
the tree line; frequent occurrences throughout the management
unit, although nesting sites are difficult to locate
no information on the direct effects of forest management
operations; forest operations may disturb nesting or destroy
ground nests during the critical breeding period
no past species-specific direction
migratory; inhabits open, mixed or pine forests; nests on the
ground, often along the edge of a clearing under plants
Threatened provincially and nationally, Least Concern globally
eastern breeding range includes southern and central Ontario;
there are a good number of occurrences of whip-poor-will
throughout the forest management unit as habitat availability is
excellent; nesting sites are difficult to locate
no information on the direct effects of forest management
operations; forest operations could help maintain and/or create
forest structure of partially open or patchy forest habitats
preferred by Whip-poor-will’s; however forest operations during
the critical breeding period may disturb nesting birds or destroy
ground nests
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
F,S

CONI
(AOC)

HCV
F,S

WHIP
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
Louisiana Waterthrush
Parkesia motacilla

3)

Delineated Habitat
4)

5)
1)
2)
Golden-Winged Warbler
Vermivora chrysoptera
Delineated Wetland Habitat

3)
4)
5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
migratory; inhabits mature hardwood or mixedwood forest
adjacent to permanent headwater streams with well developed
riffle and pool sections; nests in small hollows or natural
cavities in stream banks or associated with root mass of
overturned trees
Special Concern provincially and nationally; Least Concern
globally
at the northern limit of its range in Ontario; occurs in south
western Ontario and across Peterborough, Hastings, Lennox
and Addington and Frontenac Counties; no known occurrences
in the management unit; suitable potential habitat areas do
occur
there is little quantitative information on the effects of forest
harvesting; selection-like harvesting appears to have limited
effect; no information on effect of roads; forest operations
during the critical breeding period may disturb nesting birds or
destroy nests
no past species-specific direction
migratory; inhabits shrubby fields, shrub swamps, forest edges,
and early succession forest clearings
Special Concern provincially; Threatened nationally; Near
Threatened globally
breeding range includes GLSL region of Ontario; there are
occurrences of this warbler throughout the management unit
including the Managed lands
forest management is likely largely positive since harvesting
can create suitable breeding habitat; road construction in
shrubby wetlands could potentially alter habitat
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

PHCV
R,F,S

LOWA
(AOC)

HCV
F,S

WSARB
(AOC)

Value

Black Tern
Chlidonias niger

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
3)

Delineated Wetland Habitat
4)
5)
1)
Least Bittern
Ixobrychus exilis
Delineated Wetland Habitat

2)
3)
4)
5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
migratory; utilise floating vegetation in non-forested wetlands to
nest; typically nests in marshes dominated by cattails or
bulrushes, or the marshy borders of lakes, rivers, and ponds;
may nest singly but usually nests in small loose colonies
Special Concern provincially, Not at Risk nationally; Least
Concern globally
scattered throughout the province where suitable habitat
occurs; nesting areas occur through the southern portion of the
management unit; no known occurrences within the Managed
lands
nests in marshes, thus harvest, renewal, and tending
operations likely have little direct effect on habitat; potential to
be affected by construction of roads through occupied wetlands
no past species-specific direction
migratory; nests in marshes with dense emergent marsh
vegetation
Threatened provincially and nationally; Least Concern globally
occurs across the GLSL in Ontario; nesting areas occur
through the southern portion of the management unit; no
known occurrences within the Managed lands
nests in marshes, thus harvest, renewal, and tending
operations likely have little direct effect on habitat; potential to
be affected by construction of roads through occupied wetlands
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

PHCV
R,F,S

WSARB
(AOC)

PHCV
R,F,S

WSARB
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)

Olive-sided Flycatcher
Contopus cooperi
Delineated Wetland Habitat

3)

4)

5)
1)
2)
Rusty Blackbird
Euphagus carolinus
Delineated Habitat

3)

4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
migratory; typically nests in open areas in or near wetlands
containing scattered tall trees or snags
Special Concern provincially; Threatened nationally; Near
Threatened, decreasing globally
widely distributed throughout the central and northern parts of
Ontario; considered infrequent and local throughout the
management unit; known occurrences within the Managed
lands
forest management operations likely have limited effect on
habitat suitability or potential to disturb nesting birds; potential
to be affected by construction of roads through occupied
wetlands
no past species-specific direction
migratory; during the breeding season they are primarily
associated with wet boreal forest, specifically within conifer
forests and muskeg
Not listed provincially as of January 13, 2012; Special Concern
nationally; Vulnerable, decreasing globally
reported range includes the Boreal forest region, and the
GLSL-Boreal transition; includes the upper townships of the
Ottawa Valley Forest; frequently encountered during migration
but is a very rare breeding species in the forest unit
forest operations have potential to harm or harass the species
and/or harmfully alter an occupied nesting territory (habitat);
suitable habitat is non-productive forest or lowland productive
forest condition that is seldom harvested due to operational
constraints; potential to be affected by construction of roads
through occupied wetlands
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
R,F,S

WSARB
(AOC)

PHCV
R,F,S

RUBL
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)

Yellow Rail
Coturnicops noveboracensis

3)

Delineated Wetland Habitat
4)
5)
1)

2)
Short-eared Owl
Asio flammeus

3)

Ground Nest Sites
4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
migratory; seldom seen, inhabiting wet sedge meadows and
marshes
Special Concern provincially and nationally; Least Concern
globally
in Ontario it is mainly found in the Hudson Bay Lowlands
region, and is only found in localized marshes in southern
Ontario; no known occurrences in the Ottawa Valley Forest;
suitable habitat areas are known to occur locally which have
the potential to be inhabited based on proximity to its known
range
no information on the effects of forest management operations;
road construction in wetlands could potentially alter habitat
no past species-specific direction
will congregate in SW Ontario for the winter; nests and hunts in
a wide range of open habitats from grasslands and agricultural
fields, to marshes and bogs, to recent clearcuts and young
plantations, nests are on the ground, usually on dry sites
Special Concern provincially and nationally; Least Concern
globally
world-wide distribution; lives in scattered locations across most
of Ontario, particularly along the James Bay and Hudson Bay
coastlines; only known occurrences in the Ottawa Valley Forest
are from the agricultural landscapes in the southeastern
townships
little information on the direct effects of forest management
practices; forest renewal and tending operations could
presumably have negative effects on nests in cutovers; clearcut
harvesting could potentially create suitable hunting and nesting
habitat, at least for a short period of time
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

PHCV
R,F,S

WSARB
(AOC)

PHCV
R,F,S

SEOW
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)

Peregrine Falcon
Falco peregrinus
Nesting Sites (Cliff) and Habitat
4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
non-urban falcons are migratory; utilise rock cliffs as nesting
sites, usually overlooking large bodies of water
Threatened provincially; Special Concern nationally; Least
Concern globally; habitat protection addressed by Ontario
Regulation 436/09
found on every continent, except Antarctica; although
Peregrine Falcons now nest in and around Toronto and several
other southern Ontario cities, the majority of Ontario’s breeding
population is found around Lake Superior in northwestern
Ontario; there are known territories within the management
unit, but none that occur within the Managed lands; suitable cliff
nesting sites are available so there is potential for occurrences
in the future as populations continue to rebound
activities that result in opening or disrupting the forest canopy
may benefit the species by creating additional open country;
forest operations may disturb nesting birds during the critical
breeding period; Peregrine Falcons nesting in remote locations
tend to be more sensitive to disturbance; access may increase
potential for illegal collection of young falcons
Peregrine Falcon Habitat Management Guidelines, Ontario
Ministry Of Natural Resources 1987

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

PHCV
R,F,S

PEFA
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
3)
Bald Eagle
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Nesting Sites and Habitat

4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
may migrate or congregate near open water during winter;
prefer mature, open forest with a discontinuous canopy for
nesting; large white pine are favoured nest trees in the GLSL;
nests are generally close to water, ideally larger lakes, because
eagles are primarily fish eaters;
Special Concern provincially; Not at Risk nationally; Least
Concern globally
breeds from Alaska across to Newfoundland; widely distributed
across Ontario with the greatest concentration in the northwest;
occurrence of nesting bald eagles in the Ottawa Valley Forest
has been increasing over the past decade; known occurrences
within the Managed lands
forest operations may disturb nesting birds during the critical
breeding period; intensity of disturbance is a factor; nest site
occupancy and productivity may be negatively affected by
proximity to clearcuts; eagles appear to avoid nesting near
roads; roads (and associated landings and aggregate pits)
create access that may facilitate future disturbance by other
forest users
Bald Eagle Habitat Management Guidelines Ontario Ministry Of
Natural Resources 1987; AOC prescription documented in
2006-2011 FMP but occurrence of bald eagle not encountered

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
R,F,S

BAEA
(AOC

Value
Mammals

Eastern Wolf
Canis lupus lycaon
Rendezvous Sites
Denning Sites

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit

1) a distinct form of the Grey Wolfl; lives in packs with a home
range that may be as big as 500 km2; not generally restricted to
specific habitat types but traditional rendezvous sites (where
pups remain while the adults hunt) and denning sites are key
habitat features
2) Special Concern provincial and nationally; the eastern form is
not listed by IUCN
3) occurs across the southern Canadian Shield where coniferous
forests or a mix of conifers and hardwood dominate; there is
one documented rendezvous site adjacent to Managed lands;
likelihood of other den sites and rendezvous sites being
documented is high
4) forest management generally favours habitat for the Whitetailed Deer and Moose, in turn favouring the Eastern Wolf;
forest operations may disturb denning and use of rendezvous
sites; impact of habitat alteration around denning and
rendezvous sites is poorly understood so a precautionary
approach is recommended
5) no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
R,F,S

EWRS
EWD
(AOC)

1) Description
2) Status
3) Occurrence
Value
4) Threat/Sensitivity
5) Management Experience in the management unit
Other Species of Conservation Concern (but not officialy at risk)
1) Cooper's Milkvetch (S3), Astragalus neglectus;
Purple Rockcess (S2?), Boechera grahamii
Narrow Triangle Moonwort (S3?), Botrychium lanceolatum;
Spathulate Moonwort (S1), Botrychium spathulatum
S1-S3 Rare Vascular Plants
Large Water-starwort (S2?), Callitriche heterophylla
Not listed as SAR
Field Sedge (S3), Carex conoidea
Rigid Sedge (S3), Carex tetanica
2009 NHIC Species List
Prickly Hornwort (S3?), Ceratophyllum echinatum
- reported occurrences in
Fogg's Goosefoot (S2), Chenopodium foggii
Renfrew County in the last 20
Houghton's Flatsedge (S3), Cyperus houghtonii
years
Schweinitz's Flatsedge (S3),Cyperus schweinitzii
? denotes inexact rank or
Ram’s-head Lady-slipper (S3), Cypripedium arietinum
uncertain rank
Long Leaved (American) Waterwort (S3), Elatine triandra
(americana)
Vascular Plants of Renfrew
Quill Spike-rush (S2S3), Eleocharis nitida
County, Ontario 1
Water-weed (S3), Elodea nuttallii
Western Wheat Grass (S2), Elymus smithii
Delineated Habitat
Wood Spurge (S1), Euphorbia commutata
(classified collectively as
Hybrid Oak-Fern (S1?), Gymnocarpium x brittonianum
delineated habitat of Species of
Long-branched Frostweed (S3), Helianthemum canadense
Special Conservation Concern,
Porcupine Bunch Grass (S3), Hesperostipa spartea
SPCC)
Woolly Beach-heath (S3), Hudsonia tomentosa
Riverbank Quillwort (S3), Isoetes riparia
Greene's Rush (S3), Juncus greenei

1

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
R,F,S

SPCC
(AOC)

Vascular Plants of Renfrew County, Ontario, Daryl P. Coulson, MNR Pembroke District Ecologist, Working Draft in preparation -21 Mar 2012

Value

S1-S3 Rare Vascular Plants
Not listed as SAR
Delineated Habitat
(classified collectively as
delineated habitat of Species of
Special Conservation Concern,
SPCC)
Cont’d

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
Creeping Rush (S3), Juncus subtilis
Large-flowered Ground Cherry (S3), Leucophysalis grandiflora
Auricled Twayblade (S3), Listera auriculata
Southern Twayblade (S2), Listera australis
American Shoreweed (S3), Littorella uniflora
Thread-like Naiad (S2), Najas gracillima
Lake Cress (S3?), Neobeckia aquatica
Small Yellow Pond-lily (S3), Nuphar microphylla
Purple-stemmed Cliff-brake (S3), Pellaea atropurpurea
Halberd-leaved Tearthumb (S3), Persicaria arifolia
Red Spruce (S3), Picea rubens
Tubercled Orchid (S3), Platanthera flava var. herbiola
Hooker's Orchid (S3), Platanthera hookeri
Large Round-leaved Orchid (S2), Platanthera macrophylla
Horn-leaved River-weed (S2), Podostemum ceratophyllum
Hybrid Pondweed (S1?), Potamogeton x haynesii
Canada or Dwarf Cinquefoil (S2?), Potentilla canadensis
Horse Cinquefoil (S1), Potentilla hippiana
Soft Cinquefoil (S2), Potentilla pulcherrima
Woodland Pinedrops (S2), Pterospora andromedea
Bebbs Oak (S1), Quercus X bebbiana
Lakecress (S3?), Rorippa aquatic
Crested Arrowhead (S3), Sagittaria cristata
Weak-stalked Bulrush (S1?), Schoenoplectus purshianus
Woodland Bulrush (S1), Scirpus expansus
Prairie Dropseed (S3), Sporobolus heterolepis
Lanceleaf Violet (S1), Viola X sublanceolata
Mountain Woodsia (S3), Woodsia scopulina

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
R,F,S

SPCC
(AOC)

S1-S3 Rare Vascular Plants
Not listed as SAR
Delineated Habitat
(classified collectively as
delineated habitat of Species of
Special Conservation Concern,
SPCC)
Cont’d

2) S1 - Critically Imperiled in Ontario because of extreme rarity
(often 5 or fewer occurrences) or because of some factor(s)
such as very steep declines making it especially vulnerable to
extirpation from the province.
S2 - Imperiled in Ontario because of rarity due to very restricted
range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines,
or other factors making it very vulnerable to extirpation from the
province.
S3 - Vulnerable in Ontario due to a restricted range, relatively
few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread
declines, or other factors making it vulnerable to extirpation.
3) these species are rare provincially; there are relatively few
occurrences within the management unit and fewer still within
the Managed lands; some species may occur in habitats not
generally threatened by forest management activities; there are
known occurrences within the management unit, including the
Managed lands
4) forestry operations have the potential to adversely affect the
population viability of these rare occurrences;
5) no past species-specific direction

HCV
R,F,S

SPCC
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

Hibernating Bats
Little Brown Bat
Myotis lucifugus
Big brown Bat
Eptesicus fuscus

2)

Northern Long-eared Bat
Myotis septentrionalis

3)

Eastern Small-footed Bat
Myotis leibii

4)

Eastern Pipistrelle
Pipistrellus subflavus
Delineated Bat Hibernacula
5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
Little Brown Bat and the Big Brown Bat are the principle
Ontario species; less common species are the Eastern
Pipistrelle, Silver-haired, Hoary, Red, Eastern Small-footed,
and Northern Long-eared; Little Brown Bat, Northern Longeared Bat, Eastern Small-footed Bat, Big Brown Bat, and
Eastern Pipistrelle are all known to hibernate in Ontario, using
caves, abandoned mines, buildings and barns
the Northern Long-eared, Small-footed, and Eastern Pipistrelle
are listed by the NHIC as S3; the potential for white nose
syndrome to spread throughout Ontario is a concern for all
Ontario bat species that hibernate here
suitable bat hibernacula are uncommon features; a number of
bat hibernacula are known to occur in the management unit,
including the Managed lands
hibernating bats may be disturbed by human visitation of
hibernacula, and potentially by noise associated with forest
management operations; forest operations including roads
landings and aggregate pits may alter the forest cover around
bat hibernacula, potentially influencing temperature, humidity,
or air flow in hibernacula; movement of heavy equipment may
cause collapse of hibernacula; new access may increase
human disturbance and potentially contribute to the spread of
white nose syndrome
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
R,F,S

BAH
(AOC)

1) Description
2) Status
3) Occurrence
Value
4) Threat/Sensitivity
5) Management Experience in the management unit
A.2
Concentrations of species having a restricted geographical range.
None that have not already been addressed under A.1
A.3
Regionally significant seasonal concentrations of species.
Deer Wintering Areas and Great Blue Heron – Heronies have been designated under A.4

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

A.4

1) Description
2) Status
3) Occurrence
Value
4) Threat/Sensitivity
5) Management Experience in the management unit
Regionally significant species (e.g., species declining regionally, culturally important species).

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

Included in this assessment are seven provincially featured species (Source is the Stand and Site Guide) that are required to be
addressed by the forest management planning process as indicators of diverse forest habitats. Also included are ten locally
featured species selected by the planning Team and the LCAC as indicators of diverse forest habitats. Two additional bird species
that have traditional been featured species of the GLSL have also been assessed. Three plant/tree species/groups of cultural
importance to the Algonquins have also been included as locally featured.
1) Ontario’s largest game animal; of economic and cultural
importance; indicator species representing a landscape of
young forest interspersed with older forest and a relatively high
proportion of the area managed as mixedwood
2) stable provincially, locally; Least Concern globally; Ottawa
Valley Forest population is managed through fully controlled
harvest allocation
HCV
3) found throughout the management unit, but emphasised in the
upper and middle MEAs.
Moose
MEAs
4) forest disturbance from harvesting generally benefits moose by
Alces alces
addressed
maintaining browse production; operations can adversely affect
Provincially Featured
by
F,S
moose by removal of winter or summer cover; moose aquatic
CRO-23
feeding areas and mineral licks are important habitat features;
Moose Emphasis Areas (MEA)
CORLAP-21
little information on the impact of forest operations on use of
Mineral
mineral licks; use of aquatic feeding areas may be influenced
Mineral Licks
Licks
by availability of summer thermal cover; roads increase harvest
ML
(AOC)
pressure and success
5) past direction in the 2006-2011 FMP focused on retaining cover
within 120 m of moose aquatic feeding areas and mineral licks;
120 m AOC on mineral licks is retained; aquatic feeding areas
no longer receive site-specific protection; now addressed by
prescriptions for retention of shoreline forest and provision of
summer cover in MEAs

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)

White-tailed Deer
Odocoileus virginianus
Deer Wintering Areas

3)
4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
Ontario’s most popular game animal; of economic and cultural
importance; an indicator species of disturbed and cover areas
similar to moose
stable provincially, locally, but subject to fluctuations brought on
by harsh winters; Least Concern globally; Ottawa Valley Forest
population is managed through antlerless harvest allocation
found throughout the management unit, but emphasised in the
southern half of the management unit
forest disturbance from harvesting generally benefits deer by
maintaining forage and browse production; operations can
adversely affect deer by removal of winter cover within
traditional deer wintering areas; critical thermal cover and
access cover are essential to conservation of energy and
facilitating access to winter browse; less concern for roads than
for moose but potential to remove cover habitat
comparable direction in 2006-2011 and previous FMPs as AOC
prescription for deer wintering areas

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
F,S

DWAs

addressed
by

CRO-22

CORLAP-20

Value

Pileated Woodpecker
Dryocopus pileatus
Provincially Featured

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
3)
4)

5)
1)

Black Bear
Ursus americanus
Provincially Featured

2)
3)
4)

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
an indicator wildlife species representing the supply and
arrangement of upland mature and older forest across the
GLSL landscape; supply of cavities for other cavity users;
habitat requirements of pileated woodpeckers will be
accommodated by implementation of the Landscape Guide
not at risk provincially or nationally; Least Concern globally
common across the management unit
at the landscape scale forest operations can reduce mature
and older forests – addressed by the Landscape Guide; at
stand and site scale habitat needs are addressed through
retention of cavity trees (CRO-07 of the FMP)
landscape and stand level guidance ion 2006-2011 and
previous FMPs
black bear is an indicator species of old growth habitats under
the Old Growth Policy; downed woody debris is an important
component of habitat for foraging (ants, etc.) and for den sites
not at risk provincially or nationally; Least Concern globally
common throughout the management unit
forest operations generally favour this habitat generalist; at the
landscape scale forest operations can reduce mature and older
forests – addressed by the Landscape Guide; at stand and site
scale habitat needs are addressed through retention of downed
woody debris (CRO-08 of the FMP), retention of supercanopy
trees (CRO-07); den sites are common on the landscape and
protected by an AOC (BBD, FMP-10 and FMP-19)
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision

F

NHCV

F

NHCV

HCVF
Rx

Value

Lynx
Lynx canadensis
Provincially Featured

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

Ruby-crowned Kinglet
Regulus calendula
Provincially Featured

2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

Black-backed Woodpecker
Picoides arcticus
Provincially Featured

2)
3)
4)
5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
another indicator species of old growth conditions under the
Old Growth Policy; strongly associated with coniferous habitats
and particularly black spruce bogs
not at risk provincially or nationally; Least Concern globally
secretive but not considered common in the Ottawa Valley
Forest
at the landscape scale forest operations can reduce mature
and older forests – addressed by Landscape Guide; no site or
stand level concerns
no past species-specific direction
another indicator species of old growth conditions under the
Old Growth Policy; strongly associated with coniferous habitats
and particularly black spruce bogs
not at risk provincially or nationally; Least Concern globally
a boreal bird but known to occur in the management unit
highly preferred habitat of black spruce bogs is essentially not
used for forestry purposes in the Ottawa Valley Forest and
much of the preferred habitat is protected in these ecosystems
no past species-specific direction
another indicator species of old growth conditions under the
Old Growth Policy; strongly associated with coniferous habitats
and particularly black spruce bogs and cedar swamps
not at risk provincially or nationally; Least Concern globally
nests sparsely in the management unit
highly preferred habitat of lowland conifers is essentially not
used for forestry purposes in the Ottawa Valley Forest and
much of the preferred habitat is protected in these ecosystems
no past species-specific direction

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision

F

NHCV

F

NHCV

F

NHCV

HCVF
Rx

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)
4)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Value
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
Locally Featured Species
locally selected indicator species of diverse habitat conditions
primarily habitat indicators
not at risk provincially or nationally; Least Concern globally
no specific risk
common throughout management unit
general habitat addressed by long-term direction for landscape
Barred Owl – Strix varia
pattern, structure and composition; variety of habitat features
Beaver – Castor canadensis
(nest, cavities etc.) addressed by mostly long-practiced AOC
Blackburnian Warbler - Dendroica fusca
prescriptions, CROs and CORLAPs
Marten - Martes americana
5) addressed by mostly long-practiced AOC prescriptions, CROs
N. Flying Squirrel - Glaucomys sabrinus
and CORLAPs
E. Red-bked. Sal. – Plethodon cinereus
Ruffed Grouse - Bonasa umbellus
White-throated Sparrow

Northern Goshawk
Accipiter gentilis
Locally Featured
Nesting Sites and Habitat

1) locally selected indicator species; also a traditional regional
featured species of the GLSL; this large raptor typically nests in
moderately dense patches of mature and old growth hardwood,
conifer, or mixedwood forest
2) not at risk provincially or nationally; Least Concern globally
3) found throughout the management unit
4) forest operations may disturb nesting birds during the critical
breeding period; disturbance intensity is a factor; forest
operations may negatively affect nesting habitat by excessively
reducing canopy closure; roads, landings and aggregate pits
may create undesirable canopy gaps
5) 150 m AOC for primary in past FMPs; increased to 400 m by
Stand and Site Guide

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision

F

NHCV

HCVF
Rx

HCV
F,S

NG
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
Red-Shouldered Hawk
Buteo lineatus
Locally Featured
Nesting Sites and Habitat

3)

4)

5)
1)
Osprey
Pandion haliaetus
Traditional Featured Species of
the GLSL

2)
3)
4)

Nesting Sites and Habitat

5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
locally selected indicator species; also a traditional regional
featured species of the GLSL; this medium sized raptor
typically nests in relatively large patches of mature tolerant
hardwood forest with high canopy closure, adjacent to lakes
and wetlands where it prefers to hunt
delisted by COSEWIC in 2009; not at risk provincially or
nationally; Least Concern globally
suitable habitat is relatively limited in the management unit,
occurring in better hardwoods scattered throughout the
southern townships and on the eastern flank of the Algonquin
Dome;
forest operations may disturb nesting birds during the critical
breeding period; disturbance intensity is a factor; forest
operations may negatively affect nesting habitat by excessively
reducing canopy closure; roads, landings and aggregate pits
may create undesirable canopy gaps
300 m AOC in past FMPs; increased to 400 m by the Stand
and Site Guide
large migratory raptor builds a large bulky nest of sticks in dead
trees, living trees with dead tops, in wetlands, along the shores
of lakes and rivers, and on islands; will nest in very open
habitats with a supply of suitable perches
not at risk provincially or nationally; Least Concern globally
widespread in Ontario, occurs throughout the management unit
forest operations may disturb nesting birds during the critical
breeding period; disturbance intensity is a factor; forest
operations may negatively affect nesting habitat by excessively
reducing canopy closure; roads, landings and aggregate pits
may create undesirable canopy gaps
300 m AOC in past FMPs; remains essentially the same

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
F,S

RS
(AOC)

HCV
F,S

RS
(AOC)

Value

Great Blue Heron
Ardea herodias
Traditional Featured Species of
the GLSL
Colonial Nesting Sites

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
3)
4)

5)
1)
Wild Leek
Allium tricoccum
Locally Featured
Wild Leek Patches

2)
3)
4)
5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
perceived sensitivity of this colonial nesting bird has led to its
featured status in the GLSL; nests in colonies of large bulky
stick nests in living or dead trees, over or close to water; close
to shallow water feeding areas of marshes, ponds, lake and
river shorelines, and forested wetlands; high fidelity to nesting
sites
not at risk provincially or nationally, but evidence of a declining
trend in Ontario; Least Concern globally
widely distributed in Ontario , most abundant in the GLSL
region; occurs across the management unit
forest operations may disturb nesting birds during the critical
breeding period; disturbance intensity is a factor; forest
operations may negatively affect nesting habitat by increasing
exposure of the nesting area; roads, landings and aggregate
pits may bring additional clearing and disturbance
300 m AOC in past FMPs; remains essentially the same
a wild member of the onion family, the wild leek grows in
patches in the deep shade of mature tolerant hardwood forests;
not at risk provincially or nationally; not listed globally; declining
in Quebec due to commercial harvesting; identified as a
concern to Algonquin community as traditional food source;
widely distributed across the GLSL; only found on rich tolerant
hardwood sites in the management unit
site disturbance from forest operations may disturb or destroy
slow growing plants; heavy cutting may alter microclimatic
conditions
no species specific direction in past plans

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
F,S

GBH
(AOC)

HCV
F,S

CRO-24

CORLAP-22

Value

Traditional Medicinal Plants
Locally Featured

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)

Large White Birch or Cedar
for Traditional Canoe Making
Locally Featured
4)
5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
traditional medicinal plants have been identified as culturally
important to members of the Algonquin community; further
specifics have not been provided at this time to protect
confidentiality; forest operations were reviewed by Algonquin
representatives and determined to not affect known resources;
open door policy allows for values to brought forward site
specific protection will be developed as an amendment to the
FMP if required.
status of medicinal plants cannot be determined at this time
occurrence of medicinal plants cannot be determined at this
time
site disturbance from forest operations may disturb or destroy
uncommon or sensitive plants; heavy cutting may alter
microclimatic conditions
no species specific direction in past plans
large diameter white birch and cedar suitable for the
construction of traditional canoes have been identified by the
Algonquin communities as an economic and cultural value;
not at risk provincially or nationally; not listed globally;
large birch are very uncommon, tend to occur as isolated
individuals in rich hardwood stands; large straight cedar also
uncommon; while a significant value it is not reasonable to
designate as HCVF when these are single trees that will be
consumed in a single use (as opposed to conserved)
forest operations may disturb or destroy suitable birch or cedar
trees or divert to other users;
protocol to document and report potential canoe birch and
cedar to Algonquin communities has been in place for past two
plans but no suitable birch or cedar located to date

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

F,S

PHCV
currently
no
direction

F

NHCV

1) Description
2) Status
3) Occurrence
Value
4) Threat/Sensitivity
5) Management Experience in the management unit
A.5
Concentrations of species at the edge of their natural ranges or outlier populations.
None that have not already been
listed under A.1
A.6
Forest within, adjacent to, or containing a conservation area:
a) designated by an international authority;
b) legally designated or proposed by relevant federal/provincial/ territorial legislative body; or
c) identified in regional land use plans or conservation plans.

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

Parks, Conservation Reserves and other protected areas within and adjacent to the Ottawa Valley Forest are the result of
rigorous gap analysis of ecosystem representation, land use planning and public consultation. They are by their very nature high
conservation values and as such can be automatically designated as HCVF. Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves are
regulated under the Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves Act; and the Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) are
established under strategic land use planning documents. With the exception of the resource management zones of ANSI, these
protected areas are not included in the Managed lands that are licensed to OVFI, but do contribute to the protected areas of the
Ottawa Valley Forest management unit. Management within the protected area boundaries is the responsibility of the MNR,
resting with either Ontario Parks Branch or the District Manager, but as described in Sections 1.2.1 and 1.4, the sharing of values
information and coordination of planning by MNR ensures the protection of values that extend across boundaries.
Much of the western boundary of the Ottawa Valley Forest is shared with Algonquin Provincial Park. The Algonquin Provincial
Park Management Plan requires that management and development proposals outside the Park boundary that may affect Park
lands or values be reviewed before implementation. Maintenance of the park boundary (survey line) and unauthorised access
have been identified as management issues addressed by the forest management plan through an AOC prescription.
Enhanced Management Areas (EMAs) established under the Ontario Living Legacy Land Use Strategy, and the Madawaska
Highlands Land Use Planning Area (MHLUP) are additional land use designations affecting forest management, primarily in
terms of access development. Forestry operations continue within these designated areas subject to access development and
access control requirements and other conditions (Table 3-2 of the 2011-2012 FMP). The Hubert Property is a natural heritage
EMA worthy of HCV designation, with bitternut hickory, butternut and bur oak growing at the northern end of their range. As one
of few publicly owned forests in the Site District 6E-16, the property has been of interest to researchers interested in forest
ecosystems in this part of the Ottawa Valley. The remaining EMAs and the MHLUP general resource area are not considered
HCVs on their own merits but they do contain HCV attributes.

Value

Provincial Parks
Conservation Reserves
ANSIs
Within the Ottawa Valley Forest

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
Provincial Parks designated by the Crown Land Use Policy
Atlas and regulated under the Provincial Parks and
Conservation Reserves Act.
Atlas ID NAME (Park Class)
P358 Bell Bay (Nat. Environment)
P400 Bonnechere (Recreation)
P60E Bonnechere River (Waterway)
P60
Bonnechere River Addition (Waterway)
P401 Carson Lake (Recreation)
P402 Centennial Lake (Nature Reserve)
P403 Driftwood (Recreation)
P404 Foy Property (Recreation)
P417 Lower Madawaska River (Waterway)
P424 Matawatchan (Nature Reserve)
P405 Ottawa River (Waterway)
P406 Westmeath Park (Nat. Environment Park)
P45
Alexander Stewart (Nature Reserve)
P57
Petawawa Terrace (Nature Reserve)
P58
Barron River (Waterway)
P125 Bissett Creek (Waterway)
P126 Grant's Creek (Waterway)
P131 Ottawa River (Waterway)

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
Table 3-2
of FMP
CRO-25

CORLAP-23

Value

Provincial Parks
Conservation Reserves
ANSIs
Within the Ottawa Valley Forest
Cont’d

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
Conservation Reserves designated by the Crown Land Use Policy
Atlas and regulated under the Provincial Parks and Conservation
Reserves Act
Atlas ID
C42
C43
C44
C48
C54
C55
C59
C61
C62
C130

Name
Hawkins Property
Westmeath Bog
Snake River Marsh
Constant Creek Swamp and Fen
Conroy's Marsh
Little Mississippi River
Mud Lake/Mud Creek
Silver Creek Peatland
Deacon Escarpment
Greenbough Esker

ANSI
Atlas ID
G429/430
G431/432
G435

Name
Grifiths Uplands
Centennial Lake
Greenbough Esker

2) NA
3) as above
4) construction of new roads may potentially increase access to
previously inaccessible and potentially sensitive park areas (many
are fully accessed); forest operations may impact on park
boundaries;
5) past FMPs dealt with access and boundary concerns on a site-bysite basis; negotiated with Ontario Parks and/or District
representatives; management guidelines for ANSI RMZs

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
Table 3-2
of FMP
CRO-25

CORLAP-23

Value

Algonquin Park Boundary

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)
4

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
Algonquin Park Boundary
NA
boundary extends from Burns township, north to Clara township
construction of new roads may increase unauthorised access to
the park; forest operations may impact on the surveyed park
boundary;
5) AOC prescription in the previous FMP

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCV
APK
(AOC)

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
Remote Access in the Ottawa Valley Forest:
Atlas ID
E51a
E53a
G407

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

Name
Aylen Lake East
Bark Lake
Madawaska Highlands Planning Area

no extraordinary features other than elements of
remoteness (or already covered by another HCV)

Enhanced Management Areas
Madawaska Highlands
Planning Area

Natural Heritage EMAs in the Ottawa Valley Forest
Atlas ID
Name
E41n
Hubert Property
one of few publicly owned forests in the Site
District 6E-16
E67n-2

Algonquin Provincial Park Headwaters
established to protect the headwaters of
Algonquin Provincial Park this policy area is
addressed by existing forest management
guidelines

2) NA
3) as above
4) with the exception of the Hubert Property these policy areas are
not impacted by forest management implemented according to
the guidelines prescribed in the FMP; overlapping values have
been addressed by other HCV designations
5) Special prescriptions will be developed for the Hubert Property
to promote the unique tolerant hardwood. There are no specific
prescriptions based on these designations that highlight these
as HCV for the other policy areas.

E41n
HCV
remainder
NHCV

Category B) Forest areas containing globally, regionally or nationally significant large landscape level forests, contained
within, or containing the management unit, where viable populations of most if not all naturally occurring species exist in
natural patterns of distribution and abundance.
B.1

Forest area that constitutes or forms part of a globally, nationally or regionally significant forest landscape that includes
populations of most native species and sufficient habitat such that there is a high likelihood of long-term species
persistence.

B.2

Representative large landscape level forests (i.e., large unfragmented forests) that are rare or absent in the forest or
ecoregion.

Significant human disturbance in the Ottawa Valley Forest began with European logging and settlement in the early 1800’s. The
square timber trade reached its peak in the 1860’s and 70’s, and it is said that most of Renfrew County was "cut over" twice (and
burned) by the early 1900s. After almost 200 years of logging in the Ottawa Valley Forest, the forest industry remains the single
greatest influence on the forest composition and landscape pattern. Although the Ottawa Valley Forest remains an extensive
forest, it has been largely accessed by permanent and winter roads and remains very accessible to all-terrain vehicles. The forest
composition has seen shifts in representation as a result of harvest history and imported insect and disease, but with minor
exceptions, all of the original species are still well represented. Forest management policy and planning in Ontario is working
towards the restoration of species composition towards natural estimates of occurrence. The scale of this forest and its long
history as a working forest precludes a designation of HCV under Category B.

Category C) Forest areas that are in or contain rare, threatened or endangered ecosystems.
C.1
Forests that contain naturally rare ecosystem types.
The FMP does not identify any naturally rare ecosystem types that are of concern to forest management. The NHIC database lists
a single occurrence of the Little Bluestem - Switchgrass - Beachgrass Dune Grassland Type, which is not expected to occur in the
Managed lands.
C.2
Ecosystem types within the forest or ecoregion that have significantly declined.
The Forest Management Guide for Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Landscapes was developed to “direct forest management activities to
maintain or enhance natural landscape structure, composition and patterns that provide for the long term health of forest
ecosystems in an efficient and effective manner.” The management direction of the 2011-2021 FMP is based the Landscape Guide
science and direction, making the Landscape Guide forest classifications and metrics the appropriate tools for the assessment of
forest ecosystems within the Ottawa Valley Forest. The Science and Information Packages in support of the Forest Management
Guide for Landscapes Package B – GLSL South - Results and Tools for Target Setting and Forest Management Planning and the
2011-2021 FMP for the Ottawa Valley Forest are the information sources for this assessment. The Landscape Guide Forest Units
or FMP forest units have been used as the level of resolution. Forest units below the lower quartile have been designated as
‘significantly declined’.
The Old Growth Policy requires that forest management maintain the representation of white and
red pine forests (collectively, and of all age classes) at no less than the level that existed on the
landscape in 1995. The white and red pine forest is represented by the Landscape Guide forest
units PWOR, PWUS4, PWUSC, PWUSH and PR. On an individual basis some of these forest
units are currently above the median of the SRNV and some are below. Collectively, these
forest types are the basis for the PWus and PRcc FMP forest units. Determining the 1995
baseline area of the white and red pine forest (PWR) has been complicated by the lack of a
digital database for the specified period. As a proxy, the 2001 Planning Inventory has been used
White and Red Pine Forests
to reclassify the 2001 forest, first according to Landscape Guide forest units, and then to the
Provincially Featured
proposed 2011 plan forest units. The total PWR forest in 2001 has been estimated at 55,296
Forest Type
hectares. The current (2011) Base Model Inventory estimate for the PWR forest is 57,655
hectares, which represents a 4.3% increase over ten years.
The current area of white and red pine forest is approaching the median of the Landscape Guide
Simulated Range of Natural Variation (SRNV) median for this forest ecosystem (sum of the five
Landscape Guide Forest Units). Management plan objectives for the continued expansion of this
forest type will ensure that the PWR forest remains a significant component of the Ottawa Valley
Forest landscape.

Value

White and Red Pine Forests
Provincially Featured
Forest Type
Cont’d

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
red and white pine dominated forests occurring on a broad
range of forest sites
not at risk; increasing across the forest management unit;
highest silvicultural priority
common across the management unit
low risk of decline with silvicultural investment and effectiveness
monitoring; white pine blister rust is an issue
extensive experience in the management of these species

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision

F

NHCV

HCVF
Rx

The most significant shift in forest composition on the Ottawa Valley Forest landscape has been
the increase of poplar and red oak dominated stands at the expense of many of the other forest
types. Because of their vegetative reproduction strategies, poplar and red oak were much more
Landscape Guide Forest Units
currently below the lower quartile tolerant of repeated burning that occurred in the early years of logging and settlement. Two
species, hemlock and yellow birch, suffered additional decline after periods of aggressive
of the SRNV
exploitation through the early to mid-1900’s; hemlock for bark and timbers, and yellow birch for
BW – white birch
veneer for early military aircraft. Today, modern fire detection and suppression techniques have
BY – yellow birch
all but eliminated the occurrence of wild fire. As a result, the agent of change in the forest has
CE – cedar
become time and natural forest succession. The shade tolerant species such as spruce,
HDSL1 – northern hardwood
hemlock, cedar and hard maple are gradually increasing on the landscape through natural
HDUS – hardwood mixed
regeneration in the understory of other forest types. Through careful logging practices these
HE – hemlock
under-represented species are being restored over the long term. In the absence of large fires,
LWMW – lowland mixed
species such as jack pine have little hope of increasing in representation. Restoration of jack
PJ1 – jack pine
pine forests will require aggressive stand conversion techniques that emulate fire.
PJ2 – jack pine – conifer
PWUS4 – white and red pine
PWUSH – white pine – hardwood
SB – black spruce
SP1 – black/white spruce - conifer

Under the direction of the Landscape Guide and the FMPM, forest management plans address
the restoration of forests to a more natural composition through the setting of objectives and
preparing silvicultural strategies based on the provincial Silvicultural Guides. Progress towards a
desired future forest condition is tracked through the ongoing maintenance of the FRI.

Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

Description
Status
Occurrence
Threat/Sensitivity
Management Experience in the management unit
Landscape Guide Forest Units representing a range of forest
Landscape Guide Forest Units
species, species associations and site types; current
currently below the lower quartile
representation is below the lower quartile of the SRNV for the
of the SRNV
Ottawa Valley Forest
2) none of the forest types are considered at risk or rare
provincially, nationally or globally
Cont’d
3) the FMP identifies yellow birch dominated stands as rare within
the management, although the species appears to be
recovering as a component of other stands; other under–
represented species and associations are stable or increasing
through natural succession and/or forest management
4) low risk of decline with silvicultural effectiveness and inventory
monitoring;
5) extensive experience in the management of these species
Landscape Guide – Old Growth The Landscape Guide and the FMPM require that all forest
management plans establish objectives for old growth forests using
Forests by even-aged FMP
the Old Growth Forest definitions under the Old Growth Policy. For
Forest Unit
the purposes of the FMP, old growth was classified by even-aged
plan forest unit. Old growth objectives are projected through
Currently below the lower
strategic harvest scheduling (extended rotations) and contributions
quartile of the SRNV
from protected areas (which are already HCVF). Source is the FMP
Analysis Package. Accomplishment is based on adhering to the
HDUS
projected harvest by age class. Evaluation is based on monitoring
PRcc
of the FRI.
PWus
Old growth is already abundant for the shorter lived forest units and
projected to remain abundant for the next 100 years. ORus forest
unit is approaching the age of onset and will be well above the
SRNV for the next 100 years due to the over-representation of this
forest type. Designation of HCVF for these forest units is
unnecessary.

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

BY stands
are HCV
remainder
are
NHCV

Value

Candidate PWUS Old Growth
Areas
Cont’d

1) Description
2) Status
3) Occurrence
4) Threat/Sensitivity
5) Management Experience in the management unit
Old growth for PRcc is currently low because much of the forest unit
is comprised of young plantations. The HDUS forest unit (all ages)
is significantly under-represented, reducing availability for old
growth over the very long term. Old growth for PWUS and HDUS is
complicated by shelterwood management (only stands before seed
cut qualify); although there are numerous stands over the age of
onset, few if any on the Managed lands are believed to be
undisturbed. Old growth PWUS can be increased significantly over
the next 50 years but this will require improved FRI and a strategic
spatial model to assist in scheduling the deferral of stands over the
longer term. In the interim, the recommendation is to continue to
defer the current fifteen candidate old growth areas (NRVIS data)
now believed to be undisturbed for more than 40 years.
1) forest stands of the PWUS forest unit >the age of onset of 125
years
2) not at risk, provincially, nationally or globally
3) stands greater than 125 years are common, but disturbance
history is poorly understood; fifteen areas believed to be
undisturbed for over 40 years have been identified as
candidates and reserved from harvest, but MNR has not verified
quality or boundaries of these sites
4) achieving long term objectives for PWUS old growth requires
better inventory and analysis tools; current candidate areas are
reserved from harvest
5) management approach has been consistent for past two plans

Threshold
Criteria
R=Rare in MU
F=Featured
S=Sensitive

Decision
HCVF
Rx

HCVF
F

Current
Candidate
Areas

Decision
Threshold
Description
Criteria
Status
HCVF
R=Rare in MU
Occurrence
Rx
F=Featured
Threat/Sensitivity
S=Sensitive
Management Experience in the management unit
The Old Growth Policy defines stands under uneven-aged
management as having old-growth conditions when:
- they have higher than average stocking;
- a significant component of large trees; and
- a multi-layered canopy.
The FRI does not provide the detail to identify candidate
Old Growth Conditions in
uneven-aged stands with old growth conditions
F
PHCV
Uneven-aged FMP Forest Units
2) not at risk, provincially, nationally or globally
3) inventory and disturbance history is poorly understood; cannot
be reasonably assessed at this time
4) a prescription for maintenance of old growth conditions has
been developed and can be applied to appropriate stands as
encountered;
5) no direction in previous plans
C.3
Sites with unique or exceptional ecological characteristics.
CLUPA policy areas G429/430 - Griffiths Uplands ANSI, G431/432 - Centennial Lake ANSI, G435 - Greenbough Esker and E41n –
the Hubert Property have been identified as sites with unique life science attributes. These areas have already been addressed
under A.6.
Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)

The gap analysis and planning undertaken in the development of the Ontario Living Legacy Land Use Strategy has placed the
most unique or exceptional areas into protection as Provincial Parks or Conservation Reserves. Pre-existing Areas of Natural and
Scientific Interest continue to be protected under these designations. Ontario Parks GAPTool landscape analysis shows that
within the Ottawa Valley Forest, candidate ecological areas (i.e. combinations of vegetation, landform, geology and forest cover)
that remain under-represented within the parks and protected areas system are quite small and fragmented (i.e. most at a scale of
100 ha or less). Ontario Parks has the mandate to continue to improve the gap analysis process; and to continue to conduct sitespecific analysis necessary to identify areas that actually have the diversity, ecological function or special features that would
warrant designation under one of the available protection mechanisms.
No new HCVs to identify at this time.

Decision
Threshold
1) Description
Criteria
2) Status
HCVF
R=Rare in MU
3) Occurrence
Rx
F=Featured
4) Threat/Sensitivity
S=Sensitive
5) Management Experience in the management unit
Category D) Forest areas that provide basic services of nature in critical situations (e.g., watershed protection, erosion
control).
Value

D.1
Forest areas that provide a significant source of drinking water.
While many communities and cottage developments within the Ottawa Valley Forest use major rivers and lakes as their water
source, most are provided with community water treatment or use wells for their potable water. Individual households, resorts or
parks may draw surface water and have on-site treatment but this would be the exception. Water treatment for potable water for
communal consumption is highly regulated and inspected in Ontario in accordance with the Safe Drinking Water Act and
Regulations. Water quality generally is protected under the Water Opportunities Act, Clean Water Act, Ontario Water Resources
Act, Environmental Protection Act and the Environmental Bill of Rights Act.
Surface water quality is protected in forest management by the application of prescriptions (AOCs, CROs, CORLAPs) for all
operations, including water crossings, and which address all manner of water courses, water bodies, wetlands or other hydrological
features. Surface water yield is managed at a landscape level by the allowable harvest and by managing the spatial and temporal
arrangement of clearcutting.
Surface water quality for communities within the Ottawa Valley Forest is more closely tied to other land uses occurring outside of
the Managed lands (e.g. agriculture, shoreline development), and to point source contamination from industry or sewage treatment
plants.
It is concluded that there is no portion of the Ottawa Valley Forest that is considered a significant source of drinking water.

Decision
Threshold
1) Description
Criteria
2) Status
HCVF
R=Rare in MU
3) Occurrence
Rx
F=Featured
4) Threat/Sensitivity
S=Sensitive
5) Management Experience in the management unit
D.2
Forest areas that provide a significant ecological service in mediating flooding and/or drought, controlling stream flow
regulation, and water quality.
The value of forests in ameliorating weather extremes that often result in drought or flooding is well understood. The calculation of
long-term sustainable harvest, the extensive use of partial harvest systems, the spatial and temporal distribution of clearcuts, and
the application of mitigation and protection measures adjacent to aquatic and hydrologic features, contribute to moderating
downstream water yield and in protecting water quality. There are no individual forest areas that are considered to provide this
ecological service at a critical or significant level. Having said this, wetlands are important water retention features on the
landscape, and retention capacity is an important attribute, among many others, used in the evaluation of wetlands under the
Ontario Wetland Evaluation System.
1) wetlands occurring in or abutting Crown land that have been
identified as Provincially Significant under the Ontario Wetland
Evaluation System; represent ecosystems with outstanding
biological, social, or hydrologic value
2) not at risk, provincially, nationally or globally; may provide
HCV
critical habitat for SAR, which contributes to their classification
F,S
Provincially Significant Wetlands 3) scattered throughout the management unit; some of the larger
PSW
complexes may be partly or wholly contained within protected
(AOC)
area designations
4) forestry operations, including development of roads, landings
and pits, within forested or non-forested wetlands may
negatively alter the hydrologic function;
5) protected by an AOC in past plans
Value

D.3
Forest areas critical to erosion control
Leda Clay, a deposit of marine clay that is prone to liquefaction leading to slumping and landslides, is known to occur within the
Ottawa Valley Clay Plains, which is primarily in private ownership. Slumping and landslides are typically associated with slopes of
active river valleys that have cut through the Leda Clay. While forest cover may contribute to reducing the size and number of
landslides, Hugenholtz and Lacelle 1 reported that there are many other contributing factors.
The remaining topography and soils of the Ottawa Valley Forest are not considered susceptible to erosion by water or wind.
The conclusion is there is no portion of the Ottawa Valley Forest that is considered critical to erosion control.
Category E) Forest areas fundamental to meeting basic needs of local communities (e.g., subsistence, health).
E.1

Forest areas that provide the local community(s) with basic needs/livelihoods (e.g. food, medicine, fodder, fuel, building and
craft materials, water, income).
The following summarises the importance of the Ottawa Valley Forest to communities within and adjacent to the Ottawa Valley
Forest. It is clear that it is the entire forest that is required to make this contribution. As such, there are no specific forest areas
identified as HCV under Category E1.
FOREST INDUSTRY
White and red pine lumber is still the mainstay of most of the area sawmills, followed by hardwood lumber composed primarily of
oak and maple. Demand for quality hardwood sawlogs far exceeds the available supply. Traditionally poplar, white birch and low
grade hardwoods are sawn for a variety of products; however more recently poplar lumber in the select grades has found a steady
market at better than average prices. A small volume of red pine poles is harvested from the. Hardwood veneer, one of the most
valuable products from the unit, is also in short supply. There is a recognized demand for firewood which utilizes an average of
8,400 m3 (approx 2,300 cords) of low-grade tolerant hardwood each year, most of which is shipped directly from the forest to the
consumers.
Approximately 30 different mills scattered across the region received part of their wood supply from the Ottawa Valley Forest during
the 2006-2011 period. The mills located within the Ottawa Valley Forest are generally very reliant on this supply of Crown wood,
utilising over 50% of the harvest volume. A report produced by MNR before the economic downturn estimated economic output
from the forest industry in the Ottawa Valley at $294 million per year. This is further broken down into spending of $162.3 million on
goods and services, $48.9 million on wages and salaries, and just over $50 million on taxes each year.

1

Chris H. Hugenholtz and Denis Lacelle, Geomorphic Controls On Landslide Activity In Champlain Sea Clays Along Green’s Creek,
Eastern Ontario, Canada. Géographie physique et Quaternaire, 2004, vol. 58, no 1, p. 9-23.

The Ministry of Natural Resources Recognised Operating Level (MROL) is MNR’s determination of demand for each of the licensed
mills in the Southern Region that receives Crown wood. The sum of Ottawa Valley Forest recent contributions to the total MROL of
receiving mills has been used as a measure of ‘anticipated industrial demand’ for the management unit. The anticipated industrial
demand from the Ottawa Valley Forest is summarised by species and product groupings as follows:

PWR

SPF

OC

PO

BW

TOL

Type

Recognized
Demand ***

Based on best 5-year period^ for each mill
(000 cubic metres per year)

Sawmill

98.0

9.0

1.8

53.4

4.8

15.4

182.3

Chipper

4.0

0.9

0.0

7.8

0.5

0.7

13.8

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.1

0.3

3.0

5.0

15.0

Veneer
Pulp

-

7.0

Composite
Open
market**
Fuelwood

-

5.6

0.2
-

27.0

10.4

4.2

5.6
3.7

9.6
8.4

55.2
8.4

Total
112.4 14.1
2.0
100.8 12.1
39.1
280.6
Industrial Demand estimates used in previous Forest Management Plans:
2006-2011
69.7
9.4
2.1
166.2
*
51.7
299.1
2001-2006
62.4
9.8
3.4
144.3
*
103.9
323.8

* birch included with poplar volume
** Reflects the sum of other small volumes being utilized by other facilities not specifically identified
*** Includes undersize volume
^ Best 5-year period by mill between 2000 and 2008

The financial crisis and economic downturn that began in 2008 continues to plague the forest industry and depress the utilisation
from the forest. Actual utilisation in 2010 was approximately 200,000 m3.

TOURISM AND RECREATION
The landscape, waterways, wildlife and recreational opportunities attract many visitors and cottage owners to the Ottawa Valley
Forest every year. In 2006 about 1,136,000 people visited the area. Most visitors travel less than 160 km to get here, with 95.4% of
the tourists from within the province of Ontario.
The Ottawa Valley Forest provides easy access to Crown land for recreational purposes via highways, municipal roads, logging
roads and forest trails. The extensive network of roads and skid trails established by the forest industry provides access to the
multitude of resource-based activities for which the Ottawa Valley is famous. This includes commercial activities as well as
innumerable non-commercial activities such as bird watching, hiking, camping, fishing, hunting, snowmobiling, ATV touring,
recreation camps, mountain biking, cross-country skiing and waterway based activities, such as canoeing, whitewater rafting and
kayaking.
According to information that was available from the Ottawa Valley Tourist Association report in 2006, tourism represents a huge
economic benefit to the Ottawa Valley, bringing to the area an estimated $93 million annually. Of that, about 89% is attributed to the
following activities:
VISITING FRIENDS OR RELATIVES
VISIT A NATIONAL OR PROVINCIAL PARK
HUNTING
FISHING
BIRD OR WILDLIFE VIEWING
CROSS COUNTRY SKIING
DOWNHILL SKIING
SNOWMOBILING
WALKING OR HIKING
CYCLING

Number of People
419,000
18,000
9,000
116,000
37,000
4,000
9,000
6,000
239,000
22,000

Expenditure
$32,038,000
$3,228,000
$834,000
*$12,139,000
$6,692,000
$219,000
$1,446,000
$617,000
$22,555,000
$3,073,000

* Note that this expenditure value differs from that estimated by the Ontario Recreational Survey 2005.

Although tourism and recreation are significant in the Ottawa Valley Forest area, the socio-economic benefit is difficult to separate
between Crown land, private land, and parks. Most commercial tourism facilities occur on private land, utilizing the resources and
access on Crown land. Overall, most people in Ontario visit forested areas to participate in recreational activities; even so, there are
no consistent or reliable methods for quantifying the economic value of these activities. For example the most popular forest
activity, nature walking, occurs everywhere and is often without any direct cost or fee.

ANGLING
In Renfrew County there are approximately 125 coldwater lakes stocked annually with approximately 300,000 brook trout, lake
trout, rainbow trout, brown trout and splake. The majority of these stockings are known as Put Grow Take (PGT) fisheries designed
to help reduce pressure on natural self-sustaining fisheries that may be susceptible to over-harvest. They can provide quick and
easy angling opportunities due to the size of fish being stocked. Some water bodies may be stocked twice a year, as they are
located close to roads and travel corridors and experience very high angling. However, some remote lakes are stocked in alternate
years as they experience less angling pressure. Pembroke District OMNR also conducts rehabilitative stockings for degraded
fisheries; particularly for lake trout and walleye. Walleye is the most sought after species in Renfrew County with approximately 120
lakes in which this species can be found. The Ottawa River, which forms the northeastern boundary of the management unit, is also
a significant draw for boaters and anglers.
The overall number of fish stocked varies depending on hatchery production, survival and financial constraints. Pembroke District
MNR’s annual fish stocking budget runs between $14,000 and $20,000.
The following information is based on the Ontario Recreational Survey 2005, however, changes to the design of the survey have
made analysing on a county-basis very difficult, and detailed breakdowns near impossible. For this reason, information obtained
from Renfrew County Tourism Association has been incorporated into this analysis.
There are approximately 764,374 anglers in Ontario, with an estimated 116,000 anglers who use the waterways within the Ottawa
Valley Forest annually - this includes resident, non residents of Ontario and Canadian non-residents. No further breakdown was
completed. From the 2000 survey it was found that about half are residents of Renfrew County.
The average number of days spent fishing is 13 which equates to approximately 1,508,000 angler days which is an increase from
1,416,398 day in 2000.
Ontario anglers spent an average of approximately $260 on transportation, $238 on food, and $249 on angling equipment for a total
of $747 each. Considering inflation at 2% per year this equates to $821.70 per angler. From the 2000 Recreational Fishing Survey
we know that non-resident and foreign anglers tend to spend much more, but for simplicity the $821.70 per angler average can be
used to calculate a total expenditure of $95.3 million. It is reasonable to assume that about half of this money would be spent locally
(by local anglers).
HUNTING
There are approximately 340 recreation camps that are held under land use permit (LUP) within the management unit. A total of
447 land use permits in the Ottawa Valley Forest generate about $178,800 annually from permit fees.

Note: The following information is based off a paper written by Douglas Legg in 1995 called the Economic Impact of Large Game
Hunting in Ontario. Expenditures have been updated with a 2% annual inflation rate when estimating 2009 expenditure figures.
Deer Hunting
In 2005, there were about 12,348 resident deer hunters and 100 non-resident deer hunters in Renfrew County. Typically 60% of
them use Crown land for hunting, though the deer move across large areas of habitat that include public and private land. With an
average expenditure of $458.40 and $802.80 respectively, this represents approximately $5.7 million annually for the local
economy.
Moose Hunting
Moose hunting occurs in Wildlife Management Unit 48 and 55B to the north half of the Ottawa Valley Forest and unit and Wildlife
Management Unit 58 to the south. There has been a steady increase in moose hunters since 2005 due to an increase in tags and
moose numbers, and the popularity of the new archery season. No adult tags are available in WMU 58 however it is open for calf
hunting. In 2009 there were approximately 1,206 resident moose hunters, and 11 tag holders associated with tourist outfitter
camps. Tourist outfitters are established on private land, however, their business operation occurs on Crown land. The regional
average group size for the outfitters is 4 hunters per tag.
Using 2004 figures plus inflation, there is an average expenditure of $789.36 per hunter, equating to a total expenditure of $986,700
for moose hunters. This may be down slightly from a 2003 Renfrew County report of $1.2 million, though not likely with any
significance.
Bear Hunting
A Bear Management Area (BMA) is an area of Crown land licensed annually to a tourist operator for providing bear hunting
services to non-resident clients. There are 18 commercial BMAs within the Ottawa Valley Forest with an average of two people
working each BMA for up to two months per year.
In 2009, there were 1,201 resident hunters, most of which generally hunt on Crown land. In addition to this, there were 157 nonresident hunters, who hunted through tourist outfitters. As with moose hunting, the local tourist outfitters are established on private
land, and conduct their business on Crown land. It is estimated that resident bear hunters spend an average of $704.88 and nonresidents $1180.08, for a total economic benefit of $1.03 million. Over the past 5 years, non-resident hunting is down, while resident
bear hunters have increased. In 2004 the total number of bear hunters in Pembroke District was 1,195.
Small game and waterfowl hunting
Small game and waterfowl hunting is very popular within Renfrew County, particularly on Crown land. However, there are no
current estimates of the number of hunters or economic expenditures of this activity.

Turkey Hunting
Based on the results of the mandatory turkey reporting for the Wildlife Management Units within OVF, the wild turkey population
appears to be mainly associated with privately-owned agricultural lands. The Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters has
estimated that there were around 1412 turkey hunters in 2010 in the Ottawa Valley Forest. Using an estimate of $397 per hunter,
this represents an economic expenditure just over $500,000.
SNOWMOBILE TRAILS
There is an extensive system of snowmobile trails through the entire management unit maintained by 11 area snowmobile clubs.
These trails attract snowmobile enthusiasts from other parts of Ontario as well as across Canada and the U.S. The business
generated by snowmobiling, particularly in the hospitality and service sectors, adds to the local economy. In recent years, ATV use
has followed that of the snowmobile clubs, with organized events, associations, and extensive trail networks being developed on
private and Crown land. According to the Renfrew County ATV Club, the area has about 400 km of trail network built on abandoned
rail lines and forest access roads.
COMMERCIAL NON-TIMBER FOREST PRODUCTS
The range of non-timber commercial uses is generally more limited than the tourism and recreation opportunities mentioned above.
Some examples of well established activities include trapping and baitfish harvesting, plus some emerging markets such as
collection of medicinal plants for tea. It is also important to acknowledge that most of the activities described above are available as
both non-commercial (recreation), and can also be offered as commercial guided trips or similar events.
There is little to no data on the investment intention of the commercial non-industrial users of the forest, though the outfitters
supplying the recreational demand for services indicated a general willingness to expand their operations.
Trapping
There are about 50 registered trap lines within the management unit on Crown land with an average of two people working each
zone for approximately six months per year. There have been a number of global and local circumstances that have had a
negative impact on the trapping industry in the Ottawa Valley Forest. The global recession has decreased the demand for fur, and
the animal rights movement has long campaigned against the use of fur in the clothing industry. Locally, pelt prices have not
increased with the rising cost of trapping and as a result the average trapper is having a hard time making ends meet. The price of
beaver pelts has hovered around the same price, about $30, for the last ten years. The fisher had a price spike in 2006, but is
currently back at the 2002 value, around $45. There were approximately 2,122 beavers harvested in the 2009 trapping season.
As trapping becomes less viable, the increasing beaver population is creating challenges for forest access road maintenance.

Baitfish
Revenue is also generated from the baitfish industry. The baitfish harvesters make and/or supplement their income from the
streams, lakes and rivers found within our Crown land forest. During the mid 1980s there were approximately 60 harvesters in the
county; however, many of these harvesters have since given up or sold their lines which has created bigger zones.
At the present time there are 15 harvesters and 11 dealers in the district with an annual economic contribution to the local economy
estimated at $220,500. This is based on previous interviews with bait harvesters and then averaged, which translates to about
$14,700/ harvester annually. It can be assumed that this figure is a bit higher if the dealers are included, and would fluctuate
depending on activity and sales.
Category F) Forest areas critical to local communities’ traditional cultural identity (areas of cultural, ecological,
economic or religious significance identified in cooperation with such local communities)
F.1
Specific forest areas that contribute to a traditional cultural identity of the local community.
In the context of the Ottawa Valley Forest, ‘local’ is taken to mean resident populations within or adjacent to the management unit
and includes the Algonquin communities that have expressed an interest in the management of the Ottawa Valley Forest.
ABORIGINAL COMMUNITIES
The Algonquins have historically used many of the lands that make up the area of their asserted traditional uses. This area
encompasses lands that go well beyond those lands of the Ottawa Valley Forest. The areas include parts of the Nipissing Forest,
Mazinaw-Lanark Forest, Bancroft Minden Forest, large parts of Algonquin Park and other areas not in a forest management unit
that are still part of the Ottawa River Watershed. The numbers of Algonquin people that may have rights has increased in recent
years. The increased numbers of those people being determined through their communities to be Algonquin has resulted in an
increase in use of the forest for other uses. Those uses continue to be primarily harvesting activities that include sustenance
fishing, hunting and gathering. There is a continued interest in seeking trapping opportunities, commercial baitfish opportunities,
birch bark gathering for other products, etc. The interest in other resources is expected to continue to grow as more Algonquin
people seek a link to the past in the recovery of their culture.
Nine Algonquin communities participated in the development of the 2011-2021 FMP:
Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn
Algonquins of Greater Golden Lake First Nation
Bonnechere Algonquin First Nation
Algonquin Nation Kijicho-Manito
Shabot Obaadijiwan First Nation
Whitney and Area Algonquins
Antoine First Nation

Mattawa/North Bay Algonquin First Nation
Snimikobi (Beaver Creek) Algonquin First Nation
All nine communities were invited to participate in the preparation of an Aboriginal Background Information Report to support forest
management planning. Six Algonquin communities have provided background information reports:
Bonnechere Algonquin First Nation
Shabot Obaadijiwan First Nation
Algonquin Nation Kijicho-Manito
Antoine First Nation
Snimikobi Algonquin First Nation
Whitney and Area Algonquins
Aboriginal Values
In the background report and identification of values, the Algonquin people have provided, to the extent possible, specific site
information relative to the proposed harvesting allocations of this plan. Any information in the reports, including maps is to be used
by MNR and the OVFI for the express use of protecting values during forest operations and is not for further distribution without the
consent of the leadership of the First Nation responsible for the production of the report. The MNR has agreed to this restriction to
assist in protecting the integrity of any identified values and information. It can be noted that the Aboriginal Background Reports
provided have not disclosed any Algonquin values that would require specific protection at this time; i.e. no values have been
identified that are not already protected through prescriptions for other values. Additional values information can be brought
forward at anytime and if necessary, the FMP will be amended to add any necessary protection measures (subject to confidentiality
requirements of the community).
The Algonquin Land Claim
In 1983 the Algonquins of Golden Lake presented Canada and Ontario with a formal claim on behalf of the Algonquin Nation for
recognition of continuing Aboriginal rights and title to the Ottawa River watershed in Ontario. In 1985 the Algonquins of Golden
Lake (now the Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn) served Ontario with Notice of Claim under the Proceedings against the Crown Act that
the portion of land under claim which includes all of the Ottawa Valley Forest Management Unit (FMU) had never been surrendered
to or purchased by the Crown. Land claim negotiations between Ontario and the Algonquins of Golden Lake began in June
of 1991 following the completion of evidence gathered through historical and legal research. The Algonquins also provided Canada
and Ontario with evidence of current traditional use of the territory including the Ottawa Valley Forest. Canada formally entered the
negotiations in December of 1992. Over time the negotiations expanded and now include the Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn and
nine off-reserve Algonquin communities.
Negotiations toward an Agreement-in-Principle (AIP) are now well underway. The AIP is a non-binding agreement that will set out
all of the key elements of an eventual final agreement, but without the technical and legal detail. Once an AIP is reached, the next

step will be approval by the three parties. This will include submitting the AIP for approval by a vote of Algonquin eligible voters.
Following approval of the AIP, the parties will set a target date for completing the final treaty and implementation agreement.
Before it can be finalized, the treaty will require formal approval by Algonquin eligible voters as well as by the Ontario Legislature
and the Parliament of Canada. It is anticipated that a final treaty would have elements that address: the transfer of settlement lands
to Algonquin ownership, hunting, fishing, trapping and gathering rights, financial payments and economic measures and provisions
to promote Algonquin culture.
The Algonquin Land Claim is necessarily a highly confidential negotiation. Specifics about lands or values of interest to the
Algonquin communities are not expected to be disclosed until the AIP is in place, and therefore are not available for consideration
as HCV at this time. It is expected that the implementation agreement will provide direction on the relationship between forest
management on the Ottawa Valley Forest and Algonquin interests, as well as any potential designation of HCVF.
NON-ABORIGINAL COMMUNITIES
The non-aboriginal communities’ ties to the Crown lands of the Ottawa Valley Forest can be linked primarily to the social and
economic values described under Category E. Traditional and cultural identity of the non-aboriginal communities is much more
closely tied to the settled landscape that is predominantly in private ownership. Settlement began in the early 1800’s and includes
families from Scottish, German, Polish, Irish and other European backgrounds. Settlement was facilitated by the major rivers and
the historic Opeongo settlement road.
The Ottawa, Bonnechere and Madawaska rivers are candidate HCV as heritage features of importance to both Aboriginal and nonAboriginal communities. The Crown lands adjacent to all three of these major rivers have been designated as Provincial Waterway
Parks and have been included under Category A.6
There are Crown parcels in proximity to the Opeongo Road, many that are patented lands that were reacquired under the Ontario
Agriculture and Rural Development Agreement. Any evidence of settlement (stone fences, foundations etc.) is respected during the
implementation of forest operations, but on their own, these parcels do not represent HCVs.
Registered Archaeological Sites
Known archaeological sites are registered by the Ministry of Culture (Tourism, Culture and Sport). There are several occurrences
that are candidate HCV under Category F.1.
The conclusion is that with the exception of the registered archaeological sites there are no forest areas identified at this time that
are critical to local communities’ traditional cultural identity. This category will certainly be reviewed as the outcome of the
Algonquin land claim becomes clearer.

Decision
Threshold
Description
Criteria
Status
HCVF
R=Rare in MU
Occurrence
Rx
F=Featured
Threat/Sensitivity
S=Sensitive
Management Experience in the management unit
confirmed archaeological sites of presettlement origin,
registered with the Ministry of Culture
Only a few known sites occur in association with the Managed
lands
4) forestry operations, including development of roads, landings
and pits, can damage or destroy of physical or material features;
cause loss of context information by damage to the relative
HCV
horizontal or vertical location of artifacts with each other or to
F,S
natural or cultural soil layers; cause changes to physical
Registered Archaeological Sites
RAS
environment, accelerating natural rates of deterioration; and
(AOC)
result in the loss of plant, animal or forest cover associated with
spiritual or ceremonial locations (e.g. medicinal plants)
Social Impacts:
interference with spiritual or ceremonial activities; and
increased access to sites for artifact collecting and other
inappropriate uses
5) protected by an AOC in past plans
F.2
Forest areas with significant overlap of ecological and/or cultural values that individually did not meet HCV thresholds, but
collectively constitute HCVs.
A review of the considered values did not lead to any aggregations of values that would lead to additional HCVs. When the HCVF
designations identified in this report are portrayed spatially, it is apparent that a significant area of the management unit has been
designated as HCVF under one or more HCVs already. It is difficult to determine a threshold for any other layer of values that
might complement the designated HCVF without actually declaring the entire management unit to be a high conservation value
forest.
Value

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
2)
3)

3.0

MANAGING AND MONITORING OF HCVF

The roles and responsibilities of OVFI and the MNR for management of HCVs have been
described in Table 1, Section 1.4.2. The link to the appropriate prescription has been indicated
in Table 2, and the management prescriptions (description of the HCVF boundaries) are
provided in Appendix 4. The prescriptions in Appendix 4 have been extracted from Tables
FMP-10 and FMP-19 of the FMP, the Conditions on Regular Operations (CROs) from Section
4.2.2.2 of the FMP, and the Conditions on Roads Landings and Aggregate Pits (CORLAPs)
from Section 4.5.7 of the FMP.

3.1

COMPLIANCE MONITORING

Annual compliance monitoring is conducted by both industry and MNR compliance inspectors in
accordance with the Forest Compliance Handbook 2010. OVFI conducts its compliance
activities according to the FMP (Sec. 4.7.1) and an Annual Compliance Plan appended to the
Annual Work Schedule. Ongoing monitoring of forest management activities ensures that
operations are conducted in compliance with the FMP, including AOC prescriptions and CROs
intended to protect all forest values, including those designated as HCVF.

3.2

EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFECTS MONITORING

Effectiveness monitoring is conducted on Crown forests to determine if forest management
activities and prescriptions are having the desired results. Effects monitoring looks further (and
generally long-term) to examine how an activity or prescription interacts with or impacts on
various components of the forest ecosystem.

3.2.1

Silvicultural Effectiveness Monitoring (SEM)

As the licensee OVFI is responsible for monitoring of silvicultural effectiveness. OVFI conducts
annual surveys of forest regeneration to determine if silvicultural treatments are achieving
desired outcomes, and over the longer term, whether the overall objectives for forest
composition described in the FMP are being achieved. The MNR and the Independent Forest
Audit are responsible for validating OVFI findings.
In the context of the designated HCVF, the SEM program would contribute to the monitoring of
yellow birch forests designated as HCVF under C2.
The contact is the General Manager of Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.:
ph: (613) 735-1888
email: planning @ovfi.ca

3.2.2

Effectiveness/Effects Monitoring of Prescriptions for HCVFs based
on approved Forest Management Guides

The Stand and Site Guide provides much of the direction in the FMP for the protection of forest
values, including many of those that have been designated as HCVFs (see Source box in table
FMP-10, Appendix 4).
Condition 31 of the Declaration Order regarding MNR’s Class Environmental Assessment
Approval for Forest Management on Crown Lands in Ontario (MNR-71, 2003) states:
“MNR shall maintain a program of scientific studies to assess the effectiveness of guides”,

and Condition 38(f) that states:
“…each revised, amalgamated or new guide shall contain a description of an approach that
shall be undertaken to monitor the effectiveness of the guide”.
Section 7.0 of the Stand and Site Guide describes how the MNR will use a number of different
approaches to effectiveness and effects monitoring based on levels of risk or uncertainty and
the level of ongoing research:
• The MNR will continue to monitor the broad scientific literature, attend scientific
conferences, and maintain connections with federal and academic researchers to
identify new research that may challenge assumptions about the effectiveness of
direction or otherwise provide new knowledge to revise direction.
• The MNR will continue to monitor results of ongoing research studies, specifically
relevant to the highest priority questions, and will attempt to provide support, advice, or
otherwise collaborate to the extent feasible.
• MNR will initiate new effectiveness monitoring studies that will address key uncertainties
that are not likely to be adequately addressed by ongoing studies.
In 2010 MNR formed a Guide Effectiveness Monitoring (GEM) working group (Rempel etal 1)
which developed a strategic document outlining general principles of study design, study area
selection strategy, principles for economic sustainability of the monitoring program, and the
context of decision analysis and adaptive management in the monitoring program. This
strategic direction also provides a summary of key guide implementation issues and monitoring
gaps, a discussion on how existing monitoring programs might be integrated and leveraged, and
a review of the pilot testing and initial implementation of the GEM program. Because many
outcomes from the application of the guides won’t be realised for 40 to 60 years following their
implementation, a strategic decision making framework was developed to advise the selection
and revision of future monitoring priorities and the identification of critical uncertainties over the
long-term.
Contacts for the Guide Effectiveness Monitoring Program include:
Dr. Rob Rempel, Adjunct Professor, Lakehead University; Research Scientist, Spatial Ecology
Program, Centre for Northern Forest Ecosystem Research (CNFER)
ph: (807) 343-4018
email: rob.rempel@ontario.ca
Dr. Jim Baker, Science Business Coordinator, Applied Research and Development Branch,
OMNR, Guelph
ph: (519) 826-6543
email: jim.baker@ontario.ca

1

Rempel, R. S., J. Baker, G. Brown, J. Churcher, M. Gluck, B. Naylor. 2011. Guide
Effectiveness Monitoring: Strategic Direction. Information Paper CNFER IP-006. Ontario
Ministry of Natural Resources, Centre for Northern Forest Ecosystem Research, Thunder Bay,
Ontario, Canada. 18pp.

Glen Brown, Terrestrial Wildlife Analyst Ontario Terrestrial Assessment Program, OMNR, Sault
Ste. Marie
ph: (705) 946-7409
email: glen.brown@ontario.ca
Joe Churcher, Supervisor, Guides Unit, OMNR, Sault Ste. Marie
ph: (705) 945-5710
email: joe.churcher@ontario.ca
Michael Gluck, Manager, Caribou Conservation Section, OMNR, Thunder Bay
ph: (807) 343-4002
email: michael.gluck@ontario.ca
Dr. Brian Naylor, Forest Habitat Program Leader, Science and Information Section, OMNR,
North Bay; Biologist Forest Management Guide - Site, Guides Unit, OMNR, Sault Ste. Marie
ph: (705) 475-5564
email: brian.naylor@ontario.ca
The prescription for registered archaeological sites, (Appendix 4, ID RAS) is based on direction
from the Forest Management Guide for Cultural Heritage Values 2007. Section 4.2 of the guide
provides the direction for effectiveness monitoring.
Contact for the Cultural Heritage Guide:
Joe Churcher, Supervisor, Guides Unit, OMNR, Sault Ste. Marie
ph: (705) 945-5710
email: joe.churcher@ontario.ca

3.2.3

Effectiveness Monitoring for Other HCVFs

The approved forest management guides do not provide direction for all forest values that have
been identified in the FMP and as HCVFs. Where specific direction for the protection of a value
is not available from an approved guide, the FMPM requires that the planning team develop a
prescription using the best information available and any input from the public. Appendix 4
identifies a number of prescriptions that were developed by the planning team for species at risk
and for plant species of special species of special conservation concern. Effectiveness
monitoring falls to the local MNR expertise.
Contact for effectiveness monitoring of prescriptions developed by the planning team for
species at risk and plant species of special conservation concern are:
Lauren Kruschenske, Species at Risk Biologist, OMNR, Pembroke
ph: (613) 732-5568
email: lauren.kruschenske@ontario.ca
Daryl Coulson, District Ecologist, OMNR, Pembroke
ph: (613) 732-5563
email: daryl.coulson@ontario.ca

Monitoring of the area within provincial parks is the responsibility of Ontario Parks. A
prescription fro the Algonquin park boundary has been developed to protect park interests
(Appendix 4, ID APK).
The local contact for Algonquin Park:
Jeremy Inglis, Operations North Supervisor, OMNR, Pembroke
ph: (613) 732-5555
email: jeremy.inglis@ontario.ca
The administration of conservation reserves and ANSIs is the responsibility of the local District
Manager. Forest management is only permitted within the resource management zones of the
ANSIs subject to guidelines documented in Table 3.2 of the FMP.
Contact for Conservation Reserves and ANSIs:
Rick Watchorn, District Manager, OMNR Pembroke
ph: (613) 732-5520
email:rick.watchorn@ontario.ca

4.0

FUTURE UPDATES

This report will be updated on a five-year cycle to coincide with the five-year FSC assessment
cycle. New values not addressed by this report (e.g. the listing of a new endangered species),
or a significant shift in management direction for the protection of the proposed HCVs and
Possible HCVs could trigger an amendment under some other time frame. The outcome of the
Algonquin Land Claim process may also necessitate an update to this report before the
scheduled renewal.
Values information relevant to the HCVs and Possible HCVs identified in this report is
exchanged between the MNR and the SFL almost on a weekly basis. This data exchange and
any resultant management action follows a well documented protocol prescribed by the FMPM
and the Forest Information Manual 2009. This process will provide the link to the day-to-day
changes in extent and management of HCVs and Possible HCVs within the Ottawa Valley
Forest. Values currently classified as Possible HCV will be reclassified as HCV when
occurrences are confirmed, and will be managed according to the appropriate prescription in
Appendix 4 or the most current prescription in the FMP.

Appendix 1
Private Landowner Boundary Line Agreement
(and Conservation Values List)

Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.
Forest Operations Boundary Line Location Agreement
The forest operations boundary located on crown land adjacent to
the private property described below has been located with red
paint. It is located to provide physical guidelines to aid in resource
management only. The forest operations boundary so located is not
a legal survey.
We would appreciate your acknowledgement that this boundary is located to your
satisfaction.
Property Owner(s):
Date of Boundary Location:
Description:

Boundary Located By:
Title:
Date:

Landowner or Designate Present at Time of Boundary Location

Yes

Phone Calls or Other Correspondence Conducted (phone #, name, dates):

I concur, and accept the forest operations boundary as described above:

Signature of Landowner or Designated Representative
Comments:

Signature of Company Representative

1 of 2

No

Management of Conservation Values
The following conservation values have been identified on the Crown Land
adjacent to your property. Please feel free to contact us:
•
•

if you are interested in learning more on how these values are being
managed and protected while achieving a sustainable harvest of forest
resources, or
if you are interested in free advice on managing conservation values on
your own land.

Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.
195 Brazeau Rd., RR#3
Pembroke, Ontario
K8A 6W4
613-735-1888
email: planning@ovfi.ca

Conservation Values List

2 of 2
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Supplementary Document ‘B’
Aboriginal Background Information Report

Aboriginal Background Information Report
Background
During the last 100,000 or more years aboriginal people are known to have occupied, lived
on and used the Ottawa River watershed and its resources. Archaeological sites date back to
this time and possibly thousands of years earlier.
The first recorded European contact in the Ottawa Valley occurs in 1613 when Samuel de
Champlain encounters the Algonquins who are controlling the Ottawa River Waterway and
are collecting tolls from all who are allowed to pass.
Champlain’s journals describe his meeting Algonquins, most notably the Algonquin Chief
Tessouat and his band the Kitchisippirini, at present day Allumette and Morrison Islands
where they had built an extensive village site. The Jesuit Relations and other historical
research provide extensive evidence of Algonquin use and occupation of the Ottawa Valley
watershed in the early to mid-17th century.
Gordon Day and Bruce Trigger (1975) identified the locations of known Algonquin groups
during the first half of the 17th century. This map shows the Matouweskarini Algonquin band
as occupying the Madawaska River watershed. Part of the headwaters of the Madawaska
River flow through this FMU.
There are also indications that Algonquins moved further up towards the source of the
Ottawa River itself. Others (von Gernet 1992) imply there may be other evidence not yet
discovered showing that Algonquins remained in the Ottawa valley during this period.
There is ample evidence that the Algonquins occupied the Ottawa River watershed after and
since 1675. Historical records show that the Algonquins have been asserting their claim to
Aboriginal title since at least 1772. In fact prior to that time, in 1761, the English fur trader
Alexander Henry in his journal stated that the Algonquins claimed all the lands on the Ottawa
as far as Lake Nipissing and that they considered an invasion of their lands sufficiently great
as to warrant the death of the invader (Holmes 1993).
In 1763 the Royal Proclamation was issued by the King of England and copies were provided
directly to the Algonquins which noted that the Algonquins and Nipissings would be protected
and not molested in the possession of their hunting grounds that had not been ceded to or
purchased by the Crown in a meeting with the Chiefs and headmen.
Since the 1700’s the Algonquins were known to spend the majority of the year occupying the
different parts of the Ottawa Valley hunting, fishing, trapping and gathering among other
things. These activities necessitated use of timber and other resources.
Some of the first Surveyors travelling through the area, now known as the Ottawa Valley
Forest Management Unit, recorded meeting with the Algonquins and Nipissings. For
example, Surveyors J. A. Snow (Madawaska River 1854) and Alexander Murray (1853) refer
to meeting Algonquins within the vicinity of this present day FMU. Murray met the Nipissing
Grand Chief Jean Baptiste Keijico-Manitou near present day Purdy in 1853.
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In 1860 an Algonquin petitioning from out of the Lake of Two Mountains, through the Chief of
his Tribe applied to the Commissioner of Crown lands for land on the York Branch of the
Madawaska River (near Combermere).
In 1863 a petition of eight Algonquin Chiefs and over 250 Algonquins was presented to the
Department of Indian Affairs. The petition states that their hunting grounds include the
headwaters of the Madawaska and other rivers in central Canada.
Research covering later periods also show that settlements of Algonquins were present in
the area of the FMU. Bob Lyons’ book entitled “Touring the Past: A guide to Old Mines,
Ghost Towns and Historic Sites of North Hastings” (1987) gives a clear description of the
Algonquins and Nippissing band under Chief Jean Baptiste Keijico-Manitou at and in the
vicinity of Baptiste Lake in the late 19th and early 20th century.
Other research (Holmes 1993, et al) shows Algonquin settlements in Sabine (and Lawrence
and Nightingale) Township. Different township censuses of the late 1800’s and early 1900’s
show continued presence of Algonquins throughout this FMU.
An extensive historical research report on the Algonquins commissioned by the Ontario
Native Affairs Secretariat (now the Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs) was completed by Joan
Holmes and Associates Inc. in 1993. The parts of her report covering the period from about
1850 to 1980 provides ample evidence of the Algonquin and Nipissing use of that part of this
FMU within the Ottawa Valley for hunting, fishing, trapping and gathering purposes. There is
a significant amount of archival and oral evidence showing occupation by Nipissings and
Algonquins in the area, especially at and in the area of Baptiste Lake.
The extensive degree of research on the Algonquin claim has unearthed over 30 formal
Algonquin petitions, speeches and Council proceedings. A number of these refer to the
forests and timber. For example, in two petitions dated 1840 and 1847, respectively, the
Algonquins complain of the “lumbermen who are destroying our magnificent forests and
appropriating to themselves our fine timber”.
In 1983 the Algonquins of Golden Lake presented Canada and Ontario with a formal claim
on behalf of the Algonquin Nation for recognition of continuing Aboriginal rights and title to
the Ottawa River watershed in Ontario.
In 1985 the Algonquins of Golden Lake (now the Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn) served
Ontario with Notice of Claim under the Proceedings against the Crown Act that the portion of
land under claim which includes all of the Ottawa Valley Forest Management Unit (FMU) had
never been surrendered to or purchased by the Crown.
Land claim negotiations between Ontario and the Algonquins of Golden Lake began in June
of 1991 following the completion of evidence gathered through historical and legal research.
The Algonquins also provided Canada and Ontario with evidence of current traditional use of
the territory including within this FMU. Canada formally entered the negotiations in December
of 1992. Over time the negotiations became more inclusive and extended to other Ontario
Algonquin groups not having a land base such as a reserve. Those negotiations expanded
and now continue to include the Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn (originally the Algonquins of
Golden Lake) and nine of the off reserve Algonquin communities.
2
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For the development of the 2011 – 2021 Forest Management Plan of the Ottawa Valley
Forest, there was a known interest from nine Algonquin communities in this plan. The nine
communities are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn
Algonquins of Greater Golden Lake First Nation
Bonnechere Algonquin First Nation
Algonquin Nation Kijicho-Manito
Shabot Obaadijiwan First Nation
Whitney and Area Algonquins
Antoine First Nation
Mattawa/North Bay Algonquin First Nation
Snimikobi (Beaver Creek) Algonquin First Nation

In past planning processes, participation and interest from Aboriginal people was much more
limited than it is for this plan. With the added interest in this plan, the MNR and the SFL
company invited all Algonquin Communities to participate in a manner of their choice.
Options to participate consisted of the following:
•
•
•
•

Participate as a member of the planning team
Participate on the Local Citizens Advisory Committee
Participate in an Aboriginal Advisory Committee that could be created
Individual FMP updates to community

The nine First Nations communities listed chose to participate as full members of the
planning team. The remaining First Nation (Ottawa Algonquin First Nation) did not indicate
an interest in any of the options proposed.
All nine Aboriginal organizations listed earlier were invited to participate in the preparation of
an Aboriginal Background. Six Algonquin communities have provided background
information reports. Reports have been accepted from:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Bonnechere Algonquin First Nation
Shabot Obaadijiwan First Nation
Algonquin Nation Kijicho-Manito
Antoine First Nation
Snimikobi Algonquin First Nation
Whitney and Area Algonquins

It should be noted that the Algonquin Nation Kijicho-Manito had prepared their report in
conjunction with the Algonquin Park Forest Management Plan and in that report, they
prepared information to cover what they have asserted as traditional territory of their
community. That report covers area both inside Algonquin Park and outside of Algonquin
Park in the Ottawa Valley Forest and other Forest Management planning areas. There may
be additional information on background information submitted by other communities and the
MNR would welcome any information at any time including outside of the planning timelines
and even after plan completion. The ultimate desire is to continue to document Aboriginal
values to ensure that those values are appropriately addressed throughout the Forest
Planning Area and the Algonquin Land Claim area.
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Past Use of Other Resources
The Algonquins have historically used many of the lands that make up the area of their
asserted traditional uses. This area encompasses lands that go well beyond those lands of
the Ottawa Valley Forest. The areas include parts of the Nipissing Forest, Mazinaw-Lanark
Forest, Bancroft Minden Forest, large parts of Algonquin Park and other areas not in a forest
management unit that are still part of the Ottawa River Watershed. The numbers of
Algonquin people that may have rights has increased in recent years. The increased
numbers of those people being determined through their communities to be Algonquin has
resulted in an increase in use of the forest for other uses. Those uses continue to be
primarily harvesting activities that include sustenance fishing, hunting and gathering. There is
a continued interest in seeking trapping opportunities, commercial baitfish opportunities,
birch bark gathering for other products, etc. The interest in other resources is expected to
continue to grow as more Algonquin people seek a link to the past in the recovery of their
culture.
One other item is to specifically identify the Algonquin interest in the gathering of Birch Bark
and Cedar. Identification and access to appropriate trees was raised a number of years ago.
To assist in the process of properly preserving such trees for gathering at the appropriate
times, a Protocol for Identifying and Facilitating the Collection of Birch Bark and Cedar was
jointly developed in the year 2000. This protocol continues to support this culturally
significant gathering and continues to be a part of all FMP planning processes. This protocol
is Appendix A of this Supplementary Document ‘B’.
Aboriginal Values Map
In the background report and identification of values, the Algonquin people will provide an
update to some specific site information relative to the proposed harvesting allocations of this
plan. Sites of local archaeological, historical, religious, and cultural heritage significance to
their communities, will not be available to the public.
In addition to the map information, the reports submitted may be confidential and only
available for review by the MNR, the Ottawa Valley Forest and the First Nation that
developed the report. Any information in the reports is to be used for local use only and not
available for any further distribution without the consent of the leadership of the First Nation
responsible for the production of the report. The MNR has agreed to this restriction to assist
in protecting the integrity of any identified values and information.
It can, however, be noted that the Aboriginal Background Reports were to ensure that site
specific Aboriginal values receive an appropriate level of protection in any potential forest
operations that may occur. Burial grounds, cultural and spiritual sites are the kinds of
information that were essential. Through the review of the reports when received and in
cooperation with the First Nation people all values identified in the reports that would require
protection that are not already protected through other planning processes (i.e. – shore
protection/reserves) will be protected as appropriate. Algonquin values are expected to be
identified throughout much of this area.
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Forest Management Related Problems and Issues
The reports are expected to identify other concerns the Algonquins have with the forest
management process and should document their views aimed at providing a more equal
participation in the forest industry. This is where a number of challenges are expected to be
identified. There is difficulty in addressing these issues in a Crown forest that is experiencing
an increasing utilization pressure. The allowable cut area has been reduced from previous
plans of harvest and milling utilization.
First Nations interest in the SFL varies and that is also a factor related to their capacity to
function in the forest in an economically viable operation. The experience of the First
Nations involved also varies. For example, it took many years for the Algonquins of
Pikwakanagan to develop the operation that they have today in Algonquin Park and in the
Ottawa Valley Forest. It took many years of learning to advance this non-profit corporation
that now provides opportunities to its members. Similarly, the Mattawa/North Bay
Algonquins have moved on to a structure that allows them to participate in a more active way
in forests outside of the Ottawa Valley Forest. The Antoine Algonquins come with some
experience also in the skills they have to take on forest harvest activities that support
community initiatives. Other communities like the Bonnechere Algonquin First Nation and
the Algonquins of Greater Golden Lake First Nation do not have a direct link with the forest
industry as a community but they do have several members already engaged in forest
operations both in the forest and in local mills. It is unclear just how many Aboriginal people
are actually engaged in the forest management and milling operations.
Highlights of Discussions with Local Aboriginal Communities:
•

Concern with harvests in areas that do not have inventories of Native foods and
medicines

•

Opinion that Native people are not treated as equals in having a fair and profitable
allocation to sustain a community

•

Inadequate funding to participate effectively on the planning team (i.e. review time)

•

Participation on the planning teams and in training is a step in the right direction in
allowing First Nation people to contribute in the management of forests

•

Decommissioning of roads and road access affecting opportunities to maintain and
enhance cultural and traditional practices

•

More training in various aspects of forest management is desirable. Some training
has been completed over time with training opportunities taken up in tree marking
along with a limited amount of marking opportunities subsequent to that.

•

It is also important to note that Condition 34 of the Forest Management Class
Environmental Assessment requires that the MNR work with First Nations on Forest
Industry items. A copy of the condition follows for reference.
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Summary:
The intention of any Aboriginal Background Report is to ensure that site specific Aboriginal
values receive an appropriate level of protection in any potential forest operations that may
occur. Burial grounds, cultural and spiritual sites are the kinds of information that were
essential. Through the preparation of the reports, the Planning team hopes that values
identified in the reports that would require protection will be protected through consensus.
The reports received will form part of this plan but have limited availability as previously
noted.
Prepared by: Ken McWatters
Resource Liaison Specialist
Bancroft, Kemptville and Pembroke Districts
Algonquin Land Claim Area
Ministry of Natural Resources
October 8, 2010 (Updated April 28, 2011)
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APPENDIX A
A Protocol for Identifying and Facilitating the Collection of Birch Bark and Cedar.
(adapted from the Draft OMNR Pembroke District Policy – Birch Bark Gathering – February,
1996)
Algonquin people have identified birch bark, and materials from white cedar as significant
cultural value derived from area forests. They have conveyed their desire to ensure
identification and access to suitable trees for construction of traditional canoes and crafts is
recognized in forest management planning. The existence of suitable trees for canoe
building is scarce, hence everyone’s desire to increase awareness of field personnel and
industry to facilitate and improve the potential for birch bark gathering, and extracting cedar
for use in the canoe building and native crafts trades. The use of a relatively small number of
trees for these uses should not conflict with harvesting or forest management objectives.
Concerns for timing, access, and safety can be administered by open communication
between the company, the harvest licensee/operator, and the person wishing to utilize the
tree for canoe building or native crafts.
The protocol begins with identification of trees exhibiting the potential to be utilized for canoe
building. These would be trees that are allocated for harvest and meet the specifications
provided by canoe builders, below, for white birch and white cedar. Trees with potential to
develop into the specified sizes are also important, and are to be equally considered.
Trees meeting the specifications or having potential to reach the specifications will likely be
encountered during timber cruising, prescription writing, or silvicultural layout and tree
marking operations. The personnel involved in these operations will be trained to understand
the cultural values, and their responsibilities to identify and report locations of suitable trees.
Suitable white birch trees for canoe building include:
• Trees must be available and accessible in June or July when bark peels the easiest
• Trees are to be identified with flagging tape to avoid any damage to the bark
• Mature white birch trees with a minimum diameter at breast height of 22 inches (> 55cm)
• Bark thickness of at least 3/8 inches (1 cm)
• Straight, healthy bole approximately 14 to 18 feet (4.5m – 6m)
• Free of limbs, and relatively few knots.
Suitable white cedar trees for canoe building include:
• Trees must be mature and healthy with a minimum diameter at breast height of 18 – 20
inches (45 – 50cm)
• The bole has to be as straight and straight-grained as possible (not twisted) and relatively
free of any large limbs up to a height of 10 to 12 feet (3 – 4m).
In any case, the identification of suitable trees is to be done prior to harvesting with flagging
tape, mapped and reported to Ottawa Valley Forest staff. The second step involves
communicating the information to prevent harvesting of the designated tree(s), and alert
canoe builders of the tree’s availability. This is the responsibility of Ottawa Valley Forest
7
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staff, including company compliance inspectors. The third and final step is to arrange for the
collection to take place. Collection arrangements must be made to avoid conflict with active
harvest operations, and minimize hazards for personal safety.
Responsibility:
1. Identification and reporting of suitable tree(s): foresters, technicians, contractors
2. Communicating information to native canoe builders: Ottawa Valley Forest staff
3. Arranging collection details: Ottawa Valley Forest, Harvest Licensee, and Mr. Kirby
Whiteduck.
November 21, 2000
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Summary of Aboriginal Involvement
For the development of the 2011 – 2021 Forest Management Plan of the Ottawa Valley
Forest, it was known that the Algonquins of Ontario would have an interest in the forest
management of the area of this forest. The Ministry of Natural Resources provided notice to
the Algonquin of Ontario Consultation Office and brought forward a number of options for
Algonquin people to participate in the planning of the Ottawa Valley Forest.
Those options included:
•
•
•
•

Participate as a member of the planning team
Participate on the Local Citizens Advisory Committee
Participate in an Aboriginal Advisory Committee that could be created
Individual FMP updates to community

From the package of options, nine Algonquin communities expressed their interest in
participating as planning team members and also one community chose to have a
representative on the local citizen advisory committee. In the production of three SFL’s in the
area of the undertaking (Ottawa Valley Forest, Mazinaw-Lanark Forest, Bancroft Minden
Forest) and number of task teams were also developed to assist in the planning activities
that would share mutual interests in plan production. One Algonquin Community also sat on
one of those task teams.
Representation on the planning team came from the following Algonquin Communities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Algonquins of Greater Golden Lake First Nation – Emmet Godin
Bonnechere Algonquin First Nation – Chief Richard Zohr
Algonquin Nation Kijicho-Manito - Dalton Welsh
Shabot Obaadijiwan First Nation – Chief Doreen Davis / Francis McDermott
Whitney and Area Algonquins – Robert Craftchick
Snimikobi (Beaver Creek) Algonquin First Nation – Terry Charbonneau
Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn – Steve Sarazin
Antoine First Nation – Chief Dave Joanisse
Mattawa/North Bay Algonquin First Nation – Chief Cliff Bastien

Representation on the Local Citizen Advisory Committee came from the Algonquins of
Greater Golden Lake First Nation through member Jim Cloutier.
Chief Patrick Glassford of the Algonquins of Greater Golden Lake participated on the Area of
Concern task team (aka Stand and Site Guide task team) task team.
All nine Aboriginal organizations listed earlier were invited to participate in the preparation of
a Aboriginal Background Report. Six of the nine Algonquin communities have provided
background information.
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Reports have been accepted from:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Bonnechere Algonquin First Nation
Shabot Obaadijiwan First Nation
Algonquin Nation Kijicho-Manito
Antoine Algonquin First Nation
Snimikobi (Beaver Creek) Algonquin First Nation
Whitney and Area Algonquins

No communities requested the custom consultation as identified in the planning manual.
Through the course of the FMP development one Algonquin community (Shabot Obaadijiwan
First Nation) changed their representative on the planning team.
It should also be noted that the Algonquin Nation Kijicho-Manito had prepared a report in
conjunction with the Algonquin Park Forest Management Plan and in that report, they
prepared information to cover what they have asserted as traditional territory of their
community. That report covers area both inside Algonquin Park and outside of Algonquin
Park in the Ottawa Valley Forest and other Forest Management planning areas. There may
be additional information provided on Aboriginal values submitted by other communities in
the future. The MNR would welcome any such information at any time including outside of
the planning timelines and even after plan completion. The ultimate desire is to continue to
document Aboriginal values at any time to ensure that those values are appropriately
addressed and protected.
There was a large amount of correspondence primarily through email to the communities
planning team representatives during FMP development. Members of the planning team
were provided with numerous emails, background reading/information, meeting agendas and
minutes throughout the entire process that are not itemized in this section (planning team
meeting agendas and minutes are available for review).
In addition to all the plan preparation information, emails were sent advising of FMP
training modules, some of which were taken by Algonquin planning team members or others
supported by the Algonquins – such as their own biologist that works in the Algonquin of
Ontario Consultation Office.
At the time of the plan production, the Algonquins of Ontario were actively engaged in Land
Claim negotiations for the first treaty in the area of the land claim which includes much of this
management unit. As a result, the participation levels of Algonquins at the planning team
meetings did vary dependent on the representatives on the planning team. Where the
planning team members were not directly connected to the land claim treaty negotiations,
attendance and participation in planning team work was very high with participation in the
100% range after the appointments (Emmet Godin, Dalton Welsh and Terry Charbonneau).
While actively engaged in negotiations, Chief Richard Zohr continued to be very engaged in
the planning team and maintained positive attendance level which is exceptional given the
other mandates he has related to his community and main table negotiations. There was a
noticeable absence from some Algonquin members. Many of those members also have
commitments to Land Claim negotiations.
Participation at the planning team came with a per diem rate paid at $150.00 per day for
planning team meeting days only. One of the sources of continued irritation to the Algonquins
10
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was the lack of funding to allow for planning team preparation. This matter has carried over
from previous planning processes. Meals and mileage compensation were also included at
current government compensation rates.

19
20
21
22

In the preparation of the Long Term Management Direction for the planning unit, a special
one day meeting was proposed and held in Pembroke for all planning team members and
the members of the Local Citizen Committee. Attendance by Aboriginal Members from the
planning team and LCC was exceptional at this important stage of the plan development.

23
24
25

The first open Public Information Center for the Ottawa Valley Forest Management Plan was
held in Pembroke. The Algonquins of Ontario participated in that event with most other
planning team members.

26
27
28
29
30
31

The levels of experience with Forest Management Planning process itself varied from each
Aboriginal Representative on the planning team but it was the local knowledge of the
Algonquin participants on the planning team that became so important as discussions on
past uses, roads, other harvesting and species of special interest came before the planning
team for discussion and development in the plan. This more local knowledge was of great
assistance in the development of the plan.

32
33
34
35
36

All proposed primary and branch road corridors are of interest to Algonquin communities.
Roads facilitate their hunting, fishing and cultural activities. Algonquin members on the
planning team have been providing additional suggestions on addressing the species at risk
requirements. This additional input has provided another view for consideration in how to
best implement the requirements of the species at risk legislation.

37
38
39

Participation and interest in this planning process has more than doubled from the previous
plan showing a continued Algonquin interest in the management of forest and other
resources that benefit us all.

For participation on the Local Citizen Committee, compensation consisted only for meals and
mileage to attend the meetings. No per diem was paid to the LCAC Algonquin member.
One of the difficult parts of the planning team process was knowing when some planning
team members would be in attendance. While the opportunities to participate continued to be
there, the reason for absence was seldom known.
In conjunction with the preparation of the Aboriginal Background Reports and Values
mapping, the Algonquin Communities were asked to provide Socio-economic and
demographic profile for their community. Profiles were received from the Shabot
Obaadijiwan First Nation, Antoine First Nation, Snimikobi Algonquin First Nation and the
Whitney and Area Algonquins . There is still more knowledge desired on this item to add to
the accuracy of the plan and also to assist in assessing the demands for Algonquin
participation in day to day activities in forest management.

40
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Prepared by: Ken McWatters
Resource Liaison Specialist
Bancroft, Kemptville and Pembroke Districts
Algonquin Land Claim Area
Ministry of Natural Resources
October 8, 2010 (Updated April 28, 2011)
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1. Public Consultation and Comment Summary
Ottawa Valley Forest 2011-2021 FMP Plan Production

# *Date
Format
Stage 1 - Invitation to Participate
Jan-09 Letter/Meeting
1

2

Feb-09 Comment Form

3

Feb-09 Comment Form

4

Apr-09 phone call/e-mail

Summary of comment

Planning Team Response / Notes

Request from naturalist group representative to add a The planning team discussed the list of species and outlined
number of species into the FMP modelling, where
the options for including them. Where it was agreed that
the data are available.
these species would be of interest and benefit to add, they
were included as 'locally featured species.'
Interest in ensuring that the FMP includes direction
on canoe-quality birch bark.

The planning team discussed that there is likely going to be
an increase in demand for birch bark. The current plan has
a birch bark protocol, which has been carried forward from
previous plans.
Response via e-mail describing the planning team's
discussion and the white birch protocol that was part of the
plan.
Inquiry into how harvesting issues and compliance Individual could not be reached by phone, so a response
with the FMP. This person was looking for general letter was sent, which addressed compliance monitoring,
information, which may be addressed by the forest independent forest audits, and provided a website for
management website, compliance, or audit process. further information. Individual as also added to the mailing
list.
Interested in forestry and road-based recreation, such Individual added to mailing list.
as ATVing. Requested to be added to the mailing
list.

354
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1. Public Consultation and Comment Summary
Ottawa Valley Forest 2011-2021 FMP Plan Production

# *Date
Format
Mar-09 Comment Form
5

6

Apr-09 Comment Form

Summary of comment
Individual was inquiring about specific Algonquin
ancestry, and was interested in getting more
information. Since this was not directly related to the
FMP, Richard checked the Algonquin enrolment list
and found that this individual is out of North Bay.

Planning Team Response / Notes
Phone Response: Planning team was not able to contact
this individual. Added to mailing list, and forwarded the
inquiry to Mattawa/North Bay Algonquin rep.

Individual expressed interest in horse-logging, and
requested to be added to the mailing list.

Phone response: will add to mailing list and also forwarded
information to Mattawa/ North Bay Algonquin rep.

Desired Forest and Benefits Meeting

May 22, 2009 - The "Desired Forest and Benefits
Meeting" was a full day session to brainstorm ideas
and develop the FMP Objectives. Participating were:
12 members of the planning team, 8 members of the
Local Citizens' Advisory Committee, 2 MNR
regional advisors, and the Pembroke District
Manager.
Stage 2 - Review of Long Term Management Direction (LTMD)
5-Feb-10 phone call
Individual requested LTMD summary
7
8-Feb-10 phone call
Individual requested LTMD summary
8
9-Feb-10 phone call
Individual will come in to see maps
9
11-Feb-10 in person
Individual requested LTMD summary
10
11-Feb-10 e-mail
Individual requested LTMD summary and values
11
information near McMaster Lake in Brougham
township.

355

The notes from the three break-out groups were documented
and brought back to the Planning Team for further
discussion, followed by a session with the LCAC
See Appendix 1

Sent requested information by mail on Feb 18th
Sent requested information by mail on Feb 18th
Sent requested information by mail.
Sent requested information electronically
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1. Public Consultation and Comment Summary
Ottawa Valley Forest 2011-2021 FMP Plan Production

# *Date
Format
12-Feb-10 phone call
12

Planning Team Response / Notes
Sent requested information electronically

13

Sent requested information by mail on Feb 18th

14

Summary of comment
Individual requested LTMD summary and values
maps
18-Feb-10 phone call
Individual requested LTMD summary, and to be
added to mailing list
23-Feb-10 phone calls/e-mails Individual requested LTMD summary.
Further e-mail correspondence regarding questions
and clarification about the information package.
Requested larger scale preferred and optional
harvest map. Interested in developing an AOC for 4wheel vehicle trail systems.

Sent requested information and responses electronically.
Request for AOC will be brought forward to the planning
team for discussion. Planning team asked for more details
about the trail system and proposed AOC.
Normal practices will be implemented (- trails and old
roads are kept clear of debris while working in the area);
no AOC will be developed.

15

1-Mar-10 phone call

Individual requested LTMD summary

16

5-Mar-10 e-mails

Kamaniskeg Area Property Owners Association
(KAPOA) inquiry about harvest operations near
Kamaniskeg Lake

17

Sent requested information by mail

Sent requested information/response electronically.
Suggested that more detailed harvest allocation information
would be available at the information centre tentatively
scheduled for June
8-Mar-10 phone call and letter Forest Resource Licencee ("FRL holder") expressed Phone response from MNR Supervisor. Letter also
forwarded to MNR District Manager and Ottawa Valley
concern over the harvest allocations, and the
locations of operating areas. Requested resolution of Forest General Manager, on 22-Mar-10.
these concerns before the FMP is approved.
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1. Public Consultation and Comment Summary
Ottawa Valley Forest 2011-2021 FMP Plan Production

# *Date
Format
18 10-Mar-10 phone call

Summary of comment
Matawatchan Valley Township - requested more
information about the AOCs

Planning Team Response / Notes
Explained that the AOCs were not fully developed yet but
would be by the information centre in June.
This was OK and would be passed along to the council
members.
Local Fish and Wildlife Standing Advisory
Presentation included a definition of primary, branch and
19 22-Mar-10 meeting
Committee (F&W SAC) asked about the roads
operational roads and a brief history of general planning
planning process and requested that a forester
issues. Planning requirements were explained, and the
present some information on this topic.
LTMD-stage maps of road corridors were available for
review. Group expressed concern about the impact of
They asked that their comments be included as input through-roads in terms of pressure and risk to the
to the planning process, and to be notified of the
resources, garbage and law enforcement.
Information Centre.
Stage 3 - Information Centre to Review Proposed Operations
As per Invitation to Participate, listed above. The notification took place during the week of June 7, 2010
Increased opportunities for access into Algonquin
Operations Task Team is to meet with staff from Algonquin
20 16-Apr-10 e-mail
Park, especially planned primary roads close to the Provincial Park (and other parks that may be effected) to
park boundary
discuss roads planning. Not done. Will likely occur after the
Information Centre.
Rec Camp LUP holder inquiring about bridge and
Showed LTMD map and provided photocopy of roads
21 21-Apr-10 in person
road to hunt camp
planning map for this area. He said that the road is truckaccessible but the wooden bridge is very questionable
(generally only ATV). He wanted to know the plans for this
crossing, and the process for deciding. Response was
planning, and biology based. Also mentioned upcoming
information centre.
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1. Public Consultation and Comment Summary
Ottawa Valley Forest 2011-2021 FMP Plan Production

# *Date
Format
7-May-10 e-mail
22

23

8-Jun-10 e-mail

24

10-Jun-10 phone

25

16-Jun-10 phone/e-mail

Summary of comment
Kamaniskeg Area Property Owners Association
(KAPOA) inquiry about harvest operations near
Kamaniskeg Lake, and date for Information Centre

Planning Team Response / Notes
Provided information.

Member of Kamaniskeg Area Property Owners
Individual added to mailing list.
Association (KAPOA). Requested to be added to the
mailing list.
Ontario Federation of 4-wheel Drive club. Discussed E-mailed minutes from the planning team's discussion of an
recreational truck trails
AOC for trucks.

Proposed forest operations around Centennial Lake
and Matawatchan provincial parks

Review of Proposed Operations (Information Centre July 10, 2010)
10-Jul-10 comment form
Add to mailing list. Interested in maintaining truck
26
trails for recreation
10-Jul-10 comment form
Add to mailing list
27
10-Jul-10 comment form
Interested in maintaining truck trails for recreation
28
10-Jul-10 comment form
Provided information for values map.
29
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Provide contact information for the MNR person who could
address trails on crown land.
Sent preliminary maps during the LTMD stage. Suggested
the review of the proposed operation at the information
centre and for the 60-day review period thereafter.

Added to mailing list
Added to mailing list
N/A
Value verified and added to database
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1. Public Consultation and Comment Summary
Ottawa Valley Forest 2011-2021 FMP Plan Production

# *Date
Format
15-Jul-10 e-mails
30

Summary of comment
Concerned about forestry operations and any impact
on water quality. Suggested changes to the water
prescription that had been developed for this FMP.

Asked about harvesting and other practices (such as
aesthetics and timing of operations) adjacent a
specific lake
5-Oct-10 e-mail
Follow-up on the input that was provided at the
32
Information Centre. Interested in continued trail
access on specific trails for 4x4 truck recreation.
Insure that the 4x4 clubs are included on the FMP
mailing list.
Draft Plan Review (Information Centre January 28, 2011)
4-Jan-11 phone
Asked about the upcoming harvest in Richards
33
Township.
28-Jan-11 Comment Form
Concerned about the extent of road networks across
34
the landscape, causing impacts on fish and wildlife.
Recommends a review of roads to determine road
decommissioning.
4-Feb-11 Comment Form
Questioned the renewal of red pine: SGR describes
35
planting but the summary table of renewal only has
30 hectares for planting.
31

5-Oct-10 e-mails
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Planning Team Response / Notes
Discussed the topic at the following Planning Team meeting
and LCAC meeting. Decision was to proceed with the water
prescription that was developed based on the latest science
and policy direction from the 'Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the Stand and Site Scales'.
The FMP Plan Author provided an e-mail response to
address the questions.
Included on the FMP mailing list.

Discussed operations and reviewed maps on FMP website.
No response requested. Planning team recognizes that
roads impact the landscape. There has been extensive
discussion on roads, decommissioning and values
protection.
FMP summary table of renewal reformatted.
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1. Public Consultation and Comment Summary
Ottawa Valley Forest 2011-2021 FMP Plan Production

# *Date
Format
10-Feb-11 Comment Form
36

37

14-Feb-11 phone

38

11-Mar-11 Letter

39

16-Mar-11 Letter

40

23-Mar-11 Letter

Summary of comment
Concerned about planned access road through
ORBIDs 125E and 125C. Also discussed some
known archaeological values in the area. Add to
mailing list.

Planning Team Response / Notes
Phoned and discussed the road in question. Due to steep
terrain and other values, it is not clear whether the existing
road can be used/rebuilt.
Added to FMP mailing list, and committed to keep him
informed when the roads are being planned in that area.

Specific interest in the proposed Bagot Road
corridor; General interest in species-at-risk,
Madawaska Highlands 10-year plan review, ANSIs,
and geology.
Commented on active mineral exploration, and
potential hazard sites associated with abandoned
mines. Values maps were included.
Commented on lack of AOC prescription for
Provincial parks and Conservation Reserves.

Discussed topics with various planning team members at
the information centre and with a follow-up phone call to
MNR. He was in favour of Crown land access over private
access.
No response requested. Information brought to planning
team and kept on file for reference.

Letter included comments and specific questions
about roads and road decommissioning, access
restrictions, funding, turkey hunting,
socioeconomics, and the Algonquin land claim.
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emailed response explaining that each park has unique
circumstances and a generic prescription is not going to be
appropriate in all situations. This FMP has a CRO and
CORLAP instead.
The letter was brought to the planning team meeting on
March 23. It was discussed that this did not impact specific
operational areas, though we will add text about turkey
hunting to the final FMP. A response letter was drafted to
address the questions, requiring input from several
members of the planning team.
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1. Public Consultation and Comment Summary
Ottawa Valley Forest 2011-2021 FMP Plan Production

# *Date
Format
Summary of comment
Planning Team Response / Notes
Annual Work Schedule and Contingency Plan (Inspection May 17, 2011)
This was not part of the FMP process; however, some comments on the AWS were received that were also relevant to the FMP. These were marked as
"AWS/CP". The notification took place during the week of May 15, 2011
AWS/CP - interested in harvesting, road location,
Provided a map of the area of interest (portion of Map 11
from the AWS, and draft FMP). Further follow-up is
and the future intention for the watercrossing, on
required when water-crossing proposal is developed.
Keyes Lake South Road, Ops map 11
18-May-11 in person
Provided a map of the area of interest; because there were
AWS - interested in harvesting proposed for this
no operations planned for this year, I provided a portion of
upcoming year, near Eneas Lake
Map 90 from draft FMP
19-May-11 phone
Explained that the intention is to decommission the
AWS/CP - concerned with the increased access
crossings after operations are done. Follow-up when waterbetween Tramore Road, Goose Lake Road and
crossing proposals are submitted, and final Use
Hokum’s Road, and whether the increased access
Management Strategies are available in the final FMP in
would be permanent, or if crossings would be
June (for Hokum’s Road).
removed after operations are completed. Also
commented on the scale of the harvesting in that
area since it has changed a lot over a short period of Added to the FMP public comments section for the Hokum’s
Road in the final FMP.
time.
19-May-11 phone
AWS - interested in operations that are proposed
Looked at maps of the area of interest (Ops maps 11 and 18
from the AWS, and draft FMP)
near Stan's Lake
25-May-11 in person
Looked at maps of the area of interest. Also demonstrated
AWS - interested in operations that are proposed
the eFMP website so he could see the FMP maps and future
near rec camp.
AWSs.
26-May-11 in person
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1. Public Consultation and Comment Summary
Ottawa Valley Forest 2011-2021 FMP Plan Production

# *Date

Format

31-May-11 in person

1-Jun-11 in person

Summary of comment

Planning Team Response / Notes
Provided a map of the area of interest (portion of Map 106
AWS/CP - concerned with the location of the Bagot from the draft FMP). Explained that MNR encourages
Primary Road, which will not be across private land, major access routes to stay on Crown land rather than
though there is a portion of existing roadbed which private land, to provide for public access. This is may also
make the road eligible for funding.
could be re-used.
AWS - interested in harvesting, and road location
near Keyes Lake, Oval Lake , Chateau Lake. Ops
Provided a map of the area of interest (portion of Ops map
map 18
18 from the draft FMP).
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2. Issue Resolution Summary
Ottawa Valley Forest 2011-2021 FMP Plan Production
There were no requests for issue resolution during the development of the forest management plan.
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3. Summary of Consultation Stages
Ottawa Valley Forest 2011-2021 FMP Plan Production
Stage 1 - Invitation to Participate - initiated week of November 15

Notices and advertisement

Response

The notice was done via the following: Mailout, Environmental Registry Notice (internet), and newspaper
advertisements in the following papers: Pembroke Observer, Eganville Leader, Renfrew Mercury,
Petawawa Post, North Renfrew Times, Cobden Sun, Arnprior Chronicle – Guide, Barry's Bay Times, and
Mattawa Recorder.

Six enquiries/comments. (See Part 1.)

Stage 2 - Review of Long Term Management Direction (LTMD) - initiated week of February 5, 2010

Notices and advertisement

Response

The notice was done via the following: Mailout, Environmental Registry Notice (internet), and newspaper
advertisements in the following papers: Pembroke Observer, Eganville Leader, Renfrew Mercury,
Petawawa Post, North Renfrew Times, Cobden Sun, Arnprior Chronicle – Guide, Barry's Bay Times, and
Mattawa Recorder.

Thirteen enquiries/comments. (See Part 1.)
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3. Summary of Consultation Stages
Ottawa Valley Forest 2011-2021 FMP Plan Production
Stage 3 - Information Centre to Review Proposed Operation - July 10, 2010, notification the week of June 7, 2010

Notices and advertisement

The notice was done via the following: Mailout, Environmental Registry Notice (internet), and newspaper
advertisements in the following papers: Pembroke Observer, Eganville Leader, Renfrew Mercury,
Petawawa Post, North Renfrew Times, Cobden Sun, Arnprior Chronicle – Guide, Barry's Bay Times, and
Mattawa Recorder.

Response

Six additional enquiries/comments prior to the information centre (Part 1.)
Info Centre - 11 Planning Team members; 5 MNR/OVFI affiliated visitors; 15 members of the public. 4
comment sheets received (Part 1.)
Additional 4 enquiries/comments before Stage 4 (Part 1.)

Stage 4 - Draft Plan Review - January 28, 2011, notification the week of December 22, 2010

Notices and advertisement

The notice was done via the following: Mailout, Environmental Registry Notice (internet), and newspaper
advertisements in the following papers: Pembroke Observer, Eganville Leader, Renfrew Mercury,
Petawawa Post, North Renfrew Times, Cobden Sun, Arnprior Chronicle – Guide, Barry's Bay Times, and
Mattawa Recorder.

Response

Two enquiries /comments prior to the information centre.
Info Centre - 11 Planning Team members; 5 MNR staff; 1 CFS staff; 21 members of the public including 3
from the LCAC
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Appendix 1
Minutes from the
Desired Forest and Benefits Meeting
or “Setting the stage for strategic analysis”
…to aid in the development of objectives for the
2011 Ottawa Valley Forest
Forest Management Plan
May 22, 2009
Kiwanis Field House
Pembroke
In attendance
FMP Planning team: Bob Craftchick, Alison Luke, Helen Hermansen, Emmett Godin, Steve
Sarazin, Ken McWatters, Bruce Summerby, Francis McDermott, Krista Watters, Tania Baker,
Alf Van Dyke, Dalton Welsh
Local Citizens Advisory Committee: Don Etmanskie, , Alastair Baird, Robin Cunningham,
Gordon Bucholtz, Jim Cloutier, Gilbert Kauffeldt, Wayne Gorman, Janice Visneskie
District Manager: Paul Moreau
Regional Staff: Glen Watt, John Boos
1. Welcome from Pembroke District Manager (Paul Moreau)
• Paul set the boundaries for this session, reminding folks of what falls within the scope
of an FMP and to keep this in mind when thinking of objectives today
• Paul presented Wayne Gorman with a volunteer appreciation award for his long term
dedication as an LCAC member and member of the FMP planning team.
• Alison reviewed the agenda and housekeeping items; introduced the “bike rack” (aka
parking lot)
2. Current Context – OVFI Plan Author (Alf Van Dyke)
• Overview of the Ottawa Valley Forest current FMP and examples of the current plan’s
objectives
• Simulated Range of Natural Variation (SRNV)
• CFSA requires us to have objectives for four areas
• reviewed FMP-6 for OVF – Summary of Management Objectives (2006-2026)
• handout: Framework for 2011-2021 FMP Objectives
• handout: FMP-13 for French/Severn Management Unit – Assessment of Objective
Achievement
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3. Brainstorming Ideas for our FMP Objectives (Alison)
• creativity warm up exercise (Play-doh modeling challenge: “what does your forest
look like in 100 years?”)
• brain storm writing: ideas captured on yellow paper and sorted into three areas: forest
diversity, forest cover and social/economic (silviculture is included with forest
diversity)
• Comments from group:
o Wayne: think outside the box; more innovation (in terms of forest products)
o Alf Beck: FMP has evolved into surrogate land use planning (e.g. Access in
the Madawaska Highlands)
o Glen: SRNV used in Landscape Guide was a computer simulation, over a
1000 year timeframe; the model we use for FMP planning (SFMM) covers a
much shorter timeframe, so some of the SRNV targets may not be achievable
in the short term
4. Exploring our Ideas – Break out groups
Everyone selected a group that they would like to participate in and using the yellow
paper ideas generated by the entire group, each break-out group worked
independently, capturing their ideas on flip charts and then presented back to the
entire room.
Group 1: Forest Diversity (facilitators: Glen Watt & Krista Watters)
• Old Growth, Genetics, Landscape and Stand Level
Group 2: Forest Cover (facilitators: John Boos & Tania Baker)
• Water, fisheries, species at risk, wildlife
Group 3: Socio-Economics (facilitators: Alison Luke & Helen H.)
• Timber, tourism & recreation, native resource use, cultural heritage
Group 1: Forest Diversity break out group notes…
Glen Watt and Krista Watters, Robin Cunningham, Gordon Bucholtz, Jim Cloutier, Francis
McDermott, Paul Moreau
Landscape Pattern
Young forest pattern:
• Glen: SRNV (Simulated Range of Natural Variation) from Landscape Guide
• Size class concerns in larger (clearcut) disturbances (which size class is acceptable
on our forest? >260 ha? >500 ha? >1000ha?)
* further
discussion is required with larger group
• Consider MHLUP template as guidance to clearcut disturbance size (in Madawaska
Highlands)
• Look at zones within the Management Unit where SRNV is followed (e.g. in northern
townships of MU), or where there is a limit (e.g. in southern townships)
• Caution to setting size limits where (clearcut) silvicultural practice suits the site
• minimize viewscape concerns of clearcuts along highways
• Attempt to ensure that harvest opportunity for industry is not negatively impacted and
that forest renewal is not inhibited
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Glen drew a diagram to illustrate planned versus actual clearcut size. Some large
clearcuts may be proposed in the FMP, but they may get downsized at FOP stage
due to AOCs (hawk nests, streams, etc.) and FRI updates (portions of proposed
clearcut may be hardwood (selection), pine (shelterwood) and oak (shelterwood).

Forest Type and Age:
• Glen: Long-term future forest composition:
- industry
- habitat: e.g. grouse, deer, moose, Kirtland’s warbler
• Discussion around focusing on immediate market needs/trends (need to be cautious
here – should focus on long-term sustainability of the forest, rather than the flavour of
the day)
• More intensive silviculture on He, Ce, Or, Pwr (where required/appropriate)
- e.g. underfill planting; tending of Pw, Or
• more natural regrowth on Po/Bw
• Explore Prescribed Burns where appropriate for forest renewal and wildlife habitat
(group was in favour of using PB’s, but was uncertain of cost and risk)
• Hemlock: maintain/increase
• Cedar: maintain/increase (historically more of it; First Nation preference)
• Red oak: maintain/moderate decrease (prescribed burn?)
• Pine (Pw, Pr): maintain/increase (prescribed burn?)
• Jack pine: maintain existing level
• Tolerant Hardwoods: likely maintain at current level due to silvicultural limits
• Mid-tolerant hardwoods: more emphasis on these (through group selection, etc)
• Uncommon and/or rare tree species: Ow, Hi, Bn, Sr, Ab, By, Cb – maintain or
increase presence/occurrence in stands (linked to mid-tolerant hardwood objective)
• Poplar/white birch (FU’s: INT, MXH, MXC): group was uncertain where to go on this;
increases in some groups (e.g. Pw) mean decreases in other groups (likely Po)
Old Growth:
• Glen: Landscape Guide policy informs a level we should move towards
• (at least) maintain the amount of old growth we have today
• Important to public perception about how well we manage the forest
• * Need more input from larger group on how to ‘value’ Poplar/white birch old
growth (do we deviate from Landscape Guide SRNV?)
List of Brainstorming Ideas (yellow paper) for Forest Diversity Objectives:
• more old growth forest
• old growth represented in various forest types
• maintain mixed/diverse forest
• maintain healthy and diverse forest – composition and age
• forest diversity as opposed to monocultures
• maintain diverse tree types/stages to allow flexibility for new markets
• species diversity within stands
• maintain (or minimize loss of) red oak in the Madawaska Highlands
• healthy hard maple forest
• increase silvicultural effort to improve white pine renewal success
• increase level of tending on pine and oak sites
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utilize prescribed burns to renew forest for silviculture and ecological
objectives
more natural regrowth
increase harvest area utilization (planned vs. actual) to better the odds of
achievement of future desired forest condition

Forest Diversity Presentation and Discussion (Robin Cunningham)
• Bruce: Clearcut size: would the Landscape Guide override our preferences, or what’s
in the Madawaska Highlands Plan?
• Glen: could throw some societal concerns in there to temper what’s in the Landscape
Guide
• Bruce: Clearcut size is difficult – new clearcut may be relatively small, but may be
adjacent to a big, older clearcut
• Robin: naturalists still have a problem with the great big clearcuts
• Robert: was there any discussion around natural seed cycles? (i.e., delaying cuts to
co-incide with good seed years)
• Robin’s response: if it’s not a good seed year for pine, then you need to site prep and
plant
• Bruce: (in response to the suggestion that there should be an objective for prescribed
burning) We’re dealing with the forest industry being marginally economically feasible;
more government subsidies are needed to pursue prescribed burns
• Bruce: have the parameters for Old Growth changed?
• Glen’s response: if it’s a clearcut forest unit, old growth is based solely on stand age;
if it’s a shelterwood forest unit, old growth is based on age and whether it’s been cut
(if stand received a prep cut, then it can still be considered old growth; if it’s had a
seeding cut, it doesn’t count as old growth)
Group 2: Forest Cover break out group notes…
John Boos, Tania Baker, Janice Visneskie, Alf Van Dyke, Gilbert Kauffeldt, Dalton Welsh,
Wayne Gorman
Started discussion by looking at the objectives for Forest Cover from the 2006-2011 FMP
OV-1 Maintain habitats for all indigenous wild life
• discussed changing first wildlife habitat statement to reflect Landscape Guide
direction
• supplies of wildlife habitat may increase or decrease as the forest moves towards the
Simulated Range of Natural Variation (=Desired Future Forest Condition)
• evaluative wildlife habitat models can be used to assess
OV-1, 2, +3 (wildlife habitat, water quality / fish habitat, and wetlands)
• these objectives are very qualitative; they need to be more detailed and quantitative
with some form of measurement (similar to deer yard objectives)
• if in accordance with required direction then shouldn’t be restated as objectives
OV-2 – Water Quality and Fish Habitat
• need to ensure that water quality is emphasized separately from fish habitat (which is
a spin off)
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maintaining good water quality will be very important in the future
water quality and fish habitat objectives were covered together because they are
maintained / protected by the same operational mitigation measures
could use compliance with water and fish AOCs, water crossing conditions, and
riparian practices as a measure for these objectives

Fish Habitat and Water Values:
• streams are important
• brook trout streams need protection from forestry operations
• cost of intermittent stream crossings shouldn’t be the same as on permanent streams
• ensure proper sizing of culverts at water crossings so as to preserve natural drainage
patterns
• cutting around trout streams should be done in a way that discourages beavers from
moving in
• need to protect headwater, ground water retention, and groundwater recharge areas
in addition to springs and seeps
Beaver and Other Water Dependent Wildlife Habitats
• need strategies for harvesting to the shores of lakes and ponds to create beaver
habitats; this will help keep beavers away from sensitive stream habitats (happens to
match some new direction from S&S Guide)
• ponds for beaver and waterfowl is important; forest harvesting needs to promote
these habitats (happens to match some new direction from S&S Guide)
OV-3 Protect Provincially and locally Significant Wetlands
• all wetlands are important, not just evaluated wetlands
OV-4 and 5: Deer and Moose Habitat
• thought the objectives and targets for moose and deer were very detailed and
measurable
• would like to see some improvement deer habitat productivity so that the quality of
deer available for hunting are improved (seeing very small antlers on bucks right now)
• small deer antler sizes are an indication that summer feeding habitat requires
improvement
• like the balance of deer and moose we have now
• OV 4.4 – good objectives and targets for the deer yards
Other Values
• concerned about declines in whippoorwill; don’t hear them anymore; nighthawks are
less common too
• feel that seeding landings is very beneficial as forage is provided for deer and ruffed
grouse
• thought that having a habitat target for white throated sparrow wasn’t necessary as it
is too much of a generalist to cover off early succession habitat supplies; if early
successional habitats are a problem wildlife habitat specialists should be used
instead or just use the landscape pattern indicators for early successional forest
supplies instead (SRNV for pre-sapling, sapling, and immature seral classes)
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like seeing habitat supply targets but they need to be inline with what the forest
should actually be providing and they should focus on habitats with supply problems
rather than those with surpluses

Species at Risk
• need to protect and/or enhance habitats where feasible
Discussed Yellow paper brainstorming ideas:
• increased wildlife viewing opportunities: we thought that if the forest is managed so
that habitat supplies are in balance then wildlife viewing opportunities should be
available
• maintain cover and browse for moose and deer: already covered during group
discussion
• maintain a balance of moose and deer habitat which supports moderate densities of
cervid abundance
• maintain forest habitat for species at risk: already covered during group discussion
• provide for the long term protection of wildlife -- ensure biodiversity: already covered
during group discussion
• separate AOC prescription affects on Forest Cover from Silvicultural objectives:
management of the forest automatically affects habitats so it may not be possible to
separate habitat prescriptions and silvicultural objectives (forest management and
habitats are linked)
• smaller allotment cuts: this comment was submitted by one of our group members so
he explained that current forest disturbances are so large that whole trap lines can no
longer fill their martin quotas; having smaller harvest blocks will minimize impacts on
furbearer habitats associated with trap lines
Forest Cover Presentation and Discussion (John Boos)
• Bruce: is it advantageous for us to manage for moose and deer on the same hectare?
(moose seem to be moving south)
• Alf V: concern re. Moose Aquatic Feeding Areas (i.e. having new ones in the south
part of the district)
• Tania: may have to take into account the carrying capacity for moose (i.e., is habitat
the limiting factor, or not?)
• Alf V: he likes the balance of habitat emphasis the way it is now (moose in the north;
deer in the south)
Group 3: Socio–Economics break out group notes…
Bob Craftchick, Alison Luke, Helen Hermansen, Emmett Godin, Steve Sarazin, Ken
McWatters, Don Etmanskie, Bruce Summerby, Alastair Baird.
Education and Opportunity
Yellow paper ideas:
• increase awareness of sustainable selection harvesting through education;
• assist in development of forest guardianship programs with Algonquins; Ecosystem
Management and Algonquin Ethics-based Forestry;
• Improved Access to Forest Opportunity for Algonquin People;
• Cultural awareness.
Flip chart notes:
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increase opportunities for Aboriginal youth
increase opportunities through capacity building
increase/promote opportunity for forest education, and awareness of forest
operations and industry (forest management operations)
welcome and promote forest research
erect billboards along the edge of harvest areas to educate public (strategy)
cooperate with other organizations to promote educational opportunities and
objectives (strategy)
Protect cultural values
Ensure access to traditional values (e.g. white birch bark, black ash wood, or any
other traditional materials)
Ensure traditional access (avoid access through private property)
Increase the awareness of the forest guardianship program

Jobs and Business
Yellow paper ideas:
• more local jobs;
• provide more support for small business;
• Ecotourism opportunities for Algonquin People;
• Ensure opportunities for new or emerging demands for forest resources;
• white birch and other traditional Algonquin activities
Flip Chart notes:
• Maintain or increase the number of jobs directly related to forest management
• Maintain, support and ensure facilities that currently operate
• Acknowledge and promote local processing of wood products by traditional mills and
businesses
• Promote new local timber value-added industry “keep the logs here”
• Recognize certification…
• Identify barriers to new industries (e.g. U.S. subsidy; log exports, etc.)
• Promote new local non-timber value added industry (e.g. biomass, pellet plant,
blueberries, mushrooms)
• Allow access for tourism
• Communicate with local tourism (when road use planning) (strategy)
• Ensure opportunities for small business (through consulting during planning process)
• Describe Algonquin values in the plan (e.g. what constitutes canoe quality white birch
bark?)
Biomass and BioEnergy
Yellow paper ideas:
• Biomass – use “inferior” species – alder, sumac, etc.!!;
• enable forest biomass to be utilized for bio-energy;
• ensure firewood is available;
Flip chart notes:
• Ensure fuelwood is available (opportunity to cut live stems?)
• Ensure biomass will be use our pulp products (not firewood)
• Biomass should equal stand improvement not cutting of sawlogs and veneer quality
wood
• Promote/manage for high quality products
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Maintain ecological integrity (e.g. snags, downed woody debris)
Provide an estimate of wood volume available for biofibre/bioproducts

Wood
Yellow paper ideas:
• Maintain predictable wood supply of diverse forest products;
• maintain harvest levels at consistent rate for next 100 years;
• increase forest quality;
• have the flexibility to increase demand for certain products given changing market
demands
Flip chart notes:
• Maintain predictable wood supply of diverse forest products
• Increase forest quality (and product)
• Maintain harvest levels at a consistent rate (FMP manages for the forest, not for the
markets)
• Look for opportunities for flexibility to address market conditions
Recreation and Access
Yellow paper notes:
• maintain road and trail access (in safe, usable condition);
• increase access to water routes – parking areas and portage routes;
• more hiking trails;
• allow for recreational activities in the forest (consumptive and non-consumptive); a
forest which is road accessible for mechanized travel;
• less garbage in the bush.
Flip chart notes:
• Ensure portage/all trails are kept clear of debris (during active management)
• Integrate roads location with desired future recreation and other users
• Road use strategies need to address multiple objectives
• Minimize bureaucracy *Streamline*!
Socio-Economics Presentation and Discussion (Bruce Summerby)
• education and opportunity; jobs and business; biomass/bioenergy; wood; recreation
and access
• Robert: explained the Forest Guardianship Program; also expressed concern re.
access to unceded land (don’t want licensees to access the timber through private
land); private landowner can gate the new road and block access
• Alf V: the bottom line is the cost; logger will choose the cheapest route
• Gilbert: fuelwood: how do you get into those blocks (in Madawaska Highlands) to
access fuelwood?
5. Wrap up & next steps
• the notes from the three groups will be typed up by Alison, Krista and Tania and
brought back to the Planning Team for further discussion; we’ll also have a follow up
session with the LCAC.
Bike Rack (aka parking lot)
• “outside the box” thinking required for forest management -> innovation
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Forest management planning is surrogate for land use planning – how does this
relate to forest?
More selective harvesting (note: need to define selective)
More old growth or large trees and canopy along roads (note: this is an operational
strategy)
Increase Markets and Technology (increase uses)

DBFM meeting adjourned 4:00 pm.
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Appendix 3
Summary of Consultation
and Alterations to the HCVF Report Ver 2.0

Consultation on the Version 2.0 Report
Version 2.0 was provided to the Pembroke MNR District MNR for a focused review by the MNR
Species at Risk Biologist and the District Ecologist. This was followed up with a meeting
between the report author and the District Ecologist where the report author was advised that
the NHIC 2009 species listing of species of special conservation concern was not up-to-date.
The District Ecologist provided his own listing of the Vascular Plants of Renfrew County Ontario.
The assessment of plants of special conservation concern was updated to reflect the new
information.

Version 2.0 was also provided to the Algonquin communities through the MNR liaison. No
comments have been received.

CMC Ecological Consulting
tom@tomclark.ca

1150 Golden Beach Rd., Bracebridge, Ontario, Canada P1L 1W8
SKYPE: tomclark.ca website:www.tomclark.ca
tel:705 645 2580

fax:705 645 8589

10 April 2012
Alf Van Dyke, R.P.F. ED
Ottawa Valley Forest
195 Brazeau Rd.,
Pembroke, ON K8A 6W4
Canada
RE: Review of HCVF Assessment for the license forest area of Ottawa Valley Forest.
Alf,
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Ottawa Valley Forest HCV assessment.
1
I have attached an electronic copy of this review, my CV, the HCV Resource Network process which I
have used as guidance in preparing this review.

As mentioned above I use the review process described by the HCV Resource Network Technical Panel,
but this review is not conducted under their auspices, or their oversight. The opinions are solely mine.
The HCV RN document is described as a means:
• To provide HCV practitioners with a checklist of the key elements which should be covered in an
HCV report
• To support reviewers in assessing the key elements of an HCV report,
• To facilitate the discussion of key findings of an HCV report, and
• To ensure that reviews of HCV reports are consistent and comparable across different
applications of the HCV approach.
The review follows Checklist C of that document, (parts 6.3 and 8.1 are not applicable -- related to land
conversion) and are for a process that is following a credible natural resource certification scheme, FSC
in this case.
Overall, I found your report to be well researched and well written. It is a good quality HCV assessment.
The process for consultation appears to be robust. I have made a number of recommendations.
The extensive use of the Forest Management Planning Process, and the Guidance documents such as
the OMNR Stand and Site Guide (2010) provide a strong science background and source of expertise, as
required in the FSC standard. The data sources are clearly stated in most cases.
I identified three “major” issues. All of these are easily addressed but are required to meet the standard.
First the exact citation for the HCV Framework needs to be provided. This had no material effect on the
assessment but can be critical because there are differing framework versions with different words. This
is a problem because currently the Great Lakes Standard is not accredited. Second, providing copies of
the HCV assessment to regional, provincial stakeholders is required. Often these stakeholders cannot
respond due to capacity issues, but they need to be informed of this exercise. Third, maps need to be
provided either online, or in some electronic or paper form; they were not critical to this review, but will no
doubt be reviewed during your audit.
A number of minor issues are identified that may help to improve the document. Some of these are:
1

Reviewing High Conservation Value reports. HCV Resource Network guidance for peer reviews of HCV
assessment reports ‐ Version 2.1 September 2010. http://www.hcvnetwork.org/resources/hcv‐network‐
governance/Guidance%20on%20HCV%20assessment%20reviews%20‐%20Version%202.1‐
%20updated%20September%202010.pdf
(verified Feb 2012)

The connection between the Precautionary approach (FSC Standard) and Effectiveness Monitoring
(Appendix 5) needs to be improved. A better and simpler explanation of the precautionary Principle in
the Ontario context is provided in the review below. Currently the report does not fully explain how the
precautionary approach is fulfilled in a practical sense, although the answer does lie in Appendix 5.
Monitoring plans do exist but are not described in this report. Ideally a brief description of the monitoring
approach would be included. In lieu of detailed monitoring plans, a link to the specific expert for each
HCV with exact contact is acceptable. These will in most cases be government experts, although in
some cases these may be stakeholder representatives for social values. This is useful for audit
purposes.
For reference purposes for your auditors, my level of effort in preparing this review was 8 hours. I have
examined the process carefully. My assessment of the management plans and monitoring plans is only
to ensure that the plan is in place, as I did not go beyond the information provided to me for this review.
The recommendations will bring the report into line with the current application of the HCV concept, as I
understand it and as it is described in the HCV Resource Network guidance document cited above. The
recommendations should not be interpreted as “not in conformance” in the FSC audit sense.
Again, thank you for the opportunity.

Sincerely,

Tom Clark
Attachments:
Electronic copy of this review
HCV RN review guide
CV for Tom Clark

TOM CLARK, B. SC., M. SC.
PROFILE
Tom is a senior consulting ecologist focused on wildlife
ecology and forest management. Tom has been involved
with forest policy and management auditing, with the
Independent Forest Audit (IFA) process in Ontario, and
with Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) certification
process in the U.S. and Canada. He graduated from the
University of Ottawa (1976 B.Sc. Biology) and the
University of Guelph (1979 M.Sc. Zoology). For copies of
Tom’s work and CV see his Website: www.tomclark.ca.

CMC ECOLOGICAL
CONSULTING
For copies of Tom’s work and CV
Website: www.tomclark.ca
SKYPE: tomclark.ca
Telephone: (705) 645 2580
Fax: (705) 645 8589
E-mail: tom@tomclark.ca
1150 Golden Beach Rd.
Bracebridge, Ontario
P1L 1W8

Tom has completed 20 Forest Stewardship Council full
assessments, and many annual audits, in Ontario, Quebec,
British Columbia, Manitoba, and the states of New York
and Pennsylvania, using various FSC standards. He has been lead auditor for SMARTWOOD on 10
assessments. As a forest ecologist he was part of the SMARTWOOD audit team for Haliburton
Forest, the first Forest Stewardship Council certification in Canada. He also completed work for
BVQI.
He has been forest ecologist, consultation auditor and planning analyst on 25 Independent Forest
Audits using the Ontario IFA protocol. In 2001, and again in 2006, he was part of a team of
consultants that reviewed the government independent forest audit system for the Ontario
Ministry of Natural Resources.
Tom has a strong public forest policy background. He has been a member of the Deputy
Minister’s (MNR) advisory committee for forests (Provincial Forest Policy Committee) for 10
years. He was also on the Minister’s Advisory Committee for the Endangered Species Act
(2007). Appointed by the Minister of Natural Resources as a member of the Comprehensive
Forest Policy Panel (Nov 1991 to March 1993), the four person group co-authored Diversity:
Forests, People, Communities, which was the framework for developing public forest policy in
Ontario. After broad public consultation, the principles and strategic directions in this document
were adopted as Ontario government policy in 1994, and formed the basis for the new Crown
Forest Sustainability Act (1994).
He is on the Board of Directors for WESTWIND FOREST STEWARDSHIP, a non-profit community
based forest management company holding the Sustainable Forest License for the French Severn
Forest. This company is an example of a modern tenure model in Ontario. Tom was also
WESTWIND’S first Chair. This 550,000 ha forest licence was the first large public forest FSC
certified in Canada. On the other side of the spectrum, he also sits on the Board of CPAWS
Wildlands.
Tom has a great interest in working on “High Conservation Value Forest”, and is on the technical
panel for the HCV Resource Network (Oxford). This concept has been involved in conserving
special places in the world. He is particularly proud of the six HCV reports he completed for
forest companies in Ontario and Saskatchewan for both Boreal and Great Lakes Forest types. He
authored an analysis of the Ontario HCVF status for WWF Canada.

Tom was a member of the team that reviewed and provided recommendations on future direction
of Ontario’s forest management guides. This comprehensive review of all of the operational and
environmental manuals used to implement forestry on crown land in Ontario was completed in
2000, and still serves as the strategic direction for the guides.
Tom has successfully completed the ISO 14001 training course for lead auditors. Tom is an
experienced facilitator, particularly with public participation related to forest management
planning. He was an instructor in the Forest Management Planning courses for OMNR.
Also for OMNR Tom was the original developer of the wildlife component of the Strategic Forest
Management Model for forecasting timber supply effects on wildlife. This computer model is
used as the timber supply model for forest management planning in Ontario.
Tom authored "Timber Supply and Endangered Spaces" - A World Wildlife Fund discussion
paper (1995) based on personal interviews with numerous forest managers and planners in New
Brunswick, British Columbia and Ontario.
Tom also has a record of peer reviewed scientific publications, including a number in the area of
contaminant dynamics in birds. A partial list follows the list of recent reports and audits.

SELECTED PUBLICATIONS AND REPORTS

Copies of some reports are available from Tom’s website at www.tomclark.ca .

1. Williams, J., T. Clark and C. Wedeles. 2010. Revitalizing Ontario’s Forest Tenure System:
Foundation for a 21st Century Forest Economy. Jeremy. Ivey Foundation, version 4. 64 pp.
www.tomclark.ca/tenure

2. Corlett, A, T. Clark, M. Penner. In prep. Discussion Paper: Alternative Approaches to
Afforestation. Trees Ontario. http://www.tomclark.ca/home .
3. Endangered Species Act Review Advisory Panel. 2006. Report of the Endangered Species Act
Review Advisory Panel: Recommendations for Ontario’s New Endangered Species Act. Ontario
Ministry of Natural resources. 39 pp.
4. Senes Consulting, CMC Consulting, et al. 2006. Review of the Independent Forest Audit.
http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/Forests/2ColumnSubPage/STEL02_167063.html

5. Forest Policy Panel. 1994. Policy Framework for Sustainable Forests. OMNR.
http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/Forests/Publication/199760.html
6.

Clark, T. and R Burkhardt. 2009. High Conservation Value Forest in the Mistik FMA Area: An
assessment of forest values and their conservation in the Mistik FMA area from a global, national,
and regional perspective based on the Forest Stewardship Council’s Principle 9. Version 1.4 2009
June 1. with files from: Ecomark Ltd., Bandaloop Landscape-Ecosystems, Alpha Wildlife
Research and Management Ltd. Mistik Management Ltd. http://www.mistik.ca/index.htm or
http://www.tomclark.ca/high-conservation-values----a-practical-approach/high-conservation-values

7. Clark, T. and A. Hayes. 2007. Comparison of High Conservation Value Forest Assessment,
Management and Monitoring for Sustainable Forest Licenses in Ontario. For: WWF-Canada. 29
pp.
8. Clark, T. 2006. High Conservation Value Forest in the French Severn SFL: An assessment of
forest values and their conservation in the French Severn SFL from a global, regional and local
perspective based on the Forest Stewardship Council’s Principle 9. For Westwind Forest
Stewarship Inc. (Vers 1.3) 68 pp. http://www.westwindforest.ca/pdf/hcvf_report_2006oct24_v1-1-3.pdf

Review of Assessment for the license forest area of Ottawa Valley Forest
report by Alf Van Dyke, R.P.F., Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.
1. Executive summary of the document
In this section the review evaluates:
a) Are the key findings clearly presented and summarized?
b) Does the summary accurately reflect the findings and recommendations of the main
document?
Findings: The Executive Summary contains a clear accurate presentation of the findings of the
assessment. It includes a summary of the designated HCVs on the forest.
The first link, which is for the FSC P&Cs, did not work.
This is a problem occurring in the PDF conversion. Acrobat is truncating long URLs that wrap and also
will not transfer hyperlinks in the footnotes. All hyperlinks have now been embedded in body of text and
URLs have been tied to text as opposed to being used directly as hyperlinks. Links are verified.
AVD Ver. 2.1
The ES also provides a reference to the Woodmark standard, which is the auditor’s checklist. Our review
found that this checklist does not contain the actual HCV framework, only a summary page copied from
the Great Lakes St. Lawrence (GLSL) draft standard. Because the GLSL draft standard is not
accredited, most GLSL HCV reports actually use the HCV framework from the Boreal Standard, Appendix
5. This is an accredited Canadian standard that covers the area adjacent to the GLSL Forest. The HCV
framework presents the elements of the assessment in the form of detailed questions. The wording of
these elements is important, especially for guidance, and therefore the report should cite the actual
source document.
The OVF report uses wording which appears to follow the Boreal Standard. The HCV report does
correctly cite the framework elements correctly and so this reference error does not? materially affect the
content.
This report is based on the direction from Woodmark the certifying body which sent me to the 2007 Field
Tested Draft GLSL standard and framework. The wording is virtually the same as the Boreal version (still
identified as Draft in the accredited Boreal Standard), but item 10 has been moved from Category 3 to
item 8 under Category 2. The assessment remains materially the same. AVD Ver. 2.1

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

Identify the actual source for the HCV Framework elements in the executive summary, and in the body of
the report.

2. Scope of the assessment
In this section the review evaluates:
a) Is the assessment area and surrounding landscape clearly defined?
b) Is there a basic summary of the company and its operations in the area?
c) Are the impact and scale of proposed operations adequately described?
Findings: The “scope” of the OVF report is covered in the Introduction, which is subdivided into sections
on Purpose and various other descriptions of the forest estate and its administration. This is helpful
background. It provides summary answers to all three questions.

Note the issue identified above (Section 1) regarding the appropriate HCV framework should also be
clarified in this section
The purpose is closely focused on the need to address Corrective Action Requests from the auditor. No
doubt this is true. However, there is a higher level purpose which the manager also addressing in
management of values. The regulatory framework of Ontario has been designed, at some political cost,
to ensure that special values are carefully conserved for future generations. OVF Inc. is a major part of
that higher purpose in the Ottawa Valley. That could be included in the Purpose statement. The
managers deserve some credit for the overall SFM policy.
There is a careful description of the Defined Forest Area, and an excellent map.
the FMP is provided.

The online reference to

The specific mandate of the HCV report could be clarified. The Forest Management Plan and the 5 year
operating plan are clearly referenced in the HCV report. The HCV report comes from a separate process
and is not regulatory, but rather voluntary.
The description of purpose has been revised. AVD Ver. 2.1
There is no widespread land conversion occurring, although this is not stated in the HCV report, it would
be clear in the FMP. In the international HCV context, this is sometimes an issue. Not describing that
here is not an issue.
Development of the Graphite Mine on the Bisset Creek Road is being proposed. The area affected over
the next 20 years is not likely to be significant, but this will be addressed in the next update, along with
any impacts arising from the Algonquin Land Claim. AVD

Issues: None
•
•

Minor

Major

N/A

Author could clarify the higher conservation purpose of HCV management, as well as the strictly audit
to manage them.
Suggest noting that land conversion is a negligible impact on the DFA

3. Wider landscape context and significance of the assessed area
In this section the review evaluates:
a) Is the wider landscape convincingly and adequately described?
b) Are the key social and biological features of the wider landscape clearly described?

Findings: The auditor’s checklist requires the manager to “coordinate its conservation efforts with those
of the neighboring HCVF landowners/managers.” As a result, OVF Inc has developed a procedure to
inform adjacent landowners of HCVs that are known to extend onto their and extends an invitation to
provide advice on how these values can be protected (Appendix 1).
The HCV review should describe the wider landscape “convincingly and adequately”. The current report
provides this description. As well the very extensive and publicly available FMP does this in great detail.

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

4. HCV assessment process including consultation processes
4.1 Composition and qualifications of the assessment team
In this section the review evaluates:
a) Was there adequate access to relevant expertise to assess biological and social values?
Findings: The FMP process provides the backbone of values assessment on the forest. The preparation
of the HCV assessment was conducted by the Manager, an RPF, based on the FMP which was prepared
with the assistance of a Planning Team, which is comprised of a range of experts including biologists and
planners. The Planning Team has resources to examine non timber values.
The list of experts that participated in the values assessment during the FMP is provided at the front of
the FMP itself. This is not clearly referenced in the HCV report. It should be referenced or included as an
Appendix.
The planning team, advisors, reviewers etc. have been referenced in the text and listed in Appendix 2.
AVD Ver. 2.1

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

List or link to a list of members of the assessment team

4.2. Data sources and data collection methodologies
In this section the review evaluates:
a) Are data sources and data collection methodologies clearly described or referenced and
summarized (and presented in annexes if appropriate), and are they adequate to identify
HCVs?
b) Were reasonable efforts made to fill gaps in the data, proportionate to the impact and scale of
the operations?
Findings: Data sources are described in Table 2 for each value assessed as well as other information.
For each species or value description, a status, occurrence, threat and management is briefly presented.
We found the descriptions to be appropriate in length, bearing in mind much more information is available
through links and in the FMP.
Several S1,S2,S3 plants were added after further consultation with Daryl Coulson, District Ecologist,
Pembroke MNR. Daryl’s list has been referenced as an information source. AVD Ver. 2.1
Often for species information, the source is a higher level listing, such as COSEWIC, COSSARO, IUCN.
For non biological values, Table 2 provides a short summary of the information and some connection with
the appropriate source. For example, for wetlands the connection with the Provincial Wetland Evaluation
System is appropriate. For aboriginal values, to the extent possible, the Native Background Report and
Identification of Values is prepared by the Algonquin people. This is included as an appendix.
Overall the reporting of data sources is adequate for a large forest such as OVF.
The FMP process requires that gaps in the values be filled when possible. Some resources are provided
for this. We did not evaluate the thoroughness of the effort to fill gaps.

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

4.3. Consultation processes
In this section the review evaluates consultation for identification, management and monitoring:
a. Were relevant stakeholders appropriately consulted?
b. Is this documented in a verifiable manner?
c. Were their views or the information they provided incorporated into the relevant process?
Findings: The consultation process used by OVF Inc had four components. The “Broad Consultation”,
the main component, was mainly based on the FMP consultation process. The FMP process meets the
basic needs of an HCV consultation assuming that special values are specifically addressed, and
respondents are aware of the opportunity to provide comment about these. This process met the tests for
appropriateness, verifiability, and documentation. The contacts are listed as Appendices, and contain
enough information to show the respondents have been fairly consulted and feedback provided. The list
is verifiable.
Appendix 1 -- Minutes from the “Desired Forest and Benefits Meeting or “Setting the stage for
strategic analysis”
Appendix 2: Meetings With Stakeholders/Interested Parties -- Included dates of meetings and
submissions.
Each of the instruments and guiding documents of the FMP have been subjected to thorough expert
participation in their development and review.
The list of experts is not included in the report, nor is there a specific reference to the list. This is
available in the first pages of the FMP. There may be other experts consulted that are not mentioned in
the FMP, including possibly aboriginal experts. The HCV report should make the list available either by a
clear reference or possibly by including it as an Appendix.
Focused review by regional and provincial stakeholders, step 3 of consultation, has not been completed
(or is not documented). We note that in most cases these stakeholders do not reply due to capacity
issues. However providing them with the opportunity to comment is essential.
Related to this, Appendix 3, “Summary of Consultation and Alterations to the HCVF Report” is empty, as
the process is not complete.

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

Major: Provide copies to regional and provincial stakeholders for review
Minor: Complete Appendix 3 “Summary of Consultation and Alterations to the HCVF Report”; this should
include a link to the experts that were directly consulted as part of the FMP.

Ver. 2.1 of the report has been forwarded to the following:
David Pearce
John McDonnell
Anne Bell
Brennain Lloyd

Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society
Canadian Parks and wilderness Society – Ottawa Valley
Ontario Nature
Northwatch

The planning team, advisors, reviewers etc. have been referenced in the text and listed in Appendix 2.
This review has been included in Appendix 3. Any comments received by the regional and provincial
stakeholders listed above will added and published as Ver 2.2 of this report.
AVD Ver. 2.1

5. Identification, location and status of each HCV
5.1. Addressing all six HCVs
In this section the review evaluates how the report assesses the individual 19 elements
Findings:
Cat 1 (A) Element 1: The assessment of SAR was quite thorough. Use of PHCV (possible HCV) is
appropriate to minimize the amount of documentation.
Presenting the assessment in a Table works well.
The use of the MNR Stand and Site Guide (2010 November) is appropriate and required, and ensures
very comprehensive science background is available.
The managers have also included Non-SAR species, which are designated as HCVs.
Element 2: The report identifies no endemic species. Appropriate.
Element 3: Seasonal concentrations are often identified in Ontario. For example, deer wintering areas,
Heronries are normally assessed here. In this case, these concentration areas are addressed in A4
(element 4). Arguably they fit in 3. A cross reference to avoid confusion would be helpful.
A cross reference has been added. AVD Ver. 2.1
Element 4: Choices of HCV are discussed. Manager discretion has been used appropriately. In some
cases the source of the information for the decision is not referenced. Assume this means the source is
the MNR Stand and Site Guide. A statement to the effect could be made.
The source has been referenced. AVD Ver. 2.1
Element 5: Appropriate
Element 6: Appropriate. Some managers defer identifying protected Areas as HCVs because they are
not part of the license but it is more appropriate to call them HCVs and address any management
concerns, which are normally small.
Cat 2 (B) - Element 7: Large Landscape Level Forests (LLLF) is addressed appropriately here, given the
long history of human use.
Cat 3 (C) - Element 8: A single rare ecosystem is assessed, following NHIC designation. Old growth,
certain wetlands, and other rare ecosystems could be identified here. By identifying old growth in the
next element instead, the effect is the same. Comments in another review identified red cedar barrens
and rich fens. These should be identified, but no prescription would be required.
Element 9: Appropriate. The old growth situation is discussed in a straight forward and brief manner.
Decisions are justified and locally appropriate.
Element 10: The discussion of fragmentation appears to follow Element 9 (C2). Appears to have been
omitted however the discussion in CB2 seems to cover this discussion. It is possibly an error in the title.
This confusion is the result of using the GLSL version of the Framework which places the large landscape
level forest element as the second element of Category 2(B). No change. AVD Ver. 2.1
There is no mention of Enhanced Management Areas or the Madawaska Land Use Planning Area in this
category. Although already discussed in A6, it should also be cross referenced here. These are
designated under the Crown Land Atlas. They could be in either 10 or 11.

Element 11: Sites with unique or exceptional ecological characteristics -- See note above. Enhanced
Management Areas or the Madawaska Land Use Planning Area may fit in here. Alison Luke commented
that there are some designated areas that could be included.
Added EMA E41n under A6 as HCVF. MHLUP is not a unique area, but the ANSIs within are, and are
now cross-referenced to A.6. AVD Ver. 2.1
The author should re-examine this area to sort out the headings.
This confusion is the result of using the GLSL version of the Framework which places the large landscape
level forest element as the second element of Category 2(B). No change. AVD Ver. 2.1
Cat 4 (D) - Element 12: Appropriate.
Element 13: Appropriate. Although there are likely a large number of wetlands that have not been
evaluated, the manager cannot be responsible for these. Normal operations have reasonable
restrictions. If in future other PSWs are identified the list should be updated.
Element 14: Appropriate. Erosion would be an HCV in some areas such as BC where slides are common
and engineering is required to predict risk. There is not much risk of large scale erosion causing
sustainability issues.
Element 15: Appropriate.
Element 16: Appropriate.
Cat 5 (E) Element 17: The managers have taken appropriate position with regard to the Algonquin Land
claim. The managers state “Specifics about lands or values of interest to the Algonquin communities are
not expected to be disclosed until the AIP is in place, and therefore are not available for consideration as
HCV at this time. It is expected that the implementation agreement will provide direction on the
relationship between forest management on the Ottawa Valley Forest and Algonquin interests, as well as
any potential designation of HCVF.”
Conclusion of the Land Claim would mean the HCV report should be updated. As Alison Liuke points out,
there are known aboriginal values that would not be difficult to determine. Manager has the prerogative
to leave them out under the circumstances.
Cat 6 (F) Element 18: Appropriate.
Element 19: Appropriate.

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

Element 10 (C3 or 4?) appears to have been omitted.
There is no mention of Enhanced Management Areas or the Madawaska Land Use Planning Area in this
category. It should fit in 10 or 11.
Headings around Element 11 may need to be sorted out.

5.2. Data quality
In this section the review evaluates:
a. Whether data is detailed, recent and complete enough to make informed decisions on HCVs.
b. Is the precautionary principle appropriately invoked in the use of data?

Findings: The managers appear to have found the best available data sources. Future editions could
include direct links to sources when possible. The reliance on the FMP means that the reader can
access more information if required. The intent of an HCV report is to avoid having to read the entire
FMP document to find specific information about values. FMPs have a difficult format with scattered
information about values throughout. This was not cited as an issue, but it would be an opportunity for
improvement.
The precautionary principle, in the Ontario and Canadian context means that once a value is identified
and a prescription made, monitoring must ensure the management is effective. This is done both
through compliance monitoring and actual effectiveness monitoring for the value. The link to Appendix 5
(Effectiveness Monitoring) is not very apparent in the report text. Following extensive Environmental
Assessment requirements, “Effectiveness Monitoring” is part of the provincial SFM system. The author
should include a brief explanation of how monitoring and review of Guidelines occurs in Ontario. The
Provincial OMNR website discusses this for the Provincial Forest Technical Committee. It is an important
element in meeting the FSC requirement.
New text describing the application of the precautionary approach has been added as section 1.4.3. The
discussion of effectiveness monitoring in Section 3.0 has been expanded, and appended section from
Stand and Site Guide has been removed.. AVD Ver. 2.1

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

The author should include a brief explanation of how monitoring and review of Guidelines occurs in
Ontario. The Provincial website discusses this for the Provincial Forest Technical Committee.
An opportunity for improvement would be to use more direct links to data sources, rather than relying on
the FMP.

5.3. Reference to HCV toolkits
Findings: The toolkit used is not clearly referenced as discussed above in Scope. The version and date
of the standard is not referenced. There link to the document is not made. The Woodmark reference
does not contain the actual framework.
The best source is the HCVF National Framework (Appendix 5 in the FSC Boreal Standard). This is a
minor concern but as documents age, and standards change, this becomes confusing. This reference
may only be in the executive summary. It should also go in the scope.
The framework from the 2007 GLSL Draft Standard has been cited in the Executive Summary and in
Section 2.1. AVD Ver. 2.1

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

Provide a Link to the HCV Framework (which should be cited in the Scope), including version number.

5.4. Decision on HCV status
In this section the review evaluates whether the HCV decisions are clear
Findings: The decisions are clear. The use of Possible HCV is appropriate, consistent with the HCV
Resource Network approach.
There are a few elements where there may be some additional HCV identified. However, these do not
appear to be at risk from forestry operations, so the concern was identified as minor.

The HCVs seem to be identified precisely. In some reports, the HCV is described too broadly, causing
unwarranted monitoring, or other confusion. In this report this is not a problem (guided as it is by the
FMP and the Stand and Site Guide).

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

One issue was identified in a previous section.

5.5. Mapping decisions
In this section the review evaluates how the report provides maps of HCVs, incuding the
protection of maps for values that are confidential.
Findings: Maps of HCVs will be provided in Appendix 6. No information deemed confidential by the MNR
or by Aboriginal communities will be published.
There were no maps available for this review and they were not accessible online. In many cases the
online maps at www.appefmp.mnr.gov.on.ca/eFMP/home.do?language=en are suitable for HCV
reporting. It will be important in the FSC assessment to have links to the maps. Typically HCV
assessments provide mapping either in the report, or online. PDF maps are small enough to be available
online. This may be part of the FMP and operating plan.

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

The lack of maps is identified as major, although this will be easily corrected. Maps should be linked to
specific elements of the framework.
Maps are done. The complete document will be posted to the OVFI website; however, confidential values
cannot be posted, eliminating public access to the majority of HCVFs. The certifying body (Woodmark) is
aware of the MNR’s policy on classified values and is aware that MNR maintains and provides this data to
OVFI on an ongoing basis, ensuring that values are protected. AVD Ver. 2.1

6. Management of HCVs
6.1. Assessment of threats or risks to each HCV within the landscape context
In this section the review evaluates how the report assesses threats or risks from current or
planned management activities to each HCV within the assessment area identified.
Findings: There is an assessment of risk for each value within the DFA. This is done briefly but
appropriately in the assessment Table 2.

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

6.2. Do proposed management plans adequately maintain or enhance HCVs?
It is beyond the scope of this review to determine if the plans are adequate. We reviewed a summary of
the prescriptions.

The regulatory framework for Species at Risk ensures there is a reasonably funded process for managing
and monitoring SAR. Other prescriptions appear to be appropriate. Beyond this comment it is difficult to
assess this question.

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

6.3. Protection of HCVs from land use conversion
Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

7. Monitoring of HCVs
7.1. Are monitoring plans clearly described?
In this section the review evaluates whether methodologies are clearly described and appropriate
to meet stated objectives?
Findings: There was no detailed discussion of effectiveness monitoring plans. Monitoring plans do exist
but are not described in this report. Ideally a brief description of the monitoring approach would be
included. In lieu of detailed monitoring plans, a link to the actual experts responsible for the plans is an
adequate level of documentation. This needs to be fairly specific (names of individuals and contact
information, not just branches of government).

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

Manager should either provide a brief summary of effectiveness monitoring or detailed contact
information for experts responsible for effectiveness monitoring

7.2. Are monitoring plans adequate?
In this section the review evaluates whether monitoring plan adequately deal with significant
changes arising from management operations or likely external threats/risks to HCVs
Findings: There was no link in the report to the detailed management and monitoring strategies. As
stated above, an exact contact for each of the HCV experts responsible for monitoring is the best
approach. These will in most cases be government experts, although in some cases these may be
stakeholder representatives for social values. The manager is not directly responsible for all of the
monitoring, so they should list the parties responsible in the report. This is useful for audit purposes.

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

A link to or contact information for contact person for HCV monitoring should be provided. Specifically
identify the experts name or at least the position responsible

Section 3 on monitoring has been expanded. AVD Ver. 2.1

7.3. Are plans for a regular review of data built in to the management and monitoring plan
In this section the review evaluates how the report will be updated in future.
Findings: A review process is included in the report. This is done on an as needed basis dependent on
relatively major events such as an update to the FMP. This meets the conventional practice in Ontario.

Issues: None

Minor

Major

N/A

8. Responsible management of other conservation values
8.1. Conversion of nonHCV ecosystems
Issues: None
Minor
Major
N/A
8.2. Responsible management of other conservation Values
Minor
Major
N/A
Issues: None

Part 2
Ex Summ
Ex Summ

Suggestions Notes
OVF errata email Ginseng omitted
This may be the only ref to the Framework? HCV Framework needs a link and a
reference and a version number.

Disclaimer:
“This review was conducted by Tom Clark in good faith on the basis of information provided by OVF. Mr.
Clark can take no responsibility for the accuracy of information provided by OVFI (the reviewee) and
cannot be held liable in any way for any damage or loss resulting from the use or interpretation of this
review by OVFI or any third party. “

Acronyms
HCV

High Conservation Value

HCV RN

HCV Resource Network

OVF

Ottawa Valley Forest

FMP

Forest Management Plan

FSC

Forest Stewardship Council

GLSL

Great Lakes St. Lawrence

SFM

Sustainable Forest Management

DFA

Defined Forest Area

RPF

Registered Professional Forester

COSEWIC

Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada

COSSARO

Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario

IUCN

International Union For the Conservation of Nature

LLLF

Large Landscape Level Forests (LLLF

Appendix 4
Management Prescriptions for HCVF

Appendix 4
Management Prescriptions for HCVF

Provincially Significant Wetlands
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 55‐58.

Exception

PSW

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Wetlands or wetland complexes identified as
provincially significant based on the
Ontario Wetland Evaluation System.
Harvest, renewal and tending operations may
be permitted within the PSW subject to the
completion of an individual Environmental
Impact Study (EIS), and subsequent review
and approval by MNR. Any operations would
be subject to the conditions of the EIS
approval and be documented as a site
specific prescription.

Direction applies to sites identified by
MNR prior to, or during, operations.
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of the delineated Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) and a Modified Management Zone (MMZ) measured from the edge of the
wetland; total AOC = PSW + 120 m.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending:
Additional direction for operations adjacent to aquatic and wetland features can be found in CRO‐01 and CRO‐21, Section 4.2.2.2 of the FMP
text.
MMZ: 0‐120 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are permitted within the AOC only if they retain RESIDUAL FOREST and will not result in direct
damage to vegetation within the PSW or deposition of sediment within the PSW.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 10

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Bald Eagle Nests/Nest Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

Bald Eagle nests and nesting habitat within
400 m. Nests known or suspected to have
been occupied at least once within the past
5 years (i.e., active nests), unless the
nest and all associated nests within the
nesting area have been documented as
unoccupied for ≥3 consecutive years, in
which case the nest is considered inactive.
When ≥2 active nests occur in sufficiently
close proximity to be considered part of the
nesting area of an individual pair, the nest
with
i h the
h most recent k
known or suspected
d
history of occupancy within this nesting
area is the primary nest; the other active
nest(s) is (are) considered alternate nests.

Yes

Source

OMNR,
, 2010. Forest Management
g
Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 62‐67,
Glossary pages 203‐211.

Exception

BAEA‐P
BAEA‐A
BAEA‐I

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

When inventory data are insufficient to
determine which nest in a nesting area has
been most recently occupied, the nest in the
best condition is considered the primary
nest.
(Direction applies to nests known before
and found during operations. Habituated
nests may qualify for less restrictive
prescriptions with written approval from
the MNR biologist)

Table FMP-10 -- 14

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Bald Eagle Nests/Nest Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10
AOC
ID
BAEA‐P
BAEA‐A
BAEA‐I

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
(Page 2)
Operational Prescription:
Total AOC radius ranges from 100 to 400 m depending on whether the nest is primary, alternate, or inactive.
the nest tree. The AOC consists of a Reserve and a Modified Management Zone (MMZ).

AOC distances are measured from

BAEA‐P ‐‐ Primary Nest AOC
Reserve: 0 – 100 m
• Harvest is not permitted *.
• Renewal and tending operations must retain MATURE FOREST with relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60%*; canopy openings not to exceed
individual tree crowns.
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT operations are not permitted from February 15 to August 15, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
MMZ1: 100‐200 m
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT operations are not permitted from February 15 to August 15, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations must retain MATURE FOREST with relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60%*; canopy openings not to
exceed individual tree crowns. Harvest is not permitted if initial CANOPY CLOSURE is < 60%*.
*If accidental harvest that retains CANOPY CLOSURE <60% occurs within 200 m of a
unharvested forest equivalent to the area harvested will be retained, preferably
nest.
MMZ2: 200 – 400 m
• HIGH IMPACT operations are not permitted from February 15 to August 15, except
and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
• Regular harvest is permitted subject to residual pattern requirements (CRO‐16,

Table FMP-10 -- 15

primary
p
y nest p
prior to its discovery,
y, an additional p
patch of
attached to the remaining unharvested forest surrounding the
in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified
Section 4.2.2.2 of the FMP text).

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Bald Eagle Nests/Nest Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10
AOC
ID
BAEA‐P
BAEA‐A
BAEA‐I

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
(Page 3)
BAEA‐A

‐‐ Alternate Nest AOC

MMZ1: 0‐100 m
• Harvest is not permitted*.
• Renewal and tending operations must retain MATURE FOREST with relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60%; canopy openings not to exceed
individual tree crowns.
MMZ2: 100‐200 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations must retain MATURE FOREST with relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60%*; canopy openings not to
exceed individual tree crowns. Harvest is not permitted if initial CANOPY CLOSURE is <60%*
* If accidental harvest that retains CANOPY CLOSURE <60% occurs within 200 m of an alternate nest prior to its discovery, an additional patch
of unharvested forest equivalent to the area harvested will be retained, preferably attached to the remaining unharvested forest surrounding
the nest.

BAEA‐I

‐‐ Inactive Nest AOC

Reserve: 0 – 20 m
• Harvest is not permitted.
• Renewal
R
l and
d t
tending
di
operations
ti
must
t retain
t i MATURE FOREST with
ith relatively
l ti l uniform
if
CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60%;
≥60% canopy openings
i
not
t t
to exceed
d
individual tree crowns.
MMZ2: 20‐100 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations must retain MATURE FOREST with relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60%; canopy openings not to
exceed individual tree crowns. Harvest is not permitted if initial CANOPY CLOSURE is <60%.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 16

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Great Blue Heron Colonies
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

Great Blue Heron Colonies
(Direction applies to all colonies occupied
before or found during operations.
Habituated nests may qualify for less
restrictive prescriptions with written
approval from the MNR biologist.)

Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 72 ‐ 75,
Glossary pages 203 ‐ 211.

Exception

GBH or
GBHI

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Operational Prescription:
The appropriate prescription is selected based on whether the nesting colony is active or inactive. The AOC distances are measured from the
peripheral nests of the colony. Total AOC radius = 300 m.
GBH ‐‐ Active Colonies
MMZ1: 0‐75 m
•Harvest is not permitted.
•Renewal and tending operations are not permitted from March 15 to July 31 if nests are occupied*.
•Renewal and tending operations must retain MATURE FOREST structure with relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60% and any potential nest,
perch, or roost site trees.
* Except in extraordinary circumstances as specified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

Table FMP-10 -- 21

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Great Blue Heron Colonies
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10
AOC
ID
GBH or
GBHI

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
(Page 2)
MMZ2: 75‐150 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations that retain MATURE FOREST with relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60% (canopy openings not to
exceed individual tree crowns) are permitted. Harvest is not permitted if initial CANOPY CLOSURE <60%.
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT activities are not permitted from March 15 to July 31 if nests are occupied*.
MMZ3: 150‐300 m
• If colony is > 4 nests, harvest that retains RESIDUAL FOREST is permitted. If colony is <4 nests, refer to Clearcut Harvest Layout Planning
in CRO‐17, Section 4.2.2.2.
• HIGH IMPACT activities are not permitted from March 15 to July 31 if nests are occupied*.
* Except in extraordinary circumstances as specified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

GBHI ‐‐ Inactive Colonies
MMZ: 0‐30 m
• Harvest is not permitted.
• Renewal and tending operations that do not knock down desired residual trees are permitted.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section
i
4.5.7 of
f the
h FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 22

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Northern Goshawk Nests/Nest Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 77 ‐ 81,
Glossary pages 203 ‐ 211.

Northern goshawk nests and nesting habitat
within 400 m
(Direction applies to nests known before
and found during operations. Habituated
nests may qualify for less restrictive
prescriptions with written approval from
the MNR biologist.)

Exception

NG, NGA,
NGI

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Operational Prescription:
The appropriate prescription is selected based on whether the nest is primary, alternate, or inactive. The AOC distances are measured from
the nest tree.
NG ‐‐ Primary Nest (400 m radius)
Reserve: 0‐50 m (or 0.8 ha)
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted. If accidental harvest occurs within 50 m of a nest, a 0.8 ha unharvested patch
as circular as possible (to minimize edge), will be retained as nesting habitat.
MMZ1: 50‐200 m (or 12 ha)
• MODERATE IMPACT activities are not permitted within 100 m of an occupied primary nest from March 15 to July 15.
• HIGH IMPACT activities are not permitted within 200 m of an occupied primary nest from March 15 to July 15.
• Operations that change the development stage or that create canopy gaps >0.1 ha are not permitted.
• 7 ha of MATURE FOREST will be retained with a relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥70% using dominant or co‐dominant trees; canopy openings
will not exceed individual tree crowns. Harvest is not permitted if the pre‐harvest stand condition has a CANOPY CLOSURE <70%.
• The remaining 5 ha of MATURE FOREST will be retained with a relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥50%. Harvest is not permitted if the pre‐
harvest condition has a CANOPY CLOSURE <50%.

Table FMP-10 -- 28

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Northern Goshawk Nests/Nest Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10
AOC
ID
NG, NGA,
NGI

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
(Page 2)
MMZ2: 200‐300 m (or 16 ha within 400 m)
• Suitable nesting habitat will be retained as either a 300 m radius circular area centered on the nest or as a contiguous irregularly shaped
16 ha patch within 400 m of the nest. If an irregular patch is used it should be configured to enclose adjacent alternate or inactive nests
whenever possible.
• MATURE FOREST will be retained with a relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥50% while keeping canopy gaps <0.1 ha in size. Harvest is not
permitted if the pre‐harvest stand condition has a CANOPY CLOSURE <50%.
NGA ‐‐ Alternate Nest (50 m radius or 0.8 ha)
Reserve: 0‐50 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted. If accidental harvest occurs within 50 m of a nest before discovery of the nest,
a 0.8 ha unharvested patch, as circular as possible (to minimize edge), will be retained as nesting habitat.

NGI ‐‐ Inactive Nest (20 m radius or 0.1 ha)
Modified: 0‐20 m
• If the nest is in good repair the nest tree will be retained in an unharvested RESIDUAL PATCH ≥20 m radius.
• If nest is confirmed to be in poor condition, the nest tree will be retained as a WILDLIFE TREE.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 29

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Osprey Stick Nest
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 63 ‐ 71,
Glossary pages 203 ‐ 211.

Exception

OS, OSA,
or OSI

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Stick nests built and/or occupied by osprey.
(Direction applies to all nests known
before, or found during, operations.
Habituated nests may qualify for less
restrictive prescriptions with written
approval from the MNR biologist)

Operational Prescription:
Total AOC radius ranges from 75 to 300 m depending on whether the nest is primary, alternate, or inactive.
the nest tree. The AOC consists of a Reserve and a Modified Management Zone (MMZ).

AOC distances are measured from

OS ‐‐ P
Primary
i
N
Nest
t
MMZ1: 0‐75 m
• Harvest is not permitted*.
• Renewal and tending operations are not permitted from April 1 to August 15 if nest is occupied, except in extraordinary circumstances as
specifically identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
• Renewal and tending operations must retain MATURE FOREST with relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60%; canopy openings not to exceed
individual tree crowns.
MMZ2: 75‐150 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations must retain MATURE FOREST with realtively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60%*; canopy openings not to
exceed individual tree crowns. Harvest is not permitted if initial CANOPY CLOSURE <60%*.
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT activities are not permitted from April 1 to August 15 if nest is occupied, except in extraordinary circumstances
as specifically identified and justified in the AWS or AWS revision.
* If accidental harvest that retains <60% CANOPY CLOSURE occurs within 150 m of a primary nest prior to a nest’s discovery, an additional
patch of unharvested forest equivalent to the area harvested will be retained, preferably attached to the remaining unharvested forest
surrounding the nest.

Table FMP-10 -- 32

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Osprey Stick Nest
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10
AOC
ID
OS, OSA,
or OSI

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
(Page 2)
MMZ3: 150‐300 m
• Regular harvest is permitted that meets the residual pattern requirement as specified in the Clearcut Harvest Layout Planning (CRO‐17,
Section 4.2.2.2).
• HIGH IMPACT activities are not permitted from April 1 to August 15 if nest is occupied, except in extraordinary circumstances as
specifically identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
OSA ‐‐ Alternate Nest
MMZ1: 0‐75 m
• Harvest is not permitted*.
• Renewal and tending operations must retain MATURE FOREST with relativeley uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60%; canopy openings not to exceed
individual tree crowns.
MMZ2: 75‐150 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations must retain MATURE FOREST with realtively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60%*; canopy openings not to
exceed individual tree crowns. Harvest is not permitted if initial CANOPY CLOSURE <60%*.
* If accidental harvest that retains <60% CANOPY CLOSURE occurs within 150 m of an alternate nest prior to a nest’s discovery, an additional
patch of unharvested forest equivalent to the area harvested will be retained, preferably attached to the remaining unharvested forest
surrounding the nest.
OSI‐‐ Inactive Nest
MMZ1: 0‐20 m
• Harvest is not permitted.
• Renewal and tending operations must retain MATURE FOREST with relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60% (canopy openings not to exceed
individual tree crowns).
MMZ2: 20‐75 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations must retain MATURE FOREST with realtively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60% (canopy openings not to
exceed individual tree crowns). Harvest is not permitted if initial CANOPY CLOSURE <60%.

Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 33

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Red‐shouldered Hawk Nests/Nest Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 77 ‐ 81,
Glossary pages 203 ‐ 211.

Red‐shouldered hawk nests and nesting
habitat within 400 m
(Direction applies to nests known before
and found during operations. Habituated
nests may qualify for less restrictive
prescriptions with written approval from
the MNR biologist.)

Exception

RS, RSA,
RSI

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Operational Prescription:
The appropriate prescription is selected based on whether the nest is primary, alternate, or inactive.
nest tree.

AOC distances are measured from the

RS ‐‐ Primary Nest (300 m radius or 28.3 ha within 400 m)
Reserve: 0‐50 m (or 0.8 ha)
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted. If accidental harvest occurs within 50 m of a primary nest prior to its
discovery, a 0.8 ha unharvested patch as circular as possible (to minimize edge), will be retained as nesting habitat.
MMZ1: 50‐200 m (or 12 ha)
• MODERATE IMPACT activities are not permitted within 100 m of an occupied primary nest from March 15 to July 15.
• HIGH IMPACT activities are not permitted within 200 m of an occupied primary nest from March 15 to July 15.
• Operations that change the development stage or that create canopy gaps >0.1 ha are not permitted.
• Harvest will retain relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥70% using dominant or co‐dominant trees; canopy openings will not exceed individual
tree crowns. Harvest is not permitted if the pre‐harvest stand condition has a CANOPY CLOSURE <70%.
• 7 ha (of 12) of forest harvest will retain or move towards residual structure that provides OLD GROWTH CHARACTERISTICS FOR UNEVEN‐AGED
FORESTS as described in Section 4.2.2.1.5.3 of the FMP text.
* Intial stand conditions will dictate the feasibility of achieving the desired residual structure; retention of total BA and emphasis on retention of
large and medium size classes is the priority.

Table FMP-10 -- 34

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Red‐shouldered Hawk Nests/Nest Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10
AOC
ID
RS, RSA,
RSI

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
(Page 2)
MMZ2: 200‐300 m (or 16 ha within 400 m)
• Suitable nesting habitat will be retained as either a 300 m radius circular area centered on the nest or as a contiguous irregularly shaped
16 ha patch within 400 m of the nest. If an irregular patch is used it should be configured to enclose adjacent alternate or inactive nests
whenever possible.
• Harvest will retain relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥70% using dominant or co‐dominant trees. Average canopy openings will not exceed
individual tree crowns and maximum canopy gaps will be ≤0.1 ha. Harvest is not permitted if the pre‐harvest stand condition has a CANOPY
CLOSURE <70%.
RSA ‐‐ Alternate Nest (50 m radius or 0.8 ha)
Reserve: 0‐50 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted. If accidental harvest occurs within 50 m of a nest before discovery of the nest,
a 0.8 ha unharvested patch, as circular as possible (to minimize edge), will be retained as nesting habitat.

RSI ‐‐ Inactive Nest (20 m radius or 0.1 ha)
Modified: 0‐20 m
• If the nest is in good repair the nest tree will be retained in an unharvested RESIDUAL PATCH ≥20 m radius.
• If nest is confirmed to be in poor condition, the nest tree will be retained as a WILDLIFE TREE.

Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 35

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Algonquin Provincial Park Boundary
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

APK
Algonquin Provincial Park Boundary

Yes

Source

Algonquin Provincial Park
Management Plan (1998),
Page 42.

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions
Yes

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of two Modified Management Zones; the total extent = 120 m measured from the park boundary.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
MMZ1: 0‐15 m
• Conventional clearcutting is not permitted.
• No logging debris will be left on or across the park boundary.
• All boundary markers are to be protected.
MMZ2: 15‐120 m
• Regular harvest, renewal and tending operations are permitted.
• See FMP‐19 for Access and Forestry Aggregate Pit conditions.

Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 41

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Mineral Licks
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 91 ‐ 93.

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

MIL
Natural mineral licks known or encountered
during operations. The value includes the
mineral lick site and adjacent open habitat.
Excludes mineral licks created by salt
accumulation along roadways or by hunters.

Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a 120 m Reserve measured from the edge of woody vegetation surrounding the feature that averages at least 2 m tall and
provides ≥25% canopy cover.
Conditions on Harvest,
Harvest Renewal and Tending
Reserve: Value plus 120 m radius
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 49

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

American Ginseng ‐ Large Patch

(Confidential Value)

MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

Patch of ≥20 American ginseng plants and
habitat within a 120 m radius of the
periphery of the patch or as otherwise
defined by an ESA habitat description or
habitat regulation.

Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 102 ‐ 108.

Exception

AMGI‐L

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Direction applies to patches known before,
or found during, operations.
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Reserve and Modified Management Zone (MMZ); the total extent = the MNR delineated habitat.
established in the field by the MNR.

The AOC boundaries will be

C diti
Conditions
on H
Harvest,
t R
Renewal
l and
d T
Tending
di
Reserve: Patch plus 0‐20 m from patch edge
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
• Trees will not be felled into this area. Trees accidentally felled into this area will be left where they fall.
MMZ1: 20‐120 m from patch edge
• Harvest that retains a relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥70% in dominant and codominant trees is permitted. Harvest is not permitted if
initial CANOPY CLOSURE <70%.
• Application of herbicides is not permitted within suitable habitat.
• Disturbance of the forest floor will be minimised (CRO‐21, Section 4.2.2.2).
• Extraction trail coverage will not exceed 10%.
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations will be conducted during winter (November 1 to March 31), except in extraordinary circumstances as
specifically approved by MNR.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 53

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

American Ginseng ‐ Small Patch

(Confidential Value)

MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

Patch of <20 American ginseng plants and
habitat within a 30 m radius of the
periphery of the patch or as otherwise
defined by an ESA habitat description or
habitat regulation.

Exception

AMGI‐S

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 102 ‐ 108.

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Direction applies to patches known before,
or found during, operations.
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Reserve; the total extent = the MNR delineated habitat.

The AOC boundary will be established in the field by the MNR.

Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: Patch & 0–30 m from patch edge
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
• Trees will not be felled into this area. Trees accidentally felled into this area will be left where they fall.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 54

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Bat Hibernacula (Confidential Value)
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

Bat hibernacula known to be suitable and to
have been used at least once within the past
20 years by bats and identified as
significant by MNR.

Yes

Source

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 98 ‐ 100.

Exception

BAH

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

(Direction applies to hibernacula known
before, or found during, operations.
Operational Prescription:
This circular AOC consists of a Reserve and a Modified Management Zone (MMZ) measured from the entrance of the hibernacula; total AOC radius=
200 m.
Conditions on Harvest,
Harvest Renewal and Tending
Reserve: Delineated Site and 0‐100 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
MMZ: 100‐200 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations involving heavy equipment are not permitted from September 1 to May 31, except in extraordinary
circumstances as specifically approved by MNR.
• All harvest, renewal and tending operations must retain RESIDUAL FOREST.

Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 55

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Blanding's Turtle or Spotted Turtle Habitat (Confidential Value)
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

Suitable aquatic and associated habitats
occupied by the Blanding’s turtle or spotted
turtle within the past 20 years defined by
either:
• suitable aquatic habitats known to be occupied
by a local population of turtles, as delineated
through field survey, and terrestrial habitats
within 300 m these aquatic habitats;
• suitable aquatic habitats with a high
likelihood of being occupied by a local
population of turtles based on proximity (≤1000
m for Blanding’s turtle, ≤500 m for spotted
turtle) to individual Element of Occurrence
observation points or other reliable sightings,
and terrestrial habitats within 300 m these
aquatic habitats; or
• as otherwise defined by an ESA habitat
description or habitat regulation.

Yes

Source

OMNR, 2010
OMNR
2010. Forest
F
t M
Management
t G
Guide
id
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 116‐121.

Exception

BLTU
SPTU

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

• Suitable aquatic habitat is defined as aquatic
features that have a high potential to be used
either during the active season (summer habitat)
or during hibernation (winter habitat), as
identified by MNR based on field surveys or
other reliable methods. Habitat features include
suitable sites known or suspected to have been
used as nesting and/or aestivation sites.
(Direction applies to habitat identified by MNR
prior to, or during, operations).

Table FMP-10 -- 56

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Blanding's Turtle or Spotted Turtle Habitat (Confidential Value)
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10
AOC
ID
BLTU
SPTU

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
(Page 2)
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Reserve and two Modified Managment Zones (MMZ). Additional strategies for the protection of Blandings and Spotted
Turtles encountered during operations will be developed outside of the FMP to permit adaptive apporach.

Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: Delineated Summer Habitat / Feature plus 0 – 30 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted:
‐ within 30 m of known or suspected nesting sites (both species);
‐ within 30 m of delineated habitat (both species); or
‐ within 30 m of known or suspected aestivation sites (Spotted Turtle).
Reserve2: Delineated Winter Habitat (Feature only)
• Operations involving heavy equipment (e.g., mechanical harvesters, skidders, bulldozers) or otherwise representing a potential injury risk
to turtles are not permitted within suitable winter habitat during any season.
MMZ1: 30‐150 m
• Operations involving heavy equipment (e.g.,
(e g
mechanical harvesters
harvesters, skidders
skidders, bulldozers) or otherwise representing a potential injury risk
to turtles are not permitted within 150 m of suitable summer habitat during the active season (May 1 to September 30 for the Blanding’s
Turtle and April 1 to October 31 for the Spotted Turtle)*.
MMZ2: 150‐300 m
• Operations involving heavy equipment (e.g., mechanical harvesters, skidders, bulldozers) or otherwise representing a potential injury risk
to turtles are not permitted within 150‐300 m of suitable summer habitat from June 1 to 30*.
* MNR may use local knowledge to adjust these dates.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 57

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Eastern Wolf Dens (Confidential Value)
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

Suitable dens known or suspected to have
been occupied by eastern wolves at least
once within the past 10 years.
(Direction applies to dens known before, or
found during, operations)

Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 93‐98.

Exception

EWD

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Operational Prescription:
This circular AOC consists of a Reserve and two Modified Management Zones (MMZ) measured from the den entrance; total AOC radius= 200 m.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: 0‐50 m
• Harvest is not permitted.
• Renewal and tending operations that reduce the overstory CANOPY CLOSURE are not permitted.
MMZ1: 50‐100 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from April 1 to June 30, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
approved by MNR.
•
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations that retain MATURE FOREST with relatively uniform CANOPY CLOSURE ≥60% (canopy openings not to
exceed individual tree crowns) are permitted. Harvest is not permitted if initial CANOPY CLOSURE is <60%.
MMZ2: 100‐200 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from April 1 to June 30, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
approved by MNR.

Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 59

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Eastern Wolf Rendezvous Sites (Confidential Value)
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 128 ‐ 129.

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

EWRS
• Rendezvous sites known to have received
traditional use by the eastern wolf and
habitat within a 200 m radius.
(Direction applies to sites known before,
or found during, operations)

Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Reserve and two Modified Management Zones (MMZ); the total extent = the MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: Delineated Site plus 0‐50 m
• Harvest operations are not permitted.

Renewal and tending operations are not permitted from May 15 to September 15*.

MMZ1: 50‐100 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from May 15 to September 15*.
• Harvest, renewal and tending must retain RESIDUAL FOREST; harvest is not permitted if initial CANOPY CLOSURE ≤50%.
MMZ2: 100‐200 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from May 15 to September 15*.
• Regular harvest, renewal and tending are permitted subject to residual pattern requirements (CRO‐17, Section 4.2.2.2 of the FMP text).
* Except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved by MNR.

Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 60

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Gestation/Oviposition Sites of Eastern Foxsnake, Eastern Ratsnake, Eastern Hog‐nosed Snake, Massasauga, or Milksnake
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

(Confidential Value)

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages
g
112‐116.

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

GOS
Suitable known oviposition sites used by the
eastern foxsnake, eastern hog‐nosed snake,
eastern ratsnake, or milksnake at least once
within the past 5 years and habitat within a
30 m radius or as otherwise defined by an
ESA habitat description or habitat
regulation.
Suitable known gestation sites used by the
g at least once within the p
past 20
massasauga
years and habitat within a 30 m radius or as
otherwise defined by an ESA habitat
description or habitat regulation.
(Direction applies to sites identified
prior to, or during, operations.
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Reserve; the total extent = the MNR delineated habitat.

Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: MNR delineated habitat
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 61

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Hibernacula of Eastern Foxsnake, Eastern Ratsnake or Massasauga

(Confidential Value)

MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 112‐116.

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

SHIB
Suitable known hibernacula used by the
eastern foxsnake, eastern ratsnake, or
massasauga at least once within the past 20
years and habitat within a 100 m radius or
as otherwise defined by an ESA habitat
description or habitat regulation.
(Direction applies to sites identified
prior to, or during, operations.)
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Reserve and a Modified Management Zone (MMZ); the total extent = the MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: Delineated Site and 0‐50 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
MMZ1: 50‐100 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from September 1 to October 15 and April 15 to June 1 except in extraordinary
circumstances as specifically approved by MNR.
• Harvest must retain RESIDUAL FOREST; harvest is not permitted if initial CANOPY CLOSURE ≤50%.
• Renewal and tending activities must retain RESIDUAL FOREST; all other activities are prohibited.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 62

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Hibernacula of Eastern Hog‐nosed Snake, Eastern Ribbonsnake, or Milksnake
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

(Confidential Value)
Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

Suitable known hibernacula used by the
eastern hog‐nosed snake, eastern
ribbonsnake, or milksnake at least once
within the past 5 years and habitat within a
30 m radius or as otherwise defined by an
ESA habitat description or habitat
regulation.

Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 112‐116.

Exception

HIBS

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

(Direction applies to sites identified
prior to, or during, operations.)
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Reserve; the total extent = the MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: MNR delineated habitat
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 63

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Hibernacula of Northern Map Turtles, Eastern Spiny Softshell, Musk Turtle, and Snapping Turtle
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

(Confidential Value)

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Not Applicable

THIB
Suitable hibernacula and associated aquatic
features known or suspected to have been
used by the northern map turtle, spiny
softshell, musk turtle or snapping turtle at
least once within the past 10 years.
The associated aquatic features are defined
as either:
• the river or stream segment 200 m above
and below a hibernaculum;
• the wetland polygon containing a
hibernaculum; or
• as otherwise defined by an ESA habitat
description or habitat regulation.
(Direction applies to suitable hibernacula
and associated aquatic features identified
by MNR prior to, or during, operations.)

Northern Map Turtles, Eastern Spiny
Softshell, Musk Turtle — OMNR,
2010. Forest Management Guide for
Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 116‐121.
Yes

Snapping Turtle — Specific
direction developed by the Planning
Team for the Snapping Turtle;
designated as a species of Special
Concern provincially (Species at
Risk in Ontario List, ESA 2007) and
federally (Schedule 1, SARA 2002).
Refer to Supplementary Document
'H'.

Operational Prescription:
AOC consists of a Reserve; the total extent is the MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve : MNR delineated habitat
Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 64

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Nest Sites of Northern Map Turtles, Eastern Spiny Softshell, Musk Turtle and Snapping Turtle
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

(Confidential Value)

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

TNES

Suitable sites known or suspected to have
been used by nesting northern map turtles,
spiny softshells, musk turtles or snapping
turtles at least once within the past 10
years and habitat within a 30 m radius.
(Direction applies to sites identified
prior to, or during, operations.)

Source

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Northern Map Turtles, Eastern Spiny
Softshell and Musk Turtle
OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales , Pages 116‐
121.
Yes

Specific direction developed by the
Planning Team for the Snapping
Turtle; designated as a species of
Special Concern provincially
(Species at Risk in Ontario List,
ESA 2007) and
d f
federally
d
ll (S
(Schedule
h d l
1, SARA 2002). Refer to
Supplementary Document 'H'.

Operational Prescription:
AOC consists of a Reserve; the total extent = the MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve : Nesting site
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
• Machine travel associated with harvest, renewal and tending operations not permitted through the AOC.
• Felling of trees into the AOC is not permitted between June 1 and September 30. Any logging debris deposited in the AOC outside of the
timing restriction must be removed.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 65

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Registered Archaeological Site

(Confidential Value)

MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

No

RAS
Registered Archaeological Site
(confidential cultural heritage value)
An AOC may no longer be required if a Stage
4 excavation has been completed to meet
Ontario Ministry of Culture standards and a
recommendation has been made by a licensed
archaeologist that no further
archaeological work is required. A
clearance certificate/letter from Ontario
Ministry of Culture would be required to
finalise the recommendation of the
archaeologist.

Yes

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions
n/a. No new
roads
permitted

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions
n/a. No new
roads
permitted.

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Conditions

n/a. No new
pits permitted

OMNR, 2007. Forest Management Guide
for Cultural Heritage Values ,
Page 27, 29‐31.

Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Reserve extending at least 200 m from the defined center of the site unless the boundary of a site has been delineated
through an Ontario Ministry of Culture Stage 3 archaeological assessment, in which case the reserve is a minimum of 10 m from the boundary.

Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: (see dimensions above)
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
• Marking of the reserve boundaries must not draw attention to the value.

Table FMP-10 -- 67

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Wood Turtle Habitat

(Confidential Value)

MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Exception

WOTU

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Suitable aquatic and terrestrial habitats
occupied by the wood turtle, unless deemed to
be locally extirpated, defined by:
• water features being used by a wood turtle
or on which a turtle directly depends in
order to carry on its life process, up to the
high water mark;
• water features that provide suitable
habitat conditions, up to the high water
mark, that is within 6,000 metres of known
occupied water features;
g water mark that is
• the area above the high
within 500 metres of the above identified
water features;
• winter habitat — an aquatic area known or
suspected as being used by a wood turtle as a
hibernaculum, and adjacent aquatic habitat up
to the high water mark within 200 metres of
the hibernaculum; and
• an area known or suspected as being used by
a wood turtle as a nesting site or that is
within 300 metres of that area.

Regulated Wood Turtle Habitat
(Ontario Regulation 437/09 made
under the ESA, 2007, amending 242/08
with addition of Section 31)
Yes
Specific direction for harvest,
renewal and tending activities
developed by the Planning Team.
Refer to Supplementary Document 'H'.

(Direction applies to sites identified prior
to, or during, operations. )
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of two types of Reserve and a Modified Management Zone (MMZ) measured from the high water mark or specific habitat feature;
the total extent = MNR delineated habitat.

Table FMP-10 -- 68

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Wood Turtle Habitat

(Confidential Value)

MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10
AOC
ID
WOTU

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
(Page 2)
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve1: General Habitat Feature / Nesting Areas and adjacent area 0–30 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted within 30 m of known or suspected nesting areas, and/or delineated aquatic
habitat features.
Reserve2: Winter Habitat / Hibernacula feature and adjacent area 0–30 m
(overlapping reserve with conditions on roads and water crossings; see table FMP‐19 )
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted within 30 m of known or suspected hibernacula areas.
MMZ: General Habitat Feature and 30–500 m / Satellite Nesting Areas and 30– 300 m
• Operations involving heavy equipment (e.g., mechanical harvesters, skidders, bulldozers) or otherwise representing a potential injury risk
to turtles are not permitted from May 1 to September 30 unless specifically authorized/approved by MNR.
• Application of herbicides is not permitted from May 1 to September 30 unless specifically authorized/approved by MNR.

Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 69

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Cerulean Warbler Nesting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 121‐126.

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

CEWA
Suitable habitat occupied by breeding
cerulean warblers within the past 10 years
defined by either:
• suitable habitat occupied by breeding
birds as delineated through field survey; or
• a 10 ha patch of suitable habitat
associated with individual Element of
Occurrence observation points or other
reliable sightings associated with breeding
activity.
(Direction applies to suitable breeding
habitat delineated by MNR prior to, or
during, operations.)

Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Modified Management Zone (MMZ); the total extent = the MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from May 1 to July 31, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
• Selection harvest will retain or move towards residual structure that provides OLD GROWTH CHARACTERISTICS FOR UNEVEN‐AGED FORESTS as
described in Section 4.2.2.1.5.3 of the FMP text. Other types of harvest are not permitted.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 71

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Chimney Swift Nesting and Roosting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

CHSW
Nests and/or roost sites known or suspected
to have been occupied by the Chimney Swift
at least once within the past 10 years, or
as otherwise defined by an ESA habitat
description or habitat regulation.
(Direction applies to all nests and/or
roosts known before,or found during,
operations.)

This species has been separated
from general cavity nesting raptors
AOC due to ESA 2007 regulated
status of Chimney Swift.
Yes

Specific direction for harvest,
renewal and tending activities
developed by the Planning Team.
Refer to Supplementary Document
'H'.

Operational Prescription:
This circular AOC consists of a Reserve and a Modified Management Zone (MMZ) measured from the nest and/or roost feature; total AOC radius =
50 m.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: 0‐ 20 m
• The nest/roost feature trees will be retained in an unharvested RESIDUAL PATCH.
• Renewal and tending operations are not permitted from May 1 ‐ September 30.
MMZ2: 20 ‐ 50 m
•MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from May 1 ‐ September 30.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 72

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Common Nighthawk Nesting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

Specific direction developed by the
Planning Team for the Common
Nighthawk; designated as a species
of Special Concern provincially
(Species at Risk in Ontario List ,
ESA 2007), and Threatened federally
(Schedule 1 , SARA 2002).
(
)
Refer to
Supplementary Document 'H'.

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

CONI
Suitable habitat known or suspected to be
occupied by Common Nighthawk (SARO Species
of Special Concern) at least once within
the past 10 years defined by either:
• suitable habitat occupied by breeding
birds as delineated through field survey, or
• a 30 ha patch of suitable habitat
associated with individual Element of
Occurrence observation points or other
g
g associated with breeding
g
reliable sightings
activity.
(Direction applies to suitable habitat
delineated by MNR prior to, or during,
operations).

Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Modified Management Zone (MMZ); the total extent = MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from May 15 to September 15 except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 73

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Flooded Jellyskin Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

FLJE
Suitable aquatic and terrestrial habitats
associated with occurrences of the flooded
jellyskin within the past 20 years as
defined by either:
• a polygon encompassing 1 or more woodland
pools known to support the flooded
jellyskin, other woodland pools that may
provide future suitable habitat, and
associated terrestrial habitat that
influences the suitability of occupied
woodland pools, as delineated by MNR through
field survey; or
• as otherwise defined by an ESA habitat
description or habitat regulation.

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 102‐108.

(Direction applies to habitat identified by
MNR prior to, or found during, operations.)

Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Reserve and Modified Management Zone (MMZ); the total extent = MNR delineated habitat. AOC distances are measured from
the high‐water mark of the woodland pools known to support the flooded jellyskin. Additional direction to protect woodland pools can be
found in CRO‐03 and CRO‐05, Section 4.2.2.2 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 74

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Flooded Jellyskin Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10
AOC
ID
FLJE

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
(Page 2)
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: Woodland Pool containing Flooded Jellyskin plus 30 m of adjacent habitat measured from the high‐water mark
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
• Trees will not be felled into this area. Trees accidentally felled into this area will be left where they fell.
MMZ: Woodland Pools with surface area ≥200m² within the AOC plus adjacent 15 m of habitat measured from the high‐water mark
• All trees will be retained in and within 3 m of the pools.
• RESIDUAL FOREST will be retained within 15 m of the pools.

Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 75

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Five‐lined Skink Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

Specific direction developed by the
Planning Team for the Five‐lined
Skink, southern shield population;
designated as a species of Special
Concern provincially (Species at
Risk in Ontario List , ESA 2007),
and federally (Schedule 1 , SARA
2002). Refer to Supplementary
Document 'H'.

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

FLSK
Suitable habitat known or suspected to be
occupied by Five‐lined Skink at least once
within the past 20 years defined by either:
• suitable habitat occupied by skinks as
delineated through field survey; or
• a 5 ha patch of suitable habitat
associated with individual Element of
Occurrence observation points or other
reliable sightings.
(
(Direction
applies
pp
to suitable habitat
delineated by MNR prior to, or during,
operations.)

Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Reserve; the total extent = MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: MNR delineated habitat
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 76

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Kirtland's Warbler Nesting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 121‐126.

Exception

KIWA

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Suitable habitat occupied by breeding
Kirtland’s warblers within the past 20 years
defined by either:
• suitable habitat occupied by breeding
birds as delineated through field survey;
• a 30 ha patch of suitable habitat
associated with individual Element of
Occurrence observation points or other
reliable sightings associated with breeding
activity; or
• as otherwise defined by an ESA habitat
d
description
i ti
or h
habitat
bit t regulation.
l ti
(Direction applies to suitable breeding
habitat delineated by MNR prior to, or
during, operations).
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Modified Management Zone (MMZ); the total extent = MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted unless compatible with enhancing or maintaining habitat (eg. prescribed burn) as
specifically identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from May 1 to July 31, except as specifically identified and justified in the AWS
or an AWS revision.

Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 77

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Louisiana Waterthrush Nesting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 121‐126.

Exception

LOWA

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Suitable habitat occupied by breeding
Louisiana waterthrushes within the past 10
years defined by either:
• suitable habitat occupied by breeding
birds as delineated through field survey;
• suitable habitat within 50 m on both sides
of a stream for a distance of 400 m above
and below individual Element of Occurrence
observation points or other reliable
sightings associated with breeding activity;
or
• as otherwise
th
i
d
defined
fi d b
by an ESA h
habitat
bit t
description or habitat regulation.
(Direction applies to suitable breeding
habitat delineated by MNR prior to, or
during, operations.
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Modified Management Zone (MMZ); the total extent = MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from May 1 to July 31, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
• Selection harvest is subject to the timing restriction; no other types of harvest are permitted.

Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 78

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Pale‐bellied Frost Lichen Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

Specific direction developed by the
Planning Team for the Pale‐bellied
Frost Lichen; designated as
Endangered provincially (Species at
Risk in Ontario List , ESA 2007),
and assessed as Endangered
federally by the Committee on the
Status of Endangered Wildlife in
Canada in 2009 (not yet listed in
Schedule 1 , SARA 2002). Refer to
Supplementary Document 'H'.T

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

PBFL
Suitable habitats associated with
occurrences of the Pale‐bellied Frost Lichen
within the past 20 years as defined by
either:
• a polygon encompassing forested habitat
known to contain the pale‐bellied frost
lichen, and associated habitats that
influences the suitability of occupied
habitat, as delineated by MNR through field
survey;
or
• as otherwise defined by an ESA habitat
description or habitat regulation.
(Direction applies to habitat identified by
MNR prior to, or found during, operations.)
Operational Prescription:
The AOC is a reserve; the total extent = MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: MNR delineated habitat
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
• Trees will not be felled into this area. Any trees accidentally felled into this area will be left where they fell.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 79

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Peregrine Falcon Nests/Nest Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

PEFA

Peregrine Falcon Regulated Habitat.
Any natural cliff face on which a peregrine falcon
is nesting or has nested at any time during the
previous 15 years (excluding any part of the cliff
face less than 15m between top and base of cliff
face), and the area within 1 kilometre of this
area.
The natural cliff face extends vertically from the
base to the top of the cliff face and horizontally
in both directions excluding areas where the cliff
face is <15m in height. In the field, the top and
bottom of the cliff face is defined by the point
where the canopy cover of trees is ≥25%.
(Direction applies to nests known before, or found
during, operations).
The following areas area also prescribed as
habitat for peregrine falcon under the ESA, 2007;
however, these areas are unlikely to be
encountered during forest management operations.
If one of these areas is encountered during
operations, immediately contact MNR for direction.
1. An artificially created cliff face, such as a
vertical or very steep rock cut in an open pit
mine on which a peregrine falcon is nesting.
2. A nesting site on a building or other structure
that is being used by a peregrine falcon of that
was used by a peregrine falcon at any time during
the previous two years, and the area on the
outside surface of the building or other structure
that is within 10 metres of the nesting site
3. An area that,
i. is on or within 200 metres of a building or
structure described above, and
ii. is habitually used by peregrine falcons.

Source

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Regulated Peregrine Falcon Habitat
(Ontario Regulation 436/09 made
under the ESA, 2007, amending 242/08
with addition of Section 29)
Yes
Specific direction for harvest,
renewal and tending activities
developed by the Planning Team.
Refer to Supplementary Document 'H'.

Table FMP-10 -- 80

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Peregrine Falcon Nests/Nest Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10
AOC
ID
PEFA

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
(Page 2)
Operational Prescription:
The AOC is comprised of a reserve and three Modified Management Zones (MMZ). AOC distances are measured from the outer limit of the MNR
delineated suitable cliff face nesting habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: Delineated cliff habitat and 0‐125 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted.
Conditions for MMZ1, MMZ2 and MMZ3:
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations that do not retain RESIDUAL FOREST are not permitted unless consultation occurs and
direction/approval is provided by MNR.
MMZ1: 125‐250 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the base of the cliff.
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT operations are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the top of the cliff.
MMZ2: 250‐500 m
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT operations are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the base of the cliff.
p
are not p
permitted from March 15 to September
p
1 at the top
p of the cliff.
• HIGH IMPACT operations
MMZ3: 500‐1000 m
• HIGH IMPACT operations are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the base of the cliff.

Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 81

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Red‐Headed Woodpecker Nesting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales,
Page 121‐126.

Exception

RHWO

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Suitable habitat occupied by breeding Red‐
headed Woodpeckers within the past 10 years
defined by either:
• suitable habitat occupied by breeding
birds as delineated through field survey; or
• a 3 ha patch of suitable habitat
associated with individual Element of
Occurrence observation points or other
reliable sightings associated with breeding
activity.

(
(Direction
applies
pp
to suitable breeding
g
habitat delineated by MNR prior to, or
during, operations.)
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Modified Management Zone (MMZ); the total extent = MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from May 1 to July 31, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
• The nest tree will be retained in an unharvested RESIDUAL PATCH ≥20 m radius.
• Harvest must retain ≥70 dominant or codominant trees/ha.
• Creation of group openings will be encouraged in single tree selection cuts.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 82

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Rusty Blackbird Nesting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

Specific direction developed by the
Planning Team for the Rusty
Blackbird; assessed as a species of
Special Concern by the Committee on
the Status of Endangered Wildlife
in Canada in 2006 (not yet listed
in Schedule 1 , SARA 2002). Refer to
Supplementary Document 'H'.

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

RUBL
Suitable habitat occupied by breeding Rusty
Blackbirds within the past 10 years defined
by either
• suitable habitat occupied by breeding
birds as delineated through field survey, or
• a 10 ha patch of suitable habitat
associated with individual Element of
Occurrence observation points or other
reliable sightings associated with breeding
activity.
(
(Direction
applies
pp
to suitable breeding
g
habitat delineated by MNR prior to, or
during, operations.)
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Modified Management Zone (MMZ); the total extent ‐ MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from May 1 to July 31.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 83

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Plant Species of Provincial Conservation Concern (S1, S2 and S3 ranked)
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

Various Policies and Strategy
Documents. See Supplementary
Documentation 'H' ‐ Planning for
Operational Prescriptions for Areas
of Concern.

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

SPCC
Patch of any number of S1, S2 or S3 ranked
plants of provincial conservation concern
and habitat within a 30 m radius of the
periphery of the patch. Ranking status is
assigned by Natural Heritage Information
Center.
(Direction applies to patches known before,
or found during, operations.
Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Reserve; the extent of the AOC includes the delineated plant patch plus 30 m measured out from the edge of the
delineated patch.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
Reserve: MNR delineated patch and 0 – 30 m
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted unless deemed to benefit the species as approved by the MNR.
• Trees will not be felled into this area. Trees accidentally felled into this area will be left where they fall.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 84

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Whip‐poor‐will Nests/Nest Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

Nesting Territories known or suspected to be
occupied by the Whip‐poor‐will at least once
within the past 10 years, or as otherwise
defined by an ESA habitat description or
habitat regulation.
(Direction applies to all nests and/or
territories known before, or found during,
operations.

Source

Yes

Specific direction developed by the
Planning Team for the Whip‐poor‐
will; designated as Threatened
provincially (Species at Risk in
Ontario List , ESA 2007), and
federally (Schedule 1 , SARA 2002).
Refer to Supplementary Document
'H'.

Exception

WHIP

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Modified Management Zone (MMZ); the total extent of the AOC is the MNR delineated habitat.

Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted from May 15 to September 15.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 85

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Wetlands Occupied by Breeding BLTE, GWWA, LEBI, OSFL or YERA
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings

Suitable habitat occupied by breeding Black
Terns, Golden‐winged Warblers, Least Bitterns,
Olive‐sided Flycatcher, or Yellow Rails within
the past 20 years (Least Bittern) or 10 years
(Black Tern, Golden‐winged Warbler, Olive‐
sided Flycatcher, Yellow Rail, ) defined by
either:
• suitable habitat occupied by breeding birds
as delineated through field survey,
• a 5 ha (Least Bittern), 10 ha (Golden‐winged
Warbler and Olive‐sided Flycatcher), 15 ha
(Yellow Rail) or 20 ha (Black Tern) patch of
suitable non‐forested wetland habitat (or the
entire wetland p
polygon
yg
if <5/10/15/20
/ / /
ha)
)
associated with individual Element of
Occurrence observation points or other
reliable sightings associated with breeding
activity, or
• as otherwise defined by an ESA habitat
description or habitat regulation.

Source

Exception

WSARB

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

Black Terns, Golden‐winged
Warblers, Least Bitterns, Yellow
Rails
OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 121‐126.
Yes

Olive‐sided Flycatcher
Specific direction developed by the
Planning Team for the Olive‐sided
Flycatcher; designated as species
of Special Concern provincially
(Species at Risk in Ontario List ,
ESA 2007), and Threatened federally
(Schedule 1, SARA 2002). Refer to
Supplementary Document 'H'.

(Direction applies to suitable breeding
habitat delineated by MNR prior to, or found
during, operations.)

Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of Modified Management Zone; the total extent = MNR delineated wetland habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
There are no restrictions on harvest, renewal and tending operations.
Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 86

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

West Virginia White Butterfly Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐10

Phase I
Phase II

Operational Prescriptions for Areas of Concern
Road Crossings and Landings
Source

Yes

OMNR, 2010. Forest Management Guide
for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales ,
Pages 110‐111.

Exception

Description of Natural Resource Feature, Land
Use or Value

Group AOC

AOC
ID

Forestry
Aggregate Pit

Primary or
Branch Road
Crossing /
Landing
Conditions

Operational
Road/Landing
Conditions

Conditions

Yes

Yes

Yes

WVWH
Suitable habitat occupied by the West
Virginia White at least once within the past
10 years as delineated through field survey.
(Direction applies to occupied habitat
identified and delineated by MNR prior to,
or during, operations.)

Operational Prescription:
The AOC consists of a Modified Management Zone (MMZ); the total extent = MNR delineated habitat.
Conditions on Harvest, Renewal and Tending
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• Harvest, renewal and tending operations are not permitted within the AOC from April 1 to December 31, except in extraordinary circumstances
as specifically identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
• Selection harvest is permitted within the AOC subject to timing restrictions; other types of harvest are not permitted within the AOC.
• Renewal and tending operations are permitted subject to timing restrictions.
• All equipment will be thoroughly washed before use in the AOC when there is a risk of introducing garlic mustard.

Notes: Where the Road Crossings and Landings or Forestry Aggregate Pit columns indicate “yes”, additional information is provided in table FMP‐19 and in
Section 4.5.7 of the FMP text.

Table FMP-10 -- 87

Amendment MU780_2011_FMPAM_P1_002

Provincially Significant Wetlands
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
PSW

Road Identifier

Water
Crossing

Location

All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

B.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
PSW

C.

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to Part B of table for "new" roads.

Public Comment

Planned or Existing
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
MMZ: 0‐120 m
• New roads or landings (and widening of existing roads) are not permitted, unless an Environment Impact Study (EIS) is approved
by MNR.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Identifier
MMZ: 0‐120 m
PSW
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.

Planned or Existing
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use

Table FMP-19 -- 8

Bald Eagle Nests/Nest Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
Water
AOC
Road Identifier
Crossing Location
Identifier
BAEA‐P
All existing
BAEA‐A
roads and
BAEA‐I
landings.

Planned or Existing
Conditions on Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on Construction or Use

All planned roads
and landings.
B. Operational Roads, and Landings
Planned or Existing
AOC
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
BAEA‐P
Primary Nests
BAEA‐A
BAEA‐I
Reserve: 0‐100 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Operations associated with existing roads and landings are not permitted from February 15 to August 15 if nests are occupied*.
• Hauling or LOW IMPACT road maintenance operations are permitted if the road predates the nest.

MMZ1: 100‐200 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• MODERATE OR HIGH IMPACT operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from February 15 to August 15 if nests
are occupied*.

MMZ2: 200‐400 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted unless identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision. Approved new roads
will be temporary roads when practical and feasible to limit future access and disturbance.
• HIGH IMPACT operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from February 15 to August 15 if nests are
occupied*.
* Unless required for safety reasons, environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and
justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
Alternate Nests
Reserve & MMZ: 0‐200 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
Inactive Nests
Reserve & MMZ: 0‐100 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.

Table FMP-19 -- 12

Bald Eagle Nests/Nest Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19
C.

(page 2)
Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
BAEA‐P
Primary Nests
BAEA‐A
Reserve: 0‐100 m
BAEA‐I
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Operations associated with existing aggregate pits are not permitted from February 15 to August 15 if nests are occupied*

MMZ1: 100‐200 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• MODERATE OR HIGH IMPACT operations associated with existing aggregate pits are not permitted from February 15 to August 15 if nests are occupied*.

MMZ 2: 200‐400 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted without MNR approval.
• HIGH IMPACT operations associated with existing aggregate pits are not permitted from February 15 to August 15 if nests are occupied*.
* Unless required for safety reasons, environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified in the AWS
or an AWS revision.
Alternate Nests
Reserve & MMZ1: 0‐200 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
Inactive Nests
Reserve & MMZ1: 0‐100 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.

Table FMP-19 -- 13

Great Blue Heron Colonies
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier

GBH

B.

Road Identifier
BAGOT SOUTH
HOIST LAKE
JOYCES LAKE
JOYCES LAKE
RORYS LAKE
RORYS LAKE
SULLIVAN LAKE
All existing
roads and
landings.

Water
Crossing
NO
NO
NO
NO
YES
YES
YES

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use

BS_B‐02
HO_B‐01
JO_B‐01
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
JO_B‐02
construction and use.
RO_B‐03
RO_B‐04
SU_B‐01
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

As per
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
mapped
construction and use.
corridor.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
GBH
Active Colonies (GBH):
GBHI
MMZ1: 0‐75 m:
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
p
g roads and landings
g are not p
g
p
• Operations
associated with existing
permitted from March 15 to August
1 if nests are occupied*.
• Hauling or LOW IMPACT road maintenance operations are permitted if the road predates the nest.
MMZ2: 75‐150 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from March 15 to August 1 if nests are
occupied*.
MMZ3: 150‐300 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted without MNR approval. If road is approved, temporary roads and/or water crossings will
be used whenever practical and feasible to limit future access and disturbance. Within RESIDUAL FOREST, the width of the cleared
corridor will be as narrow as practical and feasible, and will not exceed 10 m.
• HIGH IMPACT operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from March 15 to August 1 if nests are occupied*.
* Unless required for safety reasons, environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and
justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
Inactive Colonies (GBHI):
MMZ1: 0‐30 m
• New landings are not permitted within the AOC. New roads are permitted with MNR approval.

Table FMP-19 -- 19

Great Blue Heron Colonies (page 2)
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19
C.

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
GBH
Active Colonies (GBH):
GBHI
MMZ1 & MMZ2 (0‐150m):
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Operations associated with existing pits are not permitted March 15 ‐ August 1 if nests are occupied.
MMZ3 (150‐300m):
• New aggregates pits are permitted with MNR approval.
• HIGH IMPACT operations associated with approved aggregate pits are not permitted from March 15 to August 1 if nests are occupied, unless required
for safety reasons, environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS
revision.
Inactive Colonies (GBHI):
MMZ1: 0‐30 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted within the AOC.

Table FMP-19 -- 20

Northern Goshawk Stick Nests ‐ Inactive
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
NGI

Road Identifier

CHARLIE LAKE EAST NO

All existing
roads and
landings.
B.

Water
Crossing

Location
CLE_B‐01

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Location
Construction or Use
As per
MMZ: 0‐20 m
• New landings or widening of the right of way are mapped
corridor.
not permitted within 20 m of the nest (unless
required for safety reasons or environmental
protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as
specifically identified and justified in the AWS
or an AWS revision.) This road is an existing road
that is being re‐classified to a branch.

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use
• Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
NGI
Inactive Nest
MMZ: 0‐20 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted within 20 m of the nest*.
* Unless required for safety reasons or environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and
justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
NGI
Inactive Nest
MMZ: 0‐20 m
• New pits are not permitted within 20 m of the nest unless approved in an AWS or by AWS Revision.

Table FMP-19 -- 21

Northern Goshawk Stick Nests
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier

Road Identifier
BAGOT

Water
Crossing
NO

NG

B‐02

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Location
Construction or Use
As per
MMZ1: 50‐200 m (or 12 ha)
mapped
•The section of this road within this AOC is an
corridor.
existing road that is being re‐classified to
Primary. New landings or widening of the right of
way are not permitted within the 7 ha patch of 70%
canopy closure/old growth nesting habitat retained
within the zone.
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT operations associated
with roads or landings are not permitted March 15
to July 15*.
• There is no timing restriction on hauling or LOW
IMPACT road maintenance operations as the road
predates the goshawk occupation of the nest.

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

All existing
roads and
landings.

B.

Location

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
NG

Public Comment

Planned or Existing
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Additional direction is provided for unoccupied nests in CORLAP‐05
Primary Nest NG
Reserve: 0‐50 m (or 0.8 ha)
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Operations associated with roads or landings are not permitted from March 15 to July 15*.
• Hauling or LOW IMPACT road maintenance operations are permitted if the road predates the nest.
MMZ1: 50‐200 m (or 12 ha)
• New roads and landings are not permitted within the 7 ha patch of 70% canopy closure/old growth nesting habitat retained within
the zone.
• Construction of new roads and landings in the balance of the zone is permitted with MNR approval. If new roads are constructed,
temporary roads and/or water crossings will be used whenever possible and the width will be kept as narrow as possible; not to
exceed 10 m. New landings should preferably be temporary and be kept less than 0.1 ha in size. Not SSG.
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT operations associated with roads or landings are not permitted March 15 to July 15*.
• There is no timing restriction on hauling or LOW IMPACT road maintenance operations if the road predates the nest.
MMZ2: 200‐300 m (or 15.7 ha within 400 m)
• There are no restrictions on roads and landings.

Table FMP-19 -- 22

Northern Goshawk Stick Nests (page 2)
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19
C.

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Additional direction is provided for unoccupied nests in CORLAP‐05
NG
Primary Nest (RS, NG, GG):
Reserve: 0‐50 m (or 0.8 ha)
• New pits are not permitted.
• Operations associated with aggregate pits are not permitted when nests are occupied from March 15 to July 15*.
MMZ1: 50‐200 m (or 11.8 ha)
• New pits are not permitted within the 7 ha patch of suitable (old growth) nesting habitat retained within 200 m.
• Constructing new pits in the suitable nesting habitat retained in this zone may be approved in an AWS or AWS revision.
• High and medium impact operations associated with roads or landings are not permitted when nests are occupied from March 15 to July 15*.
MMZ2: 200‐300 m (or 15.7 ha within 400 m)
• There are no restrictions on pits.
* Unless required for safety reasons or environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified in the
AWS or an AWS revision.

Table FMP-19 -- 23

Great Gray Owl, Northern Goshawk and Red‐Shouldered Hawk Stick Nests
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
GG, GGA,
GGI
NG, NGA,
NGI
RS, RSA,
RSI

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

All planned roads
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
and landings.
construction and use.
B. Operational Roads, and Landings
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
AOC
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Primary Nest (GG, NG, RS):
GG, GGA,
Reserve: 0‐50 m (or 0.8 ha)
GGI
NG, NGA,
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
NGI
• Operations associated with roads or landings are not permitted from March 15 to July 15*.
RS, RSA,
• Hauling or LOW IMPACT road maintenance operations are permitted if the road predates the nest.
RSI
MMZ1: 50‐200 m (or 12 ha)
• New roads and landings are not permitted within the 7 ha patch of 70% canopy closure/old growth nesting habitat retained within
the zone.
• Construction of new roads and landings in the balance of the zone is permitted with MNR approval. If new roads are constructed,
p
y roads and/or
/
g will be used whenever possible
p
p as narrow as p
; not to
temporary
water crossings
and the width will be kept
possible;
exceed 10 m. New landings should preferably be temporary and be kept less than 0.1 ha in size.
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT operations associated with roads or landings are not permitted March 15 to July 15*.
• There is no timing restriction on hauling or LOW IMPACT road maintenance operations if the road predates the nest.
MMZ2: 200‐300 m (or 15.7 ha within 400 m)
• There are no conditions on roads and landings.
Alternate Nest (GGA, NGA, RSA):
Reserve: 0‐50 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
Inactive Nest (GGI, NGI, RSI):
MMZ: 0‐20 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.*
* Unless required for safety reasons or environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and
justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

Table FMP-19 -- 24

Great Gray Owl, Northern Goshawk and Red‐Shouldered Hawk Stick Nests (page 2)
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19
C.

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Primary Nest (RS, NG, GG):
GG, GGA,
Reserve: 0‐50 m (or 0.8 ha)
GGI
NG, NGA,
• New pits are not permitted.
NGI
• Operations associated with aggregate pits are not permitted when nests are occupied from March 15 to July 15*.
RS, RSA,
MMZ1: 50‐200 m (or 11.8 ha)
RSI
• New pits are not permitted within the 7 ha patch of suitable (old growth) nesting habitat retained within 200 m.
• Constructing new pits in the suitable nesting habitat retained in this zone may be approved in an AWS or AWS revision.
• HIGH and MEDIUM impact operations associated with roads or landings are not permitted when nests are occupied from March 15 to July 15*.
MMZ2: 200‐300 m (or 15.7 ha within 400 m)
• There are no conditions on pits.
Alternate Nest (RSA, NGA, GGA):
Reserve: 0‐50 m
• New pits are not permitted.
Inactive Nest (RSI, NGI, GGI):
MMZ: 0‐20 m
• New pits are not permitted.*
* Unless required for safety reasons or environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified in the
AWS or an AWS revision.

Table FMP-19 -- 25

Osprey Nest
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
OS, OSA, or
OSI

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

All planned roads
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
and landings.
construction and use.
B. Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Primary Nests (OS):
OS, OSA, or
MMZ1: 0‐75 m
OSI
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from April 1 to August 15 if nests are occupied*.
• Hauling or LOW IMPACT road maintenance operations are permitted if the road predates the nest.
MMZ2: 75‐150 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• MODERATE OR HIGH IMPACT operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from April 1 to August 15 if nests are
occupied*.
MMZ3: 150‐300 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted without MNR approval. Approved new roads will be temporary roads when practical and
feasible to limit future access and disturbance.
• HIGH IMPACT operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from April 1 to August 15 if nests are occupied*.
* Unless required for safety reasons, environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and
justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
Alternate Nests (OSA)
MMZ1 and MMZ2: 0‐150 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
Inactive Nests (OSI)
MMZ1 and MMZ2: 0‐75 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.

Table FMP-19 -- 31

Osprey Nest (page 2)
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

C.AOC Identifier
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
OS, OSA, or Primary Nests (OS):
OSI
MMZ1: 0‐75 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Operations associated with existing aggregate pits are not permitted from April 1 to August 15 if nests are occupied*.
MMZ2: 75‐150 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• HIGH or MODERATE IMPACT operations associated with existing aggregate pits are not permitted from April 1 to August 15 if nests are occupied*.
MMZ3: 150‐300 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted without MNR approval.
• HIGH IMPACT operations associated with existing aggregate pits are not permitted from April 1 to August 15 if nests are occupied*.
* Unless required for safety reasons, environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified in the AWS
or an AWS revision.
Alternate Nests (OSA)
MMZ1 & MMZ2: 0‐150 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
Inactive Nests (OSI)
MMZ1 & MMZ2: 0‐75 m
• New
aggregate
N
t pits
it are not
t permitted.
itt d

Table FMP-19 -- 32

Algonquin Park Boundary
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
APK

Road Identifier

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
reconstruction.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
and landings.
construction and use.
B. Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
MMZ1 and MMZ2: 0‐120 m
APK
• New roads and landings and reconstruction of existing roads and landings allowed only when no other feasible alternative exists,
and requires approval from the Park Superintendent.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
APK
MMZ1 and MMZ2: 0‐120 m
• New aggregate pits allowed only when no other feasible alternative exists, and requires approval from the Park Superintendent.

Table FMP-19 -- 39

Mineral Licks
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
MIL

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
For reconstruction and widening of existing roads,
refer to Part B of table for "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

All planned roads
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
and landings.
construction and use.
B. Operational Roads, and Landings
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
AOC
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Reserve: 0‐120 m
MIL
• New roads or landings are not permitted, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified in the
AWS or an AWS revision.
• Operations associated with existing roads and landings are permitted.
C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Reserve: 0‐120 m
MIL
• New aggregate pits are not permitted, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
• Operations associated with existing aggregate pits are permitted.

Table FMP-19 -- 44

American Ginseng ‐ Large Patch (Confidential Value)
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
AMGI‐L

Road Identifier

Water
Crossing

Location

All existing
roads and
landings.

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

All planned roads
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
and landings.
construction and use.
B. Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
AMGI‐L
Reserve 0‐20 m
• New roads are not permitted.
• Landings are not permitted.
MMZ 1: 20‐120 m
• Use of existing landings or construction of new landings are not permitted except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
identified and justified in an Access and Abandonment Plan approved by the MNR.
• New roads (including widening and reconstruction of existing roads) are not permitted unless there is no practical or feasible
alternative, the potential impact on ginseng habitat and the potential for illegal collection can be mitigated*,and the road,
c ud g spec
c location,
ocat o , is
s identified
de t
ed and
a d justified
just
ed in an
a Access
ccess and
a d Abandonment
ba do e t Plan
a app
o ed by the
t e MNR.
.
including
specific
approved
• WINTER ROADS will be used unless there is no practical or feasible alternative.
• All roads within the AOC will be decommissioned or otherwise subject to access control measures following operations to minimize
access by collectors except in extraordinary circumstances, as specifically identified and justified in an Access and Abandonment
Plan approved by the MNR.
* (e.g., corridor width <10 m, no grubbing, no disruption of hydrological flow, locate road as far from ginseng patch as possible
and where patch is not visible from road)
C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Identifier
AMGI‐L
Reserve and MMZ 1: 0‐120 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.

Planned or Existing
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use

Table FMP-19 -- 46

American Ginseng ‐ Small Patch (Confidential Value)
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
AMGI‐S

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
reconstruction.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

All planned roads
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
and landings.
construction and use.
B. Operational Roads, and Landings
Public Comment
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
AMGI‐S
Reserve: 0‐30 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted within the AOC except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and
justified in an Access and Abandonment Plan approved by the MNR.
• Widening and other improvements to existing roads are not permitted except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
identified and justified in an Access and Abandonment Plan approved by the MNR.
C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
AMGI‐S
Reserve: 0‐30 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted within the AOC.

Table FMP-19 -- 47

Bat Hibernacula

(Confidential Value)

MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
BAH

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

All planned roads
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
and landings.
construction and use.
B. Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
BAH
Reserve: 0‐100 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Hauling and road maintenance operations are not permitted from September 1 to May 31*, unless the road predates the
hibernaculum, or is required for safety reasons or environmental protection.
MMZ: 100‐200 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted without MNR approval. If road is approved, temporary roads and/or water crossings will
be used whenever practical and feasible to limit future access and disturbance.
• Road construction is not permitted from September 1 to May 31*.
* Except in extraordinary circumstances as spec ifically approved by the MNR .
C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
Planned or Existing
AOC
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Reserve (0‐100m):
BAH
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Aggregate extraction from existing pits is not permitted from September 1 to May 31*.
MMZ (100‐200m):
• New aggregate pits are not permitted without MNR approval.
• Aggregate extraction from existing pits is not permitted from September 1 to May 31*.
* Except in extraordinary circumstances as spec ifically approved by the MNR .

Table FMP-19 -- 48

Blanding's Turtle and/or Spotted Turtle Habitat (Confidential Value)
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
BLTU
SPTU

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.

All planned roads
and landings.

B.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
There are existing roads that cross this AOC. Due
to the confidential nature of the value, specific
locations are not displayed on maps or in this
table. Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Roads are planned to cross this AOC. Due to the
confidential nature of the value, specific
locations are not displayed on maps or in this
table. Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Operational Roads, and Landings
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
AOC
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
BLTU
Based upon MNR delineated habitat and/or habitat features
SPTU
General AOC direction for Reserve1, Reserve2, MMZ1, and MMZ2: see below for additional specific direction.
• The dates and application of timing restrictions may be adjusted with MNR approval to reflect annual variation in weather,
weather other
local factors, and appropriate mitigation measures.
• Water drawdowns are not permitted in suitable aquatic habitat except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
approved by the MNR. Drawdowns affecting winter habitat should occur in the summer months and must be approved by MNR.
• During the active season, use of existing roads within the AOC will require driver awareness training.
• Use of roads within the AOC will be accompanied by a strategy to mitigate potential for traffic‐related mortality of turtles if
the road is used during the active season. Tactics may include:
• modifying driver behaviour through use of warning signs,
• reducing volume of traffic through use of access control measures such as gates,
• restricting speed through training, signage, or speed control devices, or
• other methods developed in consultation with MNR.
• Road maintenance operations that disturb the roadbed are not permitted during the nesting and incubation periods (June 1 to
September 30 for Blanding’s turtle; June 1 to October 31 for spotted turtle) along road segments known or suspected to be used for
nesting, except as required for safety reasons or environmental protection.
• Reasonable efforts will be made to avoid constructing new all weather roads, landings, and aggregate pits.
• When roads are constructed within the AOC, reasonable efforts will be made to use WINTER ROADS and temporary water crossings.
• Reasonable efforts will be made to promptly decommission new roads or implement access control measures within the AOC.
• Location and design of new roads (e.g. RoW widths) will be developed in consultation with MNR.

Table FMP-19 -- 49

Blanding's Turtle and/or Spotted Turtle Habitat (Confidential Value)
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19
B.

page 2

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

Operational Roads, and Landings
(cont'd)
AOC
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
BLTU
Reserve 1 and Reserve2: 0‐30 m
• New roads (including WINTER ROADS) are not permitted.
SPTU
MMZ1: 30‐150 m
• Landings are not permitted except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified, in an Access and
Abandonment Plan approved by MNR.
• New all weather roads are not permitted unless there is no practical or feasible alternative, and the road, including specific
location, is identified and justified, in an Access and Abandonment Plan approved by MNR.
• Road construction is not permitted during the active season (Blandings: May 1 to Sept 30; Spotted: April 1 to October 31).
• Road maintenance operations that disturb the roadbed are not permitted during the nesting and incubation periods (June 1 to
September 30 for Blanding’s turtle; June 1 to October 31 for spotted turtle), except as required for safety reasons or
environmental protection.
• Hauling is not permitted during the active season, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved by the MNR.
• Dust control may be accomplished with the use of water only.
MMZ2: 150‐300 m
• Reasonable efforts will be made to avoid constructing new all weather roads, and landings.
• Road construction is not permitted from June 1 to June 30.
• Hauling is not permitted during the nesting period (June 1 to June 30), except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
approved by the MNR.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Reserve 1 and Reserve2: 0‐30 m
BLTU
SPTU
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Aggregate extraction from existing pits is not permitted during the active season (Blanding's: May 1 to Sept 30; Spotted: April 1 to October 31).
MMZ1: 30‐150 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved by the MNR.
• Aggregate extraction from existing pits is not permitted during the active season (Blanding's: May 1 to Sept 30; Spotted: April 1 to October 31).
MMZ2: 150‐300 m
• Reasonable efforts will be made to avoid constructing new aggregate pits.
• Aggregate extraction is not permitted during the nesting period (June 1 to June 30).

Table FMP-19 -- 50

Eastern Wolf Dens (Confidential Value)
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
EWD

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

B.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
EWD
Reserve: 0‐50 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
MMZ1: 50‐100 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Hauling and road maintenance operations are not permitted from April 1 to June 30 unless the road predates the den, is required
for safety reasons or environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved by the MNR.
MMZ2: 100‐200 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted without MNR approval. If road is approved, temporary roads and/or water crossings will
be used whenever practical and feasible to limit future access and disturbance.
• Road construction is not permitted from April 1 to June 30, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved by
the MNR.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
Planned or Existing
AOC
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
EWD
Reserve & MMZ1: 0‐100 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Aggregate extraction from existing pits is not permitted from April 1 to June 30*.
MMZ2: 100‐200 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted without MNR approval.
• Aggregate extraction is not permitted from April 1 to June 30*.
* Except in extraordinary circumstances as specific ally approved by the MNR .

Table FMP-19 -- 52

Eastern Wolf Rendezvous Sites (Confidential Value)
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
EWRS

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

B.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
EWRS
AOC: MNR delineated habitat
Reserve: 0‐50 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Hauling and road maintenance operations are not permitted from May 15 to September 15*.
MMZ1: 50‐100 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Hauling and road maintenance operations are not permitted from May 15 to September 15*.
MMZ2: 100‐200 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted without MNR approval. If roads are approved, temporary roads and/or water crossings
will be used whenever practical and feasible to limit future access and disturbance.
• Road construction is not permitted from May 15 to September 15, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved
by the MNR.
* Unless the road predates the rendezvous site, is required for safety reasons or environmental protection, or in extraordinary
circumstances as specificall y approved by the MNR .

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
EWRS
Reserve & MMZ1: 0‐100 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Aggregate extraction from existing pits is not permitted from May 15 to September 15*.
MMZ2: 100‐200 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted without MNR approval.
• Aggregate extraction is not permitted from May 15 to September 15*.
* Except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved by the MNR.

Table FMP-19 -- 53

Gestation/Oviposition Sites of Eastern Foxsnake, Eastern Ratsnake, Eastern Hog‐nosed Snake, Massasauga, or Milksnake
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

(Confidential Value)

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
GOS

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Planned or Existing
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
AOC: MNR delineated habitat
GOS
Reserve: 0‐30 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Hauling and road maintenance operations are not permitted from June 1 to October 15, unless required for safety reasons,
environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved by MNR.

C.

y Aggregate
gg g
Forestry
Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
GOS
AOC: MNR delineated habitat
Reserve: 0‐30 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Aggregate extraction from existing pits is not permitted from June 1 to October 15, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved by
MNR.

Table FMP-19 -- 54

Hibernacula of Eastern Foxsnake, Eastern Ratsnake, and Massasauga (Confidential Value)
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
SHIB

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

B.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Planned or Existing
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
SHIB
AOC: MNR delineated habitat
(Local knowledge may be used to adjust these dates. )
Reserve: 0‐50 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Hauling and road maintenance operations are not permitted on existing roads from September 1 to October 15 and April 15 to June
1, except when required for safety reasons or environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved
by MNR.
MMZ1: 50‐100 m
g are not p
pp
pp
, WINTER ROADS and/or temporary
p
y water
• New roads and landings
permitted without MNR approval.
If road is approved,
crossings will be used whenever practical and feasible to limit future access and disturbance.
• Road construction is not permitted from September 1 to October 15 and April 15 to June 1*.
• Hauling and road maintenance operations are not permitted from September 1 to October 15 and April 15 to June 1 unless
accompanied by mitigative measures (e.g., operator awareness training).
* Except in extraordinary circumstances as specificall y approved by MNR .

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
SHIB
(Local knowledge may be used to adjust these dates. )
AOC: MNR delineated habitat
Reserve: 0‐50 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted
• Aggregate extraction from existing pits is not permitted from September 1 to October 15 and April 15 to June 1*.
MMZ1: 50‐100 m
• Reasonable efforts will be made to avoid constructing aggregate pits.
• Aggregate extraction from is not permitted from September 1 to October 15 and April 15 to June 1*.
* Except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved by MNR.

Table FMP-19 -- 55

Hibernacula of Eastern Hog‐nosed Snake, Eastern Ribbonsnake, or Milksnake
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

(Confidential Value)

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
HIBS

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.

All planned roads
and landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Planned or Existing
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
HIBS
AOC: MNR delineated habitat
(Local knowledge may be used to adjust these dates. )
Reserve: 0‐30 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Hauling and road maintenance operations are not permitted on existing roads from September 1 to October 15 and April 15 to June
1, except when required for safety reasons or environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved
by MNR.

C.

y Aggregate
gg g
Forestry
Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
HIBS
AOC: MNR delineated habitat
(Local knowledge may be used to adjust these dates. )
Reserve: 0‐30 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted
• Aggregate extraction from existing pits is not permitted within the AOC from September 1 to October 15 and April 15 to June 1, except in
extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved by MNR.

Table FMP-19 -- 56

Hibernacula of Northern Map Turtles, Eastern Spiny Softshell, Musk Turtle, and Snapping Turtle
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

(Confidential Value)

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
THIB

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
Planned or Existing
AOC
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
THIB
AOC: MNR delineated habitat:
Reserve: MNR delineated habitat
• New all‐weather roads, seasonal roads, or water crossings are not permitted unless there is no practical or feasible
alternative, and the road or water crossing, including specific location, is approved by MNR.
• Reconstruction of water crossings within the AOC will be considered by MNR on a case‐by‐case basis.
• No operations permitted that would significantly alter hydrological flow.
• Drawdowns affecting winter habitat should occur in the summer months and must be approved by MNR.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Identifier
THIB
Not applicable.

Planned or Existing
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use

Table FMP-19 -- 57

Nest Sites of Northern Map Turtles, Eastern Spiny Softshell, Musk Turtle or Snapping Turtle
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

(Confidential Value)

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
TNES

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
Planned or Existing
AOC
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
AOC: MNR delineated habitat
TNES
Reserve: nest site polygon and 0‐30m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Road maintenance operations on existing roads that disturb the roadbed are not permitted from June 1 to September 30, except
when required for safety reasons or environmental protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically approved by MNR.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
TNES
AOC: MNR delineated habitat
Reserve: nest site polygon and 0‐30 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Aggregate extraction from existing pits is not permitted within the AOC from June 1 to September 30, except in extraordinary circumstances as
specifically approved by MNR.

Table FMP-19 -- 58

Wood Turtle

(Confidential

Value)

MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
WOTU

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.

All planned roads
and landings.

B.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
There are existing roads that cross this AOC. Due
to the confidential nature of the value, specific
locations are not displayed on maps or in this
table. Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Roads are planned to cross this AOC. Due to the
confidential nature of the value, specific
locations are not displayed on maps or in this
table. Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Planned or Existing
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
WOTU
AOC: MNR delineated habitat
General AOC direction for Reserve1, Reserve2, MMZ: see below for additional specific direction.
• The active season is defined as May 1 to September 30; the nesting and incubation period is defined as June 1 to September 30.
The dates and application of timing restrictions may be adjusted with MNR approval to reflect annual variation in weather, other
local factors, and appropriate mitigation measures.
• Water drawdowns are not permitted in suitable aquatic habitat except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
approved
the MNR
MNR. D
Drawdowns
affecting
regulated
habitat
in th
the summer months
be approved
by MNR
MNR.
d by
b th
d
ff ti
l t d h
bit t should
h ld occur i
th and
d must
t b
d b
Reserve 1: General Habitat Feature / Nesting Area and 0‐30 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
Reserve 2: Winter Habitat / Hibernacula 0‐30 m
• New water crossings are not permitted within 200 m of known or suspected hibernacula.
• Reconstruction of existing water crossings within 200 m of known or suspected hibernacula will be considered by MNR on a case‐by‐
case basis.
MMZ: 30‐500 m
New Roads and Landings
• Landings are not permitted within 250 m of the primary water features except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
approved by the MNR.
• New roads are not permitted within 250 m of the primary water features unless there is no practical or feasible alternative, and
the road, including specific location, is identified and justified in an Access and Abandonment Plan approved by MNR.
• Road construction is not permitted within 250 m of the primary water features from May 1 to September 30.
• Reasonable efforts will be made to avoid constructing new roads and/or landings within 250‐500 m of the primary water features.
• Reasonable efforts will be made to avoid road construction within 250‐500 m of the primary water features from May 1 to
September 30.
• Reasonable efforts will be made to ensure roads constructed within the AOC will be located to avoid key habitat features (i.e.,
nesting sites, hibernacula) and concentrations of turtle sightings and to minimize access within the AOC. Roads will be located
and designed (e.g. RoW width) in consultation with and be specifically approved by MNR.
• Reasonable efforts will be made to promptly decommission new roads or implement access control measures.
• When roads are constructed within the AOC, reasonable efforts will be made to use WINTER ROADS and temporary water crossings.

Table FMP-19 -- 60

Wood Turtle

(page 2)

MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19
B.

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

Operational Roads, and Landings
cont'd
Planned or Existing
AOC
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
MMZ: 30‐500 m
WOTU
Use and Maintenance
• Hauling is not permitted within 250 m of the primary water features from May 1 to September 30, except in extraordinary
circumstances as specifically approved by MNR.
• Reasonable efforts will be made to avoid hauling within 250‐500 m of the primary water features from May 1 to September 30.
• Use of existing roads from May 1 to September 30 will be accompanied by driver awareness training.
• Use of existing roads from May 1 to September 30 will be accompanied by a strategy to mitigate potential for traffic‐related
mortality of wood turtles. Tactics may include:
‐ modifying driver behaviour through use of warning signs;
‐ reducing volume of traffic through use of access control measures such as gates;
‐ restricting speed through training, signage, or speed control devices; or
‐ other methods developed in consultation with MNR.
• During the nesting and incubation periods (June 1 to September 30), road maintenance operations that disturb the roadbed (except
that required for safety reasons or environmental protection) are not permitted within 125 m of the primary water features or
along other road segments known or suspected to be used for nesting, except in extraordinary circumstances, as specifically
approved by the MNR.
• Within 250 m of the primary water features, dust control may be accomplished with the use of water only.

C.
C

Forestry
Aggregate
F
t
A
t Pits
Pit
AOC
Identifier
WOTU
AOC: MNR delineated habitat

Planned or Existing
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use

Reserve 1: General Habitat Feature / Nesting Area and 0‐30 m Reserve 2: Winter Habitat / Hibernacula
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Aggregate extraction from existing pits is not permitted from May 1 to September 30.

0‐30 m

MMZ: 30‐500 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted within 250 m of the primary water features, unless specifically approved by MNR.
• Aggregate extraction is not permitted within 250 m of the primary water features during the active season from May 1 to September 30.
• Within 250 m of the primary water features, dust control may be accomplished with the use of water only.
• Reasonable efforts will be made to avoid constructing new aggregate pits within 250‐500 m of the primary water features and requires approval by
MNR.
• Reasonable efforts will be made to avoid aggregate extraction within 250‐500 m of the primary water features
during the active season and requires approval by MNR.

Table FMP-19 -- 61

Cerulean Warbler Nesting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
Water
AOC
Road Identifier
Crossing Location
Identifier
CEWA
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

Planned or Existing
Conditions on Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
Planned or Existing
AOC
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
CEWA
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• Reasonable efforts will be made to avoid constructing new roads and landings within the AOC, especially if the AOC is small (<10
ha).
• Road construction is not permitted within the AOC from May 1 to July 31 except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
, Construction or Use
Conditions on Location,
CEWA
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• New aggregate pits are not permitted within the AOC.
• Aggregate extraction within existing pits is not permitted within the AOC during May 1 to July 31, except in extraordinary circumstances as
specifically identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

Table FMP-19 -- 63

Chimney Swift Nesting and Roosting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Water
Road Identifier
Identifier
Crossing Location
CHSW
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.
B.

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Planned or Existing
Conditions on Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Operational Roads, and Landings
Planned or Existing
AOC
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Reserve: 0‐20 m
CHSW
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from May 1 to September 30 if nest/roost is occupied.
MMZ1: 20‐50 m
• Operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from May 1 to September 30 if nest/roost is occupied.
• Hauling or LOW IMPACT road maintenance operations are permitted if the road predates the nest/roost.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
CHSW
Reserve: 0‐20 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Operations associated with existing aggregate pits are not permitted from May 1 to September 30 if nest/roost is occupied.
MMZ1: 20‐50 m
• Operations associated with aggregate pits are not permitted from May 1 to September 30 if nest/roost is occupied.

Table FMP-19 -- 64

Common Nighthawk Nesting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
Water
AOC
Road Identifier
Crossing Location
Identifier
CONI
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

Planned or Existing
Conditions on Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Planned or Existing
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
CONI
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• New roads and landings are not permitted, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified in the
AWS or AWS revision.
• Road construction is not permitted from May 15 to September 15.
• Maintenance of existing roads is not permitted from May 15 to September 15, unless required for safety reasons or environmental
protection, or in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned
OC
l
d or Existing
i ti
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
CONI
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Operations associated with existing aggregate pits are not permitted from May 1 to September 30, except in extraordinary circumstances as
specifically identified and justified in the AWS or AWS revision.

Table FMP-19 -- 65

Flooded Jellyskin Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
Water
AOC
Road Identifier
Crossing Location
Identifier
FLJE
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.
B.

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Planned or Existing
Conditions on Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Operational Roads, and Landings
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
AOC
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Reserve: Woodland Pool containing Flooded Jellyskin plus 30 m of adjacent habitat measured from the high‐water mark
FLJE
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
MMZ: Woodland Pools with surface area ≥200m² within the AOC plus adjacent 15 m of habitat measured from the high‐water mark
• New roads and landings are not permitted unless there is no practical or feasible alternative, and appropriate mitigative
measures are taken to minimize the risk of sediment entering pools and disruption of hydrological function.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
g
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Reserve: Woodland Pool containing Flooded Jellyskin plus 30 m of adjacent habitat measured from the high‐water mark
FLJE
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
MMZ: Woodland Pools with surface area ≥200m² within the AOC plus adjacent 15 m of habitat measured from the high‐water mark
• New aggregate pits, and aggregate extraction are not permitted.

Table FMP-19 -- 66

Five‐lined Skink Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
FLSK

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
AOC
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Reserve: MNR delineated habitat
FLSK
• New roads and landings are not permitted, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified in the
AWS or an AWS revision.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
Planned or Existing
AOC
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
FLSK
Reserve:
delineated
habitat
R
MNR d
li
t d h
bit t
• New aggregate pits are not permitted, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

Table FMP-19 -- 67

Kirtland's Warbler Nesting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
KIWA

All existing
roads and
landings.

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
For reconstruction and widening of existing roads,
refer to Part B of table for conditions on "new"
roads.

All planned roads
and landings.

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Road Identifier

Water
Crossing

Location

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
Planned or Existing
AOC
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
MMZ: delineated habitat polygon
KIWA
• New landings are not permitted.
• New roads are not permitted, unless there is no practical or feasible alternative, the patch of occupied habitat is large (>80
ha), reasonable efforts will be made to mitigate potential impact, and the road is specifically identified and justified in the
AWS or an AWS revision.
• Road construction is not permitted from May 1 to July 31 except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and
justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
KIWA
MMZ: delineated habitat polygon
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Aggregate extraction within existing pits is not permitted from May 1 to July 31 except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified
and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

Table FMP-19 -- 68

Louisiana Waterthrush Nesting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
LOWA

All existing
roads and
landings.

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
For reconstruction and widening of existing roads,
refer to Part B of table for conditions on "new"
roads.

All planned roads
and landings.

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Road Identifier

Water
Crossing

Location

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Planned or Existing
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
LOWA
• New landings are not permitted.
• Reasonable efforts will be made to avoid constructing new roads.
• Road construction is not permitted from May 1 to July 31, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and
justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
Planned or Existing
AOC
Identifier
Conditions on Location,
Location Construction or Use
LOWA
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Aggregate extraction within existing pits is not permitted from May 1 to July 31.

Table FMP-19 -- 69

Pale‐bellied Frost Lichen
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
PBFL

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.

All planned roads
and landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to conditions on "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
Planned or Existing
AOC
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
PBFL
Reserve: delineated habitat
• New roads and landings are not permitted unless identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision including considerations
and requirements relative to the ESA.
• No maintenance (other than grading existing road surface) or upgrades of existing roads unless identified and justified in the
AWS or an AWS revision including considerations and requirements relative to the ESA.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
Planned or Existing
AOC
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Reserve: delineated habitat
PBFL
• New aggregate pits are not permitted unless identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision including considerations and requirements
relative to the ESA.

Table FMP-19 -- 70

Peregrine Falcon
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
PEFA

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

B.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
maintenance and use.
For reconstruction and widening of existing
roadbeds MNR approval is required.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Planned or Existing
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
PEFA
Reserve: Delineated cliff habitat and 0‐125 m
MMZ1: 125‐250 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted.
• Use of existing roads and landings are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the base of the cliff*.
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the top
of the cliff*.
MMZ2 and MMZ3: 250‐1000 m
• New
roads
landings
are not
consultation
occurs and
direction/approval
is provided
by MNR
MNR.
N
d and
d l
di
t permitted
itt d unless
l
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id d b
• New roads that provide increased access are not permitted within the AOC unless there is no practical or feasible alternative
and the road, including specific location, is identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.
• When roads are constructed within the AOC, temporary roads and/or water crossings will be used whenever practical and feasible
to limit future access and disturbance.
• Hauling or LOW IMPACT road maintenance operations are permitted if the road predates the nest.
MMZ2: 250‐500 m
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the base
of the cliff*.
• HIGH IMPACT operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the top of the
cliff*.
MMZ3: 500‐1000 m
• HIGH IMPACT operations associated with roads and landings are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the base of the
cliff*.
* Unless required for safety reasons or environmental protection, or except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically
identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

Table FMP-19 -- 71

Peregrine Falcon

(page 2)

MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19
C.

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
PEFA
Reserve, MMZ1, MMZ2 above or below the cliff: 0‐500 m; MMZ3 below the cliff: 500‐1000 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
Reserve: Delineated cliff habitat and 0‐125 m
MMZ1: 125‐250 m
• Aggregate extraction from existing pits is not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the base of the cliff.
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT operations associated with aggregate extraction from exisitng pits are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the
top of the cliff*.
MMZ2: 250‐500 m
• MODERATE or HIGH IMPACT operations associated with aggreate extraction from existing pits are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the
base of the cliff*.
• HIGH IMPACT operations associated with aggreate extraction from existing pits are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the top of the
cliff.
MMZ3: 500‐1000 m
• HIGH IMPACT operations associated with aggreate extraction from existing pits are not permitted from March 15 to September 1 at the base of the
cliff*.
* Unless required for safety reasons or environmental protection, or except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and justified
in
i the
th AWS or an AWS revision.
i i

Table FMP-19 -- 72

Red‐headed Woodpecker & Rusty Blackbird Nesting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
RHWO
RUBL

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
For reconstruction and widening of existing roads,
refer to Part B of table for conditions.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Planned or Existing
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
RHWO
RUBL
• Road construction is not permitted from May 1 to July 31, except in extraordinary circumstances as specifically identified and
justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
RHWO
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
RUBL
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Aggregate
within
pits
May
1 to
circumstances
as specifically
identified
A
t extraction
t
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ithi existing
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and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

Table FMP-19 -- 73

Plant Species of Provincial Conservation Concern (S1, S2 and S3)
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
SPCC

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to Part B of table for "new" roads.

Location

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
AOC
Public Comment
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
SPCC
Reserve: MNR delineated habitat and 0‐30 m
• New roads and landings are not permitted within the AOC.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
SPCC
Reserve: MNR delineated habitat and 0‐30 m
• New aggregate pits are not permitted within the AOC.

Table FMP-19 -- 74

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Whip‐poor‐will Nesting Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
WHIP

B.

Road Identifier
All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

Water
Crossing

Location

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to Part B of table for "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Operational Roads, and Landings
Planned or Existing
AOC
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
WHIP
• New road construction or new landings are not permitted*.
•Maintenance of existing roads and landings is not permitted from May 15 to September 15*.
*Unless identified and justified through the AWS or AWS revision including considerations and requirements relative to the ESA.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
WHIP
MMZ: MNR delineated habitat
• New aggregate pits are not permitted, unless identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision including considerations and requirements
relative to the ESA.
• Aggregate extraction within existing pits is not permitted from May 15 to September 15.

Table FMP-19 -- 75

Wetlands Occupied by Breeding BLTE, GWWA, LEBI, OSFL and/or YERA
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
WSARB

Road Identifier
SILVER POND

All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.
AOC
Identifier
WSARB

Public Comment

Water
Crossing
NO

Location
SI_B‐02

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
The proposed location is not within the non‐
forested wetland portion of the AOC which is the
section that contains the restrictions on road
construction. This road is an existing road that
is being re‐classified to a branch.

Location
Within
mapped
Corridor.

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

Note: For reconstruction and widening of existing
roads, refer to Part B of table for "new" roads.
Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.
Planned or Existing
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
Additional direction for Mapped permanent non‐forested wetlands is provided in CORLAP‐03
MMZ: MNR delineated non‐forested wetland habitat ‐ variable size depending upon species
• New all weather roads and landings are not permitted.
• New WINTER ROADS are not permitted unless there is no practical or feasible alternative, reasonable efforts will be made to
mitigate potential impact on occupied habitat,
road, including specific location
location, is identified and justified in the AWS
habitat and the road
or an AWS revision.
• Water drawdowns or other activities that significantly alter hydrological regime are not permitted.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Planned or Existing
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
WSARB
Additional direction for Mapped permanent non‐forested wetlands is provided in CORLAP‐03
MMZ: MNR delineated non‐forested wetland habitat ‐ variable size depending upon species
• New aggregate pits are not permitted.
• Water drawdowns or other activities that significantly alter hydrological regime are not permitted.

Table FMP-19 -- 76

West Virginia White Habitat
MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Ottawa Valley Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2011 TO March 31, 2021

FMP‐19

Phase I (Year 1‐5)
Phase II (Year 6‐10)

Road Crossings, Landings, and Forestry Aggregate Pits in Areas of Concern

A. Primary Roads, Branch Roads, and Landings
AOC
Identifier
WVWH

Road Identifier

Water
Crossing

Location

All existing
roads and
landings.
All planned roads
and landings.

Planned or Existing
Conditions on
Construction or Use
For reconstruction and widening of existing roads,
refer to Part B of table for "new" roads.

Location

Acceptable Variations
Conditions on
Construction or Use

Refer to Part B of table for conditions on
construction and use.

B.

Operational Roads, and Landings
Planned or Existing
AOC
Public Comment
Identifier
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use
WVWH
MMZ: delineated habitat polygon
• Landings are not permitted.
• New roads are not permitted, unless there is no practical or feasible alternative, the potential impact on West Virginia white
habitat can be mitigated, and the road, including specific location, is identified and justified in the AWS or an AWS revision.

C.

Forestry Aggregate Pits
AOC
Identifier
WVWH
MMZ: delineated habitat polygon
• Aggregate pits are not permitted.

Planned or Existing
Conditions on Location, Construction or Use

Table FMP-19 -- 77
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CRO-06

Protection of Butternut Trees (Species at Risk)

Butternut trees were never common in Ontario’s forests, occurring naturally as a minor
component of richer hardwood forests. Today, the butternut is seriously threatened by an
incurable fungal disease called the butternut canker. Protection provided to the butternut
under the Endangered Species Act (refer to Section 3.2.1.3) prohibits any harm to this
species. The direction in this condition on regular operations applies to all Butternut trees
unless identified as not retainable by a certified Butternut Health Assessor. Endangered
Species Act Regulation 242/02 provides the specific direction for retainable Butternut trees
and Butternut Health Assessments. Direction applies to plants at all life stages including
seedlings, saplings, and trees known before, or found during, operations.

15

Standards for the Protection of Butternut

16
17
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06-01 Harvest, renewal and tending operations shall not destroy or cause damage to
butternut trees except as provided for through the Butternut Health Assessment
procedure.

19
20

1. No healthya butternut trees will be marked for removal or harvested unless authorised by
a permit issued under the Endangered Species Act.
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2. Unhealthyb butternut trees may be marked for removal by a designated Butternut Health
Assessor and will be accompanied by appropriate Butternut Health Assessment
documentation as required under the current Butternut Guidelines (ESA 2007).

24
25

3. Harvest of marked trees will only occur after the appropriate documentation has been
received and reviewed by the MNR.
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4. No extraction or skid trails are permitted within the dripline of butternut trees.
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5. Crown, stem, and roots of butternut trees will not be damaged by forest operations
(careful logging practices).
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6. Opportunities for regeneration of butternut will be identified when consistent with other
silvicultural and ecological objectives.
Best Management Practices to Promote Regeneration of Butternut
(Not Mandatory — may be implemented when reasonable and appropriate)
1. Forest Operation Prescriptions will identify how silvicultural practices may be modified to
encourage regeneration of butternut based on the following direction:
For Selection Harvest

39

a. Pockets (≥0.5 ha) within stands with 5-15 healthy butternut trees/ha

a

The term healthy is consider to be synonymous with the term retainable used in Endangered Species Act
regulations.
b
The term unhealthy is considered to be synonymous with the term non-retainable used in Endangered Species
Act regulations.
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•
•
•
•

Group selection openings (30-70 m diameter circular opening) should be
created to encourage regeneration.
Healthy butternut seed trees should be retained along the edge of openings.
Within openings, all stems should be felled, except healthy butternut trees.
Competition should be controlled within openings as necessary.

b. Pockets (≥0.5 ha) within stands with >15 healthy butternut trees/ha
• Follow direction for uniform shelterwood harvest (below).
For Shelterwood Removal Harvest
a. Pockets (≥0.5 ha) within stands with >5 healthy butternut trees/ha
• The uniform shelterwood system with full crown spacing should be applied.
• Depending on crown size, a total (including species other than butternut) of
30-60 crop trees/ha should be retained, with bole spacing ranging from
12-20 m.
• Competition should be controlled within the pocket as necessary.
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CRO-22

Operations in Deer Wintering Emphasis Areas (Winter Deer LLPs)

5

Standards (S) Guidelines (G)

6
7

The following CROs apply to the four deer wintering emphasis areas that have been
designated as the Large Landscape Patches (LLP) illustrated in Figure 4-3.
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22-01 Silvicultural prescriptions will be consistent with deer habitat management objectives
(S) within deer wintering emphasis areas.
22-02 Increase the availability of critical thermal cover to a target level of 20% and work
towards an even distribution of critical thermal cover in each of the four (4) deer winter LLPs
(G).
Critical thermal cover stands have been pre-identified by MNR using a combination of aerial
photography, surveys, and/or landscape GIS modeling (Ontario Landscape Tool) using the
forest resource inventory to the desirable levels and desired distribution for each deer winter
LLP.
Critical thermal cover (CTC) stands designated by MNR, verified to be suitable during
operations, will need to receive either modified silvicultural treatments or alternate SGRs as
per direction below (S). Each designated CTC stand will need to be mapped as an individual
treatment area on Forest Operation Prescription (FOP) Maps and also be depicted as
“modified” indicating they are modified management zone which allows for adjustment of the
silvicultural treatment. Identifying them as modified will also facilitate operational road
planning relative to critical thermal stands (See CORLAP-20).
Since the desirable level for critical thermal cover in each LLP is 20% evenly dispersed
throughout (G), then each operational forestry block, with consideration of immediately
surrounding stands, will also be required to have 20% critical thermal cover spaced no
further than 200-800 m apart, have approximately 10 hectares of CTC in each 50 hectare
area, and be connected by stands with sufficient amounts of conifer access cover. For the
purpose of describing the CTC distribution pattern in each yard, cover patterns that meet the
desired spacing will be referred to as “even” and those that do not meet the desired spacing
will be described as “uneven”.
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Figure 4-3

Deer Wintering Emphasis Areas (Winter Deer LLPs)

Any 50 ha area of the deer yards that has <10% critical thermal cover is automatically
considered a cover deficient area. The long-term silvicultural objective for cover deficient
yards is to increase the conifer component to at least the minimum requirement of 10% (G).
If it is not possible to locate potentially suitable conifer stands using available photography or
in the FRI, the most suitable cover patches found during operations will need to be retained
(See Silvicultural Direction for Designated Cover Deficient areas below) or the planting of
conifer should be considered.
When it is necessary to supplement the local critical thermal cover supply, suitable cover
stands or patches will need to be located by the SFL either during block layout, tree marking,
or during operations as found within the harvested stands. Order of priority for the retention
of thermal cover species is: hemlock, red spruce, cedar, white spruce, white pine and balsam
fir.
Large patches of conifer retained for CTC management during operations will be identified as
unique prescription areas on Forest Operation Prescription Maps when found in advance of
operations and/or added into the Forest Resource Inventory when updates are being made
following the completion of operations.
Furthermore if any CTC stands identified by MNR are pine dominated, are determined to be
unsuitable as cover, or better quality cover stands have been found, they may be substituted
or removed from designated CTC with approval from the MNR Biologist.
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Furthermore if any CTC stands identified by MNR are pine dominated, are determined to be
unsuitable as cover, or better quality cover stands have been found, they may be substituted
or removed from designated CTC with approval from the MNR Biologist.
Designated Critical Thermal Cover Stands - Silvicultural Direction & Options (G):
A. Hemlock and Cedar: Group Selection, Shelterwood, 3-Phase Strip-cuts (20m take, 40m
leave; in cedar only) are permitted but must maintain conifer crown closures >= 60%
using trees at least 5 m in height.
Focused harvest of hardwoods is permitted if it can be done without compromising the
residual conifer canopy closure. Careful logging practices will need to be used to remove
hardwood dominated areas while leaving conifer dominated areas intact.
No return harvest or final removals until regeneration is >=5 m tall and average stand
conifer crown closures are in excess of 60%.
Follow up renewal and tending activities must also maintain the conifer crown closures
>= 60% using trees at least 5 m in height that were left during harvest.
B. Pine, Spruce, and Fir: If it is not possible to maintain conifer canopy closure >= 60%
using trees at least 10 m in height using the appropriate SGR then the designated CTC
stand must be deferred from harvest until other suitable critical cover stands or patches
are available to replace it in the immediate vicinity (within 200-800 m). Pine plantation
thinnings that meet the CTC criteria are permitted but the final removals must be deferred
until other CTC stands are available in the immediate vicinity (within 200-800 m).
Focused harvest of hardwoods is permitted if it can be done without compromising the
residual conifer canopy closure and stand integrity. Careful logging practices will need to
be used to remove hardwood dominated areas while leaving conifer dominated areas
intact.
Follow up renewal and tending activities must also maintain the conifer crown closures
>= 60% using trees at least 10 m in height that were left during harvest.
Designated Cover Deficient Areas - Silvicultural Direction & Options (G):
A. Harvest: Unmapped conifer patches will be retained within conifer deficient areas of the
yard as follows. Adequate amounts will be retained up to the 20% target level for each
operational area as available. When choices exist they will be retained as per the order
of priority for the retention of thermal cover species: hemlock, red spruce, cedar, white
spruce, white pine, and balsam fir.
Hemlock and Cedar patches >=0.04 hectares (20m x20m) shall be maintained at conifer
crown closures >=60% with trees >5m tall when discovered during operations.
Pine, Spruce, Fir patches >=0.04 hectares (20m x20m) shall be maintained at conifer
crown closures >=60% with trees >10m tall when discovered during operations.
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B. Tending and Site Preparation: In designated cover deficient areas where conifer cover
was not retained during harvest, any available patches of conifer cover species >=0.04
hectares (20 m x 20 m) that remain will be retained in up to 20% of the deficient area and
managed as critical thermal cover with conifer crown closures kept >=60% with trees >10
m tall (or 5 m tall for He/Ce).
C. Renewal: When critical cover is limited or not regenerating well, consider regenerating 110 hectares patches to conifer cover species. Order of priority is: hemlock, cedar, red
spruce, white spruce, and white pine. Red spruce may work well on landings in intolerant
hardwood or mixedwood stands where conifer cover is locally deficient or in areas where
deer are preventing the regeneration of cedar or hemlock. This may be the only option for
creating access to browse in severely cover deficient areas recommended by the MNR
Biologist.
Within areas that are severely browse deficient or access cover deficient it would be
valuable to develop custom tending and renewal plans in consultation with the MNR
Biologist.
22-3 Access cover will be retained in all stands not identified as critical thermal cover within
deer winter LLPs unless otherwise specified and/or approved by MNR (G).
For all stands that are not identified as CTC, stand specific direction regarding the retention
of access cover will be written into the treatment area prescriptions based on the direction
provided below. Regular harvest of mixedwood, hardwood, tolerant hardwood, and intolerant
hardwood stands will provide browse production areas, making the retention of conifer
patches within them important so deer can access them during winter conditions.
Access cover will be identified during tree marking following the specific instructions provided
in the Forest Operations Prescription. Conifers kept along major travel corridors, wildlife
trails, and over bedding areas may contribute to stand-level access cover requirements when
access patch spacing requirements are met (see ‘General Provisions for Stand Level Habitat
Features in Deer Winter LLPs’).
Access Cover and Browse Production in Non-Critical Cover Stands - Silvicultural
Direction & Options (G):
Access cover will be retained in all stands not identified as critical thermal cover within deer
winter LLPs unless otherwise specified and/or approved by MNR.
Order of priority for the retention of access cover species is: hemlock, red spruce, cedar,
white spruce, white pine and balsam fir.
Where choices exist, conifer access cover patches should be retained on ridges, knobs,
south facing slopes, next to forest openings, over deer beds, along shorelines, and along
visible wildlife trails (worn walking paths in summer or worn snow-packed trails in winter).
A. Harvest Options (must choose at least one for each stand or treatment area):

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

i.

Retain access patches of at least 3-5 conifers (following the order of priority for
retention hierarchy when choices exist) with interlocking crowns that are >=10 m tall;
spaced 30 to 60 m apart as available (this equals a minimum of 4 access patches per
hectare). Also retain solitary conifers at least 10 m tall that link access patches and
critical thermal cover or if they are the only conifers present in hardwood dominated
areas. No final removal cuts in shelterwood management areas until conifer
regeneration is at least 10 m tall unless access cover patches are retained or suitable
conifer cover is present within 200 m.
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ii.

Use SGRs that create forest openings <10 hectares in area and/or are configured to
be <60 m wide and/or that maintain suitable conifer cover to cover distances of 200 m
(suitable conifer cover has canopy closures >60% of trees >10m tall in patches >=2
ha). Delay return cuts and final removals until the conifer regeneration is >10m (>5m
for Ce and He) in height and >60% conifer crown closure when suitable cover is not
available within 200 m. Access cover patches are not required in forest openings <10
hectares and <60m wide when suitable conifer cover is present directly adjacent or
makes up the residual matrix of the stand. The creation of forest openings <60 m
wide are encouraged next to access cover patches or critical thermal cover stands
whenever possible.
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iii.

Use any of the following deer yard compatible SGRs: Clearcuts <10 ha, Stripclearcuts (20m take: 40m leave), Strip-Shelterwood, Patch-Clearcut, or Group
Selection.
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iv.

Other SGRs or custom harvest prescriptions without access cover provisions
developed in consultation with and approved by the MNR Biologist. This will only be
considered in areas where winter deer browsing has been demonstrated to be
compromising regeneration success or in areas that are not needed to meet critical
habitat supply levels for the yard.

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

B. Tending and Renewal Activities:
i.

Follow up renewal and tending activities (including site preparation) must maintain the
conifer access cover patches, bedding area cover, travel corridor cover, linking
solitary conifers, and mast trees that were retained during harvest.

ii.

There are no restrictions on the types of tending that can be used in deer yards.
However the following guiding principles should be followed whenever possible to
prolong the browse supply:
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•

•

iii.

In stands where the competing vegetation is dominated by preferred browse
species (all deciduous shrub or young tree species except American beech,
raspberries, gooseberries, and alder), tending should be planned when the
majority of the browse is >2m in height whenever possible to help prolong the
availability of browse.
Manual cleaning or stem specific herbicide is encouraged if tending is required
when browse is at an optimal height for deer (<1.5 m) and it is within 200 m of
critical thermal cover stands.

When access cover is limited in hardwood dominated areas, consider regenerating 110 hectares patches to conifer cover species. Order of priority is: hemlock, cedar, red
spruce, white spruce, and white pine. Red spruce may work well on landings in
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CRO-23

Operations in Moose Emphasis Areas

(Upper and Middle Moose LLPs)
The following CROs apply to the Upper and Middle Moose Large Landscape Patches (Figure
4-4). It is not necessary to manage moose cover in the Lower Moose LLP.

Figure 4-4

Moose Emphasis Areas – Upper and Middle LLPs.

Summer Moose Cover
23-1 Summer cover will be maintained throughout the Upper and Middle moose LLPs.
(S&G)
Guidelines:
To manage for summer cover in areas where forest operations are planned within MEAs,
maintain suitable patches of habitat (stands or parts of stands) using the following criteria:
Amount: retain >= 3% (15 ha) of suitable summer cover in any 500 hectares area
Size and Distribution: minimum 2 ha, preferably >10 hectares in size in at least two distinct
patches in each 500 ha
Location: Summer cover habitat will be preferably retained on flat terrain within 200 m of
class 4, 3, or 2 moose aquatic feeding areas (i.e. <= 200 m measured from the edge of the
MAFA to the nearest edge of the summer cover patch) when present. If there are no
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MAFAs, then the cover patch will be located on flat terrain within 200 m of the next best
available natural opening (OMS, BSH, TMS, beaver meadow or pond, or other open wetland
feature confirmed to be present). Linkages of summer cover patches to immature, mature,
old, or other residual forests, particularly shoreline forests should be preserved whenever
possible.
Characteristics: Maintain or retain the best summer cover habitat available. In general the
preference hierarchy is: lowland conifer>upland conifer>lowland or upland hardwood> mixed
woods. More specifically, high quality summer cover habitat is comprised of stands or parts
of stands that are:
•
Dominated by Ce and/or Sp > He, MwdC and/or Prw > Hd and/or Int with a
preference for lowland conifer-dominated forest when present,
•
At least immature in age >= 35 years, but mature stands are preferred
•
>= 10 m in height,
•
Have a canopy closure >= 70%, and
•
Have an open understory (i.e. the shrub density is low).
Any moose summer cover patches intentionally retained during harvest also need to be
maintained during follow up renewal and tending activities, until other suitable cover patches
become available to replace them. Moose cover patches may contribute to the achievement
of landscape residual forest retention targets and AOC residual forest retention requirements
if strategically retained.
A spatial moose summer cover analysis, using the above criteria for stand characteristics,
size, amount, and distribution will be completed to assist with the strategic retention of
moose cover during operational planning. The product of this analysis will be an operational
planning layer (or spatial coverage) showing the locations of suitable and critical moose
summer cover stands so they can be worked into Forest Operation Prescriptions for each
operational area.
Winter Moose Cover
23-2 Winter cover will be maintained throughout the Upper and Middle moose LLPs.
(S & G)
Guidelines:
To manage for winter cover in areas where forest operations are planned with in MEAs,
maintain suitable patches of habitat (stands or parts of stands) using the following criteria:
Amount:
•
•

Retain >=15% winter cover in areas where the dominant silvicultural systems used
create forest that do not meet the definition of residual forest, and
Retain >=2% winter cover in areas where the dominant silvicultural systems used
create forest that does meet the definition of residual forest
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Patch Size and Distribution: Patches of winter cover will be distributed within emphasis areas
so that:
•
•

Cover patches >=2 ha, preferably >= 5 hectares in size will be retained in areas
dominated by residual forest, at a spacing of approximately 1,000 m apart
Cover patches >= 5 ha, preferably >=10 hectares will be retained in areas dominated
by non-residual forest, at a spacing of approximately 400 m

Characteristics: Patches of winter cover will normally be mature conifer or mixed forest with a
conifer canopy component that:
•
•

•

is >=10 m in height;
is comprised of tree species that are capable of intercepting snow as per the following
preference/interception hierarchy: hemlock, red spruce, cedar > white spruce,
balsam fir, white pine, upland black spruce>lowland black spruce, red pine, jack pine;
and
has >=60% conifer canopy closure, or a conifer canopy closure >=30% of hemlock,
red spruce, and/or cedar and tends to occur in clumps of 3-5 trees with interlocking
crowns). A canopy closure 60-80% is optimal so some partial harvest may be
acceptable where appropriate; if partial harvest is conducted, clumping of residual
trees is preferable to uniform spacing of residual trees.

In areas where cover habitat with these characteristics does not exist, retain the next best
available conifer cover stand to meet the patch size and distribution criteria.
Any moose winter cover patches intentionally retained during harvest also need to be
maintained during follow up renewal and tending activities, until other suitable cover patches
become available to replace them. Moose cover patches may contribute to the achievement
of landscape residual forest retention targets and AOC residual forest retention requirements
if strategically retained.
A spatial moose winter cover analysis, using the above criteria for stand characteristics, size,
amount, and distribution, will be completed to assist with the strategic retention of moose
cover during operational planning. The product of this analysis will be an operational
planning layer (or spatial coverage) showing the locations of suitable and critical moose
winter cover stands, so they can be worked into Forest Operation Prescriptions for each
operational area.
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CRO-24

Protection of Wild Leek Patches (Locally Featured Species)

This direction applies to all wild leek patches known before, or found during operations. The
wild leek patch may be of any size. Wild leek patches are most likely to be visible in the
spring when they have leaves and are flowering. Once the leaves die back, often the only
indicator of their presence is the occasional dry seed head.
The Standards section describes the mitigation measures to be integrated into the
silvicultural prescriptions and operations occurring near this value. These measures apply to
the totality of the habitat occupied by the species.
The habitat occupied by leeks (each patch) will receive a 20 m protection zone around its
perimeter to provide protection against microclimatic alterations and the edge effect
(changes to light intensity, temperature, wind, relative moisture, accumulation of snow, etc).
Standards (S) and Guidelines (G)
24-01 Conversion of forest stands occupied by wild leek is not permitted. (S)
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24-02 A modified management zone will be applied to the habitat occupied by leeks (each
patch) plus 20 m around its perimeter. Within this zone forestry operations must be modified
as follows: (S)
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1. The use of machinery is not permitted during the snow-free season within the patch.
Only manual operations are permitted during the snow-free season or the minimal use of
light machinery during the presence of snow.
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2. Skid trails must avoid leek patches during snow-free conditions.
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3. Harvest and tending activities will retain forest canopy closure >=70% over the wild leek
patch and within hardwood dominated stands located within 20 m of the patch.
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4. Mechanical site preparation is not permitted within 20 m of the patch.

33
34

5. The use of herbicide is not permitted within the patch and only stem-specific herbicide
treatments may be used within 20 m of the patch.
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CRO-25

Operations Adjacent to Private Land, Provincial Parks (other than
Algonquin) and Conservation Reserves, Utilities, Public Roads, Mining
Claims

Standards (S) and Guidelines (G)
Private Property
25-01 Forest management boundaries between Crown and Private Property will be
established in accordance with MNR/MNDMF Forest Licensing, Wood Allocation and
Measurement General Procedure FOR 05 01 04 (August 2004) - Marking The Limit Of
Forest Operations Adjacent To Private And Crown Properties. (S)
http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/stdprodconsume/groups/lr/@mnr/@forests/documents/document/275489.pdf

Procedure FOR 05 01 04 will be the direction for:
•
•
•
•

roles and responsibilities for establishment of boundaries
procedures for establishment of forest management boundaries adjacent to
private lands;
notification and obtaining agreement of landowners; and
procedures for non-agreement.

25-02 All trees are to be felled away from private land where potential for falling trees across
a visible survey line or fence exists. In the event that a buffer is placed on private land, trees
may be felled across the line, then pulled onto the harvest area where they are to be topped.
(S)
Provincial Parks (other than Algonquin), Conservation Reserves
25-03 Forest management boundaries between Crown and Provincial Parks or
Conservation Reserves will be established by the forest industry using the best available
evidence and measurements. All Provincial Park boundaries will be reviewed with and
approved by the Ontario Parks Superintendent. All Conservation Reserve boundaries will be
reviewed and approved by the District Manager (S).
25-04 Trees are not to be felled across the Provincial Park or Conservation Reserve
boundary. (S)
Transmission Lines, Gas Pipelines
25-05 The OFRL or contractor is to ensure operations adjacent to electrical transmission
lines are conducted in a manner that will not damage lines, supports, or equipment and will
not block or restrict access for normal maintenance of these utilities. Permission must be
obtained from the respective utility to use/operate on their right of way. Proof of permission
(letters, permits, or documentation of verbal permission) shall be provided by the OFRL upon
request by MNR or OVFI. (S)
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25-06 The OFRL or contractor is to ensure operations adjacent to or across TransCanada
Pipeline right-of-ways are conducted in a manner not to damage pipes, supports, or
equipment and not to block or restrict access for normal maintenance of these utilities. An
applicant is required to obtain crossing approval from the CSE Department (1-800-661-3805)
prior to: (S)
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1. The construction of a facility on the pipeline right-of-way as defined in the National
Energy Board Pipeline Crossing Regulations, Part I4 (e.g., roads, skid trails, ditches, etc.).
The OFRL or contractor will be required to sign a crossing agreement, which will be
binding on all subsequent owners of the crossing. The owner must meet all clearances
and design requirements outlined in the crossing agreement and the National Energy
Board Pipeline Crossing Regulations. Prior to construction, the OFRL or contractor will
ensure that TransCanada Pipeline has staked all pipes in the vicinity and has explained
the significance of stakes. Three days notice is to be given to TransCanada Pipeline
prior to construction unless alternate arrangements have been made. Maintenance of
the facility is the responsibility of the OFRL or contractor unless a third party agrees to
assume responsibility for the facility (in writing), or the facility has been removed or
abandoned and the site restored to the satisfaction of TransCanada Pipeline. A field
representative from TransCanada Pipeline must be on site to supervise and inspect,
unless alternate arrangements have been made.
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2. Any grading that will affect drainage on the right-of-way (regardless of whether the
grading is conducted on the RoW). Grading that does not impact on drainage, or disturb
more than 30 cm of the initial grade and does not reduce the total cover over the pipe is
permitted without TransCanada or National Energy Board (NEB) approval. A field
representative from TransCanada Pipeline must be on site to supervise and inspect,
unless alternate arrangements have been made.

28
29
30
31
32

3. When excavation using power equipment or explosives is planned to occur within 30
meters of the pipeline, approval from the NEB is required and a proposal is to be
submitted to TransCanada Pipeline. Five days notice is to be given to TransCanada
Pipeline prior to excavation with power-operated equipment and seven days prior to the
use of explosives, unless alternate arrangements have been made.

33
34
35
36

4. Storing fill or building materials on the right-of-way. Twenty-four hours notice is required
prior to backfilling material over a pipe. Proof of permission (letters, permits, or
documentation of verbal permission) shall be provided by the OFRL or contractor upon
request by OVFI or MNR.

37
38

Provincial And Municipal Highways

39
40
41
42
43
44
45

25-07 Existing entrances will be used wherever possible; entrance permits will be obtained
from MTO or the Municipality for all new entrances or upgrades to existing entrances and
retained on file. (S)
25-08 Modifications of treatment prescriptions and access development are to be
considered in areas of high public interest to minimise visual impact or to address concerns
for snow drifting or ice build up (G).

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

•
•

Roads and landings that are required near the highway can be located and
constructed to minimise visual impacts.
Harvest prescriptions should consider visual impacts and snow drifting concerns in
the determination of appropriate residual forest requirements. This is not to be
construed as hiding our forest practices from public view but a consideration for
safety, and preservation of special viewscapes.

Mining Claims, Survey Evidence

9
10
11
12
13
14

25-09 Forest operations on and adjacent to mining claim areas will be conducted in
accordance with MNR/MNDMF Forest Licensing, Wood Allocation and Measurement
Licensing Procedure FOR 05 03 17 (March 2005) - Mining Claims and the conditions of the
SFL or OFRL licence. (S)

15

http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/stdprodconsume/groups/lr/@mnr/@forests/documents/document/275493.pdf

16
17
18
19

The licensee shall ensure that all blazed claim lines, survey lines, corner posts, trenches and
other grid markers cut or otherwise established by markers, or any other property of the
person who has staked the mining claim that may be located on the licensed area, are not
damaged or altered by operations controlled by the licensee.

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

MNR will annually review and check records of the MNDMF and Land Registry Office (if
appropriate) to determine if there are any staked, leased or patented mining claims on areas
of proposed forest management operations (e.g. harvesting, silviculture, road construction)
by forest companies and/or the MNR. The MNR will inform in writing the current holder of
each mining claim that may be affected by proposed forest management operations located
on or adjacent to the claim, at least 30 days prior to the commencement of the operations.
The objective of this notice is to encourage communication between the SFL and/or FRL
holder and the mining claim holder to minimise potential damage and costs to each other.
The MNR will also inform, in writing, the SFL holder of areas containing mining claims within
the area of their proposed forest operations. This is intended to minimise the possibility of
unintentional disturbance or damage to the mining claim work or assessment.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
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19
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21
22
23
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31
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CORLAP-20

Deer Wintering Emphasis Areas (Winter Deer LLPs)

Standards (S) Guidelines (G) Best Management Practices (BMP)
1. When planning primary and branch road corridors, avoid high value wildlife habitats
such as ungulate wintering areas (G) (such as critical thermal cover in deer winter
LLPs).
2. The development of use management strategies for roads within areas where there
is objective to emphasize deer habitat will (G):
a. Consider deer management goals; and
b. Avoid building primary (or permanent) roads in the core of winter deer
concentration area (i.e. stratum 1 which is the deer winter emphasis areas and
the 4 deer winter LLPs in this instance).
3. Since the development of permanent roads is discouraged within deer wintering
areas (G), operational roads will be built as short term access using the lowest
quality and narrowest width needed, with winter roads being used whenever possible
(G). The construction of loop roads in high value wildlife habitats, or in the deer
wintering area, should be avoided (BMP).
4. Since there is a shortage of high quality critical thermal cover in all deer winter LLPs,
new roads, landings and pits need to avoid high quality (hemlock, cedar, and/or
spruce dominated) critical thermal cover stands whenever possible (G).
5. Disturbed soils associated with temporary roads, skid trails, water crossings,
landings, and rehabilitated aggregate pits that are at risk of erosion should be
stabilised as needed (G) preferably using native seed mixes of cool-season forbs to
provide enhanced sources of early spring forage for deer (BMP).
6. Do not place windrows or grubbing materials across known migration paths of wildlife
(=Major Travel Corridors in deer wintering areas) in a manner that could impede their
travel (G). When roads are in use during the winter, snow banks should be winged
back following heavy snowfalls and snow banks kept low over the course of the
winter (BMP).

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

CORLAP-21

Moose Emphasis Areas (Upper and Middle LLPs)

Guidelines (G) Best Management Practices (BMP)
1. When planning primary and branch road corridors, avoid high value wildlife habitats,
such as ungulate wintering areas (G). The high value habitats within the Upper and
Middle Moose LLPs include summer and winter cover and moose aquatic feeding
areas.
2. Adopt use management strategies for branch roads and operational roads consistent
with moose management objectives (G). –Specific use management strategies for
MEA’s have not been identified, as use management strategies for the remainder of
the district are consistent with meeting moose management objectives.

14
15

Best Management Practices

16

(Not Mandatory Direction)

17
18
19

1. In concert with provincial, regional, or local moose management programs, the
development of use management strategies for roads or road networks should
consider:

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

a. the strategic direction for the Middle and Upper Moose LLPs (Section 2.1.2.3.3).;
and
b. MNR policies and directives for access provisions or restrictions to public and
commercial travel on forestry roads and road networks; and
c. the temporal and spatial aspects of road decommissioning.
2. Roads should be planned and constructed to avoid:
a. the splitting of stands retained as winter or summer cover; and
b. high-quality MAFAs (e.g., roads should be ≥120 m away from MAFAs ranked 3
or 4 that are ≥4 hectares in size) ; and
c. Creating loop roads in high value wildlife habitat.

1
2
3
4
5
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CORLAP-22

Wild Leek Patches

Standards (S) Guidelines (G)
This direction applies to all wild leek patches known before or found during operations. The
wild leek patch may be of any size. Wild leek patches are most likely to be visible in the
spring when they have leaves and are flowering. Once the leaves die back, often the only
indicator of their presence is the occasional dry seed head.
The habitat occupied by leeks (each patch) will receive a 20 m protection zone around its
perimeter to provide protection against microclimatic alterations and the edge effect
(changes to light intensity, temperature, wind, relative moisture, accumulation of snow, etc).

16

1. No new roads, landings or pits are permitted within wild leek patches. (S)

17

2. Ditching and drainage is not permitted within 20 m of wild leek patches. (S)

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

3. New roads, landings, and pits or the expansion of existing roads, landings, and pits
should be avoided within 20 m of wild leek patches unless there are no other feasible
alternatives. If this is unavoidable, the impacts on the value need to be mitigated by
locating the road, landing, or pit as far from the patch as possible, using temporary
roads or trails if possible, maintaining a strip of intact forest cover around the patch if
possible, keeping the forest clearance as small as possible, or other measures as
appropriate in consultation with MNR biologist or ecologist. (G)

25
26

1
2
3
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CORLAP-23

Madawaska Highlands Planning Area, Aylen Lake and
Bark Lake Remote Access Enhanced Management Areas,
Regulated Provincial Parks (other than Algonquin Park)
and Conservation Reserves

Standards (S) Guidelines (G)
Policy direction comes from the Crown Land Use Planning Atlas and is also summarised in
Table 3-1.
23-01 Madawaska Highlands Land Use Planning Area

14
15

1. All significant new access will be closed during operations (gated) and properly
abandoned after all operations are completed. (S)

16
17

2. Use management strategies for new primary and branch roads will be identified in
the Forest Management Plan. (S)

18
19

3. New roads may be permitted to remain open to some or all types of vehicles if public
response demonstrates environmental or economic benefit to the community. (G)

20
21
22

4. No new forest access roads are permitted within 90 metres of lakes greater than 10
hectares or lakes less than 10 hectares having significant ecological or recreational
values. (G)

23

a. Setbacks can be increased where additional protection is needed.

24
25

b. New roads may be constructed within the setback if no other economically
feasible alternatives exist and the affected lake will not be seriously jeopardised.

26
27

23-02 Aylen Lake and Bark Lake Remote Access EMAs
1. Existing authorised access will continue subject to the following guidelines (G):

28

a. The lowest possible maintenance standards should apply.

29

b. The use of winter access is encouraged.

30

c. RoW width will be ≤11 metres except where approved by MNR.

31
32
33

2. New roads are permitted subject to the following conditions:
a. A comprehensive access and abandonment plan will be prepared in
consultation with, and approved by, the MNR. (S)

34
35
36

i. Layout, design and construction standards will consider aesthetics and land
use values, including the designated lake trout lakes and existing hunt
camp LUPs.

37
38

ii. New roads should use existing corridors where possible and consistent with
2(i).

39

iii. Roads will be constructed to the lowest standard possible.

1

iv. RoW width will be ≤11 metres except where approved by MNR.

2

v. Construction of winter roads is encouraged.

3
4

vi. Access controls, and abandonment will be implemented according to
CORLAPs 23-04 and 23-05.

5
6

23-03 Regulated Provincial Parks (other than Algonquin Park) and
Conservation Reserves

7
8
9
10

1. Essential existing forest access roads remain available for access where alternative
access does not exist or relocation is not feasible; conditions of maintenance and
upgrading within Provincial Parks must be planned in consultation with Ontario Parks
and with the District Manager for Conservation Reserves. (S)

11
12

23-04 Guidelines for Access and Abandonment in the Madawaska Highlands Planning
Area, Aylen Lake and Bark Lake Remote Access Enhanced Management Areas

13
14
15

1. Existing level of access within the Operational Road Boundary will be documented
as part of the Access and Abandonment Plan (Section 4.5.2). Access will be
described as:

16

a. existing road: can be traversed by a four-wheel drive half ton truck; or

17

b. ATV trail: can be travelled by ATV only.

18

2. Proposed access will be deemed ‘significant’ if:

19
20

a. The road provides an increased level of access* to a waterbody or watercourse
where angling can be reasonably expected to occur.

21
22

b. The road provides an increased level of access* to a land use permit site (e.g.
hunt camp).

23
24
25

c. The network of continuous new road exceeds one kilometre; multiple branches
within an Operational Road Boundary that are connected to a previously existing
road will be treated individually.

26

d. Duration of use is more than one year.

27
28
29

* increased level of access means progressive improvement in access i.e. from ATV to
vehicles, or walking to ATVs/vehicles. Major upgrades of existing road may be
considered significant new access.

30

3. The final decision on the classification of ‘significance’ rests with the MNR.

31
32
33

4. ‘Significant’ new access will require posting and gating during operations according
to the gate standards below. The gate must be erected at the start of operations at
the first reasonable opportunity (i.e. suitable equipment arrives on site).

34
35
36

5. ‘Significant’ new access will be decommissioned according to the abandonment
standards below upon completion of operations, which may include renewal
activities.

37
38

6. New access that is determined to not be significant will only be posted as restricted
access during operations.

39
40

7. New access that is determined to not be significant will be decommissioned upon
completion of operations. Short ‘spur roads’ ≤ 100 m may not require abandonment.

1

8. Access and abandonment plans are to be appended to the AWS..

2

9. Reporting will be in FOIP per Compliance Handbook timelines.

3
4
5
6

23-05 Standards for Access Controls and Abandonment Controls
Signs: (used in conjunction with temporary access controls and abandonment options)
All signs will state either of the following:

7
8
9
10

1. Motor Vehicles Prohibited without Authorisation - Public Lands Act (Except offroad
vehicles and motorised snow vehicles)

11

2. Motor Vehicles Prohibited without Authorisation - Public Lands Act

or

12

a. All signs should have red lettering with white background and green MNR logo

13
14

b. All sites should also have the small yellow and black symbol sign showing a truck
with a slash through it.

15
16

c. Signs are to be placed where a person cannot reasonably remove it (e.g. at least
2.4 metres or eight ft.) measured from the bottom of the sign

17
18

d. The sign will be placed in the immediate proximity of where the road has been
abandoned/closed

19
20
21

e. During forest operations replacement of signs is the responsibility of the SFL and
must occur in a timely fashion after loss has being reported. However, MNR will
assist when in the vicinity of missing signs as a partnership with the SFL.

22
23

f.

Once permanent abandonment has been achieved responsibility for sign
replacement reverts to MNR but it is again viewed as a partnership with the SFL.

24

Gates:

25
26

1. Only used as a temporary measure during forest operations on roads deemed to be
significant access.

27
28
29
30

2. Gates will be closed and locked at the end of each working day when active forest
harvesting or silviculture is occurring. When there is a break of longer than 24 hours
in continuous hauling operations, gates will be closed and locked. Any exceptions
need to be approved by MNR.

31

3. Gates will be secured by one padlock that is accessible to both company and MNR.

32
33

4. Maintaining gates in good repair and working order is the responsibility of the forest
industry.

34
35
36
37
38

5. It is understood that the gate may be in place for up to five years until all silviculture
operations are complete. Continued temporary access may also be necessary at
Category 9 and forestry aggregate pits. Periodic MNR audits will supplement
industry inspections and identify any deficiencies to the SFL. During that time the
SFL is responsible for monitoring, reporting and maintaining the gate.

1
2
3

6. As an option the SFL may remove the road and rebuild later or impede the road until
temporary access is required for forest operations (i.e. short term silvicultural
projects). Each instance needs to be approved by MNR.

4
5

Gate Construction Specifications:

6
7
8

1. The gate must be a manufactured steel gate available from farm supply or hardware
retailers. The manufactured specifications include a minimum 1-inch square or round
tube construction and a minimum of 12 feet long.

9
10

2. The gate must be mounted on steel posts with a minimum diameter of 3 inches that
cannot be pulled out of the ground, bent over, or broken off.

11
12

3. The gate must be mounted with steel gate hinges with either welded furls, or hinges
set in opposite directions to prevent the gate from being lifted off the hinges.

13
14
15

4. The gate must be chained and locked. The chain must be a minimum 5/16”, 30
proof with chain link size of 1.5-inch by 1-inch. The chain must be fixed to the post,
to prevent it from being lifted over the post.

16

5. The distance between the post and the gate may not exceed 2 feet.

17
18

6. The gate must be locked with the common master lock for all MHLUP gates. Foreign
locks placed on MHLUP gates will be removed.

19

7. A metal lock enclosure is required to prevent locks from being knocked off.

20

8. Standards for signage are included in the Guidelines.

21
22

Gate Installation Specifications:

23
24

1. When installing a new gate, all the materials and equipment need to be on-site to
install the gate/posts/chain/lock and signage properly.

25
26
27
28
29

2. When a new road is constructed and a Company is required to install a gate, the
gate will be erected at the beginning of forest operations. The beginning of forest
operations includes cutting out a right-of-way. Since this act may increase the level
of access (i.e. no road to ATV trail, or ATV trail to truck traffic), the gate must be
installed within 5 working days of starting to cut out the road right-of-way.

30
31

3. Gate locations will be strategically selected or enhanced with barriers outside the
posts to prevent passage around the gate.

32
33
34

4. The start-up date of road construction and gate installation will be entered into a
FOIP report as described in the Annual Compliance Plan and submitted to MNR
along with photos of the completed installation.

35
36
37
38
39
40
41

Water Crossing Removal (Decommissioning)
(defined as the removal of a previously approved water crossing, usually a culvert or
bridge):
1. Water crossing removal will follow the conditions of CORLAP-19 and must render the
road impassable.

1
2

Road Debuilding (Decommissioning)
(defined as the disruption of the road surface to the extent that travel is greatly inhibited)

3
4
5

1. The length of road debuilding will be a minimum of 10 m and completed to a
standard that the use of heavy equipment and significant effort would be required to
make the road passable. Safety and environmental concerns of CORLAP-16 apply.

6
7
8
9

Using Winter Roads
(defined as roads built over frozen ground including ice and snow to the lowest standard
possible)

10

1. Relies on frozen ground.

11

2. Encouraged in areas of significant access.

12

3. Useful tool but limited opportunity for its use.

13

4. Take advantage of opportunities to direct some operations to the winter months.

14
15
16

Ditches (Decomissioning)
(defined as creating a depression in the road surface to varying depths)

17

1. Must be used in conjunction with a berm and/or other options.

18
19
20

2. Ditches should be a minimum of 1.5 metres (five feet) deep across the width of the
road. Other options such as multiple ditches of less than five feet can be approved
with prior discussion with MNR.

21
22
23

Berms (Decomissioning)
(defined as a mound consisting of various material)

24

1. Should be as vertical as possible (minimum of 1:1).

25
26
27

2. All berms must be a minimum of 1.5 metres (five feet) high measured from the height
of the original road surface – this will allow them to be constructed with equipment
usually located on the site.

28
29

3. Special cases such as temporary berms to replace gates will need discussion with
MNR.

30
31
32

4. Berms will not be constructed of dirt or sand only. They will have approximately a
50% mixture of root mats, boulders (sharp angular rock preferred) and/or debris from
the landings.

33
34
35
36

5. Berms will be strategically placed to maximise their effectiveness (i.e. people should
not be able to simply drive around the berm). This may not be at the beginning of
the new road but will be as close as operationally possible to ensure the intent of the
MHLUP is met.

37
38
39
40

6. Berms will extend through the right of way to treed edge and be wide enough to
severely restrict the passage of ATVs, snowmobiles and/or vehicles according to the
level of use prior to forest operations (i.e. if ATVs could use the trail prior to the road
being built the berm would need to allow for continued use by ATVs.

41
42

7. The amendment to the Madawaska Highlands Land Use Plan stated that berms
should be seeded. While this may have some practicality for bank stabilisation,

1
2
3

concerns over the use of non native species have been raised. Consequently,
seeding must first be approved by MNR. Seeding will also have minimal effect on
preventing access.

4
5
6
7

Slash Piles/Boulders/Root Mats
(defined as indiscriminate piling of material normally found in the immediate vicinity on
the road bed);

8
9
10

1. Materials to be piled on a minimum of 10 m of roadbed to a standard that would
require the use of heavy equipment and significant effort to make the road passable.
2. Should be done in conjunction with berms/ditches.

11
12

23-06 When Crossing Private Land in the Madawaska Highlands

13
14
15
16
17

1. New access to Crown lands from private land is not to be differentiated from new
direct access. Access control and abandonment will occur where the road enters
onto Crown land from private. An appropriate gate/sign will be erected during forest
operations and the road will be physically abandoned to the approved standard once
forest operations cease.

18
19

2. Any exceptions to this (such as a gate already established by the private landowner)
must be approved by MNR and documented in the Annual Work Schedule.

20
21

3. Landowners must be made aware of access restrictions at the border of private and
Crown land and the details should be included in the landowner agreement.

22
23

Appendix 5
Maps of
High Conservation Value Forests
within the
Ottawa Valley Forest

Ottawa Valley Forest
High Conservation Value Forests Map Series

Map A-1

Framework Category A-1, Species at Risk (Confidential)

Map A-1 (a)

Framework Category A-1, Species at Risk (Confidential)

Map A-4

Framework Category A-4, Regionally Significant Species

Map A-4 (a)

Framework Category A-4, Regionally Significant Species

Map A-6

Framework Category A-6, Protected Areas

Map C-2

Framework Category C-2, Rare Ecosystems

Map D-2

Framework Category D-2, Provincially Significant Wetlands

Map F-1

Framework Category F-1, Registered Archaeological Sites (Confidential)

º

Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.
High Conservation Values Forest Map
A-4 Regionally Significant Species

1:150,000

CLARA

MARIA

HEAD

ROLPH

!

Deep River

WYLIE
BUCHANAN

MCKAY

PETAWAWA
!

Petawawa

!

RICHARDS

BURNS

FRASER

Pembroke

PEMBROKE

ALICE

STAFFORD

WESTMEATH

!

NORTH ALGONA
SHERWOOD

JONES
!

Beachburg

HAGARTY

Barrys Bay

!

Killaloe

WILBERFORCE

SOUTH ALGONA

!

!

Cobden

BROMLEY

Eganville

ROSS

RADCLIFFE
BRUDENELL

SEBASTOPOL
!

Palmer Rapids

GRATTAN

HORTON
ADMASTON
!

Renfrew

RAGLAN
LYNDOCH

!

Dacre

GRIFFITH

MCNAB
!

BROUGHAM

BAGOT

MATAWATCHAN
BLITHFIELD

Map A-4 Contents
Moose Emphasis Areas
White-tailed Deer Wintering Areas

Arnprior

º

Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.
High Conservation Values Forest Map
A-4(a) Regionally Significant Species

1:150,000

CLARA

MARIA

HEAD

ROLPH

!

Deep River

WYLIE
BUCHANAN

MCKAY

PETAWAWA
!

Petawawa

!

RICHARDS

BURNS

FRASER

Pembroke

PEMBROKE

ALICE

STAFFORD

WESTMEATH

!

NORTH ALGONA
SHERWOOD

JONES
!

Beachburg

HAGARTY

Barrys Bay

!

Killaloe

WILBERFORCE

SOUTH ALGONA

!

!

Cobden

BROMLEY

Eganville

ROSS

RADCLIFFE
BRUDENELL

SEBASTOPOL
!

Palmer Rapids

GRATTAN

HORTON
ADMASTON
!

Renfrew

RAGLAN
LYNDOCH

!

Dacre

GRIFFITH

MCNAB
!

BROUGHAM

BAGOT

MATAWATCHAN
BLITHFIELD

Map A-4(a) Contents
Northern Goshawk Nesting Sites
Red-shouldered Hawk Nesting Sites
Osprey Nesting Sites
Great Blue Heron Nesting Sites
Wild Leek

Arnprior

º

Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.
High Conservation Values Forest Map
A-6 Designated Protected Areas

1:150,000

CLARA

MARIA

HEAD

ROLPH

!

Deep River

WYLIE
BUCHANAN

MCKAY

PETAWAWA
!

Petawawa

!

RICHARDS

BURNS

FRASER

Pembroke

PEMBROKE

ALICE

STAFFORD

WESTMEATH

!

NORTH ALGONA
SHERWOOD

JONES
!

Beachburg

HAGARTY

Barrys Bay

!

Killaloe

WILBERFORCE

SOUTH ALGONA

!

!

Cobden

BROMLEY

Eganville

ROSS

RADCLIFFE
BRUDENELL

SEBASTOPOL
!

Palmer Rapids

GRATTAN

HORTON
ADMASTON
!

Renfrew

RAGLAN
LYNDOCH

!

Dacre

GRIFFITH

MCNAB
!

BROUGHAM

BAGOT

MATAWATCHAN
BLITHFIELD

Map A-6 Contents
Provincial Parks
Conservation Reserves
Areas of Natural & Scientific Interest
Algonquin Park Boundary

Arnprior

º

Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.
High Conservation Values Forest Map
C-2 Rare Ecosystem Types

1:150,000

CLARA

MARIA

HEAD

ROLPH

!

Deep River

WYLIE
BUCHANAN

MCKAY

PETAWAWA
!

Petawawa

!

RICHARDS

BURNS

FRASER

Pembroke

PEMBROKE

ALICE

STAFFORD

WESTMEATH

!

NORTH ALGONA
SHERWOOD

JONES
!

Beachburg

HAGARTY

Barrys Bay

!

Killaloe

WILBERFORCE

SOUTH ALGONA

!

!

Cobden

BROMLEY

Eganville

ROSS

RADCLIFFE
BRUDENELL

SEBASTOPOL
!

Palmer Rapids

GRATTAN

HORTON
ADMASTON
!

Renfrew

RAGLAN
LYNDOCH

!

Dacre

GRIFFITH

MCNAB
!

BROUGHAM

BAGOT

MATAWATCHAN
BLITHFIELD

Map C-2 Contents
Yellow Birch
White Pine existing candidate old growth areas
Uneven aged old growth conditions

Arnprior

º

Ottawa Valley Forest Inc.
High Conservation Values Forest Map
D-2 Provincially Significant Wetlands

1:150,000

CLARA

MARIA

HEAD

ROLPH

!

Deep River

WYLIE
BUCHANAN

MCKAY

PETAWAWA
!

Petawawa

!

RICHARDS

BURNS

FRASER

Pembroke

PEMBROKE

ALICE

STAFFORD

WESTMEATH

!

NORTH ALGONA
SHERWOOD

JONES
!

Beachburg

HAGARTY

Barrys Bay

!

Killaloe

WILBERFORCE

SOUTH ALGONA

!

!

Cobden

BROMLEY

Eganville

ROSS

RADCLIFFE
BRUDENELL

SEBASTOPOL
!

Palmer Rapids

GRATTAN

HORTON
ADMASTON
!

Renfrew

RAGLAN
LYNDOCH

!

Dacre

GRIFFITH

MCNAB
!

BROUGHAM

BAGOT

MATAWATCHAN
BLITHFIELD

Map D-2 Contents
Provincially Significant Wetlands

Arnprior

