
Chris Wedeles review of HCV Report January 2021, with how addressed highlighted 
 

• The assessment is in need of input from Indigenous Peoples, particularly HCV 17 
and 18.  I understand that this is challenging and it might not possible to obtain input.  
To avoid NCRs, the auditors will need to see evidence of consistent/ongoing effort to 
get input and a plan going forward to address the lack of Indigenous Peoples input 
(e.g. precautionary inclusion of values that could be HCVs etc.) 

o Outreach to Roger Wesley  
o Outreach map of DCLs with table in English, French, and Oji-Cree 
o Precautionary Designation of DCLS for values suggested by Roger Wesley 

(Cedar, 7 Sisters, Community Trapline) 
 

• Potential HCV category is not used  in the new Standard or by the HCV network  See 
the fourth paragraph of the Annex that addresses some circumstances related to 
positive responses to Guidance questions in the HCV framework. "If questions 
labelled Guidance are answered positively, it strengthens the potential presence of 
HCVs.  It is expected that the Organization will provide a summary substantiating 
why the forest area was identified as an HCV or not."  If the organization can't 
determine with certainty that a value should be an HCV, then it should be considered 
an HCV and managed with precaution until more certainty is provided/available.  This 
is different from considering the value as a 'potential' HCV and waiting until more 
information is available to make a decision.   

o former ‘Potential HCV’ Bay-breasted Warbler changed to Not an HCV and 
o former ‘Potential HCV’ Eastern Cougar changed to an HCV 

 
• In some places the conclusion about whether or not a value is an HCV is based 

partly on whether it is threatened by forest management – this should not be a basis 
for making an HCV decision – see comments in the document 

o HCV decision written in text ahead of Risk analysis 
 
• IFLs and large landscape fragments – the report presents information that there are 

IFLs and large landscape fragments in the forest, but these are not designated as 
HCVs even though they are ‘Definitive’ requirements or the evidence seems 
sufficient.  There seems to be a bias in report to avoid designation of IFLs and large 
landscape fragments.  

o IFLs and Large Landscapes are designated as HCVs 
 

• It is not clear whether all the guidance material related to IFLs has been considered 
i.e. FSC Advice Note, FSC Questions and Answers related to the Advice Note, FSC 
Canada’s Interim guidance.   

o Text reworked with use of FSC Advice notes 
 

• Rationale for not designating parks as HCVs seems evasive 
o Parks and Conservation reserves designated  

 
 
Insufficient information or discussions 

• Many places where the document retains content from the 2014 report – that’s Ok, 
but in some places the text is out of date, or should be validated that it is still up-to-
date 

o All text updated to new Canadian Standard 
 

• The treatment of HCV 3 is really brief and seems incomplete – see comments in the 
document 



o HCV 3 text re Large Landscapes and IFLs completely rewritten as per 
Canadian Standard criteria 

 
• HCV4 doesn’t completely address the Guidance and Definitive requirements – see 

comments in the report. 
o Text re HCV 4  is revised and strengthened.  The criteria seems to speak to a 

different situation than the Hearst Forest. 
 

• In some places there is discussion of values without presenting a conclusion or 
rationale as to why the value is not an HCV (e.g. several places in HCV category 5) 

o Rationale for conclusions made more explicit 
 

• The content for HCV 6 doesn’t really have a lot of substance.  It’s like a collection of 
facts but without reference to values that the communities hold that may HCVs, or 
worthy of consideration of HCVs. 

o text revised.  Hearst is a forest-dependent community, so the whole Hearst 
Forest is contributes to the community survival.  

 
Stylistic and editing 
 

• Some changes in terminology suggested/required (e.g. HCV Areas replaces HCV 
Forest) 

o Revised 
 

• Correct use of labels for HCV’s - This is just a syntax thing, but it’s a bit confusing 
and not consistent with the use in the Standard.  The 'correct' phrasing is HCV 
Category 1, Question 3, etc..  So there are only 6 HCV categories.  This gets a bit 
confusing when the document references HCV 'Categories' with numbers higher than 
6.   

o Revised 
• In some places, particularly in HCV category 4, the document could be improved by 

presenting information in tables (or graphs), rather than just in text.   
o Revised 

• Numerals vs. text 
 
Additional 

• Definition of endemic used the report is questionable – see my notes in the 
comments 

o The extent of the geographic area in which  a species has to be restricted in 
order to be considered 'endemic' for HCV assessments is uncertain, so 
assessed by the Forest, by the Ecodistrict, by the Ecoregion. 

 
• In some places the report just seems to provide information, but does not present a 

conclusion or rationale for why values are not HCVs 
o Rationale for conclusions made more explicit 
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