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MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES AND MONITORING PLAN FOR HIGH CONSERVATION VALUES 
February 2016 
(updates in past year are highlighted) 
These management strategies and  monitoring plan have been developed by Hearst Forest Management Inc (HFMI) to 
satisfy Criterion 9.3 and 9.4 respectively of the FSC's Canada National Boreal Standard. They follow from, and should be 
read with, the High Conservation Value Report (2014) .  They are combined in one document to better connect strategies 
to results. Both documents will be updated annually. 
 
HCV are affected by many factors outside the influence of HFMI; These strategies describe actions that are within the 
power of the FSC certificate holder HFMI to carry out.   
 
When trying to sustain something particular in a vast forest while conducting operations that may damage it, it helps to 
think in terms of Risk and its contributing factors:  Probability, Magnitude, Severity, Reversibility, Knowledge, and 
Monitoring.  In short, how Resilient is the value. 
- What is the Probability of a negative impact? 
- What could the spatial extent or Magnitude of the impact be? 
- How Severe an impact would it be on the value? 
- how Reversible would the impact be? 
- how much Knowledge do we have about the value, its needs, and its response to our activities? 
- what's the chance that Monitoring could detect the problem before much damage could be done? 
 
In forest harvesting and related activities on the Hearst Forest, some of these risk factors are favourable (these are general 
statements; specific values may be more vulnerable to certain activities): 
- Less than 1% of the Forest is harvested each year, and significant tree cover often remains (low Magnitude in general) 
- Almost no harvesting is during the bird nesting period - not until August (low Probability - birds) 
- Aside from roads, the forest stays forest; almost zero forest cleared for new development (low Magnitude in general) 
- Riparian areas, which are significant to many species, are buffered or protected from harvest (low Magnitude) 
- Riparian areas, especially water crossings, get the most monitoring and observation (high Monitoring) 
- Harvesting has been conducted in much the same way for a long time, so the potential impacts and their probability are 
fairly well known  (high Knowledge of impacts on the land, low Probability) 
- Modern aerial imagery, extensive sampling, and expanded parameters of inventory provides good Knowledge of the 
timber and terrain (lower Probability of e.g. rutting) 
- Boreal forest species tend to be ecological generalists adapted to disturbance (low Severity, good Reversibility) 
 
Some factors are not favorable: 
- The vast scale of the forest, the low density of all-weather access roads, and the expanses of swampy ground mean that 
much of the forest is rarely seen (low ability to Monitor, except during and soon after operations); 
- For the above reasons, little is known of the presence of most wildlife species (low Knowledge, increased probability of 
inadvertent damage) 
- While people who flag out roads and blocks edges can see nests, feller-buncher operators cannot see nests very well. 
 
Although FSC does not require the management and monitoring report to include Potential HCVs, they are included here 
because many are only 'Potential'  because they are not known to be here or to be affected by forest operations.  They are 
included in case they are sighted, and to show the risk of normal forest management practices - which is generally low. 
 
There is a gray area of whether the objective of FSC holders - or the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) -  is to 
maintain wildlife populations, or to maintain their habitat.  While the desire is to maintain the populations, individuals are 
extremely costly and difficult to survey, so the MNR's overall strategy is to maintain habitats (rather than individuals).  
MNR's Forest Management Plan process and biodiversity strategy are  'if you build it they will come', with the 'coarse 
filter' of emulating the natural condition (number of ha by forest type defined as habitat  nonspatially over the entire 
Forest) and a 'fine filter' of providing specific habitat needs (e.g. stick nests) where warranted.  
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HFMI's Strategy considers the animals and trees to be the High Conservation Values, but HFMI does not monitor 
populations. Rather, HFMI: 

• monitors and reports the #ha of MNR-defined habitat types in FMPs 
• monitors compliance with approved harvest prescriptions that could impact habitat 
• stays abreast of the population monitoring done by MNR and other organizations, including local birders 
• has an 'open door', is involved in the community, and stays in touch with forest users, who share observations. 
• supports and encourages research as requested 

 
The effectiveness of the HCV strategy in maintaining many of the HCV, then, is measured in terms of number of ha rather 
than number of individuals - even though healthy populations is the root goal.  In the case of birds that spend part of their 
life outside the forest, it is very difficult to gauge the effectiveness of the Hearst Forest strategy via population trends, 
because how we cannot know whether a given decline is due to the condition of our forest stands, or to office towers or 
land clearing or the use of pesticides elsewhere. Similarly, it is difficult to gauge the effectiveness of the Hearst Forest 
strategy to maintain caribou habitat,  given the few number of animals and the many other factors impinging on them. 
 
As for population monitoring, Bird Studies Canada sponsors  Breeding Bird Surveys and makes range maps and species 
population data available to the public, and there are some very competent local birders who contribute to the Breeding 
Bird Surveys. But it is MNR who is responsible for the sustainable management of  Crown land and fish and wildlife and 
for the maintenance of values information.  MNR notifies HFMI of SAR population trends and advises on best 
management practices and AOC requirements for SAR. However, MNR does little population monitoring itself, aside 
from surveys of moose, deer, caribou, and bear, and some special projects.  MNR does not conduct presence/absence 
surveys of most species at risk; rather, development proponents conduct their own surveys as needed of  the area in 
question, the results of which MNR may make available.  This low level of population monitoring by the MNR, especially 
as climate change allows species ranges to shift (e.g. now seeing catfish, bass, and deer), concerns Hearst Forest 
Management Inc, who asked MNR to do surveys.  In 2014, The MNR Hearst District biologist initiated bird  sound 
monitoring, and  surveyed  bridges and large culverts for barn swallows.   Hearst Forest Management Inc also assisted in a 
Canadian Forestry Service  bio-indicator project which has installed bird sound monitors throughout the Forest. The 
results for the MNR and CFS studies were shared with HFMI, and are referred to below. 
 
 
SPECIES AT RISK 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 1, QUESTION 1 
Does the forest contain species at risk or potential habitat of species at risk as listed by international, national or 
territorial/provincial authorities? 
 
The following 'all' measures are common to all the Values below.  Each Value may have additional specific measures.  
 
Management (all SAR) Bush workers have been provided with an illustrated booklet on Species at Risk that may be found 
on the Hearst Forest and what steps to take if one is found. Operators encountering any of these species have been 
instructed to communicate the sightings either to HFMI or the local district MNR Office.  
Management (all bird SAR) Any nests found are not to be disturbed. As per Stand & Site Guide, any nest with eggs or 
birds on it gets a 3m no-harvest reserve. 
Monitoring (all SAR) HFMI monitors and reports changes in forest types and associated MNR-defined habitats as part of 
forest management planning, i.e. once every 5 or 10 years.  
  HFMI and MNR monitors compliance with approved harvest prescriptions (which can impact habitat), 

compliance is reported in Annual Reports. 
  HFMI stays abreast of population monitoring by MNR or other organizations, including Bird Studies 
Canada, CFS, and local birders, through an annual discussion (each fall) with the local MNR biologist and contacts and 
checking the Bird Studies Canada website. 
Monitoring (all SAR) Surveys for species at risk will be reported in Annual Reports.  Observations of individuals or nests 
of any of these species (and all sticknests), whether by survey or by incidental observation, as well as any resultant 
adjustment of operations, will be reported in Annual Reports.  
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Lake Sturgeon is a High Conservation Value. 
Risk:  The rivers used by Lake Sturgeon  are usually protected with at least a 120 m no-harvest reserves due to other 
values (1 of the 2 known is a provincial park), and are almost never crossed by a forest access road.  Because operations 
do not come near Sturgeon waters, there is very low risk of an impact of operations on sturgeon. Since the 1 river which is 
not a park already has several access points, there is little risk that the industry would provide significantly more access. 
Management: As above; also, care will be taken when working around known Sturgeon waters. 
Monitoring: As above; also, hydro developers  survey the presence of Lake Sturgeon  (and all aquatic species)  in rivers 
proposed for development, and are required to share data with MNR.. 
Results/ Effectiveness: Habitat: There have been no compliance issues along any rivers, including the Kaby River block 
along the sturgeon -bearing Kabinakagami (Kabi) River (a 90m riparian reserve). 
 
Short-eared Owl is a High Conservation Value 
Risk: Short-eared owls have not been observed on the Forest, and they inhabit grassland, so it is possible but improbable 
that a nest will be damaged by forest operations. 
Management: As above; also, bush workers have been provided with the booklet on Species at Risk that may be found on 
the Hearst Forest and what steps to take if one is found.The radius of the Area of Concern (AOC) on a short-eared owl 
nest is 100 m, but harvest and renewal can be carried out in the AOC depending on the level of impact as per the Stand 
and Site Guide. 
Monitoring: As above 
Results/ Effectiveness: There have been no reports of short-eared owl in forests, only in fields & a concession road. 
 
Common Nighthawk is a High Conservation Value 
Risk: Due to the fact that Common Nighthawk  only nests on bare ground such as cutover areas or gravel areas, it is likely 
that Nighthawk would only be encountered during silviculture in already - harvested areas. Nighthawk's tendency to 
aggressively defend their nest means if a nest is present, the adults will likely attack, reducing the chance of stepping on 
the camouflaged eggs.   
Management: As above; also, should they be found during tree-plant (or during any forestry operation), the MNR 
biologist will be notified and  their instruction followed.  
Monitoring: As above 
Results/ Effectiveness: One sighting of a nighthawk nesting in a gravel parking lot in Hearst was reported to MNR. A 
birder reported having seen only a few over the years.  HFMI staff reported in 2014 sighting nighthawks during  a 
treeplant to MNR.  
MNR`s sound recording study in 2014 detected nighthawk in 5 out of 12 locations.  4 of these locations were recent 
cutovers and one was young forest. The CFS study in 2013 and 2014 detected 0 nighthawk in 75 and 35 locations 
respectively. 
 
Barn Swallow is a High Conservation Value 
Risk: It is highly unlikely, and has not been observed,  that a barn swallow would nest in a bridge or large culvert built by 
the forest industry, as they are remote from the human communities and structures which attract swallows.  In 2014, MNR 
Hearst District began a Barn Swallow Bridge Surveying program, and surveyed over 35 bridges and big culverts. HFMI 
added a nest check to its standard procedure for bridge removal and asked MNR to participate (not temporary bridges).  
These measures should almost eliminate the risk of a nest in use being destroyed. 
 
Management: As above; also, when a nest is found,  local MNR will be advised and their direction followed.  This could 
involve  delaying past the nesting season, or provision of alternate nest structure and prevention of nest-building in the 
bridge. 
Monitoring: As above 
Results/ Effectiveness: There are no known sightings of barn swallows in a forestry bridge or culvert.  The 2014 survey of 
35 bridges and large culverts  found none. 
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Bank Swallow is a High Conservation Value 
Risk: It is unlikely that forest harvesting operations would disturb birds during the nesting season as there is almost no 
harvesting before August each year, and swallows nest in steep riverbanks (to which reserves apply)or aggregate pit walls. 
An aggregate pit face occupied by swallows could be desired to be worked for forest road construction or maintenance. 
The comparative ease of seeing bank swallows makes an unforeseen encounter unlikely.     
Management: As above; also, The Ontario Stone, Sand, & Gravel Association has a Fact Sheet for mitigating the impact 
of operations on bank swallows;  MNR distributes the Fact Sheet as guidance and it is in the Annual Work Schedule.  
Monitoring:  Bank Swallows are among the easiest of species at risk to detect and monitor. MNR has done one survey of 
aggregate pits and quarries, and mapped colonies. 
Results/ Effectiveness: there are no known impacts of forestry operations (or aggregate operations) on bank swallows 
 
 
Olive-sided Flycatcher is a High Conservation Value 
Risk: Although the forest types used by flycatchers are harvested, the residual trees they use and the flying insects they 
feed on tend to be plentiful after harvest (more than required) so the risk is low.   
Management: As above 
Monitoring: As above 
Results/ Effectiveness: known to exist on forest but no sightings near operations. Forest operations requirements for 
residual trees have been met with no non-compliances. 
MNR's sound recording study in 2014 detected O-S flycatcher  in 2 out of 12 locations. 1 of these locations were recent 
cutovers and one was mature forest. The CFS study in 2013 and 2014 detected 3 flycatchers in 75 locations and 0 in 35 
locations respectively. 
 
 
Black Tern and Yellow Rail are High Conservation Values 
Risk:  Black Tern and Yellow Rail inhabit, and nest in, marshes and wetlands, and the main threat to them is alteration of 
those marshes and wetlands.  This is not a risk on the Hearst Forest as there is no population pressure to do so. Forest 
operations are not conducted in marshes and wetlands, though they could be crossed when frozen. Water crossings are 
designed to cross waterways at narrow points and not alter the flow of water, so they do not alter wetlands.  Beavers 
sometimes take advantage of water-crossings to create beaver ponds. 
 
Management: Forest operations are required to maintain buffers around water bodies, and are restricted in working around 
wetlands, and water crossings are subject to strict requirements, and therefore forestry operations would not impact these 
species' habitat. 
Monitoring: MNR and the SFL holder monitor forest operations, including around wetlands and waterbodies. 
Results/ Effectiveness: No known alteration of wetlands or marshes by forest operations.  
 
 
Wolverine is a  High Conservation Value 
Risk:  Since only one wolverine have ever been seen or trapped on the Hearst Forest, and that at the farthest extent (and 
one trapped not far over the northern boundary), and their range is Northwestern Ontario, and they avoid human 
disturbance, it is improbable that forest operations would encounter one or their den. 
Management: As above: also, Ontario now has a draft Wolverine Recovery Strategy (2011) which puts their range line 
near Hwy 11 so as to coincide with caribou, not because of sightings. There aren't as yet any Best Management Practices. 
Should wolverine be encountered during forest operations during the denning season, it should be assumed that there is a 
den nearby.  Forest operations are to be halted in the area, MNR District Staff are to be contacted and made aware of the 
location of the possible den, and an AOC of adequate size be applied to the area.  Should a wolverine den be detected 
prior to or during operations, a 4 km radius no-harvest reserve will applied to the den site. 
Monitoring: As above 
Results/ Effectiveness:  one known sighting (trapped) on the Forest; no overlap with forest operations 
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Bald Eagle is a High Conservation Value 
Risk:  Bald eagles and their nests are very large and much more noticeable than songbirds, and they are surveyed by 
helicopter before harvest ("sticknest survey"), so there is a relatively low risk of accidentally harvesting one. Local people 
have noted an increase in eagles, and MNR concurs that populations are on the rebound, which increases the probability 
of encounter but lowers the impact on the overall population. 
Management: As above; also, nests found in proposed harvest areas will have adequate AOCs (areas of concern) and 
timing restrictions applied consistent with the Stand and Site Guide. Reserve buffers on Bald Eagle nests depend on 
condition and time of year. The AOC for Bald Eagle nests is a 400 m radius; at a minimum, nests receive a 100 m no 
harvest reserve and up to a further 300 m reserve of modified harvest area. 
Monitoring: As above; also, Bald Eagle nests should be monitored using MNR values collection funding. 
Results/ Effectiveness: Habitat:  The 2012-2017 proposed harvest areas were flown for sticknests and maps updated.  
Additional surveys were flown in December 2012 and December 2013.  Harvesting operations encountered no previously 
unmapped nests. No nests have been damaged. An additional survey was flown in March 2015, finding 3 new nests. 
Results/ Effectiveness: Population: According to MNR, populations are doing well locally and regionally. 
 
 
Canada Warbler is a High Conservation Value 
Risk:  The small size of songbirds and their nests means there is a high probability of not noticing one; however, the low 
magnitude of harvest overall and the low proportion which is done during the nesting season means that there is a medium 
overall risk of nest destruction.  
Management: As above, a 'coarse-filter' approach to maintain and regenerate sufficient quantities of habitat over time. 
Monitoring: As above 
Results/ Effectiveness: Habitat: The last accounting of the trend in their preferred forest cover types (lowland shrubby 
(e.g. alder), immature and older hardwood, lowland conifer) is the Trend Analysis done for the 2012 Independent Forest 
Audit.  Comparison was muddied by changes in definitions over time; it appeared that lowland conifer was increasing, 
though this stand type doesn't change much, which is good for warblers. Hardwoods were decreasing slightly in favor of 
conifer.  Their preferred forest types are remaining common. 
 Results/ Effectiveness: Population :  unknown; The population may depend on the budworm cycle  as much as on habitat.  
MNR`s sound recording study in 2014 detected Canada warbler  in 7 out of 12 locations. 3 of these locations were recent 
cutovers and one was young forest and 3 were mature forest. The CFS study in 2013 and 2014 detected 1 Canada warbler 
in 75 locations and 2 in 35 locations respectively. 
 
 
Little Brown Bat (Myotis) and Northern Long-Nosed Bat (Myotis) are High Conservation Values 
Risk: WNS: The main risk to bats is WNS in hibernacula.  While bats are likely on the Forest, the lack of caves on the 
Forest terrain means that bats may not be hibernating here.  
Risk: Habitat: The abundance of forest and the abundant residuals left in most harvested areas probably provides plentiful 
habitat. There seems to be no shortage of flying insects to forage on. 
Management: Not determined yet. MNR will determine this as part of the 2017 FMP, or may develop direction sooner. 
Monitoring: MNR conducted a bat sound monitoring survey in 2014 to identify species.  
Results/ Effectiveness: 2014 survey data is being analyzed. 
 
 
Eastern Cougar is a Potential High Conservation Value 
Risk: Because they are so rare that there is doubt that they even exist here, the probability of encounter, especially of an 
active den, is exceedingly small. If humans got near a mother cougar with kits, it's highly probable she would make 
herself seen.  
Management:  Because no local sightings of cougar have included physical evidence or photos, there is skepticism that 
there are any cougar, or that they are native (not exotic pets). The greatest need right now is for physical evidence. Any 
sightings of cougar will be reported to MNR District Staff immediately to improve the chance of getting physical 
evidence. Any items that may contain DNA (e.g. hair, scat) will be brought to MNR for analysis. 
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Should a cougar den be encountered during harvest operations, operations should be immediately suspended and a 200 m 
radius AOC applied. Harvesting and renewal operations may occur outside the denning period as defined in the Stand & 
Site Guide. 
Monitoring:  As above. 
Results/ Effectiveness:  None - no confirmed sightings.  
 
Woodland Caribou is a High Conservation Value 
Risk: Nagagami Caribou: These animals are isolated outliers and are the most southerly group in Ontario (other than the 
Slate Island group).  Isolation is a risk factor; there has been little evidence of movement between them and the Far North.  
In the 2007 FMP, lack of knowledge was one of the highest risk factors for the maintenance of the Nagagami group of 
caribou. After many years of collar data and field work and helicopter surveys by MNR, and a new FRI, the knowledge of 
those animals' habitat use and travel area, including past calving locations,  is fairly good.  The sightings and collar data 
indicate that harvest operations are not interfering with their movements.  However, the low numbers of animals (perhaps 
6), the lack of evidence of migration in or out of their area, along with their natural low reproduction rate, plus predation 
and railway mortality, puts the population at risk of dying out.  Therefore they likely have low resilience to any added 
impact from harvest and access.  The fact that the mature forest where they live is low ground and so would be harvested 
with winter roads in winter reduces (but does not eliminate) the impact of harvest on them.  
 
Risk: Far North caribou: there is very little evidence of caribou use elsewhere on the Hearst Forest, other than at the 
northern tip called 'the Finger' (between the Kabi and Nagagami Rivers) into the James Bay Lowlands EcoRegion, so 
there is a low probability of a caribou encountering forest operations. Operations in those lowlands are winter-only, so 
there is low probability of disturbance in the calving period. 
 
MNR produced an Integrated Range Assessment for the Pagwachuwan Range  (which includes all of the Hearst Forest 
CCP area, north into the James Bay Lowlands and east to Kapuskasing).  This is an assessment of caribou population 
health, habitat condition, and risk to caribou survival.  It concluded,  

" The short-term population trend is likely declining with a geometric mean of λ = 0.94.  This estimate suggests a 
declining trend and is the result of comparatively low calf recruitment and survival estimates and is supported by 
other long-term trend indicators. A geospatial analysis estimated 31% of the range can be currently characterized 
as natural and (primarily) anthropogenic disturbances. The resulting likelihood of stable or increasing population 
growth is estimated to be 0.65 and at this level the Pagwachuan Range is capable of sustaining the caribou 
population. Analysis of the amount and arrangement of caribou habitat as well as the amount of young forest, 
indicates that there is generally less caribou habitat in the Pagwachuan Range than would be expected in a natural 
landscape. The Integrated Range Assessment concludes risk to caribou is uncertain within the Pagwachuan Range 
and it is uncertain whether range condition is sufficient to sustain caribou. " 

 
Management: The management of caribou habitat here is fraught with complexity and disagreements over what is 
effective. HFMI supports the development of demonstrably effective best practices for maintaining caribou, especially on 
the claybelt. The Integrated Range Assessment said  

" The rich clay soils of the eastern side of the range are favourable to hardwood and brush understory. Succession 
in upland areas often leads to high levels of balsam fir and shrubs, some of which are browse producing or that 
may contribute to forest conditions with low interior visibility. Succession in the lowland areas may lead to cedar 
dominated intermediate conifer swamps, which may be less desirable as caribou habitat. The fire regime is very 
slow, or nearly non-existent on the clay belt. There have been no caribou sightings where there are no ridges or 
shallow and exposed bedrock."  

The Hearst Forest is the aforementioned 'rich clay soils on the eastern side' that are poor habitat. 
 
Management: DCHS: Current harvesting and forestry operations in the Area of Application for MNR's Caribou 
Conservation Plan (the 'caribou zone') are consistent with the Dynamic Caribou Habitat Schedule (DCHS) that was 
developed for Phase II of the 2007-2017 Forest Management Plan. A DCHS, or 'mosaic', is designed to rotate the harvest 
among large (average 14,000 ha)  tracts so as to  ensure an abundance of habitat in perpetuity.  The DCHS was co-
ordinated with the Nagagami Forest and Big Pic Forests. The collar data and field work and new FRI were used to fine-
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tune the DCHS where the caribou are (i.e. the Nagagami Caribou area).  This includes designating "X" zones that will 
never be harvested; one is in the one repeated calving site; another is in an area used year-round.  These are candidate 
areas proposed for protection in the Gap Analysis.  Should other calving sites of repeated use or other sites critical to 
caribou be discovered, HFMI will discuss with MNR what adjustments to operations would be appropriate. The DCHS 
includes a "Z" zone which MNR recognizes as too fertile and well-drained to ever be caribou habitat rather than moose 
habitat. 
As of Feb 2016, the planning team for the 2017 Hearst Forest FMP has developed a draft DCHS as a starting scenario for 
modelling. 
 
Management: Roads: HFMI minimizes the amount of roads in the Caribou Zone to the absolute minimum needed for 
harvest and regeneration. HFMI uses winter roads where possible, but that can make planting difficult or impossible. 
The impact of roads on caribou is complex.  Roads vary from being just a bulldozer scrape  over frozen black muck to a 
gravelled road, and the regeneration on them varies accordingly. Winter roads often end up with dense grass; compacted 
clay impedes tree growth;  and lifted roads re-vegetate with hardwood brush that's amenable to moose even in areas 
otherwise low in browse.   
The highest priority for road re-vegetation is the vicinity of the Nagagami animals and the land between them and the Far 
North, called  the Railroad area.  HFMI will pursue removal of the bridge on Larry's Road subject to public and First 
Nations approval. In the Railroad area, HFMI will implement a technique to revegetate roads in which soil and vegetation 
adjacent to the road is dug up and dumped on the road.  This technique was tested on a neighboring Forest.  HFMI is 
making efforts to use LiDAR to map the vegetation on roads.    Roads could be decommissioned when no longer needed 
i.e. after the block is entirely Free-to-Grow; few areas where caribou habitat is significant have reached that stage..   
 
Management: Silviculture:  
MNR has defined caribou habitat, and it does not include hardwoods or balsam fir, as these are moose browse.  This 
creates a problem on the Claybelt  which grows them in abundance. (Though one MNR scientist thinks old balsam fir may 
be OK).  MNR is uncertain about how much CLAAG in lowland spruce functions like the treed muskegs desired by 
caribou. On uplands, 'caribou silviculture' involves planting and tending, but  in the absence of fire, balsam fir and larch 
grows in. In the eFRI , about a third of young stands have too much balsam fir to qualify as caribou habitat when older.  In 
2013 HFMI proposed a prescribed burn to MNR for the purposes of balsam fir reduction. In 2013, MNR surveyed 
regeneration in the Hearst Forest to see how good it would be for caribou (as of Feb 2015, results are in production). 
 
Management: Animals: 
MNR only considers the management of habitat, not the management of animals, such as bringing in animals to 
reinvigorate the small Nagagami group.  An Independent Forest Auditor has noted that the population is so low that even 
perfect habitat maintenance might not save them.  
 
Monitoring of  animals: Nagagami collars: While our knowledge has vastly improved in the last few years to 'fairly 
good', there is still need for knowledge of the Nagagami group's reproduction and movement, especially movement out of 
the area.  Therefore it is vital that MNR continue collaring and related aerial surveys; however, MNR has decided not to.  
Two caribou were collared in February 2011 by MNR,  one collar ceased GPS transmission after half a year (death) and 
the other fell off as scheduled in March 2014.  Hearst District MNR staff emailed  monthly collar location maps to HFMI.  
The maps are not publicized.  The monitoring also allowed MNR staff with receivers to find the caribou by helicopter in 
the summer to see whether they had a calf (recruitment survey), which is a critical measure of population dynamics. 
 
Monitoring of  animals: Far North surveys:  It is vital that MNR continue to collar Far North caribou to see their where 
they range.  We also need to understand, before the east section of 1901 burn is disturbed, why caribou apparently avoid 
the vast intact area, because otherwise their absence  will be attributed to the  upcoming human disturbance. 
  
Monitoring of animals: ad hoc survey:  A brief survey in the vicinity of mining exploration was flown by MNR in March 
2014 to check for presence of caribou (a single flight  cannot provide definitive habitat use patterns).  Four caribou were 
sighted in a muskeg about 2 km north of the northern HF boundary  just west of the Nagagami River.  
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Monitoring of animals: reporting: HFMI's openness to forest users is not an insignificant part of monitoring. Forest users 
have supplied most of the caribou observations upon which began the Nagagami Caribou project.  For example,  the 
breakthrough observation of caribou in the Larry's Road area was reported by an Amik harvesting company foreman. A 
CLFN member showed a HFMI forester where  caribou cross the 'Finger' on his trapline.  
 
Monitoring of  habitat:  
The new eFRI is more precise and accurate.  Its Ecosite attribute characterizes wetlands and bedrock-controlled sites, site 
types favored by caribou, far better than the old FRI. The regeneration in caribou areas is checked during Free-to-Grow 
surveys and incorporated into the FRI. 
The non-spatial number of ha of habitat is recalculated each 5 years for each FMP.  It was recalculated with the new eFRI  
for the 2017 FMP, using the Landscape Guide definition of caribou habitat, at 130,634 ha 'Mature Conifer' and 357,349 ha 
of Winter suitable . The MNR's  requirement for the 2007 FMP is that the number of ha of mature conifer habitat not drop 
below a certain calculated level in the next 100 years; however, this was difficult to achieve, as the model almost could 
not achieve it with no harvesting at all (due to stand succession). The MNR's requirement for the 2017 FMP is that it be 
maintained above 101,000 ha Mature Conifer and 425,000 ha Winter Suitable. 
Under the Caribou Conservation Plan and the Landscape Guide, the spatial distribution of habitat and DCHS is re-
examined for each FMP.  
MNR committed to monitor  the amount of Disturbance as part of its Cumulative Effects calculation and for regular 
updates of the Integrated Range Assessments.  
 
Results/Effectiveness: It's difficult to determine the effectiveness of our management on the survival of these caribou 
because even if we knew the whole population and whether it was rising or falling (we don`t), we would not know what 
part of that was an effect of forest management. That`s why MNR focuses its requirements on maintenance of habitat, not 
populations. 
The currently collared animal, a female,  is going up to, but not crossing, Hwy 11. The current and past collared animals 
travelled in a consistent area, going north and south with the seasons. 
The collaring results were used, as described above, to design the DCHS where the caribou are, especially in the creation 
of an "X" tract in a fen complex used twice for calving.  Harvesting is almost done in the Larry`s Road area, and will not 
re-occur for a long time, but that was the plan even before caribou were designated a SAR. 
It may be that the population (est. about 6) is too low to reproduce and too inbred, and that without an infusion of more 
animals (which is up to MNR) the population will die off. 
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CONCENTRATIONS OF ENDEMIC SPECIES 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 1, QUESTION 2 
Does the forest contain a globally, nationally, or regionally significant concentration of endemic species? 
 
Woodland Caribou are a High Conservation Value  - see above 
 
SEASONAL CONCENTRATIONS OF SPECIES 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 1, QUESTION 3 
Does the forest include critical habitat containing globally, nationally or regionally significant seasonal 
concentration of species (one or several species, e.g. concentrations of wildlife in breeding sites, wintering 
sites, migration sites, migration routes of corridors latitudinal as well as altitudinal)? 
 
Woodland Caribou are a High Conservation Value-  see above 
 
Part of  MNR’s contribution to forest management has been the development and maintenance of the Natural Resource 
Values Information System (NRVIS). The layers that include local Seasonal Concentrations of Species are: Nesting Site, 
Aquatic Feeding Area, and Wintering Area.  These layers is updated from time to time as new values are discovered. 
Also, in preparation for the production of the Forest Management Plan, proposed harvest blocks are flown to assess any 
new values so NRVIS can be updated. 
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REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT SPECIES 

HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 1, QUESTION 4 
Does the forest contain critical habitat for regionally significant species (e.g. species representative of habitat types 
naturally occurring in the management unit, focal species, species declining regionally) 
 
Woodland Caribou are a High Conservation Value -  see above 
 
 
Birds 
 
The High Conservation Value Report  discusses the Ontario Landbird Conservation Plan (OLCP) for Bird Conservation 
Region 8 (BCR8)  by Partners in Flight. Several of the OLCP priority species already are designated HCV under previous 
Questions.  The bay-breasted warbler is the one priority species of 'High Conservation Concern' that was not already 
evaluated for HCV.  It is a Potential High Conservation Value rather than HCV because although its population is a 
concern, it is not a SAR and is being affected by factors besides its summer Hearst Forest habitat,  and that habitat is 
abundant and increasing.  
 
The High Conservation Concern warblers are species that, due to their small size and low chance of detection, can only be 
cared for through 'coarse filter'  approaches of  maintaining sufficient habitat for them, which forest management does on 
the Hearst Forest. The OLCP recommends, and MNR requires, using a coarse filter for this species by maintaining the 
preferred habitat types which are immature and older forest composed of intolerant hardwood and spruce-fir-cedar forest 
types. These types are stable or increasing on the Forest. 
 
Monitoring (all priority bird species including Bay-breasted warbler) 
• HFMI monitors changes in forest types and associated MNR-defined habitats as part of forest management planning 

and reporting. The non-spatial quantity of habitat will continue to be monitored as part of the wood supply modeling 
done for forest management planning, i.e. every 5 or 10 years.  

• HFMI monitors compliance with approved harvest prescriptions (e.g. tree retention), which can impact habitat 
• HFMI stays abreast of population monitoring by MNR, Bird Studies Canada or other organizations and local birders. 
• HFMI assisted with a Bird Bio-Indicator project which is monitoring bird sounds from hundreds of remote locations; 

it is hoped more understanding of bird use of habitat emerges. 
• The discovery of nests of any of these species, and resultant adjustment of operations, is reported annually in the 

Annual Report.  
 
Risk: These nests are small and not very noticeable, which increases risk of inadvertent damage. However, the risk to 
these species on the Hearst Forest is low because there is a low magnitude of harvest, and almost no harvest occurs during 
the nesting season (whereas before human suppression, fires would have burned them.) 
 
Management: Habitat: Habitat is maintained by the ‘coarse filter’ requirement to maintain a steady amount of the various 
forest types, and to retain residual patches and individual trees. This is the approach MNR uses to ensure sustainability of 
FMPs.That said, though, some very specific forest conditions may decrease and others increase due to the exclusion of 
fire from the forest. The immature and older forest composed of intolerant hardwood and spruce-fir-cedar forest types 
which bay-breasted warbler use are stable or increasing on the Forest. 
Management: Nests: During Species at Risk training with operators,  the importance of preserving nesting sites and 
reporting any nests encountered to supervising staff has been reviewed.  Occupied nests discovered during operations will 
receive a 3m radius no harvest buffer as per direction of the Stand & Site Guide for song birds and other small birds. 
 
Monitoring: as above 
Results/Effectiveness:  The bay-breasted warbler is common on the Forest and its preferred habitat type is increasing. 
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RANGE EDGE AND OUTLIER POPULATIONS 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 1, QUESTION 5 
Does the forest support concentrations of species at the edge of their natural ranges or outlier populations? 
 
The Nagagami group of Woodland Caribou are an isolated outlier population; see above 
The reported Wolverines are outliers; the population is in the Northwest and Far North. 
The grassland birds and deer that have been sighted along the Hwy 11 corridor of old fields are at the edge of their natural 
range. More sightings are to be expected as climate change continues.  
 
Red and White Pine are High Conservation Values 
Risk: Tree populations are generally at less risk of disappearance than wildlife because they can be more easily monitored, 
their regeneration can be assisted if practical, and they stay where they are.  However, the low regeneration of these 
species underneath themselves (described below)  is a risk factor.  
 
Management: Objective 7 of the 2007-2017 FMP  is ‘to maintain uncommon species on the forest, i.e. Black Ash, White 
Elm, Red and White Pine and Yellow Birch’. To this end, there will be no harvesting of these species, continued efforts 
will be made to prevent damage to pre-existing Red and White pine when the rest of the stand is harvested,  and where 
possible and appropriate the regeneration of these species will be encouraged.  The past management prescription for  
steep-sided cold lakes of 90m or 120m reserves effectively retained much of the Forest's red pine, which tends to occur on 
south-facing shoreline slopes on cold-water Moraine lakes. In the past, small amounts of Red and White Pine have been 
planted  where local seed source could be found, including 1000 white pine mixed into a plantation. 
 
Monitoring: The persistence of Red and White Pine on the forest is monitored:  

• through checking the number of ha and locations in the FRI,  
• through free-to-grow surveys and depletion mapping and resultant FRI updates 
• through informal observations by the industry, MNR or public.  In 2014, HFMI staff checked known red pine 

locations. 
 

Results/ Effectiveness: The old FRI (1986 with harvest and regen updates) showed 564 ha with some Red Pine and 30 ha 
with some White Pine.  The new eFRI shows  446 ha with some Red Pine, 128 ha with some White Pine. The new FRI 
imagery has higher resolution and is in color which increases the ability of interpreters to see individual trees.  
Of the 446 ha with RedPine, only 193ha are Crown land; of the 128 ha with White Pine, only 81 ha are Crown. 
Natural regeneration around existing Red Pine and White Pine trees has been observed to be fairly sufficient to replace 
them when they eventually die.   

In 2014, HFMI staff looked for red pine regeneration and mapped concentrations. From pine silvics in general and past 
observation of red pine, it is known that pine regenerate when there is a mature tree seed source and exposed mineral soil, 
fairly full sunlight with little vegetative competition. The most probable locations are roadside edges trails, and clearings 
near mature trees.  Other than one recently cut area, the sites were harvested and planted to jack pine 30 - 35 years ago, 
and the overstorey has reached crown closure.  Because red pine require open sun, there is a very low chance of red pine 
surviving within a planted area (unless it had started at the same time), so the most efficient search method was to 
examine roads and trails near the mature tree i.e. the seed source.  Then, where regeneration was found, the adjacent 
regenerating stand was also checked. 

Results:  The largest amounts of red pine regen are near Corine Lake and Big Skunk Lake. 

Many young red pine along the road along a 200m stretch along the north side of Corine Lake, just south of Mole Lake.  
perhaps 12 were seen that were as big as the jack pine (i.e. 8-10cm dbh) There are a few  red pine 12cm dbh, and several 
red pine <1cm dbh. .  These are in the old harvested area; there were also a few small suppressed pine in the understorey 
of the riparian reserve.   There are young scattered red pine west of Big Skunk.  Where there were red pine along the road 
edge, there was rarely any in the stand; only where there was no vegetation i.e. on poor dry sites, and even those were 
suppressed below the crowns of the jack pine.  There were only a couple small red pine seedlings near Red Pine Lake.  



12 

 

There were about a dozen red pine seedlings a couple years old beneath each of two mature red pine in the recently 
harvested area just west of Arnott Lake. Likely, germination had been aided by HFMI efforts to expose mineral soils 
beneath them.  However, balsam fir were regenerating in abundance, even at the foot of a red pine.  

The most significant problem is that of suppression. Many observed red pine are being suppressed beyond what the 
species requires to survive.  Manually cutting competition is an option (not in riparian reserves). 

 

 
 
White Elm is a High Conservation Value 
Risk: Elm is out of its current range here, having most likely arisen from seed that floated north on rivers. The small 
population size is a risk factor, as is its difficulty regenerating due to spring flooding. The local population is at risk. 
Management:  Objective 7 of the 2007-2017 FMP is ‘to maintain uncommon species on the forest i.e. black ash, White 
Elm, Red and White Pine and Yellow Birch’. To this end there will be no harvesting of Elm, and where possible and 
appropriate the regeneration of Elm is to be encouraged, although this is not currently practical on their riparian sites . 
Monitoring: The presence of White Elm on the Hearst Forest will continue to be monitored through informal observation 
and FRI imagery and the FRI. 
Results/ Effectiveness: These sites are not likely to be maintained  without some sort of disturbance and effort, and given 
their island/ riparian location, it is not likely that they will be sustained  through any kind of human activity. 
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CONSERVATION RESERVES 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 1, QUESTION 6 
Does the forest lie within, adjacent to, or contain a conservation area: a) designated by an international authority, b) 
legally designated or proposed by relevant federal/provincial/ territorial legislative body, or c) identified in regional land 
use plans or conservation plans? 
 
The current Parks and Conservation Reserves are listed and discussed in the HCV report. Further areas are proposed for 
protection as a result of the Gap Analysis completed in 2010 and updated in 2013.  They are not HCVs. 
 
 
LARGE AND REMNANT LANDSCAPE LEVEL FORESTS 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUES 2 & 3, QUESTIONS 7 & 10 
Does the forest constitute or form part of a globally, nationally or regionally significant forest landscape that includes 
populations of most native species and sufficient habitat such that there is a high likelihood of long-term species 
persistence? 
Are large landscape level forests (i.e. large un-fragmented forests) rare or absent in the forest or eco-region? 
 
The High Conservation Value Report discusses this questions and concludes that there is one High Conservation Value 
area, that being a Regionally Significant Intact Forest Area of about 65,000 ha. 
 
As noted in the report, the Value is a landscape of both rich mixedwood uplands, pure spruce-pine stands, and muskegs, 
all originating from a fire 113 years ago. 
 
Risk: harvest: As noted in the HCV Report, the area is in DCHS tracts deferred from harvest for 20years (B blocks), 40 
years (C blocks), or forever (X block and Park), so it is at zero risk of being roaded and harvested in the next 20 years. 
Risk: dying/changing:  The forest, especially uplands, is already 113 years old and in the absence of fire will undergo 
succession i.e. dying and regeneration to a same or different mix of species.  
Risk: burning  It is at risk of fire (like anywhere else, though in the Park it could be allowed to burn), though fire is rare.  
 
Management: There is an issue in that this HCV  is also valued for it timber, in maintaining people employed in turning 
timber into wood products and people regenerating the forest.  The balance of objectives is subject to public input and best 
available science, and is determined anew in each Forest Management Plan. 
 
Monitoring: Through FRI 
Results/Effectiveness: Without fire or human disturbance, given the nature of boreal species, its intactness will be 
maintained but its value to plant and animal species that prefer fire-origin conditions will inevitably decline (as well as its 
value to humans). 
 
 
RARE, THREATENED, OR ENDANGERED ECOSYSTEMS 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 3,  QUESTIONS 8, 9 & 11 
Does the forest contain naturally rare ecosystem types? 
Are there ecosystem types within the forest or eco-region that have significantly declined? 
Are there nationally/regionally significant diverse or unique forest ecosystems? 
 
Black Ash- White Elm community on the Missinaibi River: See White Elm above in Question 5. 
 
Red and White Pine: as above in Question 5. 
 
Fire-origin stands: not HCV, but a recent fire-origin site is a candidate for harvest protection  in the Gap Analysis.  
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SOURCES OF DRINKING WATER 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 4, QUESTION 12 
Does the forest provide a significant source of drinking water? 
 
Constance Lake is a Potential High Conservation Value 
Constance Lake First Nation no longer takes its drinking water from Constance Lake, but the lake's condition  remains 
important to the community.   
 
Risk: According to the CLFN member who reviewed the original HCVF, `The wells that we will be taking our drinking 
water from should not be affected from HFMI work.`` The forest in the watershed is young and /or in the CLFN reserve, 
so would not be harvested in the near future.  Risk of impact from forest management is insignificant. 
 
Management:  When forest operations occur nearby, the forest industry plans for and implements  sufficient buffers to 
ensure no deleterious material gets into the lake. 
Monitoring:  The sufficiency of forest operations buffers will be monitored by the compliance program. 
Results: There has been no harvest in the watershed for many years. 
 
 
 
FLOOD CONTROL AND DROUGHT ALLEVIATION 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 4, QUESTION 13 
Are there forests that provide a significant ecological service in mediating flooding and/or 
drought controlling stream flow regulation and water quality? 
 
As explained in the High Conservation Value Report, there is no HCV associated with this Question. 
 
 
EROSION CONTROL 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 4, QUESTION 14 
Are there forests critical to erosion control? 
 
As explained in the High Conservation Value Report, there is no HCV associated with this Question. 
 
FIRE BARRIER 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 4, QUESTION 15 
Are there forests that provide a critical barrier to destructive fire (in areas where fire is not a common natural agent of 
disturbance)? 
 
As explained in the High Conservation Value Report, there is no HCV associated with this Question. 
 
 
AGRICULTURE AND FISHERIES IMPACTS 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 4, QUESTION 16 
Are there forest landscapes (or regional landscapes) that have a critical impact on agriculture or fisheries? 
 
As explained in the High Conservation Value Report, there is no HCV associated with this Question. 
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MEETING BASIC NEED OF LOCAL COMMUNITIES 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 5, QUESTION 17 
Are there local communities (includes people living inside the forest area and those living adjacent to it) as well as any 
group that regularly visits the forest making use of the forest for basic needs/livelihoods (e.g. food, medicine, fodder, fuel, 
building and craft materials, water, income)? 
 
The local communities on and surrounding the Hearst Forest rely on the Forest for many aspects of daily life.  The 
recreation opportunities afforded by the forest contribute greatly to the quality of life in Northern Ontario, while many 
others rely on the forest for cultural identity, subsistence, medicinal plants and as a source of income. The entire Hearst 
Forest is highly valued by the community, although it is not appropriate to call a whole Forest an HCV. 
Management:  Local use of the forest is encouraged.  Almost the entire road network on Crown land is open to the public.  
HFMI  maintains major access roads, maintains road signs, and provides annual roads updates to MNR which end up 
published in Backwoods Mapbooks.  The forest is used to provide jobs and wood products through the forest industry. 
Local input on decision-making is encouraged.   
Monitoring:   The use of the forest by local people for a variety of uses will continue to be monitored informally. The 
'open-door' nature of the LCC and HFMI  helps them monitor and receive feedback from the public on their use of the 
forest. 
The impacts that forest operations are having on local people is assessed on an ongoing basis, with the public having full 
access to local company and MNR staff  as well as the LCC which allows instant feedback any time there are negative 
impacts, either real or perceived. 
 
TRADITIONAL CULTURAL IDENTITY OF LOCAL COMMUNITY 
HIGH CONSERVATION VALUE 6, QUESTION 18 
Is the cultural identity of the local community particularly tied to a specific forest area? 
 
The use of the forest by people living in and adjacent to the Hearst Forest is highly valued, but there is no particular 
location that is a High Conservation Value. 
Management:  There is ongoing communication with the LCC for the Hearst Forest and Constance Lake First Nation to 
identify opportunities for use of the forest. 
HFMI in conjunction with MNR and the Constance Lake FN Lands and Resources Office will continue to contact 
trappers and discuss mitigating measures that can be undertaken prior to harvest operations on CLFN traplines. Meeting 
minutes will be retained as a measure of monitoring the success of this practice. 
Monitoring:   Any negative impacts that forest operations are having on First Nations traplines are assessed on an ongoing 
basis. Trappers have full access to local company and MNR staff,  as well as access to the Constance Lake Lands and 
Resources  Office  and the Constance Lake Trappers Co-ordinator, who all work to prevent issues from arising or resolve 
them quickly. 
 
OVERLAPPING VALUES 
INTERSECTION OF HIGH CONSERVATION VALUES, QUESTION 19 
Is there significant overlap of values (ecological and/or cultural) that did not meet the HCV thresholds but collectively 
constitute HCVs? 
The  maintenance of the Regionally Significant Intact area of forest is at cross purposes with the maintenance of the forest 
industry in Hearst and the current direction of the Caribou Conservation Plan. Further movement in provincial policy and 
Forest Management Planning will have to be monitored. 
The impacts of Forest Management Planning, new forest management guidelines, forest management policy and various 
public viewpoints will continue to be assessed. 


