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APPENDIX A:
CAN/CSA-Z809-16 Requirements Summary

Appendix A CSA Requirements Summary
The following has been extracted from CAN/CSA-Z809-16 Sustainable forest management
March 2016 © 2016 CSA. This provides guidance on the implementation of the standard.
4 Sustainable forest management requirements
4.1 General requirements
The organization shall meet the
a) public participation requirements specified in Clause 5;
b) performance requirements specified in Clause 6; and
c) system requirements specified in Clause 7.
Note: See Clause A.4.1 for a commentary on this Clause.
4.2 Required activities
The organization shall meet the sustainable forest management (SFM) requirements of this Standard,
which include
a) compliance with legislation applicable to the defined forest area (DFA);
b) values, objectives, indicators, and targets that clearly address the SFM criteria and elements
in this Standard;
c) ongoing and meaningful public participation;
d) implementation of adaptive management;
e) progress towards or achievement of performance targets; and
f) continual improvement in performance.
Note: See Clause A.4.2 for a commentary on this Clause.
5 Public and Aboriginal participation requirements
5.1 General requirements
The organization shall establish and implement a public participation process by
a) starting a new process;
b) building on an existing process; or
c) reviving a previous process.
Note: See Clause A.5.1 for a commentary on this Clause.
5.2 Interested parties
The organization shall
a) openly seek representation from a range of interested parties, including DFA-related workers,
and invite them to participate in the public participation process;
b) demonstrate through documentation that efforts were made to contact and encourage
affected and interested communities, including Aboriginal communities, to become involved in
the SFM public participation process;
c) provide interested parties with relevant background information;

d) acknowledge that Aboriginal participation is without prejudice to Aboriginal title and rights,
or treaty rights; and
e) demonstrate that the public participation process is open, inclusive and responsive.
Note: See Clause A.5.2 for a commentary on this Clause.
5.3 Process: Basic operating rules for advisory groups
The organization shall demonstrate that
a) the public participation process for advisory groups works according to clearly defined
operating rules that contain provisions on
i) content;
ii) goals;
iii) timelines;
iv) internal and external communication;
v) resources (including human, physical, financial, information, and technological, as
necessary
and reasonable);
vi) roles, responsibilities, and obligations of participants and their organizations;
vii) conflict of interest;
viii) decision-making methods;
ix) authority for decisions;
x) mechanisms to adjust the process as needed;
xi) access to information (including this Standard);
xii) participation of industry, government, Aboriginal communities, appropriate experts,
and other
interested parties or individuals;
xiii) involvement of experts (i.e., ecologists, biologists, hydrologists, etc.), if required
when
appropriate to the topic of discussion;
xiv) dispute-resolution mechanism; and
xv) mechanism to measure participant satisfaction with the process; and
b) the participants have agreed to the public participation process operating rules.
Note: See Clause A.5.3 for a commentary on this Clause.
5.4 Work of the advisory group
In the public participation process, the advisory group shall have opportunities to work with the
organization to
a) identify and select values, objectives, indicators, and targets based on SFM elements and any
other
issues of relevance to the DFA;
b) develop, assess and select one or more possible strategies for achieving targets;
c) review the SFM plan;
d) evaluate results of monitoring programs, and discuss improvements; and
e) discuss any issues relevant to SFM in the DFA.
The organization and the public participation process shall ensure that the values, objectives, indicators,

and targets are consistent with relevant government legislation, regulations, and policies.
Note: See Clause A.5.4 for a commentary on this Clause.
5.5 Public communication
The organization shall
a) provide access to information about the DFA and the SFM requirements including the public
participation process;
b) provide access to information about the progress being made in the implementation of the
SFM plan;
c) make the SFM plan publicly available;
d) make publicly available annual reporting on its performance in meeting and maintaining the
SFM requirements;
e) demonstrate that all input is considered and responses are provided;
f) demonstrate that there is ongoing public communication; and
g) make publicly available the results of independent certification and surveillance audit reports,
including, at minimum, the following information:
i) a description of the audit process, objectives, and scope;
ii) the scope of certification;
iii) DFA and tenure description;
iv) an overview of elements audited both off-site and on-site,;
v) the name of the certified organization and/or co-applicant(s) that were audited;
vi) the name of the certification body;
vii) the names and professional qualifications of the lead auditor and audit team
members;
viii) the certification dates, including the date that the certificate was issued and the
date it expires;
ix) the number of auditor days spent to conduct the audit, broken down by time spent
off and on-site;
x) the size of the audit field sample (i.e., the number of roads, harvesting and silviculture
sites inspected);
xi) the number of people interviewed;
xii) for multi-site certifications where only a sample of sites were visited, a discussion on
how many sites are included in the certification and the sample that was visited during
the current audit;
xiii) an overview of the audit findings, such as general descriptions of nonconformities,
opportunities for improvement, and best practices;
xiv) discussion of any significant concerns relevant to the Standard, made during the
audit by public participation members, Aboriginal communities, government officials,
DFA workers or other interested parties and the conclusions reached by the audit team
in relation to them;
xv) a statement summarizing the management response to the nonconformities;
xvi) an update on previous nonconformities;
xvii) the certification recommendation; and
xviii)key focus areas/topics to be assessed during the next audit.
Note: See Clause A.5.5 for a commentary on this Clause.
6 SFM performance requirements

6.1 DFA-specific performance requirements
The organization, working with interested parties in the public participation process at each stage, shall
establish DFA-specific performance requirements that address the SFM elements in Clause 6.3, as
follows:
a) for each element, one or more DFA-specific values shall be identified;
b) for each value, one or more objectives shall be set;
c) for each value, one or more meaningful indicators shall be identified, including core and
locally selected indicators. Indicators shall be quantitative where feasible;
d) for each indicator, data on the current status shall be provided, and one or more appropriate
targets shall be set. Each target shall specify acceptable levels of variance for the indicator and
clear time frames for achievement. A clear justification shall be provided for why the targets
have been chosen, and how they support the applicable value and objectives;
e) one or more strategies shall be described for achieving identified targets; and
f) the expected response of each indicator in relation to the target shall be described. Where
analytical forecasts were used, the methods, assumptions, and limitations used for making the
forecast shall also be described.
The work shall be recorded and summarized in the SFM plan. During plan implementation,
measurements shall be taken for each indicator at appropriate times and places. Measurement results
shall be interpreted in the context of the expected response. See Figure A.4 for an illustration of the
relationship of values, objectives, indicators, and targets. See Clauses 7.5.1 and 7.6 for information on
adaptive management.
Note: See Clause A.6.1 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.2 SFM criteria — General
The organization, in conformance with the public participation process requirements of Clause 5, shall
address the discussion items listed under each Criterion below, and shall identify DFA-specific values,
objectives, indicators, and targets for each element, as well as any other values associated with the
DFA. The organization may identify analysis units applicable to the DFA used to determine objectives,
indicators, and targets for each element. Analysis units may be larger or smaller than the DFA.
The indicators shall include, but not necessarily be limited to, the core indicators identified in this
Standard.
Note: See Clause A.6.2 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3 SFM criteria, elements, and core indicators
6.3.1 Criterion 1 — Biological diversity
Note: See Clause A.6.3.1 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.1.1 General
Conserve biological diversity by maintaining integrity, function, and diversity of living organisms and the
complexes of which they are part, including ecological elements that contribute to cultural values.

6.3.1.2 Discussion items for Criterion 1
The public participation process shall include discussion of the following topics:
• forest habitat connectivity and conservation at the landscape level;
• management in the context of natural disturbance regimes and patterns and the range of natural
variation;
• maintenance of populations and communities over time;
• local and regional protected areas and integrated landscape management;
• silvicultural regimes and practices such as integrated pest management and pesticide use, structural
retention, and timber harvest practices (including clear-cutting);
• practices to limit the spread of invasive alien species, and the regulatory prohibitions related to
adverse ecological effects and the use of exotic tree species;
• management and protection of biological resources of cultural heritage significance;
• management of cultural values and resources;
• locally available processes and methods for identifying sites with special biological and cultural
significance;
• conservation of old-growth forest attributes;
• participation in government programs to protect threatened and endangered species; and
• role and importance of wetlands.
6.3.1.3 Element 1.1 — Ecosystem diversity
Conserve ecosystem diversity at the stand and landscape levels by maintaining the variety of
communities and ecosystems that naturally occur in the DFA. Establish forest plantations only in
afforestation projects.
Core indicators
1.1.1 — Ecosystem area by type.
1.1.2 — Forest area by type or species composition.
1.1.3 — Forest area by seral stage or age class.
1.1.4 — Degree of within-stand structural retention.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.1.3 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.1.4 Element 1.2 — Species diversity
Conserve species diversity by ensuring that habitats and forest conditions for the native species found
in the DFA are maintained through time, including habitats for known occurrences of species at risk.
Core indicators
1.2.1 — Degree of habitat protection for selected focal species, including species at risk.
1.2.2 — Degree of suitable habitat in the long term for selected focal species, including species at
risk.
1.2.3 — Proportion of regeneration comprised of native species.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.1.4 for a commentary on this Clause.

6.3.1.5 Element 1.3 — Genetic diversity
Conserve genetic diversity by maintaining the variation of genes within species and ensuring that
reforestation programs are free of genetically engineered trees.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.1.5 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.1.6 Element 1.4 — Protected areas and sites of special biological, geological, heritage, or cultural
significance
Respect protected areas identified through government processes. Co-operate in broader landscape
management related to protected areas and sites of special biological or cultural significance.
Identify sites of special biological, geological, heritage, or cultural significance within the DFA, and
implement management strategies appropriate to their long-term maintenance.
Core indicators
1.4.1 — Protection of sites of special significance.
1.4.2 — Proportion of identified sites with implemented management strategies.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.1.6 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.2 Criterion 2 — Ecosystem condition and productivity
Note: See Clause A.6.3.2 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.2.1 General
Conserve forest ecosystem condition and productivity by maintaining the health, vitality, and rates of
biological production.
6.3.2.2 Discussion items for Criterion 2
The public participation process shall include discussion of the following topics:
• climate change impacts and adaptations;
• trends in natural and human-caused disturbances;
• proportion of naturally disturbed area that is not salvage harvested; and
• biomass utilization.
6.3.2.3 Element 2.1 — Forest ecosystem condition and productivity
Conserve forest ecosystem productivity and productive capacity by maintaining ecosystem conditions
that are capable of supporting naturally occurring species. Reforest promptly and use tree species
ecologically suited to the site.
Core indicators
2.1.1 — Reforestation success.

2.1.2 — Proportion of regeneration comprised of native species.
2.1.3 — Additions and deletions to the forest area.
2.1.4 — Proportion of the calculated long-term sustainable harvest level that is actually harvested.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.2.3 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.3 Criterion 3 — Soil and water
Note: See Clause A.6.3.3 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.3.1 General
Conserve soil and water resources by maintaining their quantity and quality in forest ecosystems.
6.3.3.2 Discussion items for Criterion 3
The public participation process shall include, but not be limited to, discussion of the following topics:
• soil productivity;
• sensitive sites;
• soil disturbance prevention and mitigation measures;
• site rehabilitation in areas of severe soil disturbance;
• water quality and quantity in watersheds supplying domestic water;
• management practices and regulatory requirements that conserve water and soil; and
• role and importance of wetlands.
6.3.3.3 Element 3.1 — Soil quality and quantity
Conserve soil resources by maintaining soil quality and quantity.
Core indicators
3.1.1 — Level of soil disturbance.
3.1.2 — Level of downed woody material.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.3.3 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.3.4 Element 3.2 — Water quality and quantity
Conserve water resources by maintaining water quality and quantity.
Core indicators
3.2.1 — Proportion of watershed or water management areas with recent stand-replacing disturbance.
3.2.2 — Proportion of forest management activities, consistent with prescriptions to protect identified
water features.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.3.4 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.4 Criterion 4 — Role in global ecological cycles

Note: See Clause A.6.3.4 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.4.1 General
Maintain forest conditions and management activities that contribute to the health of global ecological
cycles.
6.3.4.2 Discussion items for Criterion 4
The public participation process shall include, but not be limited to, discussion of the following topic:
• carbon emissions from fossil fuels used in forest operations; and
• role of forest ecosystems and their management in the global carbon cycle.
6.3.4.3 Element 4.1 — Carbon uptake and storage
Maintain the processes that take carbon from the atmosphere and store it in forest ecosystems.
Core indicators
4.1.1 — Net carbon uptake.
4.1.2 — Reforestation success.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.4.3 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.4.4 Element 4.2 — Forest land conversion
Protect forest lands from deforestation. Encourage afforestation where ecologically appropriate.
Core indicators
4.2.1 — Additions and deletions to the forest area.
6.3.5 Criterion 5 — Economic and social benefits
Note: See Clause A.6.3.5 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.5.1 General
Sustain flows of forest benefits for current and future generations by providing multiple goods and
services.
6.3.5.2 Discussion items for Criterion 5
The public participation process shall include, but not be limited to, discussion of the following topics:
• benefits for local communities and Aboriginal Peoples (cultural, spiritual, economic, health, etc.);
• fair distribution of benefits and costs;

• proportion of goods and services sourced from local communities (to the extent that they are
available and reasonably cost-competitive); and
• the significant vulnerabilities for community sustainability linked to forest and timber supply
conditions over time.
6.3.5.3 Element 5.1 — Timber and non-timber benefits
Manage the forest sustainably to produce a mix of timber and non-timber benefits. Support a diversity
of timber and non-timber forest products and forest-based services.
Core indicators
5.1.1 — Documentation of the diversity of timber and non-timber resources, including products and
services produced in the DFA.
5.1.2 — Evidence of open and respectful communications with forest dependent businesses, forest
users and local communities to integrate non-timber resources into forest management planning.
When significant disagreement occurs, efforts towards conflict resolution are documented.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.5.3 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.5.4 Element 5.2 — Communities and sustainability
Contribute to the sustainability of communities by providing diverse opportunities to derive benefits
from forests and by supporting local community economies.
Core indicators
5.2.1 — Level of participation and support in initiatives that contribute to community sustainability.
5.2.2 — Level of participation and support in training and skills development.
5.2.3 — Level of direct and indirect employment.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.5.4.
6.3.6 Criterion 6 — Society’s responsibility
6.3.6.1 General
Sustainable forest management includes society’s responsibility for worker and community safety, and
the requirement for fair, equitable, and effective forest management decisions.
6.3.6.2 Element 6.1 — Fair and effective decision-making
Demonstrate that the SFM public participation process is designed and functioning to the satisfaction of
the participants and that there is general public awareness of the process and its progress.

Core indicators
6.1.1 — Level of participant satisfaction with the public participation process.
6.1.2 — Evidence of efforts to promote capacity development and meaningful participation in
general.
6.1.3 — Availability of summary information on issues of concern to the public.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.6.2 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.6.3 Element 6.2 — Safety
Demonstrate that the organization is providing and promoting safe working conditions for its employees
and contractors.
Core indicators
6.2.1 — Evidence of co-operation with DFA-related workers to improve and enhance safety
standards, procedures, and outcomes in all DFA-related workplaces and affected communities.
6.2.2 — Evidence that a worker safety program has been implemented and is periodically reviewed
and improved.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.6.3 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.7 Criterion 7 — Aboriginal relations
6.3.7.1 General
Recognize and respect the unique rights and values of Aboriginal Peoples.
6.3.7.2 Element 7.1 — Aboriginal and treaty rights
Recognize and respect Aboriginal title and rights, and treaty rights. Understand and comply with current
legal requirements related to Aboriginal title and rights, and treaty rights.
Core indicators
7.1.1 — Evidence of a good understanding of the nature of Aboriginal title and rights.
7.1.2 — Evidence of ongoing open and respectful communications with Aboriginal communities to
foster meaningful engagement, and consideration of the information gained about their Aboriginal
title and rights through this process. Where there is communicated disagreement regarding the
organization’s forest management activities, this evidence would include documentation of efforts
towards conflict resolution.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.7.2 for a commentary on this Clause.
6.3.7.3 Element 7.2 — Respect for Aboriginal forest values, knowledge, and uses

Respect traditional Aboriginal forest values, knowledge, and uses as identified through an Aboriginal
input process.
Core indicators
7.2.1 — Evidence of efforts to promote capacity development and meaningful participation for
Aboriginal individuals, communities and forest-based companies.
7.2.2 — Evidence of understanding and use of Aboriginal knowledge through the engagement of
willing Aboriginal communities, using a process that identifies and manages culturally important
resources and values.
7.2.3 — Level of management and/or protection of areas where culturally important practices and
activities occur.
Note: See Clause A.6.3.7.3 for a commentary on this Clause.
7 SFM system requirements
7.1 General
The organization shall establish and maintain an SFM system as specified in Clause 7.
Note: See Clause A.7.1 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.2 SFM policy
Top management shall define and maintain the organization’s SFM commitment through policy
statements and/or other documented public statements. The statement(s) shall contain a commitment
to
a) achieve and maintain SFM;
b) meet or exceed all relevant legislation, regulations, policies, and other requirements to which
the organization subscribes;
c) provide for public participation;
d) respect and recognize Aboriginal title and rights, and treaty rights;
e) provide participation opportunities for Aboriginal Peoples with rights to and interests in SFM
within the DFA;
f) provide conditions and safeguards for the health and safety of DFA-related workers and the
public;
g) honour all international agreements and conventions relevant to SFM to which Canada is a
signatory;
h) improve knowledge about the forest and SFM, monitor advances in SFM science and
technology, and incorporate these advances where applicable; and
i) demonstrate continual improvement of SFM.
The statement(s) shall be documented, communicated, and made publically available.
Note: See Clause A.7.2 for a commentary on this Clause.

7.3 Planning
7.3.1 Defined forest area
The organization shall clearly designate a DFA to which this Standard applies.
The organization shall define the geographic extent and the respective ownership and management
responsibilities for the DFA and utilize applicable inventories and maps to support the SFM plan.
Note: See Clause A.7.3.1 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.3.2 Defined responsibilities
The organization shall identify the parties present in the DFA, and clearly describe their respective roles
and responsibilities.
Where there are parties operating within the DFA that are not interested in participating or are not
necessary for the achievement of the SFM elements, the organization may proceed without their
involvement provided that the overall objectives and targets can still be achieved.
Note: See Clause A.7.3.2 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.3.3 Rights and regulations
The organization shall
a) respect the legal rights and responsibilities of other parties in the DFA;
b) demonstrate that relevant legislation and regulatory requirements relating to ownership,
tenure, rights, and responsibilities in the DFA have been identified and complied with;
c) demonstrate that the legal and constitutional rights relevant to SFM (including those specified
in the International Labour Organization [ILO] Conventions and Recommendations to which
Canada is a signatory [such as “Freedom of Association” and “Protection of the Right to
Organize”]) and the health and safety of DFA-related workers are respected, and their
contributions to SFM are encouraged;
d) demonstrate that the acquired and legal rights of private woodlot owners to set the values,
objectives, indicators, and targets relating to their properties are respected; and
e) establish and maintain procedures to identify and have access to all legal and other
requirements to which the organization subscribes that are applicable to the DFA. This includes
requirements related to ownership tenure, rights, and responsibilities in the DFA.
Note: See Clause A.7.3.3 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.3.4 Incorporation of public participation requirements
The public participation requirements specified in Clause 5 shall be incorporated into the SFM system.
Note: See Clause A.7.3.4 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.3.5 SFM plan
The organization shall document, maintain, and make publicly available an SFM plan for the DFA. The

SFM plan for each DFA shall include
a) a comprehensive description and map of the DFA including analysis units (if applicable);
b) a summary of the most recent forest management plan and the management outcomes;
c) a set of values, objectives, indicators, and targets;
d) the current status and forecasts for each indicator, including a description of the assumptions
and
analytical methods used for forecasting where relied upon;
e) a description of the chosen strategy for each target, including all significant actions to be
undertaken and the associated implementation schedule;
f) a description of the monitoring program; and
g) an analysis of actual and expected outcomes.
Note: See Clause A.7.3.5 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.4 Implementation and operation
Note: See Clause A.7.4 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.4.1 Structure, responsibility, and resources
Roles, responsibilities, and authority required to implement and maintain conformance with SFM
requirements shall be defined, documented, and communicated within the organization.
The organization shall provide resources essential to the implementation and control of the SFM
requirements, including human resources and specialized skills, technology, and financial resources.
Note: See Clause A.7.4.1 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.4.2 Competence, training, and knowledge
The organization shall identify training needs. It shall also ensure that personnel receive training in
accordance with the impact of their work on the DFA and their ability to ensure that SFM requirements
are met.
The organization shall establish and maintain procedures to ensure that personnel, at each relevant
function and level, have knowledge of their roles and responsibilities in achieving conformance with the
SFM policy and SFM requirements. The organization shall ensure that its personnel are qualified on the
basis of appropriate training and/or work experience and have opportunities to gain new knowledge.
The organization shall also require contractors working on its behalf to demonstrate that their personnel
have the requisite training and awareness levels. The organization shall continually improve its
knowledge of the DFA and SFM and shall monitor advances in SFM science and technology, and
incorporate them where and when applicable.
Note: See Clause A.7.4.2 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.4.3 Communication
The organization shall
a) establish and maintain procedures for internal communication between its various levels and

functions; and
b) establish and maintain procedures for receiving, documenting, and responding to relevant
communication from external interested parties.
Note: See Clause A.7.4.3 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.4.4 SFM documentation
The organization shall establish and maintain documentation, in paper or electronic form, that
a) describes the SFM requirements and their interaction; and
b) provides direction to related documentation.
Organizations shall ensure that DFA-related workers and contractors have access to the
documentation
relevant to their responsibilities and tasks.
Note: See Clause A.7.4.4 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.4.5 Document control
The organization shall establish and maintain procedures for controlling all documents (paper or
electronic) required by this Standard.
Procedures and responsibilities for the creation and modification of the various types of documents
shall be established and maintained.
Note: See Clause A.7.4.5 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.4.6 Operational procedures and control
The organization shall
a) identify, establish, and maintain the operational procedures and controls needed to meet the
SFM requirements; and
b) communicate relevant procedures, controls, and requirements to employees, suppliers, and
contractors working on behalf of the organization.
Note: See Clause A.7.4.6 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.4.7 Emergency preparedness and response
The organization shall establish and implement procedures for preventing and responding to
environmental emergencies and accidents.
Note: See Clause A.7.4.7 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.5 Checking and corrective action
7.5.1 Monitoring and measurement
The organization shall
a) establish and maintain procedures to monitor on a regular basis progress towards
conformance

with the SFM requirements in the DFA;
b) record performance levels and monitor indicators for comparison against targets/forecasts;
and
c) periodically assess the quality and meaningfulness of the targets, forecasts and non-core
indicators
where applicable.
Note: See Clause A.7.5.1 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.5.2 Corrective action
The organization shall establish and maintain procedures for
a) defining responsibility and authority for identifying and investigating nonconformity;
b) taking action to mitigate impacts; and
c) initiating and completing corrective action.
Any corrective action taken to eliminate the causes of actual and potential nonconformities shall
be appropriate to the magnitude of problem and commensurate with the impact encountered.
Note: See Clause A.7.5.2 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.5.3 Records
The organization shall establish and maintain procedures for the identification, maintenance, and
disposal of SFM requirement records. These records shall include training records and the results of
audits and reviews.
Note: See Clause A.7.5.3 for a commentary on this Clause.
7.6 Management review
The organization’s top management shall periodically review the SFM requirements to ensure that
progress towards SFM continues to be suitable, adequate, and effective. The information necessary to
allow top management to carry out this evaluation shall be collected. This review shall be documented.
In order to be adaptive, the management review shall address the possible need for changes to policy,
targets, and other SFM requirements, in light of audit results, changing circumstances, and the
commitment to continual improvement.
Note: See Clause A.7.6 for a commentary on this Clause.

APPENDIX B:
Performance Indicators for the Algonquin Park Forest DFA
(VOIT Matrix)

Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

INDICATOR

TARGET

CAN/CSA-Z809-08 prescribed
component that guides
Sustainable Forest
Management planning.

A Defined-Forest-Area
characteristic,
component, or quality
considered by an
interested party to be
important in relation to
a CSA Sustainable
Forest Management
element or other locally
identified element.

A broad statement describing
a desired future state or
condition for a value.

A variable that measures or
describes the state or condition
of a value.

A specific statement describing a
desired future state or condition of
an indicator. Targets should be
clearly defined, time-limited, and
quantified.

VARIANCE

CCFM Criterion 1. Biological Diversity
Conserve biological diversity by maintaining integrity, function, and diversity of living organisms and the complexes of which they are part, including ecological elements that
contribute to cultural values.
Element 1.1 Ecosystem
1.1.1 Forested
1.1.1.1 To maintain a mosaic
1.1.1.1.1 Ecosystem area by
Maintain >= 75% of the natural
As stated in
Diversity
Ecosystems
of constantly changing yet
type
benchmark value by each term of
target
Conserve ecosystem diversity
ever-present forest types
ecosite areas for the 100 year
at the stand and landscape
within acceptable levels of
planning horizon within the DFA for
levels by maintaining the
the Bounds of Natural
all ecosites except ES15.
variety of communities and
Variation.
ecosystems that naturally
For ES15 maintain >= 70% of the
occur in the DFA. Establish
natural benchmark value by each
forest plantations only in
term for the 100 year planning
afforestation projects.
horizon within the DFA.
1.1.1.1.2 Forest area by type

Maintain >= 75% of the natural
benchmark value by each term of
forest unit area for the 100 year
planning horizon within the DFA for
all forest units except PjCC.

As stated in
target

For PjCC maintain >= 70% of the
natural benchmark value by each
term of forest unit area for the 100
year planning horizon within the
DFA.
Maintain non-forest ecosystems
(muskeg, brush and alder, rock) >
57,575 ha over time (2000 FMP
benchmark)

6/14/2018
Algonquin Forestry Authority

Yellow Highlight = CSA Z809 Mandatory Core Indicator

+/- 5%

Page 1 of 13

Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

1.1.1.2 To maintain
landscape diversity by
minimizing landscape
fragmentation

Element 1.2 Species
Diversity
Conserve species diversity by
ensuring that habitats and
forest conditions for the
native species found on the
Defined Forest Area are
maintained through time,
including habitats for known
occurrences of species at
risk.

1.2.1 Wildlife Species
Habitat

6/14/2018
Algonquin Forestry Authority

1.2.1.1 To maintain wildlife
habitat – coarse filter/long
term

INDICATOR

TARGET

VARIANCE

1.1.1.1.3 Forest area by seral
stage

Maintain >= 75% of the natural
benchmark value by each term of
the Pre-sapling, Sapling, T-Stage
young forest condition for the 100
year planning horizon within the
DFA

As stated in
target

1.1.1.1.4 Total area (ha) by
even-aged forest unit in the old
growth development stage by
the start of each planning term.

Maintain >=75% of the natural
benchmark value of old growth for
each even-aged forest unit by each
term for the 100 year planning
horizon within the DFA

As stated in
target

1.1.1.2.1 Range of disturbance
patch sizes within the Bounds of
Natural Variation (BNV)

A distribution of disturbance areas
that will result in a patch size
pattern over the long term that
shows movement towards natural
disturbance frequency by size
class.

Within the BNV

1.1.1.2.2 Degree of within stand
structural retention

All tree marking inspections will
meet the residual stocking and
wildlife tree retention criteria (if
available) at final inspection stage.

-5%

1.2.1.1.1 Degree of suitable
habitat in the long term for
selected focal species, including
species at risk.

To achieve levels of preferred
wildlife habitat for selected species
greater than or equal to 75% of
the natural benchmark SFMM run
(NB level) by term, except for black
bear summer and moose foraging
habitat.

As stated in
target

Maintain >=4,000 ha by term for
black bear summer habitat.

All values >
natural
benchmark
levels are
acceptable

Maintain >=97,000 ha of moose
foraging habitat.

Yellow Highlight = CSA Z809 Mandatory Core Indicator
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Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

INDICATOR

TARGET

VARIANCE

1.2.1.2 To maintain wildlife
habitat – fine filter/short term

1.2.1.2.1 Degree of habitat
protection for selected focal
species, including species at risk.

100% compliance with Area of
Concern prescriptions for the
protection of forest-dependent
wildlife species, including SAR (for
OPU’s with those values only) as
assessed in FOIP.

- 5%

Includes: SAR*, OS, HN, RSH,
NGH, OH1, OH2, OH3, RAV, GHO,
BAR, CAV1, BARCAV, GHOCAV,
NHOCAV, CSCAV, BBD, WSARB,
SN, RHWO, BS
* SAR = WDS, WRS, CV1, CV2,
CV3, SNTU, BE

1.2.2 Tree Species
Diversity

1.2.1.3 Retain ecological
values and functions
associated with sensitive
brook trout habitat

1.2.1.3.1 Brook Trout Lake and
Critical Fish Habitat AOC
Integrity

100% compliance with Area of
Concern prescriptions for
designated self-sustaining brook
trout lakes and critical fish habitat
as assessed in FOIP.

- 5%

1.2.2.1 To maintain red
spruce in the DFA

1.2.2.1.1 Status of red spruce as
documented in Tree marking
records, Silvicultural
Effectiveness Monitoring records
and the use of local knowledge.

1) Maintain operational controls to
ensure the identification and
management of red spruce as
encountered within the
Recreation/Utilization Zone.

As reported
every 5 years

2) Maintain a map showing known
historic and present red spruce
areas.
1.2.2.2 To maintain the
forest of Algonquin Park with
native tree species.

1.2.2.2.1 Proportion of
regeneration comprised of native
species*
*Native tree species as defined
in Trees of Algonquin Provincial
Park (Friends of Algonquin Park,
2015)

6/14/2018
Algonquin Forestry Authority
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100% of regenerating tree species
comprised of native species.

0

5 year reporting cycle – next report
in 2022
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Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

INDICATOR

TARGET

VARIANCE

Element 1.3 Genetic
Diversity
Conserve genetic diversity by
maintaining the variation of
genes within the species and
ensuring that reforestation
programs are free of
genetically engineered trees.

1.3.1 Genetic
Diversity of Tree
Species

1.3.1.1 To maintain genetic
diversity within the tree
species native to the DFA.

1.3.1.1.1 Application of tree
marking guidelines

100% of sites where natural
regeneration is a preferred
treatment must retain appropriate
leave trees as a seed source or
retain local genetic reproductive
material.

0

1.3.1.1.2 Proportion of seed
used in artificial renewal derived
from appropriate seed zone

100% of seed used on the DFA is
from the appropriate seed zone
and/or within transfer guidelines.

0

1.4.1.1.1 Identification and
protection of zone boundaries

100% compliance with zone
boundary locations.

0

1.4.1.1.2 Proportion of identified
sites with implemented
management strategies

100% of identified sites of special
biological and cultural significance
in the Algonquin Park Management
Plan and in Areas of Concern
(AOCs) with implemented
management strategies

0

1.4.2.1.1 Protection of sites of
special significance

100% compliance with identified
sites (CHS1, CHS2, CHS3 and APA
Areas of Concern) as assessed in
FOIP.

- 5%

Element 1.4 Protected
Areas and Sites of Special
Biological, Geological,
Heritage, or Cultural
Significance
Respect protected areas
identified through
government processes.
Cooperate in broader
landscape management
related to protected areas
and sites of special biological
or cultural significance.
Identify sites of special
biological, geological,
heritage, or cultural
significance within the DFA,
and implement management
strategies appropriate to
their long-term maintenance.

1.4 .1 Algonquin
Provincial Park
Management Plan
Zones

1.4.2 Other Sites of
Cultural Significance

6/14/2018
Algonquin Forestry Authority

1.4.1.1 Protect the special
values represented by the
following four land use
categories defined by the
Algonquin Provincial Park
Management Plan:
- Nature Reserve
- Wilderness
- Natural Environment
- Historical

1.4.2.1 Identify and protect
sacred and culturally
important sites in the DFA

Yellow Highlight = CSA Z809 Mandatory Core Indicator
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Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

INDICATOR

TARGET

VARIANCE

100% regeneration success
80% silviculture success

-10%

CCFM Criterion 2. Ecosystem Condition and Productivity
Conserve forest ecosystem condition and productivity by maintaining the health, vitality, and rates of biological production.
Element 2.1 Forest
2.1.1 Resilient Great
2.1.1.1 Assist those
2.1.1.1.1 Reforestation success
ecosystem condition and
Lakes-St. Lawrence
ecosystems as required
productivity
Forest Ecosystems
whose growth has been
Conserve forest ecosystem
impacted by fire, insect,
productivity and productive
disease, and blowdown or
capacity by maintaining
harvesting to regenerate or
ecosystem conditions that
otherwise continue along
are capable of supporting
their successional pathway.
naturally occurring species.
Reforest promptly and use
tree species ecologically
suited to the site.
2.1.1.1.2 Proportion of
regeneration comprised of native
species*

2.1.2 Healthy,
Productive Forests

2.1.2.1 To maintain the
ecological and productive
capacity of the DFA in order
to provide society with a
sustainable harvest of forestbased material and social
values.

*Native tree species as defined
in Trees of Algonquin Provincial
Park (Friends of Algonquin Park,
2015)
2.1.2.1.1 Additions and
deletions to the forest area

Free-to-grow time frames as
prescribed in FMP silvicultural
ground rules.
5 year reporting cycle – next report
in 2017

100% of regenerating tree species
comprised of native species.

0%

5 year reporting cycle – next report
in 2022

No more than 2.0% of production
forest area harvested used for
roads, landings and aggregate pits.

+ 10%
(i.e. 2.2% max)

5 year reporting cycle – next report
in 2017
2.1.2.1.2 Proportion of the
calculated long-term sustainable
harvest level that is actually
harvested

Make available 100% of the
available harvest area (AHA) in the
2010 FMP.

0

Do not exceed the calculated AHA
from FMP.
Annually report on proportion
actually harvested.

CCFM Criterion 3. Soil and Water
Conserve soil and water resources by maintaining their quantity and quality in forest ecosystems.
Element 3.1 Soil Quality
3.1.1 Soils of the
3.1.1.1 To maintain the living
3.1.1.1.1 Level of soil
and Quantity
Precambrian Upland
substrate for forest stands.
disturbance
and Ottawa Lowland
Conserve soil resources by
maintaining soil quality and
quantity.

6/14/2018
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100% of area harvested in
compliance with FMP site impact
guidelines as assessed in FOIP.

- 5%
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Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

Element 3.2 Water
Quality and Quantity
Conserve water resources by
maintaining water quality
and quantity.

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

INDICATOR

TARGET

VARIANCE

3.1.1.1.2 Level of downed
woody debris

All tree marking inspections will
meet the residual stocking and
wildlife tree retention criteria (if
wildlife trees are available) at final
inspection stage.

-5%

-5%

3.1.2 Aggregate
resources

3.1.2.1 Effective and
efficient use of aggregate
material used for the
construction and
maintenance of forest access
roads.

3.1.2.1.1 Compliance with FMP
operational standards for
forestry aggregate pits

100% compliance with operational
standards for forestry aggregate
pits as assessed in FOIP.

3.2.1 Algonquin Dome
Headwaters

3.2.1.1 Conserve the quality
and quantity of interior
waterways, wetlands and
catchment areas within the
DFA.

3.2.1.1.1 Proportion of water
crossings that are properly
installed and removed

100% compliance with water
crossing installation and removal
requirements as assessed in FOIP.

3.2.1.1.2 Proportion of forest
management activities,
consistent with prescriptions to
protect identified water features

100% compliance with water
quality and fish habitat AOCs as
assessed in FOIP.

- 5%

3.2.1.1.3 Number of spills that
enter water bodies

Zero spills entering water bodies,
as recorded by Environmental
Management System Spill Incident
Form.

0

3.2.1.1.4 Use of salted sand for
winter road maintenance on
forest access roads

Phase out the use of salted sand
on interior roads by 50% by 2015.
Maximum 1% salt mixture after
2015.
Less than 20% of each Algonquin
Park tertiary watershed with recent
(10 year) stand-replacing
disturbance

0

3.2.1.1.5 Proportion of
watershed or water management
areas with recent stand-replacing
disturbance

- 5%

0

Assess every 10 years– next report
in 2020
CCFM Criterion 4. Role in Global Ecological Cycles
Maintain forest conditions and management activities that contribute to the health of global ecological cycles.

6/14/2018
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Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

INDICATOR

TARGET

VARIANCE

Element 4.1 Carbon
Uptake and Storage
Maintain the processes that
take carbon from the
atmosphere and store it in
forest ecosystems.

4.1.1 Forest
Ecosystem Carbon

4.1.1.1 To provide a predetermined rate of carbon
storage in the DFA.

4.1.1.1.1 Net carbon uptake

Maintain or increase projected
forest carbon stocks (carbon sink)
from the DFA over the next 100
years (to 2105).

0

Assess every 10 years – next
report in 2020
4.1.1.1.2 Reforestation success

100% regeneration success

-10%

Free-to-grow time frames as
prescribed in FMP silvicultural
ground rules.
5 year reporting cycle – next report
in 2017
Element 4.2 Forest Land
Conversion
Protect forest lands from
deforestation. Encourage
afforestation where
ecologically appropriate.

4.2.1 Extent of the
DFA Production Forest
Area

4.2.1.1 To minimize the
conversion of production
forest to non-forested area in
the recreation/utilization
zone.

4.2.1.1.1 Additions and
deletions to the forest area

No more than 2.0% of production
forest area harvested used for
roads, landings and aggregate pits.

+ 10%
(i.e. 2.2% max)

5 year reporting cycle – next report
in 2017.

CCFM Criterion 5. Economic and Social Benefits
Sustain flows of forest benefits for current and future generations by providing multiple goods and services.

6/14/2018
Algonquin Forestry Authority
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Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

INDICATOR

TARGET

VARIANCE

Element 5.1 Timber and
Non-Timber Benefits
Manage the forest
sustainably to produce a mix
of timber and non-timber
benefits. Support a diversity
of timber and non-timber
forest products and forestbased services.

5.1.1 Timber
Resources

5.1.1.1 To provide timber
resources from the DFA for
local industry.

5.1.1.1.1 Documentation of the
diversity of timber and nontimber resources, including
products and services produced
in the DFA: Long-term projected
available harvest volume by
product

1. Average annual volume of
white and red pine sawlogs for
the next 100 years >117,635
m3.
2. Average annual volume of red
pine poles/treelength for the
next 100 years >15,611 m3.
3. Average annual volume of
hardwood and white birch
sawlogs for the next 100 years
>91,064 m3.
4. Make available 573,150 m3 of
forest products on an annual
basis – 275,650 m3 is in sawlog
and better products and
297,500 m3 of pulp and
composite quality products.

0

Assessed during FMP development
(2010) and every 5 years during
implementation – next assessment
in 2017
5.1.2 Recreation and
Tourism

5.1.2.1 To maintain or
improve the back-country
qualities of recreation and
tourism opportunities within
the DFA, through the
reduction of sight and sound
evidence of AFA operations.

5.1.2.1.1 Documentation of the
diversity of timber and nontimber resources, including
products and services produced
in the DFA: Number of
documented public complaints
about forestry impacts on backcountry recreation

No documented public complaints
from interior users within the RU
zone with noted logging impacts.

+5

5.1.2.1.2 Provision of
information with respect to
location of planned forest
operations on the AFA website.

Upload annual harvest schedule
map with primary haul routes on
AFA website, including seasonal
updates when possible.

N/A

Respond to all documented public
complaints from interior users
within the RU zone with noted
logging impacts.

5.1.3 Cottage
experience

5.1.3.1 To maintain the
quality of the cottage
experience within the RU
zone of the DFA

5.1.3.1.1 Compliance with the
cottage/lease AOC’s.

100% compliance with cottage
lease AOC’s as assessed in FOIP.

- 5%

5.1.4 Cultural Heritage

5.1.4.1 To collect and
preserve knowledge.

5.1.4.1.1 Ongoing
research/assessment/support.

Demonstrate financial and/or inkind support for cultural heritage
initiatives beyond those mandated
or required.

As budgeted

6/14/2018
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Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

Element 5.2
Communities and
Sustainability
Contribute to the
sustainability of communities
by providing diverse
opportunities to derive
benefits from forests and by
supporting local community
economies.

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

INDICATOR

TARGET

VARIANCE

5.1.4.2 To assist in the
sharing/promotion of cultural
heritage information.

5.1.4.2.1 Establishment of
website linkages to information
(within the constraints of
confidentiality) and promotion of
cultural heritage events.

Provide information (publications,
website linkages) as allowed by
provincial guidelines/direction.

As budgeted

5.1.5 Natural and
Spiritual

5.1.5.1 To maintain a
wilderness-like experience
for users within the DFA

5.1.5.1.1 Compliance with Area
of Concern prescriptions which
schedule operations such that
there is a separation in time and
space between wilderness
recreation and forestry
operations

100% compliance with applicable
AOCs in 2010 FMP Table 10 as
assessed in FOIP.

- 5%

5.1.6 Community
Relations

5.1.6.1 Integration of nontimber interests in forest
management planning

5.1.6.1.1 Evidence of open and
respectful communications with
forest dependent businesses,
forest users and local
communities to integrate nontimber resources into forest
management planning.
When significant disagreement
occurs, efforts towards conflict
resolution are documented.

Report on activities/opportunities
taken/explored to strengthen and
diversify all aspects of the local
forest-based economy. Document
efforts towards conflict resolution
for significant disagreements.

5.2.1 Economic Value
Added

5.2.1.1 To maintain or
enhance the economic value
added that harvesting in the
DFA contributes to the
provincial and local
economies.

5.2.1.1.1 Managed Crown Forest
area available for timber
production

Maintain the total production forest
area available for forest
management within the DFA.
2010 FMP benchmark level =
481,478 ha

5.2.1.1.2 Level of participation
and support in initiatives that
contribute to community
sustainability

6/14/2018
Algonquin Forestry Authority
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AFA total direct program costs
>$16.5 million annually

0

5 year average – next assessment
in 2022

Page 9 of 13

Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

INDICATOR

TARGET

VARIANCE

5.2.1.1.3 Level of direct and
indirect employment

Total direct employment
(woodland and mills) >2,500
people

0

Total indirect employment
(woodland and mills) >7,500
people
Assessed every 5 years – next
assessment in 2020

5.2.2 Qualified forestry
workforce

5.2.1.2. To support
production facilities by
providing affordable wood
fibre from the DFA.

5.2.1.2.1 Number of production
facilities (wood supply
commitment holders) that utilize
wood fibre from the DFA.

Establish a benchmark from 2012,
monitor trends and support
facilities over time.

0

5.2.1.3 To ensure that if
wood volume becomes
available, local production
facilities will receive first
opportunity to receive the
wood volume.

5.2.1.3.1 Available wood volume
offered to local production
facilities (wood supply
commitment holders).

100% of sawlog and better
product is offered.

0

5.2.2.1 To ensure a
competent and trained
forestry workforce

5.2.2.1.1 Level of participation
and support in training and skills
development

100% of Algonquin Park forest
woodsworkers trained as per
ESFMS training matrix, as assessed
during ESFMS registrar audits

-5%

CCFM Criterion 6. Society's Responsibility
Sustainable forest management
Element 6.1 Fair and
effective decision-making
Demonstrate that the SFM
public participation process is
designed and functioning to
the satisfaction of the
participants and that there is
general public awareness of
the process and its progress.

includes society’s responsibility for worker and community
6.1.1 SFM Public
6.1.1.1 To implement a
Participation
public participation process
Performance
that is supported by the
participants.

6/14/2018
Algonquin Forestry Authority

safety, and the requirement for fair, equitable, and effective forest management decisions.
6.1.1.1.1 Level of participant
Achieve a satisfactory evaluation
0
satisfaction with the public
(75%) from a minimum of twothirds of the Advisory Group
participation process
members.

Yellow Highlight = CSA Z809 Mandatory Core Indicator
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Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

INDICATOR

TARGET

VARIANCE

6.1.2 Forest worker
capacity and
opportunities

6.1.2.1 Promote capacity
development and meaningful
participation in forest
management in the
Algonquin Park Forest

6.1.2.1.1 Evidence of efforts to
promote capacity development
and meaningful participation in
general

Continue to develop and maintain
the AFA website, including
advertizing procurement
opportunities to the public and
aboriginal communities.

N/A

Continue to advertize and provide
consultation opportunities for FMPs
and Annual Work Schedules.

Element 6.2 Safety
Demonstrate that the
organization is providing and
promoting safe working
conditions for its employees
and contractors.

6.1.2.1.2 Availability of
summary information on issues
of concern to the public

Maintain/update AFA website.

N/A

Ensure Algonquin Park forest
management information continues
to be publically available on the
MNR eFMP website.

6.1.3 SFM Education

6.1.3.1 To maintain/increase
the knowledge and
awareness of SFM to the
general public

6.1.3.1.1 Educational outreach
opportunities provided

Provide, support and track SFM
educational outreach opportunities

N/A

6.2.1 Forest worker
safety

6.2.1.1 Improve and
enhance safety standards,
procedures, and outcomes in
all AFA related workplaces
and affected communities

6.2.1.1.1 Evidence of cooperation with DFA-related
workers to improve and enhance
safety standards, procedures,
and outcomes in all DFA-related
workplaces and affected
communities

Continue to administer the
Algonquin Park Contractor Safety
and Environmental Awards
Program and recognize
achievements at the annual
Contractors Meeting.

N/A

6.2.1.1.2 Evidence that a worker
safety program has been
implemented and is periodically
reviewed and improved

Maintain a Health and Safety
Committee and distribute Health &
Safety Committee Minutes.

Maintain the AFA Emergency
Response Plan.
N/A

Continue to administer the
Algonquin Park Contractor Safety
and Environmental Awards
Program.

CCFM Criterion 7. Aboriginal Relations
Recognize and respect the unique rights and values of Aboriginal Peoples.

6/14/2018
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Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

INDICATOR

TARGET

VARIANCE

Element 7.1 Aboriginal
and Treaty Rights
Recognize and respect
Aboriginal title and rights,
and treaty rights. Understand
and comply with current
legal requirements related to
Aboriginal title and rights,
and treaty rights.

7.1.1 Aboriginal title
and rights

7.1.1.1 To recognize
Aboriginal title and rights
applicable to the DFA.

7.1.1.1.1 Evidence of a good
understanding of the nature of
Aboriginal title and rights

Produce an Aboriginal Background
Information Report and Aboriginal
Consultation Summary associated
with Forest Management Plans.

N/A

Element 7.2 Respect for
Aboriginal forest values,
knowledge, and uses.
Respect traditional Aboriginal
forest values, knowledge,
and uses as identified
through an Aboriginal input
process.

Continue to participate in the
Algonquin Land Claim External
Advisors meetings.
Continue working towards a
positive working relationship to
help resolve Algonquin
community/AFA issues

7.2.1 Aboriginal
Consultation in the
forest management
planning process.

7.2.1.1 Involve Algonquins
of Ontario in the identification
and protection of Aboriginal
values and uses in the DFA.

7.1.1.1.2 Evidence of ongoing
open and respectful
communications with Aboriginal
communities to
foster meaningful engagement,
and consideration of the
information gained about their
Aboriginal title and rights
through this process. Where
there is communicated
disagreement regarding the
organization’s forest
management activities, this
evidence would include
documentation of efforts
towards conflict resolution
7.2.1.1.1 Evidence of
understanding and use of
Aboriginal knowledge through
the engagement of willing
Aboriginal communities, using a
process that identifies and
manages culturally important
resources and values

Include Algonquin community
representatives on Forest
Management Planning Teams and
Forest Certification Advisory
Groups and LCC.
Produce an Aboriginal Background
Information Report and Aboriginal
Consultation Summary associated
with Forest Management Plans

Produce an Aboriginal Background
Information Report and Aboriginal
Consultation Summary associated
with Forest Management Plans.
Meet as required with those
Aboriginal communities expressing
interest to participate in forest
management planning.
Notify the Algonquin Negotiation
table of the certification process
and its outcomes

6/14/2018
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Algonquin Forestry Authority – "Value, Objective, Indicator and Target" Matrix
Element

VALUE

OBJECTIVE

INDICATOR

TARGET

7.2.1.1.2 Level of management
and/or protection of areas where
culturally important practices and
activities (hunting, fishing,
gathering) occur

Include Algonquin community
representatives on Forest
Management Planning Teams and
Forest Certification Advisory
Groups.

VARIANCE

Algonquin initiatives in other
resource management projects
such as: Algonquin moose harvest
management plan, moose aerial
inventory project and fisheries
agreement.
AFA participation in Algonquin road
strategy meetings (as invited)
Provision of annual hunt map from
AFA to ensure communication of
proposed fall operations
All potential white birch bark canoe
trees/patches identified during tree
marking communicated to
Algonquins
7.2.1.1.3 Evidence of efforts to
promote capacity development
and meaningful participation for
Aboriginal individuals,
communities and forest-based
companies.

Establish a strategy to explore and
implement Algonquin capacity
development.
Continue to develop and maintain
the AFA website, including
advertizing procurement
opportunities to the public and
Aboriginal communities.
Continue to advertize and provide
consultation opportunities for FMPs
and Annual Work Schedules.

6/14/2018
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APPENDIX C:
Sample of External Communications

Algonquin Forestry Authority
Agence de foresterie du parc Algonquin
You’re invited to help set values and objectives for Sustainable
Forest Management in Algonquin Park
The Algonquin Forestry Authority is seeking to continually improve forest management through
re-certification to the Sustainable Forest Management Standard of the Canadian Standards
Association (CAN/CSA-Z809-08). The standard gives an organization a system for continually
improving their forest management performance and engaging interested parties in a focused
public participation process. Certification to the standard requires regular third party certification
audits.

Algonquin Forestry Authority would like to hear from you.
If you have an interest in the sustainable forest management of Algonquin Park and would like to
provide input, you can do so by visiting our website at www.algonquinforestry.on.ca
You may also contribute ideas in writing by first obtaining the Algonquin Forestry Authority
background information at info@algonquinforestry.on.ca
Or
Algonquin Forestry Authority
222 Main Street West
Huntsville, Ontario
P1H 1Y1
(705) 789-9647
Or
Algonquin Forestry Authority
84 Isabella Street
Pembroke, Ontario
K8A 5S5
(613) 735-0173

All correspondence is
confidential.

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE
Algonquin Park 2020-2030 Forest Management Plan
The Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF), the Algonquin Forestry Authority and the
Algonquin Park Forest Local Citizens’ Committee (LCC) invite you to participate in the development of the
2020-2030 Forest Management Plan (FMP) for the Algonquin Park Forest.
The Planning Process
The FMP will take approximately three years to complete. During this time, five formal opportunities for public
consultation and First Nation and Métis community involvement and consultation are provided. This first stage
notice is to advise you that preparation of the plan has started and to request:
• Your contribution to background information, particularly information relating to values and important
ecological features that could be affected by forest management activities, and
• Your view of the desired forest condition and desired benefits which can be obtained from the forest.
How to Get Involved
Please provide any comments or information to the MNRF office listed below or if you wish to meet and discuss
your interests and concerns with the planning team, plan author and/or the LCC, please contact the individuals
identified below.
Background information and sources of
direction that are available for you to view
including the following:
• Description of the management
responsibilities on the forest and of the forest
industry that is supplied from the forest;
• Values maps showing natural resource
features, land uses and values;
• Description of the historic forest condition;
• A map of existing roads and their use
management strategies;
• Management unit annual reports, audit
reports, and provincial reports pertaining to
forest management;
• Sources of direction for the forest such as
past plans, land use plans, any relevant policy
direction under the Endangered Species Act,
2007, MNRF’s provincial goals, objectives and
policies for natural resource management.
The background information and further information about the forest management planning process will be
available for the duration of plan preparation.
The general information regarding the FMP process as well as the information described in this notice, will be
available at the Algonquin Forestry Authority office and at the MNRF Algonquin Park Operations North Office, at
the locations shown below, during normal office hours. Meetings with representatives of the planning team and
the LCC can be requested at any time during the planning process. Reasonable opportunities to meet planning
team members during non-business hours will be provided upon request. If you require more information or wish to
discuss your interests and concerns with a planning team member, please contact one of the individuals listed below:
Joe Yaraskavitch, R.P.F.
Ministry of Natural Resources
and Forestry
31 Riverside Drive, Pembroke, ON
tel: 613-732-5550
e-mail: joe.yaraskavitch@ontario.ca

Gord Cumming, R.P.F.
Tom Ballantine
Plan Author
Algonquin Park Forest LCC
Algonquin Forestry Authority
e-mail: tomb@bell.net
222 Main Street West, Huntsville, ON
tel: 705-789-9647, ext. 130
e-mail: gord.cumming@algonquinforestry.on.ca

Anytime during the planning process you may make a written request to seek resolution of issues with the MNRF
District Manager or the Regional Director using a process described in the 2017 Forest Management Planning
Manual (Part A, Section 2.4.1).
Stay Involved
There will be four more formal opportunities for you to be involved. These stages are listed and tentatively
scheduled as follows:
Stage
Stage
Stage
Stage

2- Review of the Proposed Long Term Management Direction
3- Information Centre: Review of Proposed Operations
4- Information Centre: Review of Draft Forest Management Plan
5- Inspection of MNRF-Approved Forest Management Plan

August 2018
Feburary 2019
September 2019
December 2019

If you would like to be added to a mailing list to be notified of public involvement opportunities, please contact
Joe Yaraskavitch at 613-732-5550.
The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry is collecting your personal information and comments under the
authority of the Crown Forest Sustainability Act. Any personal information you provide (address, name, telephone,
etc.) will be protected in accordance with the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act; however, your
comments will become part of the public consultation process and may be shared with the general public. Your
personal information may be used by MNRF to send you further information related to this forest management
planning exercise. If you have questions about the use of your personal information, please contact Gary
Meddick at 705-755-3228.
Renseignements en français : David Legros au 613 637-2828, ext. 223.
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5.3.1 INTRODUCTION
The Algonquin Forestry Authority (AFA) is seeking re-registration to the CAN/CSA-Z809
Sustainable Forest Management Standard (SFM) to demonstrate to the public and its customers
that the Algonquin Park forest is being managed on a sustainable basis. AFA is currently
registered to the 2008 version of the CSA standard, and is seeking re-registration to the 2016
version of the standard. The SFM standard gives AFA the opportunity to continually improve
their forest management performance while engaging interested parties in a focused public
participation process.
AFA is the Ontario Crown Agency responsible for sustainable forest management in Algonquin
Provincial Park. Responsibilities also include the harvesting and distribution of wood products to
mills in communities adjacent to the Park. AFA has offices in Huntsville and Pembroke and
employs a regular staff compliment of 23, which includes 6 foresters, 10 forest technicians, and a
chartered accountant. The seasonal staff numbers up to 15.
For the purposes of registration, Algonquin Park constitutes the Defined Forest Area (DFA).
Algonquin Park is 7635 sq. km in size, and is comprised of all or parts of 40 townships. It is the
headwater for five major rivers, provides significant recreational opportunities and wildlife
habitat, and supplies forest products to the surrounding communities. The Park, which is located
between Georgian Bay and the Ottawa River in south-central Ontario, is biologically diverse
with more than 1,000 vascular plant species and more than 200 vertebrates. Algonquin Park is
within the traditional territory of the Algonquin’s.
The Park was established in 1893 when the Ontario Government of the day acted on a
recommendation of the Royal Commission on Forest Reservation and National Parks in
“reserving a portion of the ungranted Crown domain to be set apart as a Forest Reservation and
National Park”. At that time, logging had existed within the Park for about 60 years.
Algonquin Provincial Park is managed in accordance with an approved Park Management Plan.
The park is divided into seven different zones including a Recreation-Utilization zone (RU Zone)
were low intensity recreation and commercial timber harvesting are permitted. The RecreationUtilization zone comprises approximately 65% of Algonquin Park and is managed as the
Algonquin Park Forest Management Unit (the Forest).
Algonquin is a premier wilderness destination for canoeists. Each year about 300,000 people
make interior canoe trips in Algonquin; the total number of park visitors is about 950,000 people.
There are about 2,000 km of interconnected canoe routes with 1,950 interior campsites located
along waterway corridors. In addition there are three overnight backpacking trails in the Park
interior.
There are 305 cottages, 3 commercial lodges and 6 children’s camps in Algonquin that operate
under leases with the Province of Ontario. There are 65 temporary hunt camps located within
Clyde and Bruton Townships, and the Algonquins of Ontario hunt within the eastern portion of
the Park. Trapping is permitted on registered trap lines in the southern, eastern and central areas
of the Park.
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About 75% of all park visitors reside in the Province. Other countries including U.S.A, Great
Britain, Germany and Japan are the most prominent origin of out of Province visitors. The
economic impact generated by Park and visitor spending, is estimated to exceed $55 million and
450 full time person-years of employment.
The forest industry supplied by fibre from the Forest is comprised of sawmills, hardwood veneer
mills, a pole plant and pulp mills, which are wholly or partly dependent on this vital source of
raw material. The Algonquin Park Forest provides approximately 45% of the volume harvested
annually from Crown forests in Central and Eastern Ontario. This wood supply supports mills in
communities such as Huntsville, Whitney, Madawaska, Killaloe, Pembroke, Eganville and
Palmer Rapids. There are 9 mills receiving part or most of their supply from the Park on a
regular basis while another 10-15 mills receive periodic supplies.
There are over 300 people employed in Algonquin woods activities and over 3,000 people
employed in the mills. In 2016-2017, the value of forest product sold by the Algonquin Forestry
Authority was $22.4 million. Contractors engaged from communities in the region were paid $21
million, and the AFA had a net income of $614,000 in its General Account. The AFA is
financially self-sufficient with no cost to Ontario taxpayers.
A number of forest products are produced because of the wide variety of tree species available in
the Forest. These include:
•
Hardwood lumber for furniture, flooring and crating
•
Softwood lumber for construction, paneling and finishing
•
Utility poles
•
Pulp and paper and packaging products
•
Oriented strandboard
•
Fuelwood
AFA has an environmental management system (EMS) which provides a framework for
planning, implementing and monitoring sustainable forestry operations in the Forest. The EMS
addresses many of the CAN/CSA Z809 SFM system requirements. In addition to the EMS, the
AFA also measures indicators of sustainability as required by the Forest Management Planning
Manual for Ontario’s Crown Forest (FMPM). By meeting the forest management planning
requirements and having an approved forest management plan, the AFA meets many, but not all
of the CAN/CSA Z809 Public Participation and SFM Performance requirements. The approved
management plan and a functioning EMS, therefore contribute significantly to satisfying the
requirements of the CAN/CSA-Z809-16 SFM standard.
The standard requires AFA to seek comprehensive and continuing public participation including
an effort to work with Aboriginal peoples at the local community level. The purpose of the
public and Aboriginal consultation process is to obtain input from interested parties. The input is
used to confirm values, objectives, indicators and targets at the Algonquin Park Forest level, and
to formulate additional ones as required. These local values, objectives, indicators and targets are
then incorporated into the forest management planning and practices. The standard requires
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locally appropriate targets, including thresholds and limits, be set through the public participation
process.
5.3.2 PURPOSE
A forest certification Advisory Group has been formed to provide input into sustainable forest
management. The Advisory Group functions in an advisory capacity to offer input, advice and
recommendations to the AFA regarding certification. Membership to the Advisory Group is on
an invitation basis and does not imply agreement with all the contents of the SFM plan and
activities.
The Advisory Group is expected to work with the AFA and interact to:
•
Confirm values, objectives, indicators and targets and identify additional ones based on
the CSA SFM elements,
•
Assist in developing alternative strategies for achieving targets,
•
Review the SFM plan,
•
Assist in evaluating results of monitoring programs and discuss improvements,
•
Discuss and provide advice on issues relevant to sustainable forest management on the
defined forest area,
•
Liaise with member organizations and keep them informed about sustainable forest
management activities in the defined forest area and participation in the Advisory
Group,
•
Meet with internal and external auditors when the SFM system is audited, if requested,
•
Review the SFM Annual Report, and
•
Review the external audit report provided though the certification process
5.3.3 GOALS
Re-registration to this standard is being sought by the AFA in order to continue to demonstrate to
the public and customers that the forests of Algonquin Park are being managed sustainably.
The current 2012 CSA SFM Plan is being revised to meet the requirements of the CAN/CSAZ809-16 standard. AFA is also currently in the process of preparing 2020 Forest Management
Plan (FMP) under the requirements of the Forest Management Planning Manual for Ontario’s
Crown Forest (FMPM). Many of the VOITs contained within the CSA SFM Plan are consistent
with those developed for the FMP. As a result of this ongoing FMP planning process and
consultation, AFA is proposing to defer major VOIT changes to after the completion of the 2020
FMP and align the CSA SFM Plan with the 2020 FMP objectives and targets, as appropriate.
Therefore, another revision to the CSA SFM plan would occur after the completion of the 2020
FMP.
As part of the 2020 FMP planning process, a Desired Forest and Benefits workshop will be held
in the spring of 2018 to assist with reviewing current VOITs and setting new objectives and
targets for the future. Algonquin Park CSA Advisory Group members will be invited to
participate in this workshop.
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Therefore, it is proposed that the current revision to the CSA Z809 SFM plan be scoped down to
focus specifically on changes to the 2016 standard. New required discussion items will be
addressed, as will any new VOIT requirements that have been introduced to the 2016 version of
the standard. The SFM Plan will be revised to address administrative changes to standard and to
re-align current VOITs and fill any gaps. Opportunities to revise some existing targets will also
be explored. There is also an opportunity to implement some streamlining opportunities with this
revision (e.g. SFM system requirements).
5.3.4 TIMELINES
Table 1: Timelines for SFM Plan Revision
SFM Plan Processes and Key Outcomes

Expected Deadline

Initiate Re-registration Process

June 2017

Develop draft revised VOIT matrix and circulate to Advisory Group

June – Aug 2017

Review/discuss draft revised VOIT matrix with Advisory Group

September 2017 –
December 2017

Finalize revised VOIT matrix

January 2018

SFM Plan Revisions to accommodate new VOIT matrix

Jan 2018 - May 2018

SFM Plan Revisions Completed

June 2018

Re-Registration Audit

July 2018

Z809-16 Registration

August 2018

5.3.5 PROVISIONS FOR INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL COMMUNICATION
Internal communication will be carried out using existing AFA communication networks (e-mail
and regular meetings). Staff will be provided with updates on the CSA process and will be
provided with opportunities to comment on the VOITs associated with the SFM Plan.
External communication will be made available to the general public and interested parties
primarily through the forest certification section of the AFA website. Meetings and
presentations with the Local Citizens Committee, AFA staff, contractors and the advisory group
will also be used.
All documentation associated with the consultation process will be maintained by AFA. Any
significant external communication will be brought forward to the advisory group for
consideration for inclusion in the revised SFM Plan. All input received during the public
consultation process will be responded to in a timely manner.
5.3.6 RESOURCES
Expenditures
AFA will provide the financial resources necessary to carry out the public consultation process
including ongoing meetings of the Advisory Group. Any expenditure by a member of the
Advisory Group will require prior approval from the General Manager or his/her designate.
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Meeting Expenses
AFA will reimburse expenses associated with Advisory Group activities and meetings. The
compensation will only apply to an approved member of the Advisory Group or his/her alternate.
Out-of-pocket expenses will include the following:
•
Mileage at a rate of $0.40/km
•
Meals
•
Accommodation if an overnight stay is required
Staffing
AFA staff will be carrying out the primary tasks in holding the public consultation and Advisory
Group meetings. A facilitator may be utilized at Advisory Group and/or public meetings at the
discretion of the AFA. If outside expertise is needed, the final decision to bring in outside
expertise will be up to the AFA and the costs associated with use of a technical expert or
consultant will be covered by the AFA.
5.3.7 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
This section outlines the organizational structure that will be used for the development of the
SFM Plan. AFA Chief Forester will be leading the CAN/CSA-Z809-16 re-registration process
and will be responsible for ensuring that the plan proceeds on schedule and that adequate
resources including training are provided. The final review and approval of the SFM Plan will
be the responsibility of the AFA General Manager. AFA has hired Tom Clark of CMC
Ecological Consulting to assist with consultation and revisions to the SFM Plan. The following
sections outline the specific roles and responsibilities associated with each of the aforementioned
people/groups, as well as their membership.
AFA Chief Forester
Gordon Cumming R.P.F.
Responsibilities
•
Present Terms of Reference to Advisory Group
•
Ensure conflicts of interest are identified and addressed and that members have played
no part in discussions or decisions regarding a conflict of interest topic
•
Ensure the views and values of all participants are respected
•
Preparing agenda for Advisory Group meetings
•
Chairing Advisory Group meetings
•
Preparation/revisions to the SFM Plan
•
Ensuring tasks are accomplished on time to meet the plan schedule
•
Implementation of SFM Plan
•
Participation in audits related to CAN/CSA-Z809-16
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Forest Certification Advisory Group
Table 4: Membership of the Forest Certification Advisory Group
Name
Affiliation/Interest
Member
Alternate
Richard Swift
Gord Baker
Algonquin Outfitters
Dana Shaw
Forest Industry
Bob McRae
Tourism/Friends of Algonquin Park
Nathan Mieske
Algonquin Park Forestry Contractors
Lacey Rose
Municipality – County of Renfrew
Tom Ballantine
LCC Member, Archaeologist/Cultural
Heritage
Joe Yaraskavitch
Government (Ontario Parks)
Vacant
General Public
Deborah Cumming
Environmental Group
Sarah Bros
AFA Board of Directors
Steve D'eon
Research
Vacant
Anglers/Hunters and Groups
Emmett Godin
Ethan Huner
Algonquins of Greater Golden Lake
Irvin Yateman
Stephen Hunter
Algonquin Nation Kijicho-Manito
(Bancroft)
Chief Richard Zohr
Ethan Huner
Bonnechere Algonquin First Nation
Clifford Bastein
Ethan Huner
Mattawa/North Bay Algonquins
Robert Craftchick
Ethan Huner
Whitney and Area Algonquins
Dan Kohoko
Dave Commanda
Algonquins of Pikwakanagan
Chief Randy Malcolm Ethan Huner
Snimikobi (Beaver Creek) AFN
Responsibilities
•
Attend Advisory Group meetings or provide notice to the alternate. If two consecutive
meetings are missed, AFA has the option to contact the organization they represent and
ask for a new appointee
•
Respect the views and opinions of others
•
Participate in public consultation processes for SFM Plan if necessary
•
Contribute agenda items for Advisory Group meetings
•
Declare a conflict of interest if it arises and take no part in discussions or decisions
regarding the conflict of interest topic
•
Identify opportunities for improvement
•
Discuss and resolve issues relevant to SFM on the DFA
•
Provide input on values, objectives, indicators and targets
•
Provide input on monitoring programs and measures
•
Review draft and final SFM Plan
•
Participate in an external certification audit if asked.
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Tom Clark, CMC Ecological Consulting
Responsibilities
•
Assist AFA Chief Forester with SFM Plan revisions
•
Attend Advisory Group meetings
•
Assist with public consultation as required
•
Review and provide input on VOITs

Technical Experts/ Advisors/Government
Responsibilities
•
Participate in Advisory Group meetings at the request of the Chief Forester
•
Provide advice and information on the chosen topic
•
Participate in discussions with Advisory Group members based on his/her area of
expertise
Observers
Responsibilities
•
Will attend at the request of the Chief Forester with prior notification provided to the
Advisory Group
•
Observers are strictly there to watch the proceedings, but may request to participate in
a discussion. Approval is at the discretion of the Chief Forester.
5.3.8 ADVISORY GROUP STRUCTURE AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES
Members are appointed by the organization they represent and/or are asked to become a
member by the AFA.
•
Members normally serve for a three-year period. AFA will re-establish/confirm
membership every three years
•
AFA General Manager is the final authority on membership
•
Open and effective communication is needed to ensure feedback between the
stakeholder groups represented by the Advisory Group members and AFA
•
All decisions will be made by consensus, as outlined in section 5.3.10.

5.3.9 CONFLICT OF INTEREST
For the purpose of the development of the VOITs and SFM Plan, a “conflict of interest” is
defined as a conflict between private interests and the official responsibilities of an Advisory
Group member. Each member of the Advisory Group will be responsible for reporting a conflict
or perceived conflict. The member may attend the initial introduction and discussion of the
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issue, but cannot take part in the decision-making process for that issue. If advisable, a member
with a conflict of interest may be asked to leave the meeting during sensitive relevant
discussions. The Chief Forester has the authority to make the final decision on a potential or
perceived conflict of interest with a member of the Advisory Group.
5.3.10 DECISION MAKING METHODS
The Chief Forester will Chair all meetings and will be responsible for ensuring that meetings are
orderly and that all members have an opportunity to express their views. Members will be
respectful of other members and visitors and will accept the diverse values, interests and
knowledge of the other parties involved. Discussions will remain focused on the topic at hand.
A quorum consisting of the 50% plus one of the active Advisory Group membership will be
required for any substantive decisions regarding the SFM plan or the public consultation process.
Decisions will be made by consensus. The following approach will be used to seek consensus:
• Members should be satisfied that they have been provided with the necessary relevant
information
• Members will be provided with the opportunity to express their viewpoints.
Differences of opinion will be thoroughly discussed with an emphasis placed on:
• Attempting to understand conflicting viewpoints
• Clarifying any misinterpretations and focusing discussions on specifics
• Seeking to identify modifications that will move toward a mutually acceptable solution.
If consensus cannot be obtained, the group will be polled to see if at least 2/3 of the members
present can agree with the decision. Varying opinions will be recorded and forwarded to the
General Manager for action. Major outstanding issues will be revisited following the advice of
the General Manager and consensus will be re-attempted. If full consensus can still not be
achieved, final decision-making power lies with the General Manager. The decision and reasons
for it will be reported to the Advisory Group. Lack of consensus will be noted in the SFM Plan
with a brief explanation. Details of dissenting opinions will be recorded in the minutes of the
Advisory Group Meetings.
5.3.11 AUTHORITY FOR DECISIONS
AFA will be the final decision-making authority for the CSA SFM Plan content and system. The
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry maintains final decision-making authority
for the forest management plans (e.g. Algonquin Park Forest Management Unit Forest
Management Plan - FMP) as legislated by the Crown Forest Sustainability Act. This includes
any component of the SFM Plan or system that is covered in the Forest Management Plan.
5.3.12 A MECHANISM TO ADJUST THE PROCESS
Any significant changes to the public participation process will be subject to the approval of the
AFA General Manager. Once re-registration is achieved, any proposed changes to the VOITs
will be subject to review by the Advisory Group. Any comments received regarding VOITs may
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be taken into account in the next forest management plan, through liaison with the Planning
Team.
5.3.13 ACCESS TO INFORMATION
SFM information is meant to be available to anyone who requests access subject to the Freedom
of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (FIPPA). Any proprietary information will be
marked as such and its distribution controlled by the Chief Forester. Requests for information by
external interested parties will be documented (see Section 5.3.5). The Public Communications
Form may also be used to document external communications received on the SFM system and
VOITs.
5.3.14 PARTICIPATION OF EXPERTS, OTHER INTERESTS AND GOVERNMENT
The Advisory Group may at times find it useful to invite experts to discuss technical issues.
Government representatives may become regular participants in the process, or they may take
observer or technical support roles. Non-local interests may have a desire to provide input, and
the means of doing so must be agreed upon in advance. One approach is to design special ad hoc
forums for dialogues between non-local interests and local interested parties. Participation will
be governed by the guidelines for observers, technical experts and government representatives in
Section 5.3.7.
5.3.15 DISPUTE RESOLUTION MECHANISM
A key role of the Chief Forester shall be to ensure that the principles of consensus-seeking
decision making are followed and that a consensus is achieved whenever possible. If a
consensus cannot be reached, then the varying opinions shall be recorded and forwarded to the
General Manager for action. Outstanding issues will be revisited following the advice of the
General Manager and consensus will be re-attempted. If full consensus can still not be achieved,
final decision-making power lies with the General Manager. The decision and reasons for it
will be reported to the Advisory Group. Lack of consensus will be noted in the SFM Plan with a
brief explanation. Details of dissenting opinions will be recorded for inclusion in the minutes.

9 of 10

APPENDIX E:
Advisory Group Minutes

Algonquin Park Forest Certification Advisory Group
Z809-16 Meeting #1
Sept 7, 2017, 10:00 am to 3:00 pm
Spectacle Lake Lodge
Present: Jeff Leavey, Emmett Godin, Shaun Dombroskie, Randy Malcolm, Dana Shaw, Joe
Yaraskavitch, Bob Craftchick, Deb Cumming, Robert Cole, Gord Cumming. Steve Hunter, Tom Clark,
Bob McRae, Lacey Rose, Steve D’eon
Regrets: Clifford Bastein, Nathan Mieske, Dan Kohoko, Ethan Huner, Richard Zohr, Sarah Bros, Tom
Ballantine, Richard Swift

1. Welcome
Gord- welcomed Tom Clark back to the table who will be helping AFA revise the SFM plan. Tom provided
his background and experience. Gord indicated that there is a lot of overlap between the SFM plan and
FMP. SFM plan revisions to conform to the revised Z809-16 standard need to be completed for the reregistration audit next summer (July). AFA is going to be busy with the 2020 FMP process and Tom will
be assisting with SFM plan revisions. The changes to the standard are primarily administrative in nature,
but we do have the opportunity to make some changes with respect to VOIT targets. It is proposed that
large scale changes not be made until the 2020 FMP is complete.
Welcome Steve Hunter – sitting in as an alternate for Irvin Yateman for the Algonquin Nation KijichoManito (Bancroft).
Anne Mundy has stepped down as the public member. Please let Gord know if you have any suggestions
for a replacement here.
Gord reviewed the handout package to include in binder and for today’s meeting. Package included the
Term of Reference, Mandatory Discussion Items, the VOIT Matrix and a Survey questionnaire.

2. Minutes of Last Meeting
Gord reviewed the minutes from the previous meeting.
An update was provided on the Independent Forest Audit (IFA). Arbour Vitae Environmental Services was
awarded the contract for the Algonquin IFA. Chris and Jeremy from Arbour Vitae have done some work
for Algonquin Ecowatch in the past. Steve D asked questions regarding the evaluation process in
selecting auditors to evaluate silviculture in the GLSL forest. Has looked at other audit teams assembled
and noticed the lack of expertise in GLSL silvicultural systems. Gord - audit firms are screened in
advance by Forestry Futures Trust, however MNRF made the auditor decision in this second round. Mark
Leshishin is on the audit team and has some background with GLSL silviculture systems. More
discussion ensued on the qualifications of the auditors. Gord - mentioned that the CSA Advisory Group
has been included as an interested party. Names of members have been added to the mailing list and
provided to the auditor.
Gord- the IFA will be week before SAI global audit October 3oth – November 3rd. They will be out on the
ground Monday and in a helicopter on the Tuesday. Joe- extended an invitation to anyone interested in
accompanying auditors during field day. Deb indicated that she would be interested in coming if she is
available.
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3. Review of Advisory Group Terms of Reference
Gord has made some minor updates to the ToR. Membership and names were updated. Roles &
responsibilities of membership still the same. Changed wording in the description to align with new
wording in the standard. Bob C - suggested that wording in the description could reflect the traditional
territory of the Algonquins.
Gord - want to see how the 2020 FMP Indigenous consultation evolves. As per MNRF direction,
invitations to participate in the FMP have been made to the Williams Treaties and Mattawa Métis. The
preferred approach is to maintain the status quo on Indigenous consultation for this CSA SFM Plan
revision. As we learn more, it may influence the revision of the SFM plan after the 2020 FMP process is
complete.
Randy- requested to see the proper spelling of his communities name reflected in the ToR document.
Steve H – had similar request and advised that Doreen Davis has declined to participate so she can be
removed from the list. Bob C - offered an edit as well on proper spelling of Whitney and Area Algonquins
community name.
Any other suggested changes with respect to the ToR should be forwarded on to Gord.

4. Review of Z809-16 Transition Strategy and Schedule
Timelines to be prepared for the re-registration audit were discussed. All detail must be completed by
next summer. There is a time-lag from when the audit takes place until a new certificate is issued by
September 2018. Plan is to have one or two more meetings and revise the SFM plan over the winter.
Refer to the revised ToR for timelines.
Steve D - sounds like a minor revision to meet the new standard. Gord – yes, the biggest change is
separating the Aboriginal relations into a separate criteria.
Discussion occurred on the new FRI for the Algonquin Park forest. Joe- raised an observation that the
forest appears to have been interpreted as being much younger. Expect that we will may hear concerns
because of the effect this may have on achieving old growth/habitat targets.

5. Z809-16 Mandatory Discussion Items – review and update
Gord- reviewed the summary of discussion items handout.
Bob C - any update on algae bloom in Dickson Lake? Joe- Allison Lake provided an update earlier in year
to the LCC. Ryan Lake is another lake affected by increased algae. Seems that there has always been
algae in the lake…likely another element in the lake that is causing algae to increase above normal
levels. Bob C - learned from Allison’s update that there are different kinds of species of algae. This
particular one does not an effect on the health of the fish. Algonquins were initially concerned due to
important brook trout population there. Joe- same phenomenon is happening to lakes elsewhere in the
province.
Deb - any more on what has been learned in the spread of wood ashes in forests to address calcium
loss? Steve D - research appears to be speculative at this point, and forest management is not the issue.
Tom C - good recent case study completed in Muskoka where dust suppressant applied on roads
adjacent to a lake actually improved the overall health of the lake.
Criteria. 1 – Different approach in the Landscape guide will provide new direction for landscape
composition, pattern and structure for the 2020 FMP. Lacey – Landscape Guide is much more advanced
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than the old NDPEG guide (Natural Disturbance Pattern Emulation Guide). Landscape connectivity is not
an issue in AP with the extent of partial cutting that occurs.
Wetlands - A lot of direction on protection of wetlands is provided within the stand and site guide and in
the current FMP. More could be done to enhance riparian areas by cutting up to some small lakes and
ponds on portions of shorelines not associated with other values. Current practice is to put a 30 m no-cut
reserve on all water, as required by the park management plan. This sometimes results in an unnatural
landscape pattern is not current with new science. The Algonquin wolf (newly endangered) that relies on
prey like beaver would benefit from greater riparian disturbance.
Joe – I personally agree, but some others do not see the importance of creating a young forest close to
water through a logging disturbance. My hope is that when the Park Master Plan is revised we can bring
clarity to the interpretation of water to allow for the application of this stand and site guide direction.
Lacey- why did that not get addressed when LTF report was written? Joe – these 30m reserves actually
contribute to the protected area numbers calculated for LTF now.
Joe- hopeful in the future the issue can be looked at through a different lens…sometime after 2018. A
review and a re-write of the park management plan is a 5 year effort. If direction does change at a future
point in time there is a mechanism to incorporate into the FMP using an amendment.
Steve H - emphasized the importance of white birch trees and white birch stands as a value. Joe – AFA
and Ontario Parks have provided awareness training to tree markers on this, and agreed it was probably
time again to remind tree markers to report locations.

Criteria 4 – claiming carbon credits can only be done for work above and beyond normal business - very
difficult to claim for work completed on Crown land. Waiting to see hear where the discussion will end up.
Steve D - scope of program primarily limited to landowners, but due to 100 yr. commitment required by
landowner I don’t foresee much uptake here. Gord- shared MNRF paper on carbon sequestration with the
group.
Gord showed a Natural Resources Canada video on how sustainable forest management helps mitigate
climate change.
An example of a socio-economic summary was shared with the group for the communities that form
South Algonquin who depend on forest management for their livelihood. South Algonquin has 28 times
the provincial average dependency on forestry – a very important economic driver.

6. Revised VOIT Matrix – proposed revisions and discussion
Gord showed the current draft revised VOIT matrix that was shared back in July. This version circulated
summarizes the changes we want to have a closer look at.
Gord elaborated a little more on the inclusion of the Heritage values now included in the Standard.
Criteria 2. Element 2.1 and 2.2 are combined now.
Regeneration success (RS) and silviculture success (SS) has not been reported annually - reported every
5 years. Current targets includes all forest units. Some forest units are more challenging to regenerate
than others, like white pine. More extensive winter logging in pine does not facilitate good mineral soil
exposure and is contributing to lower success.
Gord- continued that there is value with the overall SS/RS measure. Following the production of the
annual report Table 13 for IFA Trend Analysis Report we have a pretty good handle on success.
Suggested that after one more years’ worth of data is included for the Year 7 Annual Report (this fall) the
updated numbers on success can be shared with the Group, for a decision on this VOIT.
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ACTION: Next meeting review the RS/SS trends identified within AR 7 report.
Discussion on the use of herbicides – chemical treatment is an option in some SGR treatment packages.
Jeff- the use of herbicide is an AFA Board decision and any application would be in the context of being a
last resort. We would need data to support and rationalizing use. Joe – advised the group on the attention
the Glyphosate product is getting - seems to be a hot topic and comments on use by all District foresters
is being solicited. Joe pointed out that the bigger problem is winter logging in pine forest units. Fire only
burns in the summer and this is the disturbance we are trying to emulate. Dana - the ESA is also causing
limitations to successful forest management.
Bob M - beech bark disease (BBD) - have not noticed as much infected beech in the managed forest of
Algonquin Park. Gord – BBD is all around us. We are seeing the scale, but not too much of the fungus.
Neighboring SFLs are cutting all the beech out of their stands to salvage it before it dies. Bancroft area is
severely affected especially in stands where 30% or more of the composition is beech. Joe- infected trees
in the Park are isolated and does not seem to be spreading quickly. For the most part we have hardwood
stands with beech as a minor component. It will be a Planning Team discussion for the 2020 FMP if we
need to be more aggressive with BBD. Bob M – we have been managing to promote health by cutting
UGS (unacceptable growing stock) beech since the 1970’s.
Gord: wood supply models for the 2020 FMP will be calibrated based on actual effectiveness monitoring
results. This will affect future wood supply. Also suggested to only use a regeneration success target in
the global ecological cycles VOIT, since this is only about carbon uptake and storage and is not species
related - group agreed.
Joe advised that the terminology SS and RS will also be phased out next FMP under the new provincial
Forest Management Planning Manual.
1.2.2.2.2 – Proportion of regeneration comprised of native species - Lacey commented on the 1%
variance and suggested it should be zero.
3.2.1.1.2 – Water quality VOIT has updated wording but keeps the same target.
3.1.2.1.1.4 - Use of salted sand for winter road maintenance. Origin of this VOIT is the FMP. Continued
the fairly in depth discussion from the last meeting. Group was not interested in completely phasing out
by 2020 as the target suggests. Industry is expressing concern that zero use cannot be achieved and
others are concerned about winter road safety. Current blend of salted sand is less than 0.5% per tonne
of sand. Joe – earlier in the plan we really wanted to see salted sand minimized, and AFA has reduced
significantly to a level that likely has no environmental impacts. General agreement and satisfaction with
the results, and the 2015 target has been met.
Lacey- maybe a more relevant measure is how much salt per km of road maintained? Dana - salted sand
is needed to ensure the health and safety of the sand truck operators. Joe - do we require a literature
search, if there is evidence of environmental impacts of salt rates below 1%? Statistics on amount of salt
relative to how much km of road may also be worth exploring. Joe - best practices have gotten away from
stock piling salt to now having it immediately mixed in sand piles.
5.1.1.1.1 - Timber and Non-timber Benefits - less stringent wording here. The plan is to adopt the new
wording but not change targets specifically.
5.1.2.1.1 - Public complaints - Bob C commented that there should be no one group greater than another.
What about the anglers and hunters that fish for sustenance? Randy - seems like there is little benefit for
the Algonquins with respect to preserving spiritual and cultural values. Important to Algonquin people and
suggested to add another value to this non-timber traditional values section. Gord- brought attention to
the relocated Element 7.2 and suggested that this addresses the concern – general agreement here. Jeffadded the need to list the hunt map as a product offered to enhance cultural experiences. This is a good
communication tool between AFA and Algonquins.
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ACTION: List the hunt map as a product offered to enhance cultural experiences.
Robert Cole – suggested an objective to enhance non-aboriginal angling and hunting experiences but t
the group felt that a target would be difficult to construct because it’s out of AFA’s control.
Steve H - reiterated the importance of identifying potential white birch canoe trees, and the opportunity to
check identified birch trees.
Lacey- suggested that we should continue to get credit for community relations by re-inserting 6.5.1.1, to
not lose the effort made to build community relations. Gord - agreed.
ACTION: return VOIT 6.5.1 to the matrix
Criterion 7: Aboriginal VOITs
Gord - one of the changes in the new standard is the removal of the core indicator to evaluate
performance (old core indicator 5.2.4 – Level of Aboriginal participation in the forest economy). As a
result, these performance-based indicators have been proposed to be removed from our VOITs. The old
indicator regarding “evidence of efforts to promote capacity development and meaningful participation” is
still in, and is proposed to be retained. These old performance based targets have been difficult to meet.
The targets and benchmarks for these VOITs were set in earlier times when involvement was greater.
Dana - what has the Province said - need to increase employment. The Province has a role to play and
should back loans. Equipment is expensive and it’s becoming hard to attract and retain the workforce.
Steve H - if you live on Reserve an individual cannot use the home you live in to borrow money against it.
Bob C - we have made recommendations through Oversight Group to try to address.
If we move ahead with this proposed change we need new targets to promote Aboriginal capacity
development and meaningful participation (6.4.2.1.1). This too will be difficult to predict at the community
level. Jeff- we are in the business to create opportunities, getting out to youth and get to community level
involvement.
ACTION: Algonquin reps to confirm new direction here – the proposal to maintain the VOIT to promote
capacity development and meaningful participation, and remove the existing performance-based targets
or, maintain the performance based VOITs but re-establish these targets.

7. Feedback / Satisfaction Survey
Survey was distributed
ACTION: Please complete the survey and return to Gord.

8. Next Steps
Review the VOITs and proposed changes and have another meeting to finalize these.
Next Meeting Tuesday December 12th, 2017: Spectacle Lake Lodge
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Algonquin Park Forest Certification Advisory Group
Z809-16 Meeting #2
Dec 12, 2017, 9:30 am to 3:00 pm
Spectacle Lake Lodge
Minutes
Present: Jeff Leavey, Emmett Godin, Shaun Dombroskie, Randy Malcolm, Dana Shaw, Joe Yaraskavitch,
Bob Craftchick, Gord Cumming. Tom Clark, Tom Ballantine, Richard Zohr
Regrets: Clifford Bastein, Nathan Mieske, Dan Kohoko, Ethan Huner, Sarah Bros, Richard Swift, Deb
Cumming, Robert Cole, Steve Hunter, Bob McRae, Lacey Rose, Steve D’eon

1. Welcome
Gord shared regrets for those that could not join us today. OFAH rep Rob Cole has left that
organization and no longer will be sitting on the Advisory Group. Rob did send a note of thank you
that was shared with the Group. Mark Ryckman will be the temporary replacement until another
candidate is identified. Irv Yateman will now be the lead for his community on the CSA and FMP
teams – this was confirmed by Stephen Hunter.
Bob C: asked if the agenda item “Other” could be moved up after the “Welcome” part of the agenda
going forward. Additional topic to discuss is in regards to signage posting operations within the hunt
area.
Bob C: Shared an issue where area is posted with “No Hunting” signs having no apparent active
operations. One member from his community approached Bob C asking why area was posted and
complained that it was affecting their ability to fill their tag. Joe: shared that he was also in
correspondence with this member. An email was sent back with the hunt map attached and the
member replied that they did not know that this map product existed. There are a couple blocks in the
area in question that were signed for tree marking operations.
Richard: Suggested that it is good to see map early so it can accompany the tag in the same
envelope, or info in the envelope to point to a source of where members can download the map.
Jeff: due to nature of operating in the fall we begin by preparing the first map for September which is
soon obsolete. The second edition prepared in October is a more accurate reflection of our fall/early
winter activity because by that time our schedule is finalized. Jeff: believes the AFA/AOO have a
good process to work out concerns. AFA takes signs down or edits them immediately if possible. Joe:
the member was not aware of the map product. Emmett: do dates on signs get adjusted? Jeff: guys
have been updating dates or indicating “weekends only” on signs. Emmitt: that sounds good but has
not seen that message yet.

2. Minutes of Last Meeting
Gord updated the Group that the Long Term Management Direction (LTMD) and Ontario Landscape
Tool (OLT) training for the 2020 FMP have occurred. Advised that the landscape guide is now going
to influence biodiversity targets. FMP Checkpoint 2 is due early in the New Year. The draft LTMD is
scheduled for completion next September.
Ildiko and Ethan are working on an LTMD training session for the AOO planning team members. Joe:
suggested that the presentations could be made available in advance and decide from there what
sections to focus the additional training on. ACTION: Joe will inquire and help with setting up an
LTMD training day with Algonquins.
Bob C: in the past minutes under section covering 5.1.2.1.1. Replace the word “feel” with “thought” or
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“commented that”.

3. Audit Updates: IFA and CSA S2 audits
Gord provided updates:
IFA Audit:
ArborVitae Environmental Services Ltd. completed the audit.
A Draft Appendix 1 has been produced having findings for Corporate MNRF, Regional MNRF, Ontario
Parks and AFA. Gord presented the draft findings. Overall the outcome was positive. Don’t see any
significant challenges with the findings for AFA (3 draft findings). They appear to be more
Opportunities for Improvement (OFI’s) rather than Findings due to their significance. Once report is
finalized any findings will be addressed through an action plan. More significant findings are
presented for MNRF.
Richard: When does IFA report become public? It usually takes MNRF a couple years to table it in the
legislature. Bob C: wants to be involved in the review of the proposed action plan. Joe: there is a
presentation of IFA findings planned for the LCC in January. There is as an opportunity to extend the
invitation to the Algonquins as well.
ACTION: Joe to advise Ethan of the con-call date when IFA findings are presented to LCC (now set
for January 17th)
CSA Surveillance Audit:
Gord reviewed the results of the S2 audit. Improvement in audit outcome compared to last year. One
minor non-conformance finding. This finding is related to the finding from last year which was not fully
addressed - fuel handling issues. Examples include tank not bolted down in truck box, large storage
tanks not having the correct size placards or missing placards.
Bob C: where is the AFA supervisor? Gord: despite all of the system direction, there does not appear
to be a clear understanding of all of the requirements. AFA supervisors are hesitant in enforcing the
requirements if not certain. AFA has received mixed direction from auditors and certified inspectors
over the years. It is an implementation issue that will be resolved if everyone has a clear
understanding of the direction. Bob C: expressed that fuel management is an important one. Jeff: with
regard to spills and spill cleanup we have no issues managing this aspect of the system
requirements. Findings have more to do with meeting legal requirements for labeling, transportation
and nozzles. Gord: AFA submitted the cause analysis and action plan last Friday and the auditor was
satisfied with our response to this finding.
Other findings: two opportunities for improvement (OFI) and four positive findings.
Year 7 Annual Report:
Gord mentioned that this annual report is unique in that it includes more tables and a trend analysis of
the first 7 years of the FMP. The report addressed the status of objective/target achievement over that
time. The summary section of the report was shared with the Group. There were 31 indicators
achieved out of 41 that were assessed (76% achievement).
Most of the issues have to do with economic and social benefit targets not being met due to the
reduced harvest level. One target also not met related to road density, primarily because
decommissioned roads are not being reported as frequently as road construction/reconstruction.
General conclusion is that we are on track, and we have received positive feedback from MNRF on
the report. We will be looking at this report at the upcoming desired forest benefits meeting for the
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2020 FMP. Many of these targets are intertwined with CSA VOITs. Some of the Algonquin VOITSs
that we have not met also were not met for these FMP Objectives and Targets. The final report will be
available in February. Richard: can you provide us a copy?
ACTION: send notice to AOO when Year 7 AR is posted to MNRF website.
2020 FMP Production:
Gord shared a copy of the newspaper ad regarding the start of the Invitation to Participate. This
begins the conversation with the public and encourages them to get involved. Gord mentioned that
this is very much a new plan for the Algonquin Park Forest - a new Forest Management Planning
Manual (FMPM), new landscape guide direction and the new eFRI.
Indigenous consultation is also broader, with others invited to the process. FMP production schedule
has experienced delays as a result. There has been challenges with getting the Terms of Reference
signed off, and work is underway to clarify consultation needs of the various communities.
A Desired Forest Benefits Meeting is being planned for May 2018 (May 24/25). Everyone on the CSA
Advisory Group will receive an invitation to participate in this session.

4. Review of Advisory Group Terms of Reference
Edits from the previous meeting were reviewed with the group. The new proposed wording regarding
the “Traditional territory of the Algonquins of Ontario” was discussed and refined.
With regards to Indigenous involvement in the CSA certification process, the intention with this SFM
plan revision is maintain the status quo, with participation from the AOO. We will see how things
unfold with the 2020 FMP for Algonquin Park and reconsider the scope of Indigenous involvement
upon the completion of that plan. Membership for the CSA process will again be reviewed following
the approval of the 2020-2030 FMP. ACTION: Explain this approach in the text of the revised SFM
Plan.
Richard: how many more meetings? Gord- this will be the last time the Group will meet until the spring
before the re-registration audit in July. The intent is to finalize the VOIT matrix now and complete the
revisions to the corresponding SFM Plan.
Richard: indicated that Doreen Davis should be removed from the list of Advisory Group members.

5. Revised VOIT Matrix – proposed revisions and continued discussion
Gord began by sharing the tracked changes version of the VOIT Matrix.
1.2.2.2.2: the variance for proportion of regen that is of native species was changed to 0% from -1%.
Tom B: had a general inquiry about variance and why the inconsistency in tolerance for important
cultural heritage values. Pointed out that that there are a number of VOITS that allow up to a 5%
variance from 100% compliance. Suggested that if we know the location of a sacred site the variance
should be 0% not 5%. Gord: our current record has been consistently 100% compliance on this VOIT.
Direction on setting variance was searched in the Standard by Gord, and several reasons for variance
are discussed. The thinking at the time (mainly from John Winter’s proposal) was that for those
compliance based VOITs measured, the target calculation must be focused and realistic. Every year
inspection reports are tallied to calculate the ratio of non-compliant reports over compliant reports for
all OPUs harvested that contain the specific mapped AOC boundary requiring protection. 100% was
set as the target but an allowable 5% variance was identified allowing some level of flexibility. It was
agreed that 100% target with no allowable variance is not realistic within the environment that we are
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working.
Group decided to not change set variance at this time due to uncertainties with changes to APA
mapping that is looming for the 2020 FMP and may cause risk in target achievement.
2.1.1.1.1. Reforestation Success: had some input from Steve Deon to consider a finer resolution for
this target beyond reporting on all forest units together. This target is reported every 5 years and 2017
is the next year to report. The white pine forest unit is a more challenging one to renew. The red pine
forest unit is causing us added challenges now. Dana: forest management restrictions under the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) are also impacting our silviculture success.
Gord reviewed our current levels of Regeneration Success (RS) and Silviculture Success (SS) by
forest unit and proposed the following:
• Regeneration/silvicultural success (RS/SS) target – propose to maintain for now
• Significant changes to provincial SEM requirements are in the works and will be reflected in
our new 2020 FMP (work in progress)
• The terms RS/SS will no longer be used, and new survey requirements will be established
• Would be prudent to wait to see the new requirements in our 2020 FMP and then re-establish
targets at this time (including pine targets).
Graph was shown by Gord showing overall success. RS; 98%, SS: 92% including hardwood
selection. At the global scale we are doing fairly well. A second set of Graphs were shown without the
hardwood selection included: RS: 90%, SS: 67%.
A further look at forest units were made relating to AR13 table presented in the Year 7 Annual Report.
Gord highlighted the lower silviculture success experienced with some FUs. For the
PWUS forest unit: SS: 69% RS: 95% - close to a target level Steve was suggesting. When you
include pine regenerated from natural depletions we are up around 71%SS.
Lots of work on the analysis of these results will be completed with the 2020 FMP. When this work is
complete there will be opportunity to revisit this VOIT and associated target.

3.2.1.1.4: Salted Sand. There is general satisfaction amongst the group with meeting our 2015 target
for road maintenance salt reduction and with our current level of use. It is proposed we revise the
target to allow for limited ongoing use.
The original concern here was raised by Algonquin Ecowatch at the 2010 FMP desired forest benefit
meeting (DFBM). The new target could be brought forward at next DFBM in May of 2018. Bob C: how
does 5% compare to what MTO is using? Joe: compared to outside of park and along Hwy. 60 the
current level of interior use is minimal (road salt on highways vs. salted sand on forestry roads).
Dana: salt is expensive and use is minimal. Jeff: heard at last meeting that 1% limit be set as the new
target and use must be under that. Jeff: AFA is not a municipality so don’t cover piles. Flash freezes
cause a problem with the risk of sand freezing in chunks. Salted sand reduces the risk of chunks
freezing. AFA conducted a trial to compare the effect of not using salted sand during mild winter vs.
cold winter. A cold winter made a significant difference in road condition and convinced us that
eliminating salted sand completely is not an option.
Gord showed the summary of use of salt in sand over the last 5 years. Emmett: seeing the numbers
shows a significant difference in amount applied. Gord: we need a measure to set target. Joe:
suggested a target <1% with wording inserted to minimize use. Safety on the winter haul roads is
important. It is unrealistic and unsafe to operate without salt. Sand truck driver’s health and safety is
important too. Richard: the public safety issue is important.
Proposed revised target: Phase out the use of salted sand on interior roads by 50% by 2015.
Maximum 1% salt mixture after 2015.
4.1.1.1.2- Gord explained that there is no need for an SS measure here. Just need a measure to
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demonstrate reforestation to sequester carbon - just need an RS target.
6.4.3.1.1 – Following Lacey’s suggestion we added the public outreach target back in. Will track
outreach opportunities provided, but not attendance. Same objective, target slightly revised.
6.1.1.1.3 - added Hunt Map distribution as a target. Bob C: the AOO has acquired a plotter and has a
GIS department now. Richard: agree there needs to be an upfront effort taken to review map with all
members participating in the hunt. Joe: don’t want to get into a situation where we have areas on map
but not posted. Then operations start and then there is pressure for hunters to vacate. Randy: is it
possible that the jobbers themselves post areas? Jeff: areas are much broader then just posting
those areas with active equipment working. Entire operating unit are sometimes being posted - for
example a logging foreman could be out laying out road in the next work area. This area is posted
because a man is working and this is where the equipment is heading to next. Randy: there has been
a major improvement in posting areas than in the past.
6.4.2.1.1- Richard suggested that there has been limited achievement of the old targets because no
strategy was in place. Suggested that the goal would stay the same but the target is to develop a
strategy. Proposed new target:
• Establish a strategy to explore and implement Algonquin capacity development.
The timeframe would be to complete the strategy over the next 3 or 4 years. Jeff: agree with what you
are saying. It has been difficult to get any traction the way the target was set up. It will now help us to
think outside the box. Idea would be to utilize the forestry working group to promote and develop
capacity. Richard: this target will be brought up again at the negotiating table.

6. Next Steps
Gord will work up a revised VOIT Matrix to capture these edits, and will proceed with corresponding
SFM plan revisions. Email correspondence and updates can occur throughout the winter. Propose to
meet again in spring before the re-registration audit in July 2018.
Meeting adjourned, and safe travels home.
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APPENDIX F:
Advisory Group Satisfaction Survey Results

Algonquin Park CSA Advisory Group Satisfaction Survey (score 1 = strongly disagree to 10 = strongly agree)
Member
Deb
Cumming

Total
Bob
McRae

Tom
Ballantine

Joe
Yaraskavitch

Sarah
Bros

Richard
Swift

Dana
Shaw

Lacey
Rose

Stephen
Hunter

Richard
Zohr

Emmett
Godin

Steve
Deon

Randy
Malcolm

Bob
Craftchick

Nathan
Mieske

Informed
I understand the CSA process

9.0

10.0

10.0

9.0

10.0

9.0

9.0

9.0

8.0

7.0

9.0

9.0

10.0

9.0

9.1

Adequate training and information was given to me to assist me in understanding the CSA process

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.5

10.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

8.0

7.0

10.0

8.0

9.0

10.0

9.3

I have an adequate understanding of the contents of the CSA Plan (VOITs)

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.0

10.0

9.0

10.0

9.0

7.0

7.0

9.0

8.0

9.0

9.0

9.0

Sufficient accurate information was provided to me to enable me to make informed decisions

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.5

10.0

9.0

10.0

9.0

7.0

7.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.3

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.5

10.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

8.0

8.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.6

9.8

10.0

10.0

9.3

10.0

9.0

9.8

9.4

7.6

7.2

9.4

9.0

9.6

9.6

9.3

AFA staff assisted me, as necessary, to understand the CSA process
Average

0.0

Involved
I attended most or all organized CSA Avisory Group functions and events
I have been given adequate opportunity to voice my opinions within the Advisory Group
Average

8.0

10.0

7.0

10.0

8.0

10.0

10.0

9.0

6.0

10.0

7.0

10.0

9.0

6.0

8.6

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

8.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.9

9.0

10.0

8.5

10.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

9.5

7.0

10.0

8.5

10.0

9.5

8.0

9.2
9.4

0.0

Influential
The Advisory Group is effective at influencing decisions made in the CSA Plan

8.0

10.0

9.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

7.0

10.0

8.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

I feel that the AFA considered my opinions in forming their decisions

8.0

10.0

9.0

9.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

9.0

8.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.5

10.0

9.4

8.0

10.0

9.0

9.0

9.5

10.0

10.0

9.5

7.5

10.0

9.0

10.0

9.8

10.0

9.4

I was able to represent my views or the views of my stakeholders as a member of the Advisory Group

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.5

8.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

8.0

10.0

10.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

9.6

The CSA Advisory Group contains a broad cross-section of stakeholders

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

8.0

9.0

7.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.0

10.0

9.4

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.3

9.0

10.0

9.0

9.5

7.5

10.0

10.0

9.5

9.5

10.0

9.5

The Advisory Group worked towards consensus decisions

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

9.0

10.0

8.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.6

The Advisory Group members respected and considered others’ viewpoints

10.0

10.0

9.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

7.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.6

The Advisory Group members participated in discussions and decisions

10.0

10.0

9.0

8.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

8.0

9.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.5

Advisory Group meetings and functions were well-organized and well-run

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.0

9.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.8

Average

10.0

10.0

9.5

8.8

10.0

0.0

10.0

9.8

10.0

8.0

9.0

9.8

10.0

10.0

10.0

9.6

Member Average

9.4

10.0

9.4

9.3

9.5

0.0

9.8

9.7

9.6

7.5

9.2

9.3

9.7

9.7

9.5

9.4

Average

0.0

Representative

Average

0.0

Functioning

APPENDIX G:
Management Review Summary

ESFM System
Management Review # 16
October 19, 2017

Minutes
Location:
Time:
Attending:

Spectacle Lake Lodge
9:00 - 4:00
Gordon Cumming, Shaun Dombroskie, Keith Fletcher, Bob Coleman, Jeff Leavey,
Evan Dombroskie

Gord opened the meeting with welcoming Bob and Evan to Management Review #16, reviewing the
objective of the MSP, our roles, the standards and components of the review (MSP 4.6 Management
Review). Invited members to provide comments, ideas for improving the system. Recognized we
review components of the system monthly (EP’s, CPPA).
Review of the following in order to assess opportunities for improvement and the need for changes to
the ESFM system:
1.

The results of internal and independent audits and evaluations of compliance with legal
requirements and with other requirements to which AFA subscribes:
2016 CSA Surveillance Audit Action Plan & Status
•
1 major non-conformance last year - lack of compliance to a variety of legal
requirements by one contractor (ESFM and health & safety)
•
3 minor NC’s - non-core training (same contractor), SFM Policy wording and grubbing
within 100 m of water
•
Multiple corrective actions have been implemented to address. Continue to address
on operations as they occur. Document findings and actions in Part B’s
•
Audit CPPA reports reviewed for any outstanding action items - none
•
1 OFI and corrective actions was also reviewed (on-boarding of new contractors)
•
The 2017 internal audit specifically followed up on these items.
•
2 positive observations last year were also recognized in the S1 audit.
2017 Internal Audit - Results/Action Plan
•
Internal audit was completed by Shaun and Evan during the week of September 11th the final audit report from Shaun was received on September 27th and distributed for
review on Oct 2nd
•
Internal audit findings were reviewed. Shaun had one update concerning one finding
with information discovered after the audit.
•
Six NC’s (5 minor and 1 major) noted (Table 5), and placed into CPPA (Item # 1101,
1102, 1103, 1104, 1105, 1106). Required actions were reviewed.
•
Specific OFI’s identified during re
•
port were reviewed. They will be will be dealt with by improving implementation.
Some have already been actioned.
•
Also lots of good work observed during the audit - many conformances were
highlighted during the closing meeting as well as two best practices: taking advantage
of good seed crop and intensive operational planning in species at risk habitat.
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2013 Roads Review
•
Letter from the Regional Director related to recommendations was reviewed
•
The 3 recommendations related to the Phase 2 FMP have been completed
•
Two of the recommendations were addressed through environmental programs (refer
to item 5) - gravel screens and grading
•
A report on actions completed was submitted to the Regional Director on time in
March 2016
•
Two recommendations to be addressed in the 2020 FMP - consider alternative road
indicators and invasive species mitigation practices.
2017 Independent Forest Audit :
•
Discussed 2017 IFA logistics and binder preparation. Site maps and binder materials
are housed in folders on shared drives. Information is organized in electronic form
and will be printed for each tour group when complete.
ERP Review - Testing and ERP Updates
•
2016-17 ERP testing was assigned by the GM on Sept 27, 2016.
•
Tests assigned and completed for 2016-17 were reviewed, 20 woodsworkers’ were
tested. Overall result was positive. One OFI identified related to making sure ERP
map is reviewed as woodworkers’ are settling into the job site so they know where
they are and where landing sites and spill kits are located.
•
2017-18 ERP testing was assigned by the GM on June 13, 2017.
2.

Follow-up actions from 2016 Management Review:
•
The minutes from last year’s Management Review meeting were reviewed including a
discussion of action items. A few repeated topics will be discussed further on in this
agenda. No further follow up is required.

3.

Communication(s) from external interested parties, including complaints
CPPA Public Inquiries/Complaints Summary:
•
5 items in the system from over the last year were discussed
•
Complaints mainly around noise and hauling issues (road safety)
•
All complaints have been dealt with, including two responses from Ontario Parks
•
Two noise complaints were outside of summer timing restriction - Park use has been
increasing in the fall.

4.

The environmental performance of the organization, including compliance to legislation and
the AFA SFM Policy:
Review of Annual Infraction Summary (penalties):
•
$4500 in fines were levied by Ontario Parks last year. (Jones- $3000; Lemay-$1500)
•
Reviewed the summary of changes made to the Applicable Legal & Other
Requirements Table over the past year (revision BP).
•
Do we still need Anderson & Yates Legal Subscription service? Action: Concensus is
to discontinue the service, revise systems procedure and rely on other sources for
updating legal and other requirements. Discussion revealed that we were receiving
updates from government routinely through various connections and with Shaun’s
internet searches.
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Review of Municipal Legal Requirements:
•
This is conducted every 3 years and was last done in 2015
•
Next review not required until 2018
Compliance to SFM Policy:
•
The AFA SFM Policy was reviewed
•
Updates were completed in Oct 2016
•
No additional updates were recommended.
5.

The extent to which objectives and targets have been met:
Environmental programs (EP) and spills:
•
2016-17 water crossings information was reviewed - a total of 23 crossing were
installed; 83% of these were portable bridges (up from 54% bridges the previous
year).
•
On average we have been achieving 80/20 bridge to culvert installation. The
implementation team discussed the value of this report (stemmed from an old EP).
Information is routinely collected and could be analysed as needed. Action:
Discontinue this annual analyses for MR.
•
Water crossing monitoring history was reviewed - the number of crossings monitored
(188) was down by 31% in 2016 from the previous year (274) with fewer crossings
monitored than planned (335 planned / 56% achieved). So far in 2017 we have
monitored 53% of planned. Action: Gord investigate the source of the planned
number (335) to better understand the context and if follow-up action is required.
•

•

Spills for the year were reviewed - a total of 22 small spills were reported - down from
the previous year of 66 (67% decrease). No spills were reported on The Pembroke
side. ERP direction is that all spills will be reported and recorded by the Operations
Supervisor. Action: Bob to investigate (work with Steve) Pembroke 16/17 report
numbers.
Environmental Programs: the existing environmental programs and outstanding
targets were reviewed.
•
Gravel screens environmental program - from the 2012 internal roads review
(2013 report) to investigate the use of gravel screens to economize the amount
of aggregate required. The team discussed use of screens that is happening
occasionally in conjunction with gravel crushing which is becoming more
prevalent than before. This has been adopted as a best practice.
•
Protection of Advanced Regeneration - Outstanding targets were discussed. A
BMP/Supplemental Work Instruction was added to the system in Feb, 2017 target complete. Field Day target was completed on Nov 25th, 2016 and a
report was filed in Dec, 2016. This is another example of a program that has
become regular business that could be managed outside the system.
•
Last years Environmentally Friendly Fluids targets were discussed earlier in the
review of previous Management Review Minutes. Nothing of substance to
report.
•
The value of the environmental program system procedure was discussed see item 10 below for outcomes of discussion.

Need for new environmental programs:
•
Discussion was held on how and where new “EP’s” would be developed, actioned and
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•

stored - decision was made to move out of the system to be managed elsewhere.
Suggestions included within the Planning/Information Systems tab on our intranet site.
No new programs were brought forward.

Review of VOITS/SFM Annual Report:
•
Reviewed the 2015/16 SFM Annual Report - which was presented to the Advisory
Group on April 25, 2017. Progress is being made on the 2016-17 SFM Annual Report
•
3 indicators where the targets have not been achieved (down from 6 targets last year)
•
All are under SFM Criterion 5 “Economic and Social Benefits” - 2 related to Aboriginal
involvement and one related to not maintaining the total production forest area
available for forest management within the DFA (due to LTF)
•
Gord has added the VOIT Matrix Status Tracker to section 4.3.4 of the ESFMS
intranet site to improve the availability of SFMM/VOIT achievement information for
AFA staff. This file is updated regularly.
•
FTG results were discussed. Improved 2015/16 results were presented: FTG area
surveyed increased from 766 ha to 1,087 ha. Silv success (SS) increased to 77%
from 69%, regen success (RS) dropped from 22% to 21% and not FTG area
deceased to 3% from 9% for all surveyed area (not including HDSEL area). 2016-17
figures show similar results (SS & RS).
•
At the forest unit level, the IFA Trend Analysis table AR-13 (2010-2016) identifies the
following issues with SS: INTCC=47%, PJCC=42%, PRCC=26% and SFUS=51%
•
It is concluded that, on balance, the majority of targets are being met and progress
has been made to fulfill the commitments identified in the CSA SFM Plan.
6.

The status of corrective and preventive actions:
CPPA Annual Summary - FOIP and Part B reports:
•
Shaun presented statistics and graphs of CPPA history - comparing FOIP NIC, EMS
NC.
•
The number of items that have gone into CPPA related to FOIP is the same as last
year. A continual trend to improvement is noted
•
The number of items that have gone into CPPA related to EMS has increased to 10
from 8 and 6 in the previous years.
Long term trends:
•
Overall trend looks good as the level of FOIP NC is being held under three per season
while EMS NC’s are increasing.
•
As part of IFA Trend Analysis results related to historic compliance summary were
presented to show number of FOIP NC reports between periods. Overall decrease of
66% in non-compliant reports from the 2007-2011 period to the recent 2012-2016
period.
Cause Analysis effectiveness:
•
Overall effectiveness is generally good. Re-occurring events such as fuel handling
were discussed.
•
A quick review of the 2013 Internal Audit report was made to reflect back on items
found then (5 years ago) and progress made since to prevent re-occurrence through
the work on cause, implementation of action(s) and re-emphasis of system procedural
direction.
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7.

Changing circumstances, including developments in legal and other requirements related to
environmental aspects and updates to risk assessment if required:
Impacts of changing circumstances on the ESFMS:
•
Work is ongoing to revise the CSA SFM Plan to conform to the Z809:2016 standard.
We have a 2 year transition period to upgrade to this new SFM standard - July 2018
will be re-registration audit to Z809-16. Action: A review of management systems, i.e.
management review requirements under the new standard will need to be examined
and revised.
•
Challenges are being experienced with CSA SFM certification nationally. The number
of CSA certified forests has begun to decline again. Reasons cited are lack of
marketing, administrative burden, and cost of maintaining the standard. AFA will
continue to monitor these trends and re-assess our status after Z809-16 reregistration. Duplication of Advisory Groups (FCAG & LCC) and SFM/FMP Planning
requirements are taxing the organization.
•
The Algonquin Agreement in Principal has been signed (October 18, 2016) - impacts
on operations and planning are becoming greater due to sensitivities for the need to
consult and accommodate. Williams Treaties First Nations and Metis have also been
invited to the 2020 FMP Planning Team. Broader Indigenous involvement in Z809
certification may have to be considered in 2020, pending the outcome of FMP
consultations.
•
The new FRI has been received and updated for depletions, renewal & FTG and has
been submitted to MNRF for progress checkpoint #1. The new 2017 planning manual
(FMPM) has also been issued along with new FIM requirements and Tech. Specs.
These items all have an impact on 2020 FMP planning. Getting good support from
Mitig - contracted with AFA to help with fixing issues with the inventory and updating
depletions and FTG.
•
In light of changing circumstances due to unplanned staff turnovers, succession
management and human resources needs to become a more regular discussion
amongst managers and particularly in run up to budget preparation.
Review of significant aspects:
•
The discussion concentrated on annual risk assessment required as part of our
compliance monitoring planning. Shaun will complete this as he has in the past as
part of the AWS/Annual Monitoring Plan (AMP) process
•
See item 10 Lessons Learned and action to remove MSP 4.3.1 from the system
•
Action: To include review of AMP risk assessment at the Dec 1st monthly staff
meeting before AWS completion - Shaun to lead.
Other:
•
Discussed the Vehicle Maintenance Control Sheet and its applicability in the system.
Good records are being kept and filed.
•
New Contractor Start-Up Checklist has been added to the system - Supplemental
Work Instruction

8.

Review the ongoing suitability, adequacy and effectiveness of the ESFM System including the
scope and resource requirements to ensure the ESFM System will continue to adequately
function.
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EMS Spot Checks - effectiveness and scheduling:
•
•

Operations responsibility - front line monitoring objective. Action item in response to
internal audit NC finding will also deal with this.
Lots of streamlining ideas suggested.

Resources and System Effectiveness:
•
As per internal audit findings - still need to deal with Woodlands Supervisor direction
with respect to ESFMS / monitoring/ technology. Clarification will be provided under
MSP roles and responsibilities.
•
Other resource issues also identified in the internal audit.
•
Is system communication adequate - may need updates and reinforce
messages/changes in training sessions.
•
Gap still needs to be filled as Supervisor of Information and Communication retired
last November. In the interim, functions are spread to others and an outside service
provider.
•
Systems updates were covered by Gord, i.e., SOP for tree marking, supplemental
work instructions for regen protection. Sent via systems emails, could be reviewed
with staff in the spring.
Public perception:
•
Public perception around logging in Algonquin Park - is a significant risk - how are we
addressing?
•
Website has been well received and will continue to be utilized to make
information publicly available - needs some updates
•
Social media (Twitter) is working well to raise the public profile of AFA and
SFM in Algonquin Park. It is also driving business to our website. An AFA
Instagram account has also recently been created
•
ItTakesAForest campaign through Forest Ontario is being supported by AFA
and is being successful in forest sector awareness and promoting SFM across
the province
•
AFA participation in Forests Ontario Annual Conference, the OPFA Annual
Conference and the Canadian Institute of Forestry Annual Conference (and
tour) contributes positively to AFA awareness and perception
•
AFA’s participation in the CIF Teachers tour is also an effective communication
tool, along with presentations and tours with the local Huntsville Nature Club
and U of T
•
AFA staff particpated with a booth at Saw-Tech Log-Expo trade show that was
well attended by area loggers and many of our clients
•
AFA commitments to Friends of Algonquin events is also helping (e.g. Logger’s
Day). Annual budget commitment and project approval mechanism will further
the promotion of sustainable forest management in Algonquin via Friends
publications and events.
•
Prince of Wales Forest Leadership Award was also once again a good initiative
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9.

Advances in Science & Technology
Advances recently made:
•
New server has been rolled out to improve information management
•
New GIS server has improved spatial data management significantly
•
Tablets have proven to be effective (upgraded with GPS capabilities) for Operations
Supervisors
•
iPads have also been issued to Area Foresters
Opportunities for the future:
•
AFA Radio system - the tower at the Manta garage has been installed and generator
in place. Mast, antennae, radio equipment and batteries will be installed as soon as
the propane is hooked up. This is an independent 12 volt system that will have it’s
own channel programmed into AFA truck radios. The system will access areas
presently inaccessible to AFA two-way radio towers at Foymount and Jake Lake.
•
LIDAR - utility is being investigated - October 25th workshop in Huntsville. Gord and
David to attend and will report at staff meetings.
•
Discuss need for 2020 FMP timber cruising program - based on past treatment
information - reconnaissance for allocation -preference is to ensure new inventory is
also showing these areas as eligible. Action: Discuss further at staff meetings.
•
SCOOP and DRAPE imagery and the benefits of joining the project were discussed.
David and Gord are investigating.
•
Google Earth 3D has been utilized by a few staff with positive feedback. There is
more to learn. Staff are encouraged to use and compare to existing tools/resources.
•
LU Internship - Adrian Smith imagery grad student will be looking at digital inventory
tools and spatial modelling for us while using Lakehead resources.

10.

Lessons learned from experience:
•
Streamlining is key - ensure we add only things to the system that truly add value and
manage others outside the system.
•
Continued emphasis on up front planning is required to optimize resources and
prevent issues - stay on the track of continual improvement
•
Systems changes proposed due to CSA Z809-2016 standard and dropping ISO
registration of our environmental management system:
Action: Remove MSP 4.3.1 Environmental Aspects
Action: Remove MSP 4.3.3 Objectives, Targets and Programs

11.

Changes in Defined Forest Area:
•
Nothing since the LTF Park Management Plan Amendment completed in June 2013
•
New FRI is being used for the 2020 FMP. This will likely have implications on wood
supply targets
•
Swan Lake research area and its lack of activity is being raised again during the 2017
IFA - adding this to the DFA would help compensate for losses due to LTF.

12.

Recommendations for improvement:
•
Refer to 10
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13.

Overall assessment of progress towards SFM - ensure it continues to be suitable, adequate,
and effective:
•
Positive results from the latest SFM annual report were discussed (item 5), confirming
the system is suitable, adequate and effective - more work on the Aboriginal targets is
required and is ongoing
•
SEM results were discussed - trends are improving

14.

2017-2018 Annual Monitoring Plan:
Review of monitoring priorities for 2017/18:
•
Shaun reviewed the monitoring priorities that were outlined in the AWS as part of the
Annual Monitoring Plan - AOCs, values collection/reporting/protecting, water
crossings, CROs, FOIP report timeliness.
•
Risk assessment will be reviewed at a staff meeting prior to AWS submission.
Future Monitoring priorities for 2018/19:
•
Priorities (as determined by risk assessment in addition to our history/trends) will be
reviewed with Ontario Parks when we do our Annual Monitoring Plan as part of the
AWS and should indicate any changes necessary to our monitoring priorities.

15.

Training
Reviewed the 2016/17 training conducted:
•
Gord reviewed the training that was delivered during the period
•
Aggregate pit monitoring wells, bridge installations, UTM/latlong convertor, fuel tank
recertifications, joint compliance workshop with Ontario Parks, pine silviculture tour,
SP102 fire training
•
Systems updates were covered by Gord, i.e., SOP for tree marking, supplemental
work instructions for regen protection.
Plans/Ideas for 2018:
•
Review system updates with staff
•
NC awareness training as per Monitoring Plan
•
Joint OP and AFA compliance
•
Spring Tree Marking - last one was in 2014

16.

Other
•
Dane Brown has been identified as the Operations Supervisor that will participate in
next year’s internal audit and management review.

Management Review 2017 - Minutes

Page 8 of 8

APPENDIX H:
Forest Management Plan (FMP) Summary
Phase II 2015-2020

8.9.11

Summary of Planned Operations for the 2nd 5-Year
Term April 1st 2015 to March 31, 2020 for the
Algonquin Park Forest

Introduction
Forest management plans are prepared for a ten-year period with two five-year operational
terms. The Forest Management Planning Manual breaks the planning process into two phases.
Phase I refers to the initial 36 month planning process that results in a forest management plan
that contains the long-term management direction, locations of primary and branch road
corridors, and details of operations for the initial five-year operational term. Phase II refers to the
20 month planning process that occurs during the fourth and fifth years of the ten-year plan
period and results in the details of operations for the second five-year term. This is a summary
of the phase II planned operations for the Algonquin Park Forest.

Public Contacts
The public contacts for the Plan are:
Jay Nichols, Algonquin Zone Manager, (705) 789-0724
Gord Cumming, AFA, (705) 789-9647 ext. 30
Tom Ballantine, Local Citizens Committee, (705) 447-3253

Local Citizen’s Committee Participation
A member of the local citizen’s committee (LCC) has participated in the preparation of the
planned forest operations as a planning team member and attended all information sessions
and formal issue resolution meetings. The planned operations were presented to the committee
and input was requested on these products as well as the background information.
The LCC has prepared the following brief statement of agreement with the draft planned
operations:
The LCC is supportive of the Phase 2 FMP and appreciates all the work required to
complete this Plan.
The LCC report can be found in the supplementary documentation section 8.9.8 of the planned
operations.

Planned Operations for the 2nd 5-Year Term
Planned Harvest Operations
Results of the long term strategic planning that are summarized in section 3.6 of the Phase I
forest management plan were used to plan operations for the 2nd 5-year term of this plan. The
following tables summarizes the harvest operations that are planned (i.e. in detail) for the
second five-year term (2015-2020) of the FMP.
The planned harvest area for the 2nd 5-year term expressed as a percentage of the planned 10year harvest areas for each of the 3 major silvicultural systems are listed below (See section 8.3
of the planned operations for more details):
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Silvicultural System
(i.e. Harvest System)

Planned Harvest
Area 10 Year (ha)

Clearcut
Shelterwood
Selection
Total

7,391
54,877
72,758
135,026

2nd Term Planned
Harvest area (5-year)
( % of Planned 10-year
Harvest Area)*
46 %
49 %
46 %
47 %

With the June 2013 Algonquin Park Management Plan amendment for Lighten the Footprint
(LTF) the managed available forest area in Algonquin Park was reduced by a total of 6.8%.
This reduction in available area has been applied to the Phase II planned harvest area.
* Note: Second term area and volume projections in this Plan Summary do not include
remaining Phase I area carried forward to Phase II.

Harvest Area and Volume by Forest Unit and Species Group Operations
The estimated available harvest areas for the 2nd 5-year plan term summarized by principal
forest units and the harvest volumes (m3) associated with the harvest areas by the principal
species groups are listed below:
Forest
Unit
INTCC
PjCC
PrCC
SbCC
HDUS
MWUS
LCUS
OrUS
PwUS
SFUS
HeSEL
HDSEL
Total

Planned Harvest
Area (Hectares)
2,559
200
403
225
4,569
5,946
256
969
11,069
4,106
4,235
29,422
63,956

Species
Group
PWR
SPF
TOL
OC
PO
BW
Total

Available Harvest
Volume (m3)
943,651
369,048
1,686,289
185,574
534,024
202,530
3,921,115

Planned Road Access
The planned (5 year) road construction/reconstruction summarized for 2 road classes (primary
and branch roads) that are needed to access all harvest and renewal operations over the 2nd 5year term are listed below. Operational roads are not listed. (See section 8.5 of the planned
operations for more details)
Road
Classification
Primary
Branch
Total

New
Construction
(km)
8.2
32.7
40.9
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Reconstruction of
Old Road
(km)
5.0
207.8
212.8

Total
(km)
13.2
240.5
253.7

Page 2 of 7

Approximately 84% of the proposed primary and branch road construction is re-construction of
old existing roads from previous harvest cycles. New primary road construction is required to
relocate existing access from past harvest cycles in order to avoid ecologically or socially
sensitive areas. The re-use of existing roads helps to minimize the impact of forest operations
on the environment.
The Billy Lake primary road will not be extended as originally planned in Phase I due to site
operability constraints. Instead, access for this area will be by the Vesper Lake branch roads,
the Cameron Lake Road and Opeongo Lake Road, similar to previous harvest cycles in this
area. A detailed safety plan will be in place for hauling on the Opeongo Road.
The Road Use Management Strategies for each primary and branch road are located within
table FMP-18 of the planned operations and in supplementary documentation 8.9.5. The
management strategies for each road are consistent with those indicated in the Algonquin Park
Management Plan. Generally speaking, interior roads within Algonquin Park are closed for
public travel in order to protect Park values. The proposed Primary and Branch Road locations
associated with the Phase II planned operations are indicated on the attached Plan Summary
Map.

Planned Forest Renewal and Tending Operations
The Forecast (5 year) renewal and maintenance activities that are required to meet the plan
objectives are listed below by renewal activity type. These renewal activities will be carried out
on the current planned harvest areas as well as areas harvested during past plan terms.
Renewal Activities
Natural Regeneration
Artificial Regeneration
Total Regeneration
Retreatment
Supplemental
Total Tending

Forecast Treatment
Area (ha)
47,719
1,823
49,542
0
0
16,829

Artificial regeneration refers to tree planting and seeding (if applicable). Natural regeneration is
the dominant treatment type and is practiced almost exclusively in selection management areas
with high rates of success. Artificial regeneration is used to supplement natural regeneration
where required in shelterwood and clearcut management areas. Supplemental treatment
usually refers to an area that is regenerating naturally that needs some supplemental (usually
tree planting) treatment to meet the regeneration standards. The majority of the proposed
tending is stand improvement work planned for HDSEL Forest Unit harvest areas.
(See section 8.4. of the planned operations for more details)

Operational Prescriptions
Operational prescriptions for areas of concern and silvicultural ground rules for regular
operations have been prepared in accordance with the applicable forest management guides
and the Algonquin Park Management Plan. Conditions on Regular Operations have also been
applied in accordance with the “Forest Management Guide for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales” approved in 2010. There are no areas of concern or silvicultural
prescriptions that are exceptions to the guides. Operational prescriptions for areas of concern
have also been prepared consistent with the Endangered Species Act to protect habitat related
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to species at risk known to exist on the forest (See section 8.2.1 of the Planned Operations for
more detail).

Issues
A summary of the major issues encountered and addressed during the preparation of this to
date are as follows:
•

Addressing the impact of the June 2013 Algonquin Park Management Plan amendment
for Lighten the Footprint (LTF) on Phase II planned harvest areas has been a challenge
for the Algonquin Forestry Authority. The 2015-20 Phase II plan remains consistent with
the long-term management direction established in the Phase I FMP (2010-2020) and
the allocation of Phase II planned harvest area (AHA by forest unit) has been reduced to
correspond with the reduction in the area available for forest management. This
reduction in the original Phase II planned area has been offset by the remaining Phase I
area carried forward into Phase II.

•

Under the CFSA, forest management guidelines and direction are continuously updated
based on interpretation of the latest science. The most recent example of this is the
publication of the Ontario’s Forest Management Guide for Conserving Biodiversity at the
Stand and Site Scales (MNRF 2010) (Stand & Site Guide), which was required to be
used during Phase II planning for Algonquin Park. The Stand and Site Guide promotes
cutting closer to shorelines to emulate natural disturbances while the Park Management
Plan does not allow cutting of trees within 30 metres of permanent water bodies. Water
AOC prescriptions have been developed that comply with the Algonquin Park
Management Plan and satisfy the Stand and Site Guide to the extent possible.

•

Significant time was spent by the planning team discussing area of concern
prescriptions. Areas of concern for an increasing number of Species at Risk was a
significant discussion item – timing, road and forest management restrictions and over a
large part of the landbase does cause concern for feasible/economic forest management
operations. Meeting the requirements of the Endangered Species Act has become a
major issue during plan implementation. A request for Regional Director Issue
Resolution was received on this issue.

•

The Algonquins of Ontario (AOO) have identified a number of concerns throughout
Phase II planning related to road access in Algonquin Park. The AOO use the interior
road network in Algonquin Park for various cultural activities. Water crossing removals
and road decommissioning can limit the area that is accessible to AOO members.
Legislation (i.e. Endangered Species Act), direction in the Park Management Plan and
the Phase I 2010-2020 Forest Management Plan, and safety/liability concerns must be
considered. Phase II planning offers an opportunity to address some elements of this
issue. The AOO also have concerns on road safety for their members as well as forestry
operations impacts on their activities (i.e. proper placement and timely removal of ‘No
Hunting’ signs).

Public input has generally been light during the Phase II planning process. The majority of
comments received centered around species at risk and the impact that these areas and
prescriptions are having on the economic viability of the local forestry community.
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Public Consultation
Public inspection of the MNRF approved Planned Operations is scheduled from Dec 3rd 2014 to
Jan 5th 2015. The public may submit an individual environmental assessment request during
this 30-day inspection period.

Summary Map
Proposed harvest, renewal and tending, and new primary and branch road corridors for the 2nd
5-year term of the plan are shown on the attached Summary Map. This proposed Summary
Map is also posted on the MNRF public internet (www.ontario.ca/forestplans) site as a separate
file.
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COMMENT FORM
Algonquin Park Forest 2010-2020 Forest Management Plan
Approved Planned Operations for Phase II 2015-2020
Ontario Parks (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry - MNRF), the Algonquin Forestry Authority
(AFA), the Forest Management Planning Team and the Local Citizens Committee (LCC) together have
completed the Planned Operations for the second five-year term 2015-2020 of the 2010-2020 Forest
Management Plan (FMP) for the Algonquin Park Forest. The plan has been approved by the MNRF
Regional Director and is available for inspection. Public comments received prior to this were considered
by the Planning Team and the LCC in the preparation of the Phase II FMP. At this stage in the planning
process, there is an opportunity to make a written request to the Director, Environmental Assessment
Approvals Branch, Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change for an individual environmental
assessment of specific forest management activities in the Planned Operations for the second five-year
term.

Name:
Address:
Affiliation (if applicable):
Business Phone:

Home Phone:

Fax:

Email address:
Please check if you wish to be removed from our mailing list:
Please check if you wish to be added to our mailing list:
Comments:

Date:

Please continue comments on back or include additional sheets
The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry is collecting comments and information regarding the forest management and the
contingency plans under the authority of the Crown Forestry Sustainability Act to assist in making decisions and determining further
public consultation needs. Comments and opinions will be kept on file for use during the forest management planning period and
may be included in study documentation which is made available for public review. Under the Freedom of Information & Protection
of Privacy Act, personal information will remain confidential unless prior consent is obtained. However, this information may be
used by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry to seek public input to other resource management surveys and projects.
For further information regarding this Act, please contact Elizabeth McRae at 613-637-2780 ext. 201, Whitney.
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APPENDIX I:
AFA SFM Policy

6. Continual Improvement:
•

Improve knowledge about the forest and sustainable
forest management and monitor advances in SFM
science and technology and incorporate them where
applicable

•

Participate in research projects that contribute to
the health of the forest ecosystem and productivity
of the forest

•

Establish partnerships with private sector and other
scientific institutions and partnerships to promote
forestry education and awareness

•

Effectively communicate new procedures and
responsibilities to employees, contractors and
woodsworkers in a timely fashion

•

Ensure sufficient monetary funds are budgeted to
train personnel

•

Participate in the development of new standards
and guidelines

•

Regularly review the Sustainable Forest Management
Policy and update as required

Supporting CSA Z809 – Canada’s SFM Standard

Algonquin Forestry Authority
222 Main Street West
Huntsville, ON   P1H 1Y1
Tel: 705-789-9647
Fax: 705-789-3353
huntsville.office@algonquinforestry.on.ca

Algonquin Forestry Authority
84 Isabella Street, Unit 7
Pembroke, ON   K8A 5S5
Tel: 613-735-0173
Fax: 613-735-4192
pembroke.office@algonquinforestry.on.ca

www.algonquinforestry.on.ca

Chair, AFA Board of Directors

AFA General Manager

October 29, 2016

SUSTAINABLE
FOREST
MANAGEMENT
POLICY

INTRODUCTION

•

Locate forest operations away from recreational
features (campgrounds, canoe routes, portages,
hiking trails) during peak periods of usage

The Algonquin Forestry Authority (AFA) is the Ontario
Crown agency responsible for Sustainable Forest
Management (SFM) in Algonquin Provincial Park.
AFA responsibilities also include the harvesting and
distribution of wood products to mills in communities
within the region.

•

Maintain aesthetic qualities of the forest landscape

•

Avoid insecticide and herbicide use whenever
possible

VISION

2. Compliance with Laws:

3. Public Participation:
•

Provide opportunities for public consultation
on sustainable forest management practices in
Algonquin Park

•

Maintain a public advisory committee to provide
input on sustainable forest management

•

Meet or exceed all applicable laws, regulations,
policies, standards and other requirements to which
AFA subscribes

Facilitate public review and input on the Forest
Management Plan and work schedules and respond
to comments in a timely fashion

•

Effectively communicate forest
practices in the Park to the public

•

Honour all international agreements and conventions
relevant to SFM to which Canada is a signatory

•

Make public the results of independent audits and
ongoing assessments in annual reports

•

Prevent pollution using processes, practices,
materials or products that avoid, reduce or control
pollution

4. Indigenous Rights and Participation:

COMMITMENTS AND STRATEGIES

•

Respect Indigenous and treaty rights

•

•

1. Sustainable Forest Management:

Continuously evaluate compliance with current laws
and regulations, and the prevention of pollution

•

Periodic independent audits shall ensure that
operations are consistent with established policies
and objectives

Provide participation opportunities for Indigenous
peoples with respect to their rights and interests in
sustainable forest management

•

Work co-operatively with local Indigenous
communities to identify and implement ways of
achieving a more equal participation by Indigenous
communities in the benefits provided through
forest management planning in Algonquin Park

To achieve the highest standards of sustainable forest
management practices, in order to maintain Park values
for future generations.

MISSION
To ensure the long-term health of Algonquin’s forests
while producing a sustainable supply of forest products
for the forest industry of the region.

•

Conform with requirements of the   CSA Z809
national SFM standard

•

Manage Algonquin’s forests in a sustainable manner
consistent with requirements of the sustainable
forest management plan.  This includes:
1. Conserving biological diversity;
2. Conserving forest ecosystem condition and
productivity by maintaining the health, vitality
and rates of biological production;

•

management

5. Health and Safety:
•

Provide conditions and safeguards for the health
and safety of workers and the public

3. Conserving soil and water resources;

•

4. Maintaining forest conditions and management
activities that contribute to the health of global
ecological cycles;

Establish and communicate safe working habits to
employees of the AFA and its contractors

•

Organize training programs for AFA employees and
assist contractors in their training programs

5. Providing multiple benefits to society; and

•

Maintain and communicate emergency response
plans and procedures

6. Accepting society’s responsibility for sustainable
development

APPENDIX J:
Ecosite Area Projection Graphs
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APPENDIX K:
Forest Unit Area Projection Graphs
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APPENDIX L:
Pre-sapling/Sapling/T-stage Area Projection Graphs

Presapling, Sapling, T-Stage
Natural Benchmark

e.g. Desirable Level @ >= 75% NB Term Trend

PMS 7

140,000
120,000

Area (Ha)

100,000
80,000
60 000
60,000
40,000
20,000
0
T1

T2

T3

T4

T5

T6

T7

T8

T9

T10

T11

T12

T13

T14

T15

T16

Time Period
Algonquin Park Forest - 2010 LTMD

Presapling-Sapling-Tstage

APPENDIX M:
Old Growth Area Projection Graphs
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Pine Siskin

Pileated Woodpecker
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Pileated Woodpecker
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APPENDIX O:
Harvest Area Historical Utilization

MANAGEMENT UNIT NAME: Algonquin Park Forest
PLAN PERIOD: April 1, 2010 to March 31, 2017
ANNUAL REPORT: April 1, 2016 to March 31, 2017
AR-7: Summary of Planned and Actual Harvest Area
Area (ha) - Annualized
ACTUAL HARVEST
Past Plans

PLANNED HARVEST
Past Plans
Forest
Unit
INTCC
PjCC
PrCC
SbCC
HDUS
MWUS
LCUS
OrUS
PwUS
SFUS
HDSEL
HeSEL

Total
Note:

Current Plan 2015-2020
Projections

Planned
1990-1995 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2010 2010-2015 1990-1995 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2010 2010-2015 Harvest

Actual Medium-Term
Harvest
2030

Long-Term
2110

2,387
72
217
0
1,027
0
82
0
1,704
1,313
9,161
726

336
27
43
0
1,114
1,704
66
0
1,996
1,050
8,099
585

445
92
69
30
865
1,203
51
135
1,914
366
6,607
486

577
72
72
38
888
1,099
88
149
2,181
896
6,278
1,019

567
74
82
46
895
1,110
53
197
2,302
898
6,282
1,040

1,101
52
144
0
751
0
24
0
1,042
418
3,651
250

221
47
37
0
598
771
45
0
1,702
329
3,518
251

269
60
54
12
739
926
20
82
1,277
182
4,196
364

95
40
113
0
487
893
12
26
1,536
297
3,524
510

69
5
85
2
351
496
10
68
1,233
130
2,198
361

512
40
81
45
914
1,189
51
194
2,214
821
5,884
847

132
3
96
3
606
795
8
131
1,276
140
2,820
665

475
25
46
43
755
1,031
47
170
1,915
829
1,030
6,275

219
27
62
12
986
1,099
13
46
2,464
739
1,014
6,175

16,688

15,020

12,264

13,357

13,546

7,433

7,519

8,181

7,534

5,007

12,791

6,674

12,641

12,856

2005-10 area has been updated to include bridging area cut in 10/11 (1839 ha), as per 10/11 AR updated 09/10 tables
2010-15 harvest area includes 2013 salvage area

APPENDIX P:
Public Consultation Summary
Phase II FMP

Supplementary Documentation 8.9.7
Summary of Public Consultation
Updated November 19, 2014
Public consultation opportunities for the second phase of the 2010-2020 Algonquin Park Forest
Management Plan (FMP) involves three stages as described in detail in the Forest Management Planning
Manual (FMPM). These Stages include:
Stage 1: Information Centre - Review of Proposed Operations
Stage 2: Review of Draft Planned Operations
Stage 3: Inspection of MNRF-Approved Planned Operations
Significant efforts were made to notify the public of proposed forest management activities for the
second phase of the forest management plan and to encourage comments on such. Avenues to inform
the public of the Information Centres included Environmental Registry (ER) postings, newspaper ads,
mail-outs and electronic mail to the distribution list of 467 individuals and postings on the Algonquin
Forestry Authority (AFA), Friends of Algonquin Park and Algonquins of Ontario (AOO) websites.
Stage 1: Information Centre – Review of Proposed Operations
Information Centres were held at three locations; Pikwàkanagàn, Barry’s Bay and Huntsville, on May 5,
May 6, and May 8, 2014 respectively. A 30-day comment period from May 8, 2014 - June 7, 2014 was
provided to allow the public adequate time to submit comments related to the proposed forestry
activities presented at the Information Centres. Preparation and details for these sessions are outlined
below.







ER posting
Notice to distribution list 30 days prior to Information Centres – April 1, 2014
Supplemental notice to distribution list 7 days in advance of Information Centres – April 25,
2014
Newspaper ads
o Mattawa Recorder
o The Valley Gazette (Barry’s Bay)
o Pembroke Observer
o Eganville Leader
o North Bay Nuggett
o Minden Times
o Almaguin News
o Bancroft Times
o Haliburton County Echo
o Huntsville Forester
o Bracebridge Examiner
Posting on the AFA website, Friends of Algonquin Park and AOO websites
Information Centres were attended by staff from Ontario Parks, AFA, planning team members,
LCC members and AOO members
1

o
o
o

Pikwàkanagàn - attended by 29 individuals
Barry’s Bay - attended by 17 individuals
Huntsville - attended by 13 individuals

A total of 23 comments were submitted pertaining to scheduled forest management activities in the
development of the Phase II Draft Planned Operations leading up to and following Stage 1 “Information
Centre: Review of Proposed Operations”. All comments received are noted in the table below.
Stage 2: Review of Draft Planned Operations
The draft planned operations document was submitted to the MNRF in accordance with the FMPM. The
following methods were used as a means to notify the public of the 30-day inspection period from
August 5 to September 5, 2014.




Mail-out to distribution list
ER posting
Newspaper ads
o Mattawa Recorder
o The Valley Gazette (Barry’s Bay)
o Pembroke Observer
o Eganville Leader
o North Bay Nuggett
o Minden Times
o Almaguin News
o Bancroft Times
o Haliburton County Echo
o Huntsville Forester
o Bracebridge Examiner

Three comments were submitted during the 30-day inspection period concerning forest management
planning and activities in the Phase II Draft Planned Operations. See comments in the table below.
Issue Resolution
A formal request to initiate the issue resolution process in the development of the second phase of the
2010-2020 Algonquin Park FMP was received by the MNRF Regional Director, within 30 days following
the completion of the period for public review of the draft planned operations. This process followed
the details outlined in section 3.4.1 of the FMPM.
The request to initiate this process was submitted by a lumber company with letters of support included
from ten additional forest products facilities in the region. Their concerns are specific to area of concern
prescriptions for CV1 and whip-poor-will outlined in the Phase II Draft Planned Operations for the
Algonquin Park FMP (refer to IR-1- Public Consultation Summary Tables below, for more details).
A meeting was held in Pembroke on October 22, 2014 to discuss the concerns brought forward by the
lumber company. Parties in attendance at this meeting included staff from Ontario Parks, MNRF regional
2

office, Algonquin Forestry Authority, the MNRF Regional Director, the chair of the LCC, a representative
from the company who submitted the issue resolution request and representatives invited from other
forest products facilities directly affected by this issue.
The MNRF Regional Director considered all information presented at the meeting to reach a decision. In
the two weeks following the meeting, the lumber company who submitted the request was notified
informing them that additional time would be needed to reach a final decision, beyond the typical 15day period. The Regional Director presented a written decision, with supporting rationale to the lumber
company and other companies/individuals directly affected by the issue, the plan author, the LCC
committee and the Zone Manager on November 17, 2014 (refer to IR-1- Public Consultation Summary
Tables below, for more details on this decision).
The written decision from the MNRF Regional Director also identified the process for requesting an
individual environmental assessment should the lumber company whom initiated the request be
unsatisfied with the Regional Director’s decision.
Stage 3: Inspection of MNRF-Approved Planned Operations
Stage three of public consultation began by issuing notice to advise the public that the MNRF-approved
planned operations for the second five-year term was approved by the MNRF Regional Director. This
stage provides an opportunity for the public to inspect the plan during the 30-day inspection period
from December 10, 2014 to January 12, 2015. Similar to stage two, various methods were used to notify
the public of this approval and opportunity for inspection, as listed below.




Mail-out to distribution list
ER posting
Newspaper ads
o Mattawa Recorder
o The Valley Gazette (Barry’s Bay)
o Pembroke Observer
o Eganville Leader
o North Bay Nuggett
o Minden Times
o Almaguin News
o Bancroft Times
o Haliburton County Echo
o Huntsville Forester
o Bracebridge Examiner
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ALGONQUIN PARK FOREST MANAGEMENT UNIT - FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN 2010-2020, PHASE II
PUBLIC CONSULTATION SUMMARY - STAGE 1 INFORMATION CENTRE: REVIEW OF PROPOSED OPERATIONS
INDEX

DATE

A-1

April 3/2014

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP
General Public

A-2

April 25/2015

A-3

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

DATE

Individual requested a copy of the FMP
Summary Map for Phase 2.

April 3/2014

General Public

Individual requested a copy of the FMP
Summary Map for Phase 2.

April 25/2014

May 1/2014

General Public

May 5/2014

A-4

May 1/2014

Federal Agency

A-5

May 2/2014

General Public

Individual requested a copy of the FMP
Summary Map for Phase 2.
Representative from the agency asked
the MNRF to review the regulations
outlined in the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act to confirm applicability
to the FMP. The agency asked to be
removed from mailing list should the
MNRF deem the FMP not subject to a
federal environmental assessment.
Individual e-mailed AFA to request
information on forestry activities and
road upgrades on the north west side of
the park. Individual is a cottage
leaseholder seeking better access to
their cottage.

May 2/2014

May 7/2014

RESPONSE

DETAILS

Park forester responded that
the maps would be available for
distribution closer to the
Information Centre dates. A
Summary Map was sent to the
individual on May 5/2014.
Park forester responded that
the maps would be available the
week of May 5/2014. Summary
Map was sent to individual on
May 5/2014.
Summary Map was sent to
individual.
The agency was not removed
from the mailing list as the
FMPM states to include this
Federal Agency on MNRF’s
mailing list for public notices
(A95-96).
AFA’s plan author responded by
email outlining plans to harvest
on the north west side of the
park during phase 2 of the FMP
stating that upgrades to Wilkes
Lake road are planned to access
this area. AFA provided details
4

INDEX

DATE

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

A-6

May 2/2014

General Public

A-7

May 5/2014

Algonquins of
Ontario

A-8

May 5/2014

Algonquins of
Ontario

A-9

May 6/2014

Algonquins of
Ontario

A-10

May 6/2014

General Public

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

DATE

Individual requested to be removed
from mailing list as their company was
no longer in operation.
Request for a copy of the ‘Sources of
Direction’ document displayed at the
Information Centre.
Request for a map displaying cedar
swamps and potential areas of canoe
grade birch trees in the Algonquin Park
Forest.

May 2/2014

Councillor from Pikwàkanagàn First
Nation requested a copy of the sign in
sheet from the Pikwàkanagàn
Information Centre. A copy of the
Sources of Direction list displayed at the
Information Centres was also
requested.
Individual commented that the
restrictions due to turtle habitat are
very costly to logging operations and

May 6/2014

May 6/2014
May 20/2014

June 13/2014

RESPONSE

DETAILS

around access and plans for
water crossings on this road. It
was also mentioned that
scheduling of these activities is
dependent on markets and
contractor availability.
Individual removed from the
mailing list.
Ontario Parks sent email with
an attached copy of the
‘Sources of Direction’
Ontario Parks generated a map
of cedar forests with >40%
cedar component for the area
of interest to the individual.
Referred individual to AOO
office for information pertaining
to canoe grade birch trees as
they are the primary contact for
this information.
A copy of the sign in sheet from
this Information Centre was
sent to the AOO office to be
passed on to the councillor. The
Sources of Direction list was
emailed directly to councillor.
Zone Manager responded,
explaining that social, economic
and environmental concerns are
5

INDEX

DATE

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

DATE

welcomed any reduction to these
restrictions. It was also noted that the
most suitable areas to work during
wet/rainy weather are restricted by
turtle habitat conditions.

A-11

May 6/2014

General Public

Individual stated that the MNRF could
help to keep logging sustainable
through more open communication and
discussion with the logging industry
around balancing protection of wildlife
species with harvesting demands.

June 13/2014

A-12

May 6/2014

General Public

Request to continue consultation with
the forest industry related to turtle
habitat.

June 13/2014

RESPONSE

DETAILS

all taken into consideration
during planning. It was noted
that flexibility has been built
into current turtle area of
concern (AOC) prescriptions;
however, their comments
would be considered before
finalizing prescriptions.
Zone Manager explained to the
individual that forest
management planning aims to
protect species at risk while
considering the multiple
demands on the forest. It was
noted that the protection of
species at risk is critical and that
Ontario Parks would continue to
work with AFA and the multiple
forest users during forest
management planning. The next
opportunity for public
consultation was outlined.
Zone Manager responded that
their comments pertaining to
turtle habitat would be
considered before finalizing
prescriptions for the draft
planned operations document.
It was outlined that the public is
encouraged to participate at
various stages in the forest
6

INDEX

DATE

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

DATE

A-13

May 6/2014

General Public

Comment stating that the individual
supports the logging in Algonquin Park;
however, the person noted that people
in the community are finding the
logging restrictions are making it
difficult to work.

June 13/2014

A-14

May 13/2014

General Public

Phone call to the Ontario Parks forester May 13/2014
from a mill owner on the west side of
the park. Business owner was interested
in obtaining a wood supply for his mill.

A-15

May 26/2014

General Public

Logging contractor commented on
delays in receiving approvals for
harvesting, roads, water crossings and
AOC’s. Workers have lost employment
as a result of delays in getting
permission to work in turtle areas and
delays in receiving other approvals.

June 13/2014

RESPONSE

DETAILS

management planning process
and the next opportunity for
public consultation was
mentioned.
Zone Manager responded by
stating that management
planning aims to take all
interests into consideration
when making decisions and that
flexibility has been built into the
area of concern prescriptions.
Park forester discussed the
business owner’s concerns at
length and explained the
commitments, recent provincial
Request for Proposal process,
available wood reports, open
market wood and tendered
sales. The individual mentioned
that he may push this issue
further if talks with another
source of supply are not
successful.
Zone Manager replied that
flexibility has been built into the
draft turtle area of concern
prescriptions that were
presented at the Information
Centre. It was also mentioned
that Ontario Parks and the AFA
would work together to ensure
7

INDEX

A-16

DATE

May 30/2014

June 6/2014

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

Environmental
Group

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

DATE

Request for a copy of the FMP Summary
Map for Phase 2.

June 2/2014

Group representative sent a letter to
park forester outlining their opposition
to forest management occurring in
Algonquin Park. They also expressed
their concerns related to the recent
Park Management Plan Amendment to
incorporate the Joint Board Report on
‘Lightening the Footprint’. They also
referenced recent independent forest
audits which call for a review of the
Park roads strategy. They cited past
concerns of another environmental
group raised during Phase 1 planning
related to modelling, volumes and
habitat levels. They also referenced the
need to conduct a comprehensive
ecological integrity assessment of all
Algonquin Park uses.

June 26/2014

Related to this Phase 2 plan they
identified the following issue:
1. Permitting new roads to be
constructed and old roads to
exist in the recently amended

RESPONSE

DETAILS

that approvals pertaining to
forest operations are completed
in a timely manner.
Summary Map was sent to
representative of the
Environmental Group.
Zone Manager replied and
addressed all of the points
raised. Forest management is
permitted under the PPCRA.
The recent Park Management
Plan amendment reflected the
Joint Board report. Roads are
carefully planned to minimize
ecological impacts. Park road
strategy was updated and an
Independent review of forestry
roads in Algonquin Park was
completed and is available.
Past concerns of other
environmental group have been
addressed by MNRF and MOE.
The 16 specific areas identified
are all existing roads, upgrades
of old roads or roads being
moved away from ecologically
sensitive areas. Park
Management Plan direction was
followed for these roads and
8

INDEX

DATE

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

DATE

LTF zone and other protection
zones – 16 areas were
identified. The group feels that
road access in these areas
permits inappropriate access;
presents an increased
opportunity for invasive species
to thrive; inevitable soil
compaction and erosion; and
habitat fragmentation.

RESPONSE

DETAILS

road locations and construction
techniques will ensure
ecological impacts are
minimized.

A-17

June 3/2014

General Public

Individual was concerned that species at
risk is going to shut down harvesting
operations. It was expressed that
common sense and more
communication with loggers would be
sufficient to protect species at risk.

June 13/2014

A-18

June 3/2014

General Public

Concern expressed from an individual
that MNRF needs to relax the species at
risk restrictions.

June 13/2014

Zone Manager explained that
cooperation and input from
logging contractors is crucial for
successful implementation of
area of concern prescriptions
during operations. It was stated
that Ontario Parks’ staff will
continue to work with concerns
from the general public and
staff at the AFA to try and
balance protection objectives
and a viable logging operation.
The response by the Zone
Manager emphasized the
importance of species at risk
protection. It was also noted
that flexibility has been built
into the draft turtle area of
concern prescriptions that were
presented at the Information
9

INDEX

DATE

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

DATE

A-19

June 3/2014

General Public

President of logging company
commented that species at risk
regulations are making it very difficult
to operate.

June 13/2014

A-20

June 3/2014

General Public

Individual expressed that species at risk
regulations have resulted in a loss of
employment in the region forcing the
individual to move out of province.

June 13/2014

A-21

June 3/2014

General Public

Individual stated that species at risk
restrictions are causing a decrease in
employment with local logging
companies. As a result, this individual
has had to seek employment elsewhere.

June 13/2014

RESPONSE

DETAILS

Centre and that comments
would be considered by the
planning team in finalizing these
prescriptions when developing
the draft planned operations
document.
A letter was sent in response
from the Zone Manager
outlining that currently there is
some flexibility built into the
turtle area of concern
prescriptions. It was also noted
that their comments would be
considered by the planning
team in finalizing these
prescriptions when developing
the draft planned operations
document.
The Zone Manager responded
by stating the importance of
species at risk habitat, however,
noting that their comments
would be considered before
finalizing final area of concern
prescriptions for turtles.
Zone Manager replied to
individual outlining the
importance of species at risk,
however, stating that their
comments would be considered
before finalizing final area of
10

INDEX

DATE

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

DATE

A-22

June 3/2014

General Public

Individual stated that a public comment
submitted to the MNRF in recent years
related to road networks in the park,
steered the MNRF to invest in a study to
review roads. The individual was
concerned that comments submitted
outlining the negative impacts of
species at risk area of concern
prescriptions are not being considered.

June 13/2014

A-23

June 9/2014

General Public

June 9/2014

A-24

July 14/2014

Ministry of
Transportation
(MTO)

Individual requested to be removed
from mailing list
Representative from the Northeast
region of MTO asked to be added as the
new MTO contact on the mailing list
and requested the previous contact
from Eastern region be removed.

July 15/2014

RESPONSE

DETAILS

concern prescriptions for
turtles.
Zone Manager responded
stating protection of species at
risk and their habitat is critical,
which is why the park is
committed to using current
science and regulated
protection measures. It was also
noted that the individual’s
comments will be considered by
the planning team in finalizing
these prescriptions when
developing the draft planned
operations document.
Individual has been removed
from the mailing list.
Individual has been removed
from the mailing list.
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ALGONQUIN PARK FOREST MANAGEMENT UNIT - FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN 2010-2020, PHASE II
PUBLIC CONSULTATION SUMMARY - STAGE 2 REVIEW OF DRAFT PLANNED OPERATIONS
INDEX

DATE

B-1

July 31/2014

B-2

January/2014

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP
Algonquin Forestry
Authority (AFA)

Hydro One Networks
Inc.

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

The annual ‘Meet the Researcher Day’
in Algonquin Park took place for
researchers conducting studies in the
Park to highlight their work for the
public. AFA took this opportunity to setup a display at the event to provide
attendees with an overview of the FMP
process and the current Phase II
planning underway.
Forester from Ontario Parks contacted
Hydro One representative via e-mail to
discuss updating hydro line AOC
prescription in the park.

DATE

RESPONSE

DETAILS

n/a

Mar. 25/2014

Hydro One representative
agreed to meet park forester for
a field visit to look at some
examples of existing hydro line
buffers.

April 14/2014

Field visit attended by Ontario Parks
and Hydro One to discuss hydro line
AOC in the park.

April 14/2014

Field visit attended by Ontario
Parks and Hydro One to discuss
hydro line AOC in the park.

August 9/2014

Park forester replied in appreciation of
letter. It was noted that a follow up
discussion should take place to clarify
the expectations around forest
operations within 30m of the AOC.

August 8/2014

Representative from Hydro One
submitted a letter outlining
considerations to be taken
when harvesting close to
transmission line right-of-ways
in Algonquin Park.

12

INDEX

DATE
Sept. 5/2014

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

Oct. 1/2014

B-3

August 25/2014

An Algonquin
community

INPUT

RESPONSE

COMMENTS/DETAILS

DATE

A brief meeting via con-call took place
between Hydro One, Ontario Parks and
AFA. AFA agreed to incorporate Hydro
One’s input into the next draft AOC
prescription for transmission right-ofways and circulate to Hydro One.

Sept. 25/2014

Hydro One representative sent
an e-mail to park forester in
agreement with the
amendments to the hydro line
AOC discussed.

Sept. 25/2014

The General Manager from AFA
replied, first by referencing a
meeting that AFA attended in
August together with AOO
representatives and a member
of the community to discuss the
Algonquin hunt; concerns put
forward in the letter were also
discussed at this meeting.
Examples of accommodation
measures and AFA’s
cooperation with AOO concerns
were presented in the letter.
Issues specific to the following
were addressed: shutdown of
forest operations on weekends;
closure of logging operations

Zone Manager replied with a letter
stating that comments and concerns
from Hydro One have been
incorporated into the required
alterations for the final plan in-line with
previous discussions with park forester
and AFA.
An Algonquin community submitted a
letter to the AFA expressing that
insufficient accommodation measures
have been taken to alleviate the impact
of forestry on their Native values and
rights, most notably hunting in
Algonquin Park. Chief and Council also
expressed an interest in securing a
larger annual wood allocation. It was
noted that these items will be discussed
at future meetings between the AFA
and AOO whereby representatives from
the concerned Algonquin community
plan to attend.

DETAILS
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INDEX

B-4

DATE

Sept. 5/2014

INPUT

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

An adjacent
municipality to
Algonquin Park

COMMENTS/DETAILS

Forester from the municipality sent a
letter advocating that a more balanced
approach needs to be taken in defining
AOC prescriptions. Specific concerns are
outlined below:
1.

CV1 AOC – AOC prescription is
contradictory to the recovery
strategy for this species as
described by the MNRF. Forester
also noted conditions to maintain
residual forest within the modified
zone of this AOC are not consistent
with prescriptions in other Crown
Forest Management Units. A
suggestion to elaborate on the
disadvantages of this AOC

DATE

Oct. 7/2014

RESPONSE

DETAILS

during the Algonquin deer hunt;
interest in securing a larger
harvest allocation and in
locations closer to mills
receiving wood from the park;
accommodating the
communities Native values by
handing all logging contracts
through the Algonquin
community. The General
Manager closed by expressing
interest in continued dialogue
with the Algonquin community
in the future.
The Zone Manager responded
and addressed all points raised.
Recent modifications to the CV1
AOC prescription including
removal of the slope-based
reserve and shortened timing
windows for forest operations
were discussed. Planning efforts
were aimed at balancing all
values in Algonquin Park. A
commitment for Ontario Parks
to pursue research
opportunities to evaluate the
effectiveness of this
prescription has been added to
the list of final alterations. The
whip-poor-will AOC
14

INDEX

DATE

INPUT

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

COMMENTS/DETAILS

prescription and its impact on
other values, in the FMP text was
communicated.
2.

Nov. 3/2014

DATE

1.

Directions for the CV1 and whippoor-will AOC prescriptions are still
lacking, despite recent
modifications to these AOC’s.

2.

The requirement for residual forest
conditions for CV1 and whip-poorwill AOC’s is unnecessary, as partial
cutting systems used
predominantly throughout
Algonquin Park already meet this

DETAILS

requirement for residual forest
is necessary to provide
sufficient nesting habitat for
this species. Required
alterations #357 and #358 will
be reflected in the final plan
however, providing for
increased flexibility for
retention of residual forest.

Whip-poor-will AOC – Requirement
for residual forest in this AOC
prescription. Forester indicated the
existing prescription for this
species is not consistent with
current science. It was also noted
that landscape level analyses point
to limited young forest conditions
in Algonquin Park, which will be
amplified if the prescription for
whip-poor-will remains as is.

Forester from the municipality
responded to the Zone Manager’s letter
with the following concerns:

RESPONSE

Nov. 5/2014

Zone Manager responded
stating that these prescriptions
are currently being reviewed as
part of the Regional Director
issue resolution request and
that the results of the review
will be incorporated into the
final plan. It was also noted that
the final plan will include
rationale to support the chosen
AOC prescriptions.
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INDEX

DATE

INPUT

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

COMMENTS/DETAILS

Sept. 12/2014

Corporation of the
Township of
Chisholm

B-6

Nov. 14/2014

Algonquin Forestry
Authority (AFA)

DETAILS

conditions.
3.

B-5

DATE

RESPONSE

Current protection measures need
to be evaluated prior to adding
additional protection for CV1 and
whip-poor-will. Ongoing studies
and recent science should be
consulted to a greater extent.

A final statement that Council has
directed the municipality staff to
continue to support the concerns
outlined in the ongoing issue resolution
process.
The Mayor for the Township of
Chisholm sent a letter to emphasize
their interest in sustainable forest
renewal in the park. The importance of
allocating the appropriate funds to
forest renewal was also stressed.

The AFA attended the ‘Woodlands and
Wildlife Forest Festival’ in Huntsville
organized by the Muskoka Conservancy.
Copies of the final Algonquin Park
Forest Phase II Planned Operations
Summary were available for distribution
at this event.

Oct. 1/2014

Zone Manager replied with a
letter expressing Ontario Parks
and AFA’s commitment to
forest renewal. The park is
managed according to stringent
guidelines to renew the forest
to acceptable standards. AFA
contributes to a renewal fund
which provides the appropriate
funding for renewal.
n/a
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ALGONQUIN PARK FOREST MANAGEMENT UNIT - FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN 2010-2020, PHASE II
PUBLIC CONSULTATION SUMMARY - ISSUE RESOLUTION REQUESTS
INDEX
IR-1

DATE
Sept. 30/ 2014

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP
Lumber Company

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

Formal request for issue resolution
process was received in the form of a
letter. The proponent stated that a
number of factors in the Draft Phase II
Algonquin Park FMP cause uncertainty
for mills that depend on wood volume
from the Park. Specifically, changes to
AOC prescriptions cause concern for
forest products facilities. Issues of
concern are outlined below:
1. Residual forest requirement for CV1
and whip-poor-will area of concern
(AOC) prescriptions.

DATE
Oct. 17/2014

RESPONSE

DETAILS

Formal letter was sent by the
MNRF Regional Director via email to approximately 20
directly affected
individuals/companies including
logging contractors, mills, and
individuals who commented
previously in the planning
process about a similar issue,
The letter was an invitation to
attend a meeting on Oct. 22,
2014, to discuss the concerns
identified in the formal request
for issue resolution.

2. Habitat mapping specific to CV1
AOC.
3. Impacts of timing restrictions
related to CV1 AOC.
4. Cumulative impacts on wood supply
and operational costs associated
with CV1 and whip-poor-will AOC
prescriptions as written in the
Phase II plan.
The letter requesting issue resolution
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INDEX

DATE

Oct. 22/2014

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

DATE

RESPONSE

DETAILS

was accompanied by 10 supporting
letters from other forest products
facilities with similar concerns.
Lumber company attended the issue
resolution meeting on Oct. 22, 2014 at
the District MNRF office in Pembroke to
present their concerns.

Oct. 22/2014

MNRF Regional Director
attended the issue resolution
meeting on Oct. 22, 2014
amongst other regional MNRF
and Ontario Parks staff, to
discuss the concerns raised. The
Regional Director committed to
consider the results of the
meeting and provide a written
decision as soon as possible.

Nov. 5/2014

Regional staff from the MNRF
notified the lumber company
via e-mail that the Regional
Director’s response would be
delayed.

Nov. 17/2014

The MNRF Regional Director
reviewed the concerns raised
and provided a decision to the
lumber company on November
17, 2014. The details were as
follows:
1. Residual forest requirement
in AOC prescriptions for CV1
and whip-poor-will.
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INDEX

DATE

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

DATE

RESPONSE

DETAILS

- Some increased flexibility
has been provided to enable
harvesting in both the
modified 1 and modified 2
zones.
- The potential to carry out
harvest operations using the
clearcut silviculture system
in the modified 2 zone has
been added; this is to be
assessed on a site specific
basis and approved through
the AWS.
2. CV1 Habitat Mapping.
- A commitment to refine
current mapped CV1 habitat,
using a combination of local
knowledge, expertise,
imagery and field verification
to produce a standard
approach. This approach will
be defined and applied to
current CV1 habitat in the
Algonquin Park Forest by
September 1, 2015.
3. Cumulative impacts of
timing restrictions for AOC’s
and CV1 timing windows,
and road restrictions.
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INDEX

DATE

ORGANIZATION/
INTEREST GROUP

INPUT

COMMENTS/DETAILS

DATE

RESPONSE

DETAILS

- CV1 timing restrictions
applied to harvest, renewal
and tending operations have
been established using the
best information available.
As such, timing restrictions
for CV1 habitat will remain
as written in the Phase II
Draft Planned Operations.
- MNRF staff has been
directed to develop a
framework for risk
mitigation strategies for
road location, construction
and use for the CV1 species.
4. Continued reduction and
increased costs of wood
supply in Algonquin Park.
- After reviewing concerns
about wood supply and
demand for pole product it
has been concluded that
volume targets as identified
in Phase I can be met over
the five-year term of Phase
II.
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APPENDIX Q:
Aboriginal Background Information Report
And
Aboriginal Consultation Summary

Supplementary Documentation 8.9.3
Aboriginal Background Information Report
2015-2020 Forest Management Plan
Algonquin Park Forest
UPDATED
October 17, 2014
This report has been prepared by the Algonquins of Ontario (AOO) for inclusion within the 20152020 Phase II Forest Management Plan for the Algonquin Park Forest (Phase II FMP-APF) as a
requirement under the Forest Management Planning Manual. The production of this report and
the participation by the Algonquin’s of Ontario under Phase II Planning does not imply AOO
support for the approval of the 2015-2020 FMP-APF.
1.

Aboriginal Background Information Report (ABIR) Overview

The inclusion of an Aboriginal Background Information Report (ABIR) within the Forest
Management Plan (FMP) for the Algonquin Park Forest (APF) is a requirement under the Forest
Management Planning Manual (FMPM). In general terms, this report is intended to identify past
and current resource use and identify forest management-related concerns for each of the ten
Algonquins of Ontario (AOO) communities. The contents of this report are identified in section
4.6.1 of the Forest Management Planning Manual which sets out that the ABIR report is to
contain the following information:
1. Summary of the use of natural resources in the Algonquin Park Forest by Algonquin
communities, in particular hunting, fishing, trapping and gathering
2. Summary of forest management-related problems and issues for Algonquin communities
3. Aboriginal Values Map which identifies the locations of natural resource features, land
uses and Values which are used by, or of importance to, those Aboriginal communities
(for example, areas used for traditional and recreational activities, boundaries of traplines, fuel-wood gathering areas, historical or cultural sites)
4. Summary of the negotiations between the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
(MNRF) and Algonquin communities
An ABIR was included as supplementary documentation within the 2010-2020 FMP-APF. An
opportunity to update the FMP’s existing ABIR was provided under the Phase II Planning
Process. As part of this planning process, the AOO reviewed the ABIR contents and
determined that it was necessary to revise the report to more appropriately reflect the following
information:
•
•
•
•
•

historical AOO relationship to the APF area
current resource use within the APF by the AOO
current economic benefits received by the AOO from forest management within the APF
current AOO forest management-related issues and concerns
additional Algonquin Values information

Sections within this report have been modified from the FMPM model to more appropriately
represent the AOO relationship to the APF, however, all required contents have been provided.
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2.

Algonquins of Ontario Background Information

2.1

Algonquin Traditional Territory and Algonquin Communities

The AOO claim includes an area of nine million acres within the watersheds of the Kichisippi
(Ottawa River) and the Mattawa River in Ontario. The majority of Algonquin Provincial Park lies
within the Ottawa River watershed and thus within Algonquin Traditional Territory.
The Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn First Nation (known at the time as the Algonquins of Golden
Lake) commenced the land claim by formally submitting the most recent petition with supporting
research to the Government of Canada in 1983 and the Government of Ontario in 1985. The
Province of Ontario accepted the claim for negotiations in 1991 and the Government of Canada
in 1992. Since then the negotiations, which are intended to culminate in an Algonquin Treaty,
have grown to include ten communities that comprise the AOO.
The ten AOO communities are located across the Algonquin Traditional Territory, all of whom
share interest in the APF. These communities include the Algonquins of Pikwàkangàn First
Nation, and the Algonquin communities of Antoine, Kijicho Manito Madaouskarini (Bancroft),
Bonnechere, Greater Golden Lake, Mattawa/North Bay, Ottawa, Shabot Obaadjiwan (Sharbot
Lake), Snimikobi (Ardoch) and Whitney and Area.
The ten communities are represented by sixteen Algonquin Negotiation Representatives (ANRs)
who are elected by Algonquin Voters for three-year terms. The ANRs include the Chief and
Council of the Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn First Nation and one representative from each of
the nine other Algonquin communities. Based on a Protocol signed in 2004, these communities
are working together to provide a unified approach to reach a settlement of the Algonquin land
claim.
2.2

The Preliminary Draft Agreement-in-Principle

On December 13, 2012, as an important step in the ongoing negotiations, the AOO, Canada
and Ontario released the Preliminary Draft Agreement-in-Principle (AIP). This document sets
out the proposed key elements of a Final Agreement that would settle the Algonquin land claim.
It includes, among other things:
(a)
(b)
(c)

$300 million transfer to the Algonquins of Ontario
transfer of not less than 117,500 acres of provincial Crown land to Algonquin
ownership
recommended approaches to address:
i. Algonquin harvesting rights, including the right to harvest wildlife, fish,
migratory birds and plants
ii. forestry
iii. parks and protected areas
iv. Algonquin heritage and culture
v. Algonquin eligibility and enrolment

The following paragraphs provide highlights from two Chapters of the Preliminary Draft AIP
which are applicable to this report.
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Chapter 7: Forestry
This Chapter of the Preliminary Draft AIP recognizes the importance of the forest industry in the
Algonquin Settlement Area, including in Algonquin Park. The cornerstone of this Chapter is the
commitment by the AOO and Ontario to work cooperatively to maintain support for the existing
forest industry, while increasing Algonquin participation in, and benefits from the forestry sector.
This commitment reflects the importance of forestry to the culture, economic stability and
prosperity of the AOO.
Key to the Forestry Chapter is the development of economic opportunities and supporting
measures to increase Algonquin employment and participation in the forest industry throughout
the Settlement Area, including in Algonquin Park. These initiatives include:
•
•
•
•

notifying the AOO of government contracts and job opportunities related to forestry in
Algonquin Park
encouraging potential Algonquin employment, training and contract opportunities with
Sustainable Forest License holders
the consideration of the potential for Algonquin benefits as a relevant factor when
Ontario is evaluating tender bids or other government contracting procedures
the provision of training opportunities by Ontario and the Algonquin Forestry Authority
(AFA) for the AOO in the forestry industry in Algonquin Park, including silviculture

This Chapter proposes that a Final Agreement will set out the nature and scope of Algonquin
participation in forestry management and planning, including representation on planning teams,
both inside and outside of Algonquin Park. In addition, Ontario will appoint at a minimum one
person nominated by the AOO to the Board of Directors of the AFA for Algonquin Park.
Chapter 9: Parks and Protected Areas
With the release of the Preliminary Draft AIP, the AOO once again reaffirmed their desire to
work with their partners and neighbours to ensure that ecological integrity is the first priority in
the management of Protected Areas, specifically Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves
in the Settlement Area.
This Chapter describes how the Algonquins would engage with Ontario in management
planning of Protected Areas in the Settlement Area. Specifically, this Chapter proposes that the
Final Agreement will set out three levels of Algonquin engagement in Protected Area
management planning:
Level 1: The AOO will review and comment on Protected Area Management Plans and
Management Statements prepared by Ontario.
Level 2: The AOO, as members on the Protected Area planning teams, will participate in
the development and amendment of Management Plans and Management Statements.
Level 3: In Algonquin Provincial Park and 15 other identified Provincial Parks, the AOO
and the Protected Area Manager will work through an Algonquin Planning Committee to
jointly develop, amend and examine Management Plans, Management Statements,
Secondary Plans, Natural Heritage Education Programs and any other strategic plans
for Protected Areas.
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This Chapter proposes that a Final Agreement would deal with access roads, trails, use of
motorized vehicles and other access issues in Protected Areas through Protected Area
Management Planning processes that would consider the maintenance of ecological integrity as
well as the Algonquin interest in access to Protected Areas for harvesting. The AOO would
work with Ontario Parks and the AFA to develop Forest Management Plans that deal with the
construction and decommissioning of forestry roads and water crossings in Algonquin Provincial
Park.
Fundamental to this Chapter of the Preliminary Draft AIP is the continued sharing of longstanding and effective conservation and management practices by the AOO with their partners.
The AOO are committed to ensuring the vitality and future prosperity of all Provincial Parks and
Conservation Reserves within the Settlement Area for the continued use of the AOO and our
neighbours.
2.3

Participation of the AOO in Forest Management Planning for the Algonquin Park
Forest (FMP-APF) 2010-2020

Nine of the ten AOO communities had membership on the Planning Team for the 2010-2020
FMP-APF and were involved in the preparation and review of the ABIR at the time. During the
development of the 2010-2020 FMP-APF three AOO communities provided community Values
Reports and/or maps. Two communities provided reports in 2010, and other communities’
reports were received in earlier years (1999-2004). These reports helped inform the
development of the ABIR as part of the 2010-2020 FMP-APF. While copies of these reports are
on file with Ontario Parks and the AFA, the AOO communities requested that all Algonquin
Values Reports remain confidential due to the sensitive nature of the information contained
within these reports.
2.4

Participation of the AOO in Forest Management Planning for the Algonquin Park
Forest through Phase II Planning

Seven of the ten AOO communities had representatives participating on the Phase II Planning
Team under the auspices of the AOO. Technical staff from the AOO Consultation Office
participated in all Phase II Planning meetings. It is important to note that the participation by
AOO members on Forestry Management Planning Teams does not imply AOO support or
approval for forestry management operations within the APF.
As part of the Phase II Planning, the AOO reviewed the existing ABIR and determined that
updates to this report were required. Through MNRF funding received for the development of
the ABIR, the participating AOO communities will also produce an AOO Values Report and Map
for the APF (see section 2.5). The updated ABIR is to be included as supplementary
documentation within the Phase II FMP-APF 2015-2020.
2.5

Approach for the Development of an AOO Values Report and Map for the
Algonquin Park Forest

The effective protection and management of Algonquin Values within the APF will require the
completion of an AOO Values Report and Map. As part of the process to update the ABIR, the
AOO received funding from MNRF to assist in the development of an AOO Values Report and
Map for the APF, specific to the planned Phase II operational areas. The production of a Values
Report and Map will provide crucial insights to better ensure the identification and protection of
Algonquin Values within the Phase II operational areas to be subject to timber harvest.
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In order to gather and compile Algonquin Values located within Phase II operational areas of the
APF and produce an AOO Values Report and Map, the AOO will be undertaking a communitybased consultative approach. This effort will serve to inform the future development of an AOO
Values Report and Map for the entire APF.
The AOO Values Report and Map will be kept confidential due to the sensitivity of the Values
information. Values may be communicated to MNRF and AFA when it is determined that there
is potential for negative impacts to the Value due to planned operations. These efforts will be
especially important in assisting the AOO in their review of the AFA Annual Work Schedules
and assessing potential adverse impacts. Ideally the AOO Values Report and Map will be
completed in advance of the AOO, MNRF, and AFA review of the 2015-2016 Annual Work
Schedule.
3.

Summary of Past Algonquin Use of the Algonquin Park Forest

3.1

Algonquin History of the Ottawa River Basin

The Algonquins have been asserting claim to Aboriginal title within Algonquin Traditional
Territory in the Ottawa River Basin since at least 1772. Algonquin people and our Aboriginal
ancestors are known to have occupied the Ottawa River basin for thousands of years. Ancient
Algonquin occupation and land use is documented by many archaeological sites within
Algonquin Traditional Territory including sites found within Algonquin Provincial Park 4000-5000
years old, and similarly aged sites include those on islands in the Ottawa River near Pembroke,
Ontario.
Aboriginal occupation of this area likely began soon after the retreat of the last glacial ice sheet
10,000 to 12,000 years ago. Early Aboriginal occupation in the Ottawa Valley would have been
bound by the shores of the Champlain Sea. This sea was an inland extension of the Atlantic
Ocean which filled in lands that had been depressed by the extreme weight of the glacial icesheet. At its’ greatest extent, the Champlain Sea extended up the Ottawa Valley as far as Deep
River, and penetrated up local river valleys as far as the eastern fringes of Algonquin Park.
Another feature which may have attracted early Aboriginal occupation was the Fossmill Outlet.
For a period of time, the Fossmill Outlet formed the main drainage for post-glacial Lake
Algonquin (Lake Huron basin) and flowed through portions of the Algonquin Park area via the
Petawawa River Valley. This outlet flowed into the Champlain Sea at Petawawa. The shores
along these ancient water bodies and places of their convergences would have been important
locations for early Aboriginal hunters.
Historical documentation of the Algonquins in the Ottawa Valley provides evidence of the first
European contact with the Algonquins on the Ottawa River with the French in 1613. Samuel de
Champlain also encountered an Algonquin settlement near present day Cobden, and with the
assistance of Algonquin guides, was escorted up river to the Algonquin band occupying
Morrison Island under the leadership of the prominent Algonquin Chief Tessouat. The
Kichisippirini as they were known occupied Morrison Island and surrounding areas, and
controlled all trade and passage through these islands, collecting tolls from all who were granted
permission to pass on their way westward.
Algonquin people travelled the Ottawa River and its many tributaries in seasonal rounds,
moving and living between summering and wintering areas. Summer season brought about
large village congregations of Algonquin peoples, which were situated at prime locations, such
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as fishing and trading areas at or near confluences of major water bodies. In preparation for
winter, villages would break up into small family groups. These small groups of Algonquin
families would travel inland up the main tributaries to the Ottawa River in order to reach familybased hunting territories. Many of such territories and camps would have been within the
present day Algonquin Park area. Beyond good hunting and trapping locations, family winter
territories would have incorporated prime sugar bush areas for the production of maple syrup
and sugar in late winter.
The European contact era brought many changes to the traditional Algonquin way of life in the
Ottawa Valley. The arrival of the French brought many influences upon the Algonquins such as
trade and the establishment of the fur trade, military alliances, and religious conversions. The
fur trade era also gave birth to a time of fear, conflict and war between the Algonquins and their
allies, with the Iroquois. Algonquins suffered heavy losses. Algonquins were forced to endure a
complete disruption of seasonal patterns of travel, trade, and of summer and winter territories.
During this time of conflict, many Algonquins chose to congregate near Catholic missions
perhaps for perceived safety and converted religious beliefs. Algonquins were known to travel
and congregate during the summer months at the Catholic mission at the Lake of Two
Mountains near Oka, Quebec.
As the threat of conflict waned, many Algonquins began returning to summer residences in
other areas of the Ottawa Valley that they annually frequented, including areas within Algonquin
Park. Algonquins who had occupied lands in the present day Algonquin Park area began to
settle in those areas more permanently and year round, as opposed to moving to and from the
Algonquin Park area on a traditionally seasonal basis. European settlement in the Ottawa
Valley eventually and ultimately resulted in changes to the Algonquin way of life.
3.2

History of the Algonquin Use of the Algonquin Park Forest

The area that became known as Algonquin Park has always been utilized and valued by the
Algonquins, as was the whole of Algonquin Traditional Territory. Algonquins and our Aboriginal
ancestors utilized the Algonquin Park area for fishing, hunting, trapping, picking berries,
collecting edible wild plants, gathering medicines, gathering tool stone materials, harvesting
wood products for building, and holding ceremonies and other gatherings. Although there is no
archaeological evidence to provide confirmation, it is likely that our Aboriginal ancestors utilized
the Algonquin Park landscape soon after the last glacial retreat (10,000 to 12,000 years ago)
and massive ancient glacial outflows rushed across its surface.
Hundreds of Aboriginal archaeological sites have been registered within Algonquin Park and
provide a record of continuous Algonquin presence and usage of the Algonquin Park area going
back at least 5,000 years. Most archaeological evidence from within APF, including camping
sites, workshops, and pictograph sites, are concentrated along the modern shorelines of vast
lakes. The connections between water bodies were the traditional travel routes for Algonquins
to and from the Algonquin Park area. The abundance of archaeological sites along shorelines
attests to the longevity of the Algonquins’ seasonal movements to and from the Algonquin Park
area.
The Algonquins’ seasonal patterns of moving to and from the Algonquin Park area were likely
affected by the historical conflict with the Iroquois during the fur trade era. Throughout this
conflict, many Algonquins congregated near French missions for their perceived safety. In the
wake of the conflict with the Iroquois, the Algonquin then faced conflict with settlement occurring
throughout the Ottawa Valley. Through increased competition for Algonquin lands, many
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Algonquins were pushed from their traditional hunting and trapping territories. Due to the
pressures of settlement in the Ottawa Valley, many Algonquins moved away from the Ottawa
Valley and deeper into their Territory to carry out their traditional Algonquin lifestyle. Due to its
rugged nature, the Algonquin Park area provided vast lands which had not yet succumbed to
the pressures of settlement. This area was one of the last large strongholds of land within
Algonquin Traditional Territory where the Algonquins could continue to exercise a subsistencebased lifestyle. However, as large tracts of forested lands in the Algonquin Park area were
granted away and held under timber licenses, the Algonquins would again find that their ability
to occupy and utilize ancestral Algonquin lands was further restricted.
With the creation of the Algonquin ‘National’ Park in 1893, it became even more difficult for
Algonquins to exercise traditional activities and maintain a subsistence-based lifestyle. Many
Algonquin traditional activities were made illegal upon the creation of the Park. It was made
illegal for Algonquins to hunt, trap, fish and otherwise exercise Aboriginal right and title to
Algonquin Traditional Territory within Algonquin Park. Algonquin families occupying and
utilizing the Algonquin Park area were treated as squatters and poachers. Algonquins were
pursued and harassed or forced to vacate the Park by the park rangers of the time for
attempting to carry out subsistence activities. Despite persecution and with little choice left,
many Algonquins continued to enter the Park ‘illegally’ to carry out subsistence activities.
Prior to the Park’s inauguration, approximately 400 Algonquin families petitioned for lands to be
set aside for a reservation within Lawrence and Nightingale Townships, and some later in
Sabine Township. These petitions were never honored by the Crown. A few Algonquin families
nonetheless did remain within Park lands eking out an existence on small farms or ‘Indian
clearings’. Such areas within Algonquin Park include sites on Galeairy Lake, Rock Lake,
Manitou, and Kioskshowkwi Lake.
The historical timber usage by the Algonquins within Algonquin Park involved subsistence
activities such as fuel wood gathering, shelter construction, canoe making, tool making, basket
making and other utilitarian purposes, land clearing activities, and for income. Many Algonquins
went to work in the numerous lumber camps throughout Algonquin Park. An extensive historical
research report on the Algonquins commissioned by the Ontario Native Affairs Secretariat was
completed by Joan Holmes and Associates Inc. in 1983. The section of this report covering the
period from 1900 to 1980 provides ample evidence of Algonquin use of Algonquin Park for
hunting, fishing, trapping and gathering purposes.
4.

Current AOO Community Use of the Natural Resources within the Algonquin Park
Forest

As identified in Section 3.2, the Algonquins have a long history of occupation and use of the
APF. AOO community members today continue to maintain a strong relationship to the APF
area. Some members were born inside of Algonquin Park, and many have family members that
were born and raised within the Park. Algonquin Chiefs such as Constance Pinesi, Paul
Somogneche and Peter Shabot were known to use and reside in portions of the APF. Many
members hold stories of their grandparents using the APF for various purposes. In many AOO
families there exists an important history of the Algonquin people going into the APF and
bringing food and resources out of the APF and back to their communities. Although Algonquin
families or communities are no longer able to reside within the Algonquin Park, Algonquins
continue to use the natural resources in the APF today for many of the same traditional activities
as our ancestors.
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Algonquins continue to utilize the APF for hunting, trapping, fishing, gathering edible and
medicinal plants and foods, gathering forest products for traditional crafts, cultural gatherings,
ceremonies, and for recreation. The following section provides details with respect to the AOO
community uses of the APF.
4.1

AOO Uses of the Algonquin Park Forest for Hunting, Fishing and Trapping

The extent of AOO community use of the APF is a largely determined by the geographic
proximity of the community to the Park. All AOO communities utilize the APF. The actual use
of resources within APF between the AOO communities is generally similar. The AOO
communities harvest large game animals such as moose and deer, and on occasion black bear
in the eastern portion, as well as small game species such as snowshoe hare and ruffed grouse
(partridge). Trapping is also undertaken within APF. When the current system of registered
traplines was established in 1958, several trappers from Pikwàkanagàn were granted licenses
and traplines in the eastern and central portions of the Park. There are currently 19 trap-lines
held by members of the Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn First Nation.
As the holders of Aboriginal title, the Algonquins are the original stewards of the land and
resources within Algonquin Traditional Territory. The AOO has a deep-rooted recognition of the
fundamental importance of protecting viable populations of flora and fauna for generations to
come. In 1991, Pikwàkanagàn established its first Hunting Agreement which led to the
development of today’s AOO Harvest Management Plan (HMP) for Algonquin Park and the
Wildlife Management Units (WMU) within Algonquin Territory in Ontario. The HMP is a living
document, which is reviewed annually and updated as new information becomes available. Its
primary purpose is to clearly articulate the framework in which the Algonquin harvest is
conducted by Algonquin harvesters. In particular, the HMP contains clear provisions which
specify the season and the geographic locations in which harvesting can occur, what the
Sustainable Harvest Target is to be and who is eligible to participate.
Each year, the AOO establishes its Sustainable Harvest Targets for moose and elk for both
Algonquin Park and each WMU for the Algonquin Harvest. These Sustainable Harvest Targets
are established in cooperation with the MNRF and are based upon data that addresses wildlife
conservation and the sustainability of wildlife populations. The AOO is the first Aboriginal group
in Canada that has voluntarily enacted these types of harvest management practices.
Over the last decade the AOO, working in partnership with the MNRF, have become important
players in moose aerial inventory surveys in Algonquin Park. This involvement expanded to elk
aerial inventories beginning in early 2012. The AOO continue to work with the MNRF to
develop a coordinated approach to enable the effective participation of the Algonquins in the
collection of data relating to fish and other wildlife across the Territory. To date, the data
collected for both moose and elk have assisted in the development of the AOO’s annual Harvest
Management Plans.
The HMP provides for sustainable management of moose populations within the AOO
harvesting area on the east side of Algonquin Park. The Algonquin harvest is limited to latesummer to early-winter. The harvest period typically coincides with an increase of forestry
operations within the Unit, and interior road usage increases greatly by both types of harvesters.
The Harvest Management Plan also provides for the management of public safety concerns as
well.

8

Fishing is a major activity throughout the APF. The fish species utilized by the AOO include
lake trout, brook trout, splake, walleye, smallmouth bass, northern pike, muskellunge, catfish,
perch and rock bass. Fishing areas may be accessed via public access points, canoe routes,
and interior forestry road networks.
4.2

AOO Uses of the Algonquin Park Forest for Gathering Resources

AOO communities participate in various resource gathering activities within the APF other than
harvesting, trapping and fishing. These purposes include, but are not limited to, the gathering of
edible foods, medicines, materials for crafts and construction of other traditional items, fuel
wood, and to a lesser degree spring water and minerals. Edible plant gathering largely involves
berry picking and to a lesser extent picking mushrooms. Plants and plant parts, such as leaves,
bark, roots, and flowers are gathered for the production of various traditional medicines and for
use in cultural ceremonies and celebrations. The AOO also gather materials for the
construction of traditional crafts such as birch bark canoes, baskets and other craftworks. The
construction of traditional crafts may also require the gathering of other forest materials such as
spruce gum, spruce roots, birch bark, outer and inner bark from other trees and wood. The
AOO use various access routes to locate and utilize resources and these may be accessed by
vehicle, boat, or on foot.
4.3

AOO Uses of the Algonquin Park Forest for other Cultural Purposes

Apart from harvesting, trapping, fishing, and gathering resources in the APF, many Algonquins
continue to utilize the APF for boating, canoeing, camping, wildlife viewing, scouting trips and
other opportunities. While such activities may be considered to be ‘recreational’ by park
definition, these activities are Algonquin Values and represent traditional activities. Other
Algonquin uses include seeking solitude for spiritual contemplation, visiting sacred sites,
ceremonies, cultural activities and also for rest and relaxation. It is important to understand that
the AOO Values and the use of the APF are not static but adaptive, and continue to evolve
along with the APF itself and its management.
4.4

AOO Forest Industry Participation within the Algonquin Park Forest

The AOO have been actively involved in all aspects of forest management activities in the APF
for almost two decades. These forestry-related activities include but are not limited to tree
marking, silviculture, road building and logging. Two Algonquin communities have forestry
contractors operating within the APF.
AOO benefits derived from forestry within Algonquin Park have declined annually between 2008
and 2013. The total benefits received by AOO contactors for each fiscal year from 2007-2008
up to 2012-2013 are as follows:
2007-2008= $3.72 million
2008-2009=$3.36 million
2009-2010=$2.91 million
2010-2011= $2.88 million
2011-2012= $2.70million
2012-2013= $2.18 million.
Benefits received by AOO contractors dropped by $1.53 million from 2008-2013. Current
figures for the 2013-2014 fiscal year are not yet available. There also has been little change in
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the number of Algonquin forestry workers over the past number of years as illustrated in Table B
Condition 34 Reports. In recent years, the AOO have voiced a strong interest in increasing
Algonquin participation in the forestry industry in the APF, and some communities have
expressed a desire to obtain allocations within the APF.
5.

AOO Forest Management-Related Issues and Concerns for the Algonquin Park
Forest

The AOO issues and concerns related to forestry management in the APF have been
communicated to Ontario Parks and AFA through various forums, including but not limited to the
review of the Lightening the Ecological Footprint of Logging in Algonquin Park process, 20102012 APF-FMP Planning, Independent Review of Forest Access Roads in Algonquin Park,
Independent Forest Audit, Phase II Planning and through various working group sessions held
jointly between the AOO, AFA and Algonquin Park. A major ongoing concern for the AOO is
that the AOO have repeatedly expressed forestry management related concerns to MNRF and
AFA through various forums, yet there have been few examples where AOO concerns have
resulted in accommodation or resolution.
For the purpose of this report, the AOO’s forest management-related issues and concerns have
been grouped and summarized under various subsections below.
5.1

Forest Management-Related Issues and Concerns Related to the AOO Harvest
Season

Many forestry-related issues result from the overlap between the Algonquin moose and deer
harvest season and increased forestry operations during the same time period. These issues
include, but are not limited to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

5.2

effects of logging on Algonquin harvesting, wildlife, and wildlife habitat management
safety around logging sites during AOO harvest period
increased logging truck volume on interior roads
speed of trucks using the roads during the AOO harvest period
restricted AOO access to harvesting areas due to posted forestry activities within AOO
wildlife harvest areas
problems with inappropriate signage
disruption to AOO harvest planning by changing forestry operations such as newly
posted operations, water crossing removals etc.
the use of signage/postings within the APF, while operations on other Crown lands do
not restrict harvesting through signage/posting
restricted access to wildlife harvest areas due to water crossing removals and breaching
Forest Management-Related Issues and Concerns Related to AOO Values

The protection of Algonquin cultural Values during forestry management planning and
operations is also a key concern for the AOO. Such concerns include, but are not limited to the
protection of:
•
•
•
•

canoe-grade birch trees, birch stands, and the access to birch for harvesting
trap-line and hunt camp areas
important wildlife areas
culturally important harvesting and fishing areas and access to these areas
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

5.3

culturally important wildlife species and species at risk
medicinal plant gathering locations and access to these areas
edible plant gathering
areas of gathering plant materials for other traditional uses and access to these areas
fuel-wood gathering areas
archaeological sites: registered (Borden), known, Algonquin traditional knowledge
areas of archaeological potential (including post-glacial shorelines)
mapping model for areas of archaeological concern
culturally significant landscape features such as: ancient travel corridors, rock
formations, cliffs, landscapes, landscapes particular to legends and ATK, landscapes
containing and in relation to burials, pictograph sites, other scared sites
sacred sites, documented and those known through ATK
areas important for community/family cultural gatherings, celebrations and events,
places of spiritual reflection
Forest Management-Related Issues and Concerns Related to Participation in
Forestry Industry Benefits and Planning in the APF

The AOO have also communicated issues with regards to participation within the forest industry
and benefits, and forestry management planning received from forestry activities within APF.
Issues communicated on this topic have included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

5.4

opportunities to increase participation in overall benefits from the forestry within the APF
opportunities to increase Algonquin allocations
opportunities to create new allocations for communities who do not currently have
access to allocations
accessing funds for road improvements to meet Algonquin allocation requirements
access to forestry training opportunities
increased participation and role in forestry management-related decision making and
planning processes such as forestry road access and use planning
accommodation and resolution on forestry-related issues and impacts from forestry on
Algonquin rights, interests and Values
effectiveness of consultation efforts between AOO, MNRF and AFA to address and
accommodate AOO issues beyond discussion of the issues
Resolution of Ongoing Forest Management-Related Issues and Concerns

The majority of the AOO forestry-related issues are ongoing. For example, the AOO have
consistently expressed issues over restricted AOO access due to forestry road breaching,
restricted AOO activities due to water crossing removals, road decommissioning, environmental,
safety and liability issues, and the use of signage posted during forestry operations. These
concerns have been expressed clearly and consistently by the AOO and the AOO believe that
there have been few examples to date where concerns have resulted in accommodation or
resolution.
In addition to the above ongoing concerns, the AOO continue to express concerns in relation to
forestry practices and the protection and management of archaeological and cultural heritage
resources. Those AOO communities who participated on the FMP team for the 2010-2020
FMP-APF reviewed the results of the archaeological predictive modeling for the APF and were
in agreement with the area mapped at that time. However, in more recent years, the AOO have
expressed concerns with the mapping model as it only considers archaeological potential within
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immediate proximity to modern shorelines and water bodies, and does not consider post-glacial
shorelines, and other landscape features such as landscape formations and ancient trail
networks.
The body of knowledge concerning prehistoric resources in the APF is incomplete and lacks
detail. Most of the known archeological sites have been identified through research conducted
many decades ago, although some new sites continue to be located and registered. The AOO
recognize that the most significant threat to modern shoreline-based Aboriginal archaeological
sites in Algonquin Park is not from forestry activities, but from the continued use and
management of these archaeological sites as recreational/interior campsites.
Currently, registered archaeological sites, the majority of which are located along modern
shorelines, are largely protected from forestry activity through Areas of Concern (AOC)
designations and indirectly through certain Park zoning where forestry operations are prohibited.
Current guidelines for the management unit specify that all known historical or archaeological
sites will be identified as Areas of Concern and reserved from harvest, renewal, and tending or
road construction activities. Discussions continue between the AOO, AFA, and MNRF
concerning the identification, management and protection of cultural sites within the APF.
Existing archeological potential area mapping is included within the FMP-APM in Supporting
Documentation 6.1.2.
While there have been few examples of accommodation or resolution of the AOO’s ongoing
issues, the AOO understand that these issues continue to be investigated and discussed
through various forums with the AFA and MNRF. The AOO continue to seek accommodation
for AOO issues and strive to develop means to resolve and address these concerns. The AOO
are developing various documents to help facilitate discussions, accommodation, and resolution
for forest management-related issues and concerns. These documents include, but are not
limited to:
•
•
•

AOO Road Access Protocol
Canoe-Grade White Birch Identification, Protection, Management Protocol
AOO Values Report and Map for the Algonquin Park Forest

The AOO aim to use the AOO Values Report and Map to assist in the identification of potential
conflicts with specific AOO Values and planned forestry operations during the review of Phase II
Annual Work Schedules, as well as to inform the planning and development of the next FMPAPF.
6.

Current AOO Values Mapping - Identifying Natural Resource Features, Land Uses
and Other Values as included within the 2010-2020 FMP-APF

Certain Algonquin Values which are considered to be general knowledge in nature are currently
contained within the FMP Values Mapping (Sup Doc 6.1.2). These include Values such as
features of the AOO Harvest area boundary (East side of Algonquin Park), important fishing
areas, trap-line areas, wildlife wintering areas and historical Values.
The Algonquin Values mapping for the Phase II FMP-APF will not be included within the Phase
II FMP-APF due to the sensitive and confidential nature of this information. During the FMP
planning for the 2010-2020 FMP-APF a number of AOO communities produced Values Reports
and Maps compiling historical and current uses as well as Values present within the APF.
Copies of these maps and reports were provided to the AFA and MNRF and certain information
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from these reports was included in the ABIR for the 2010-2020FMP-APF. Wherever new
information was available from AOO communities, traditional knowledge, or recently produced
Values Reports, this information has been used to inform the updates of the ABIR.
6.1

Development of the AOO Values Report and Map for the Algonquin Park Forest

The AOO, on behalf of the participating Algonquin communities, will be developing an AOO
Values Report and Map for the APF. This information will be collected through a communitybased and consultative approach that will also inform the development of a future AOO Values
Report and Map for all of Algonquin Park. This initial effort under the Phase II Planning process
will include the engagement of AOO community members to gather traditional knowledge and
identify Values within the APF. Once completed, this resource will be used to facilitate future
discussions with AFA and MNRF to identify and address Algonquin Value concerns with
planned forestry operations.
Algonquin Values, cultural heritage resources and archaeological artifacts represent the
physical and spiritual manifestation of ancestral ways of life, traditional Values and knowledge of
the Algonquin people. It is critically important that these Values and resources be protected
within the APF in order to preserve AOO history and traditions, while providing for adaptability
and evolution of Algonquin Values, and to promote awareness and education about Algonquin
culture for future generations.
As holders of Aboriginal title, the Algonquins are the original stewards of the land and resources
within Algonquin Traditional Territory. The AOO have consistently expressed a commitment to
preserving and protecting the environment as well as preserving and protecting Algonquin
rights, interests and Values. The AOO also recognize the fundamental importance of protecting
viable populations of flora and fauna for generations to come.
7.

Summary of Consultations and Communications between AOO and MNRF
regarding Forest Management in the Algonquin Park Forest

The following sections provide a brief summary of AOO and MNRF communications and
consultations regarding forestry management related issues and concerns that have occurred
and/or are ongoing. For a more detailed summary please refer the Supplementary
Documentation 6.1.8 of the Phase II FMP-APF.
7.1

Meetings, Discussions and Consultations Regarding Various Aspects of Forestry
Management within the Algonquin Park Forest

There have been various opportunities for the AOO to review material and meet with the MNRF
to discuss AOO issues and concerns with various aspects of forestry management outside of
the Phase II FMP-APF planning process. It is important to note that often these meetings and
discussions with MNRF and AFA regarding forestry management and related AOO concerns
are not considered to be ‘consultation’ by the AOO. Past meetings, discussions, and
correspondence between the AOO and MNRF have included but are not limited to the following
issues and/or subject matter:
•
•
•
•

Lightening the Ecologically Footprint of Logging in Algonquin Park Process
Independent Review of Roads Standards Report
Independent Forest Audit for the APF Interviews with AOO communities
Wildlife Inventory fieldwork
13

•
•
•
•
•
•

7.2

Canoe Grade Birch Tree Identification Protection and Management
Tree Marker Training Session for the Identification of Canoe Grade White Birch Tree
AOO Forestry Working Groups Meetings
AOO Algonquin Park Working Group Meetings
Distribution and review of Annual Hunt Map and Annual Work Schedule Map to AOO
Joint meetings between the AOO Algonquin Park and Forest Management Working
Group and MNRF and AFA to review and discuss harvest plans, road construction and
water crossing installations and removals between MNRF, AFA and AOO
Meetings, Discussions and Consultations Regarding Aspects of Phase II FMP-APF
Planning

Seven AOO communities had member participation on the Phase II 2010-2020 FMP-APF
Planning Team. As well, support was provided by an AOO Resource Technician. One AOO
community also has representation through participation in the Local Citizen Committee (LCC).
Through Planning Team and LCC participation, participating AOO communities had
opportunities to provide input on all elements of the FMP. The primary means of
communication between MNRF, AFA and the AOO was through the Algonquins of Ontario
Consultation Office.
Communications and consultations between the MNRF and the AOO specific to the Phase II
FMP-APF include but are not limited to the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

8.

Correspondences from MNRF to AOO communities
FMP Training Session
AOO Review of Draft Term of Reference towards preparation of Phase II FMP-APF
Phase II Planning meeting participation through AOO Planning Team members
Development of Updated ABIR and the AOO Values Report and Map
Phase II AOO Information Center at Pikwàkanagàn
Annual review of the Annual Work Schedule Map with MNRF
Concluding Remarks

Beyond providing valued economic benefits through tourism and forestry management, the APF
remains an integral part of Algonquin Traditional Territory. As it did for our Algonquin ancestors,
it continues to play a vital role in Algonquin culture today. The APF, as well as all of Algonquin
Traditional Territory, is a place where the Algonquins of Ontario continue to carry out
sustainable harvesting of fish and game, to procure medicines and other resources from the
land, and to participate in cultural and ceremonial events on the same lands and waters used by
our Algonquin ancestors for thousands of years.
The APF preserves a vast amount of Algonquin cultural heritage resources as well as the
Algonquin cultural relationship to the land itself. As holders of Aboriginal title, the Algonquins
are the original stewards of the Algonquin Traditional Territory. The Algonquin of Ontario will
continue to strive to ensure that the management of the APF will continue to protect the
ecological and cultural integrity in perpetuity as we have since time immemorial.
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Supplementary Documentation 8.9.4
A Summary of the Aboriginal Consultation Approach for each Aboriginal Community
The following is a summary of Aboriginal involvement in the production of Phase II of the 2010-2020
Algonquin Park Forest Management Plan (FMP). The principal means of consultation with the Algonquin
communities was through The Algonquins of Ontario (AOO) Consultation Office which serves as a one
window approach for consultation related to forest management in the Park. Seven of the ten
Algonquin communities participated on the FMP planning team, in addition to one staff member from
the Algonquins of Ontario consultation office.
During the course of Phase II development one
Algonquin
community
changed
their
representative
on
the
planning
team.
(a)

A list of the Aboriginal communities, and the primary contact person for each community;

Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn First Nation
Antoine
Kijicho Manito Madaouskarini (Bancroft)
Bonnechere
Greater Golden Lake
Mattawa/North Bay
Ottawa
Shabot Obaadjiwan (Sharbot Lake)
Snimikobi (Ardoch)
Whitney and Area
(b)

Chief Kirby Whiteduck
Chief Dave Joanisse
Katherine Cannon
Chief Richard Zohr
Chief Patrick Glassford
Chief Clifford Bastien Jr.
Lynn Clouthier
Chief Doreen Davis
Chief Randy Malcolm
Robert Craftchick

A list of the communities` representatives on the planning team and local citizens committee;

Planning team:
Chief Richard Zohr
Chief Clifford Bastien Jr.
Robert Craftchick
Emmett Godin
Chief Randy Malcolm
Irvin Yateman
Dan Kohoko
Katrinna Demers

Bonnechere
Mattawa/North Bay
Whitney and Area
Greater Golden Lake
Snimikobi (Ardoch)
Kijicho Manito Madaouskarini (Bancroft)
Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn First Nation
Algonquins of Ontario Consultation Office

Local Citizens Committee:
Patrick Glassford
(Alternate: Emmett Godin)

Greater Golden Lake
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(c)

A summary of correspondence provided to each community;

Throughout Phase II FMP development, there was a continuous flow of communication between the
AOO, Ontario Parks, AFA and LCC members. Planning team members were provided with numerous
emails, meeting agendas and minutes to stay up to date on plan development (itemized details are not
provided in this section). In addition, there was ongoing correspondence related to other non-FMP items
which are not included here. The following text summarizes the key FMP correspondence items
provided to the Algonquins of Ontario.
Initial correspondence inviting the Algonquins to participate in the development of Planned Operations
for the second five year term of the 2010-2020 Algonquin Park FMP was sent to the AOO Consultation
Office by email on April 23, 2013 and followed up with a mailed letter. This letter was sent to announce
the start of the Phase II FMP, asking the Algonquins to suggest a preferred means of consultation,
prompting the involvement of community representative(s) to sit as part of the planning team and to
outline opportunities for involvement in the development of the Aboriginal Background Information
Report (ABIR) and the identification of Algonquin values.
On July 16, 2013 a reminder email with attached letter was sent to the AOO office to inquire whether
the Algonquins had considered the invitation to participate in Phase II planning. Executive Director of
the AOO Office responded on July 30, 2013 in acknowledgement of the invitation. The letter of
invitation to participate was sent to the AOO office again on October 1, 2013. The original letter to
participate sent prior to Phase I was also attached to provide more detail around Algonquin
opportunities for involvement.
Prior to the public information centres held in May, 2014, a letter of invitation was sent to the AOO
Consultation Office encouraging Algonquin participation at these events. Three sessions were held for
the display and review of the detailed planning of proposed operations for the second five-year term.
The locations for these sessions included Pikwàkanagàn, Barry’s Bay and Huntsville. Additional letters to
be forwarded to each of the ten Algonquin communities were also given to the AOO Consultation Office.
A letter of invitation was sent to the AOO Consultation Office on July 23, 2014, to invite the Algonquins
to review the draft planned operations for Phase II. Similar to stage one, additional letters of invitation
for each of the ten Algonquin communities were given to the AOO Consultation Office to forward on.
In early December, 2014, a letter of invitation was sent to the AOO Consultation Office to advise that the
MNRF-approved planned operations for the second five-year term for the Algonquin Park Forest was
available for inspection. Additional letters were provided for the AOO office to inform each Algonquin
community of this inspection.
(d)

A summary of additional communication efforts with each community;

On September 2, 2013 AFA provided a Hunt Map to Ontario Parks that identified planned forestry
activities that would coincide with the Algonquin hunt. On September 4, 2013 this map was passed on to
the AOO Consultation Office for distribution among the Algonquin communities. An undated map was
later sent from AFA to Ontario Parks which was also circulated.
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AFA and Ontario Parks offer to meet with the Algonquins each year following approval of the Annual
Work Schedule (AWS) to review harvest plans, road construction and water crossing
installations/removals.
On October 25, 2013 the Algonquin community of Antoine formally declined a seat on the Phase II
planning team. The representative from this community did express interest in producing an ABIR
separate from other communities.
(e)

A summary of comments or input received from each community, and planning team responses;

Planning team meetings for the second phase of the 2010-2020 Algonquin Park FMP commenced in
December of 2013. The planning team met on a regular basis, typically monthly, to discuss pertinent
information to Phase II planning. These sessions served as the primary means of consultation with the
AOO during this phase. Algonquins provided input on all elements of the FMP. The planning team
minutes capture the topics discussed.
The primary concern raised by the Algonquin representatives was related to road decommissioning and
water crossing removals detailed later in the summary. Roads facilitate their harvesting, fishing and
cultural activities. Road access is a complex issue that involves environmental protection as well as
safety and liability pertaining to water crossings in the Park. Talks to resolve road issues with the
Algonquins are ongoing with AFA and Ontario Parks.
Items that were discussed in detail during the Phase II process are summarized below under appropriate
headings.
Aboriginal Background Information Report production
During December of 2013 communication related to the ABIR between Ontario Parks staff and the AOO
Consultation Office began through email. The AOO was provided with reference to the FMPM for
direction on this report. A meeting was later set for January 15, 2014 between Ontario Parks and AOO
staff to further discuss production and funding for the Phase II ABIR. During this meeting the AOO staff
advised that the communities had agreed upon producing a collective report for Phase II in contrast to
previous individual report submissions by each community. It was agreed that the AOO would produce
the ABIR and subsequent values information.
The AOO made it clear at the January 15th meeting that the AOO Consultation Office was to serve as the
`one window` approach for negotiations between government and Algonquins as outlined in the
Consultation Process Interim Measures Agreement.
On January 28, 2014 digital copies of all previous values maps produced by the MNRF were passed on to
the AOO office to assist with the production of the ABIR.
On February 3, 2014 Ontario Parks received an email from the representative of the Algonquin
community of Antoine expressing their community desire to complete their own community ABIR for
Phase II and suggested a dispute resolution process to resolve this issue. On February 7, 2014 Ontario
Parks received a phone call from the Antoine representative reiterating similar concerns. After some
discussion it was agreed that this community would produce an ABIR separate from the AOO with the
appropriate funding provided.
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An email was received from the AOO Consultation Office on February 20, 2014 providing consent from
numerous Algonquin communities to share past ABIR’s with the AOO. Thus, hard copies of these reports
held on file at the MNRF office were passed on to the AOO office.
The Algonquin community of Antoine submitted an ABIR to the MNRF in August, 2014. The details in this
ABIR pertaining to forest management related issues and areas of significance were shared with the
AFA.
An ABIR for the nine other Algonquin communities for the Phase II plan was submitted by the AOO on
October 17, 2014, which included a summary of forest management related issues and concerns for
these communities. A letter accompanied the submission with a subject titled ‘Resolution and
Accommodations for Ongoing Algonquins of Ontario Forestry Management Related Concerns under the
Phase II Forest Management Planning for the Algonquin Park Forest.’ The letter stated that many of the
forest management concerns referenced in the ABIR were repeated from the previous version,
developed in 2009, as they continue to be ongoing. The AOO asserted that the production of this
document and the forthcoming collection of Algonquin Values for the Algonquin Park Forest Phase II
operation areas are not to be interpreted as AOO support for the approval of the Phase II plan. The AOO
expressed appreciation for MNRF and AFA’s efforts in ongoing dialogue and participation in forums
related to their concerns, however, the Algonquins continue to express further resolve and
accommodations are necessary to address AOO’s forest management concerns.
Following the submission of this aforementioned letter, a phone conversion took place between the
Algonquin Park forester and a resource technician from the AOO Consultation Office. The AOO
representative commented that the letter submitted with the ABIR may have overstated the discontent
with MNRF and AFA’s efforts to resolve Algonquin concerns and that an additional letter would be
provided. On November 20, 2014 the AOO provided the follow up letter which stated they will not
impede the approval of the Phase II plan. Although the AOO still have outstanding concerns they
appreciate that AFA and Ontario Parks are committed to working towards resolution and
accommodation of these concerns. The AOO continues to support the forest industry and want to
increase their participation in this sector as forestry is very important to the culture, economic stability
and prosperity of the AOO. The AOO remain committed to working in partnership with Ontario and
their neighbours to foster a sustainable forest industry built on a foundation of economic prosperity,
conservation and stewardship.
Phase II Information Session meeting with Pikwàkanagàn council members
Ontario Parks received an email from the AOO office on April 9, 2014 requesting a meeting on April 23,
2014 between Pikwàkanagàn council members, Ontario Parks and AFA to discuss the May 5th
Information Session in Pikwàkanagàn. The council members also requested Ontario Parks to touch on
Phase II planning/planned operations and Algonquin involvement in Phase II planning. The meeting on
April 23rd took place at Pikwàkanagàn Community Centre between Chief and Council of Pikwàkanagàn
and Ontario Parks forester. Concerns raised by council members at this meeting included; a perceived
lack of accommodation in the past for Algonquin values (i.e. harvesting, fishing, road use); discontent
over the ‘No Hunt’ signs erected and the management of these signs; trapper lines damage; proposed
solution to these issues – Algonquins to become a primary logging contractor on the east side of the
park. The Ontario Park forester outlined the difference between Phase I and Phase II planning, touched
on the Class EA Condition C34 benefits, discussed benefits from forestry roads providing increased
access for hunting, and noted that specific point values identified by Algonquins are protected, however,
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it is not feasible to prohibit logging from very broadly identified hunting/fishing areas. The Ontario Parks
forester also explained that logging contractor designation is beyond the scope of the FMP and more of
an internal issue with AFA. The importance of co-existence between logging and the protection of
Algonquin values in the Park was emphasized.
The council members announced that Jerry Lavalley would be leaving the planning team and Dan
Kohoko would serve as his replacement. This was verified through an email received on April 23, 2014
from Jerry Lavalley.
Pikwàkanagàn Information Centre - May 5, 2014
The Pikwàkanagàn information session was attended by 29 individuals expressing interest in the forest
management planning process. This event was also supported by numerous planning team members.
An informal presentation was given toward the end of the session by Ontario Parks, AFA and
Pikwàkanagàn Chief and council. This involved a brief overview of Phase II planning, the information
available and what is new for Phase II and a discussion of the un-harvested area from Phase 1 being
added to Phase 2. There was concern with this as it appears that there will be more timber harvesting
than ever within AOO wildlife harvest areas in Phase 2. It was explained that this would not be the case
given markets and that some of the area on the maps will be completed before Phase 2 commences.
The Chief and council from Pikwàkanagàn touched on potential opportunities for Algonquins to play a
bigger role in harvesting in the future; AFA stated that as markets pick up there will certainly be an
opportunity for more harvesting contractors and they would be open for discussion on this matter.
AOO Review of Draft Terms of Reference
The AOO was given the opportunity to review the Terms of Reference for preparation of the 2015-2020
Phase II FMP. On February 6, 2014 the AOO requested a number of revisions to the Terms of Reference
through email. Three of the four proposed amendments were adopted by the MNRF and AFA. The
request for a member of the AOO to serve on the Steering Committee was not accepted. Notice of this
decision was sent to the AOO Consultation Office through email on February 24, 2014. The AOO
expressed dissatisfaction with this decision but chose not to pursue the issue further. The AOO did
express that they intend to revisit membership on the Steering Committee at the commencement of the
next FMP planning cycle.
Forestry Working Groups
The Algonquin Land Claim - Forestry Working Group (FWG) was established to discuss forestry related
issues pertaining to the Algonquin Land Claim (Agreement in Principle). The Algonquin Land Claim FWG
includes representatives from numerous Algonquin communities as well as forestry professionals from
sustainable forest licence holders surrounding the land claim area and MNRF District Managers.
Meetings for this working group were ongoing during the second phase of FMP production.
The FWG met on May 16, 2013 to discuss several issues. These included the potential for an Algonquin
Park subgroup, the review of the roles and responsibilities of an SFL shareholder and opportunities for
training and education for AOO members. There were two topics of contention that arose at the
meeting related to Algonquin Park. The first related to the clause in the Park Management Plan (PMP)
where wood from outside Algonquin Park can only be hauled through Algonquin Park over public roads.
This subject arose from a Nipissing SFL staff and from Chief of the Algonquin community of
Mattawa/North Bay as this clause in the PMP prevented the harvest of one of their blocks.
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The second issue was park line crossings needed to access land claim selections (and some harvest
blocks); portions of the AOO lands can only be accessed from roads inside the Park. This would require a
new park line crossing, which are not permitted according to the PMP. The Algonquins were concerned
about the impact that these policies have on AOO land access. Action items for future meetings
included educating FWG members on PMP policies as well as the process for amending such.
On September 11, 2013 the FWG gathered for a two-day meeting/field trip. The first day was a half day
session to discuss forest management in Ontario, the planning and classification of forestry roads and
silviculture systems used in the Great Lakes St. Lawrence forest region. Day two was a field day to learn
about and discuss various forest operations.
On October 28, 2013 the executive director of the AOO office sent an email to Ontario Parks and AFA
proposing the Terms of Reference for the FWG be amended to include an Algonquin Park subgroup,
involving AFA and Ontario Parks. The Terms of Reference were later amended to form this subgroup.
On November 21, 2013 a meeting was held between the Forest Management and Algonquin Park
Working Groups and Ontario Parks. The topics discussed at this session included an overview of Phase II
FMP process, Algonquin Park Independent Roads Review, AOO participation in Phase II FMP
(consultation opportunities, planning team membership, native values mapping and funding), 2012
Independent Forest Audit and birch bark collection and notification process.
On February 13, 2014 a joint meeting was held involving the Algonquin Park and Forest Management
AOO Working Groups, AFA and Ontario Parks. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the Terms of
Reference for Phase II Planning, the Billy Lake Road issue, further explanation of road breaches in
Algonquin Park, communication between AFA and AOO to provide updates on forest operations and
water crossing removals. Future opportunity to meet with Ontario Parks and Ministry of Tourism,
Culture and Sport (MTCS) on Native values and cultural heritage sites was also discussed.
On April 2, 2014 a joint session between Algonquin Park and Forest Management AOO Working Groups,
Ontario Parks, AFA and the MCTS occurred. The primary intent of the meeting was to review current
protection measures for Native values and cultural heritage sites. Road decommissioning and water
crossing removals in the Park were also discussed.
On April 3, 2014 the Algonquins met with Ontario Parks and AFA at a Forestry Working Group session to
review the 2014/2015 Annual Work Schedule. Canoe grade birch was also on the agenda.
The Algonquin Hunt Working Group met on August 6, 2014 to discuss the interaction between forest
operations and Algonquin hunting activities in the park. Algonquin concerns and how to address these
were the focal point of this meeting, attended by Ontario Parks and AFA staff.
Forestry and Parks Working Group met on September 25, 2014. Review of the AOO Road Access
Protocol for Algonquin Park, discussion on park policy for usage and permitting and dialogue related to
amendment #17 (Hiram Lake Phase II to Phase I amendment) were the key issues discussed at the
meeting.
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Algonquin Negotiation Representatives (ANR’s) Harvest Meeting on October 1, 2014 was attended by
the AFA. Areas scheduled for harvest for the month of October and brief discussion related to planned
road breaches were reviewed.
At the request of the AOO a Field Tour was hosted by the AFA and Ontario Parks on October 10, 2014 to
look at various water crossings and road related concerns; approximately 15 AOO members attended.
Working group meetings with AOO and MNRF to discuss pertinent issues are ongoing.
Independent Review of Road Standards Report
On May 6, 2013 Ontario Parks sent a letter to the AOO Consultation Office to thank the Algonquins for
the opportunity to meet on April 10, 2013 to discuss their letter submitted on March 5, 2013 regarding
the Independent Review of Road Standards, Aggregate Use, Road Reconstruction Practices and Road
Density in Algonquin Park - Draft Final Report. The Ontario Parks letter highlighted amendments to the
Terms of Reference and Request for Consulting Services documents to include additional consultation
opportunities with the AOO. It was also noted that Phase II planning effort for the 2010-2020 Algonquin
Park FMP would be a good opportunity to address some of AOO’s concerns related to roads in the Park.
The AOO office contacted Ontario Parks on July 29, 2013 to initiate the scheduling of a fall field tour to
discuss some Algonquins concerns around roads. Ontario Parks replied the following day to suggest
combining the requested field trip with the Forestry Working Group.
The Independent Roads Review was discussed at a Forest Management and Algonquin Park Working
Group meeting on November 21, 2013 at the AOO Consultation Office.
Ontario Parks received a letter from the AOO Consultation Office on December 16, 2013 expressing
appreciation for the information presented at the November 21st meeting. The letter stated that the
AOO felt the Independent Roads Review process and the Final Report did not provide an opportunity to
address long outstanding forest access road concerns, however, they were hopeful that the Phase II
FMP planning process would provide an opportunity to address their list of concerns outlined in the
letter.
On January 29, 2014 Ontario Parks responded to the letter received on December 16, 2013. Ontario
Parks pointed out that many of the requests outlined in the AOO letter could be discussed during Phase
II planning and incorporated into the Terms of Reference. Also noted was that Ontario Parks and AFA
remain committed to providing maps of all water crossing removals on an annual basis and meeting
with the communities to review individual concerns and possible mitigation measures.
A conversation on February 5, 2014 took place between Ontario Parks and the AOO. Ontario Parks
clarified that issues within the scope of the Phase II FMP will be discussed. Also mentioned, the Forestry
Working Group subgroup would be able to discuss the issues outside the scope of Phase II FMP to work
towards solutions to longstanding AOO concerns.
Independent Forest Audit
An independent forest audit of the Algonquin Park Forest was undertaken in October of 2012. The audit
examined compliance with the terms and conditions of the forestry agreement and reviewed the Park’s
performance in meeting its obligations on the Forest. The report was completed in May of 2013. This
audit report identified various recommendations aimed at improving the management and
administration of the Algonquin Park Forest. Recommendation 1 was specific to AOO; Ontario Parks is to
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hold a meeting with the Algonquins of Ontario to explain how cultural heritage sites and Native values
can be, and are, protected from forest management activities.
In the fall of 2013, the AOO Consultation Office sent an email to AFA and Ontario Parks to inquire about
a copy of the report. Ontario Parks conveyed that the report was not available as it had not been tabled
in the legislature, however, the offer to review a summary of recommendations at a future meeting was
presented.
At a working group meeting on November 21, 2013, a summary of the IFA recommendations were
presented in confidentiality. Ontario Parks sent an email to AOO on December 20, 2013 with an
attached letter expressing interest to meet to discuss Recommendation 1 of the IFA report and how to
address it. This meeting between AOO, Ontario Parks, MTCS and AFA took place on April 3, 2014.
Training
On May 7, 2013, the AOO sent an email to the AFA inquiring about AFA`s interest in Tree Marker
training and volunteer opportunities for Algonquins. Specifically the AOO was interested in tree marker
training and general forestry volunteer work with AFA to gain a better understanding of the industry.
In an email from the AOO to Ontario Parks on July 29, 2013, the AOO asked to be advised of any field
work or surveys that were being carried out in the Park. Ontario Parks responded the following day to
inform the consultation office of some recent moose survey work carried out by Ontario Parks that
Algonquins had participated in. Parks staff advised the AOO of some upcoming wildlife inventory work.
On July 30, 2013 Ontario Parks sent an email to AOO inquiring whether Algonquin members would be
interested in attending FMP Phase II training in preparation for AOO involvement in the Phase II
planning for the Algonquin Park FMP. The AOO attended the FMP training session.
In March of 2014, the AOO sent an email to AFA expressing interest in a birch bark training session for
the Algonquins and AFA tree markers.
On May 20, 2014 the AOO office contacted Ontario Parks and the AFA proposing a tree marking training
refresher for AFA staff related to canoe-grade birch identification and protection. The AOO Consultation
Office also requested a copy of all data identifying canoe-grade birch tree locations from Ontario Parks
to update their database. Correspondence between Ontario Parks and Algonquin representatives was
ongoing throughout the winter/spring of 2014. On June 4, 2014 Ontario Parks in coordination with the
AFA provided a summary map to AOO with GPS coordinates of all potential canoe-grade birch tree
locations on file. Ontario Parks and AFA have committed to continue providing updates on the location
of suitable trees that are identified during day-to-day forest operations. A tree marker training session
for AOO, Ontario Parks and AFA took place on July 21, 2014 as a refresher on canoe-grade birch tree
identification for forestry staff working in the park. The training included presentations and an
interactive question period indoors, as well as, an informative field session.
AOO Changes to Phase II FMP text
During June 2014 the park forester and AOO staff developed text for the Phase 2 plan outlining the
various AOO concerns raised during the planning process and the ongoing forums and other methods to
address these concerns. Specific topics added to the plan text since June are included below:
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i)

The AOO are currently preparing a Road Access Protocol Document to serve as a
guideline for future decisions on road decommissioning in Algonquin Park.

ii)

In areas where the removal of beaver is warranted, the right of first refusal to remove
the beaver should be extended to the AOO.

Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn First Nation - Phase II accommodation measures
Pikwàkanagàn sent a letter to AFA on July 31, 2014 requesting a follow up on previous issues raised,
most notably accommodation measures around hunting in Algonquin Park. The letter conveyed a lack of
compromise between forest operations and Pikwàkanagàn’s Native values and rights. Several
suggestions were put forward to address their concerns, as well as, mention of securing a larger harvest
allocation in the future. The letter closed with a request to meet with AFA to resolve these issues.
The General Manager from AFA then responded to this letter in late September, pointing out the
meeting with Algonquin hunt representatives at the AOO office in August and a field day attended by
AFA’s General Manager, Ontario Parks’ forester and Chief and Council of Pikwàkanagàn in September.
Concerns raised in Pikwàkanagàn’s letter were discussed at both of these meetings. Reference to section
8.5.6 of the draft Phase II FMP, which documents AOO concerns and commitments made by AFA to
continue dialogue to address their concerns, was included in the letter. A commitment to work with the
Algonquins to minimize conflict with the hunt was stressed.
(f)

A summary of participation at public information centres and special information centres for the
community; and

The AOO requested a separate information centre that was held at the Pikwàkanagàn Community
Centre for all Algonquin community members to attend. This information session was well attended.
Three Algonquin planning team members were represented at this session.
One Algonquin planning team member attended the two other information sessions.
(g)

Summary of the implementation of the consultation approach for each Aboriginal community,
where applicable.

No communities elected to have a custom consultation approach. Seven of the ten Algonquin
communities participated on the planning team plus a staff member from the AOO office, one Algonquin
member was on the LCC. Aside from Algonquin input on the planning team, the AOO Consultation Office
served as the main contact for Aboriginal consultation. The Algonquin community of Antoine did
however request to submit an ABIR separate from the collective approach chosen by the other nine
communities.
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APPENDIX R:
2017-17 MNRF Algonquin Park District Report for Forest
Management Declaration Order MNR-75; Condition 56

MNRF District Report
for
Forest Management Declaration Order MNR-75; Condition 56
(Replaces former C34 report – same format used. Which replaced direction in T&C 77
reporting in the “Annual Report Preparation and Review Protocol”, version 2, Nov 05,
2002)

District:

Algonquin Park

District Manager:

Mr. Jay Nichols, Zone Manager

Management Unit(s):

451

Fiscal Year:

2016-2017

Submission date:

March 29, 2018

District Contact Person:

Joe Yaraskavitch

Table A - Condition 56 (formerly C 34) District Report

District: Algonquin Park
Communication
Efforts to Increase
Awareness and Explore
Potential Opportunities

Management Unit(s): 451

Fiscal Year: 2016-2017

W/Indigenous Communities
•

Dialogue continued with Algonquin Forestry Authority (AFA), Algonquin communities
and Ontario Parks in implementation of Condition 56.

•

Extensive communications with Algonquin communities most notably with the
Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn (Makwa and BAPs Enterprise)) who harvested wood this
year. Joe Chartrand of the Whitney Algonquins also harvested wood this year in Eyre
Township. The Algonquins of Greater Golden Lake were also involved in road
construction, hauling and other activities. The Mattawa North Bay Algonquin did not
harvest wood this year.

•

Opportunities were discussed for Algonquin involvement in harvesting, silviculture
contracts, road maintenance and construction.

•

A meeting was held with AOO on April 28, 2016 to review the 2016-17 AWS. All
communities were advised of the approval of the 2017-18 AWS and provided maps of all
proposed activities – specifically harvest areas and water crossing installations and
removals. On February 22, 2017 a meeting was held with AOO to review the upcoming
AWS.

•

All communities were advised of the location of canoe grade white birch trees discovered
during tree marking operations throughout the year. Another potential white birch canoe
tree that was identified by AFA tree markers was harvested by Algonquins and a birch
bark canoe was built using traditional methods by the Algonquin Nation Kijicho-Manito
(Bancroft). This canoe was raffled off in the fall of 2016 in support of the Algonquin
Nation Kijicho-Manito (Bancroft).

•

Ontario Parks reviewed the proposed red pine thinning project along Hwy 60 with the
AOO. In addition, on March 30, 2017 a meeting was held between AOO and Ontario
Parks Algonquin Zone to review various Park related initiatives occurring in AOO
territory.

W/Forest Industry
•

Harvesting
Opportunities and
Results

AFA (plan author and sole licence holder) led all discussions concerning harvesting
opportunities and was involved in Condition 56 meetings and discussions.

Licencing and Allocation
•

Nil.

Harvesting Contracts (without licence)
•

The Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn (Makwa – 45,036 m3, Baps Enterprise – 33 m3) and the
Whitney Algonquins (Joe Chartrand - 2,065 m3) harvested approximately 47,134 m³
collectively during 2016-2017.

•

Harvest contractors, including road construction, employ approximately 35 employees – It
is uncertain how many are of Algonquin descent.

Other Forest
Management
Opportunities and
Results

•

Approximately 477 ha of tree marking were completed by Indigenous contractors during
2016-2017 and 56 hectares of stand improvement (associated with the Joe Chartrand
volume).

•

The following opportunities are available intermittently:
 Opportunities to quote on other silviculture jobs which arise during the
course of the plan
 Data collection

•

One Algonquin member continues to be a member of the Local Citizens Committee.

•

Algonquins also participated in moose inventories and fish stocking.

•

Ontario Parks employs a number of Algonquins as full-time, seasonal and summer
student staff. The full-time and seasonal staff is involved in forest compliance activities
and all aspects of the MNRF forestry program in addition to Park operations duties.
Summer students were involved in park operations, species at risk research and
monitoring and trail re-routing/maintenance.
The Algonquins were provided with funding from MNRF for participation on the LCC
committee.
AFA and MNRF are committed to notifying communities of any training opportunities
related to forestry (eg. tree marking, compliance, careful logging, scaling, fire training,
etc.) and to offer/sponsor 1-2 individuals from each community on such courses.

•
•
Education and/or
Training Initiatives
•

The AOO continues to work on a Road Protocol for their territory.

•

The forest industry is showing a slow recovery from the economic downturn, however,
efforts remain ongoing to inform Algonquins of employment opportunities in Algonquin
Park. Equipment and worker availability are current issues. Indigenous community
results were down from the previous year in terms of volumes harvested and hectares tree
marked and silviculture performed.

•

Algonquin members participated on the AFA CSA Z809 Forest Certification Advisory
group. One meeting was held in 2016-17 (April 26, 2016) with five of the 9 Algonquin
members attending. Discussion occurred related to Indigenous participation in the forest
economy and difficulty in determining Indigenous workforce as well as birch bark canoe
building.

•

AFA again provided a Hunt Map to, and met with, Algonquin communities to identify
planned forestry activities that would coincide with the Algonquin hunt. Significant
efforts were again made this year to improve the map and to ensure that ‘No Hunting’
signage on active forestry operations was minimized – results were positive. Ontario
Parks and AFA consistently advised AOO of any road/water crossing closures (i.e.
emergency bridge repair) throughout the year.

Other Related Comments

Date Submitted:

March 29, 2018 District Manager: Jay Nichols, Zone Manager

Contact Person: Joe Yaraskavitch

Table B - Condition 56 District Report
Forest Management Planning Process

LCC

Active
Member

Algonquin Park

non-Active
Member

FMP Team

Active
Member

non-Active
Member

Information
Report on File

Yes

No

Industry Jobs

$$ value of Contracts, Thinning, etc.

Type of
Licence

(Overlapping,
Other)

Wood Allocations (Cubic
Metres)

13/14

14/15

15/16

16/17

Industry

12/13

13/14

14/15

M.N.R.

15/16

16/17

12/13

13/14

14/15

# of Indigenous people working in mills
and bush operations

15/16

16/17

12/13

13/14

14/15

15/16

16/17

Management
Unit

Whitney Algonquins
Mattawa/North Bay
Algonquins
Algonquins of
Pikwàkanagàn

1

Antoine Algonquins
Bonnechere Algonquin
First Nation
Algonquins of Greater
Golden Lake
Snimikobi (Ardoch)
AFN
Algonquin Nation
Kijicho-Manito
(Bancroft)

1

1

Contractor
Yes

10-bush

10-bush 10-bush 10-bush 6 - bush

20-bush

1 - bush

Yes
1

Contractor

15-bush

30-bush 24-bush 32-bush

22 bush

Yes

1
1

Shabot Obaadjiwan
Total

Access to Opportunities

Native
Background

Member of

First Nations and other
Indigenous groups by
MNR District

Access to Resources

1
1

Yes

1

Yes

2 bush

8 bush

42-bush

42 bush

8 bush

6 - bush

1
1

9

5

$2.18
million

$2.29
million

$1.08
million

$2.65
million

$2.34
million

$5000 $51,300 $8,700

$1,200

$100

45-bush

50 - bush 35 bush

