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Executive Summary 
 
This High Conservation Value (HCV) report for the Hearst Forest has been completed in accordance with 
Principle 9 of  The FSC National Forest Stewardship Standard of Canada, (Approved 19.10.2018, Effective 
01.01.2020 ). Through this evaluation, a number of HCVs  were identified on the Hearst Forest. 
 
The identification of High Conservation Values  is an ongoing process that adjusts HCVs as new information 
emerges.  Most notably, from time to time, COSSARO and COSEWIC  adjust Species at Risk designations, 
and the Ministry of Environment, Conservation & Parks (MECP) and Ministry of Natural Resources & 
Forests (MNRF) advises which Species at Risk could be on the Hearst Forest.  This is as of January 2021. 
 
Summary of High Conservation Values on the Hearst Forest 
Value HCV Category Monitoring 
Lake Sturgeon, S. Hudson 
/James Bay Population 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP 

Short-eared Owl 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP,  
Breeding.BirdAtlas 

Common Nighthawk 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP, BBA 
Barn Swallow 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP, BBA 
Bank Swallow 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP, BBA 
Olive-Sided Flycatcher 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP, BBA 
Black Tern 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP, BBA 
Yellow Rail 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP, BBA 
Bald Eagle 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP, BBA 
Canada Warbler 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP, BBA 
Rusty Blackbird 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP, BBA 
Evening Grosbeak 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP, BBA 
North Long-Eared Bat 1 - Species at Risk MNRF & MECP 
Little Brown Bat 1 - Species at Risk MNRF & MECP 
Eastern Cougar 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP 
Wolverine 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP 
Boreal Caribou 1 - Species at Risk Sightings, MNRF & MECP, Collar Data 

Red and White Pine 1 - Edge of Range Population eFRI, Hearst Forest Management Inc. 
MECP Parks & Conservatn Res. 1 - Official Conservat'n Reserves MNRF & MECP 

Missinaibi - Coal Node  IFL 2 - Intact Forest Landscape MNRF & MECP 

Black Ash /Elm/Wild Rice 3 - Rare Ecosystem eFRI, Sightings, MNRF 

Designated Conservation Lands  3 - Large Landscape Forests HFMI 
Nagagamisis - Cross & Twp 236 
Large Landscape Forest 3 - Regionally Significant Forest HFMI,  MNRF 

Mature Cedar Stands  5 - Community Needs eFRI, HFMI 
Ski Club Recreation Trails 5 - Community Needs eFRI, HFMI 
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Renesig Creek Route 5 - Community Needs HFMI 
Community Traplines 5 - Community Needs HFMI, MNRF 
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1.0 Purpose and Scope 
 
This report was produced by Hearst Forest Management Inc (HFMI) to fulfill the requirement of Forest 
Stewardship Council (FSC) certification to identify High Conservation Values  (HCV) and High Conservation 
Value areas  on the Hearst Forest, as required by Principle #9 of the 2018 National Forest Stewardship 
Standard of the FSC certification process. This report includes sections on the identification of HCVs and 
HCV areas through a public process (Principle 9.1). It also describes the development (9.2) and 
implementation (9.3) of HCV management strategies, as well as monitoring (9.4). 
 
HFMI  manages the Crown land of the Hearst Forest under the authority of a Sustainable Forest Licence 
(SFL) granted by the Government of Ontario. SFL managers are required to fulfill an rigorous planning 
process that includes the identification and maintenance of a wide range of values, as well as monitoring and 
reporting, subject to guidelines developed from best available science.   FSC audits focus on ensuring that the 
outcomes of this system meet FSC's global standards. 
 
As per the National Forest Stewardship Standard, Principle 9, this document reports on the assessment of the 
presence of values, their location (if not confidential), status, and as much as possible,  provides information 
on habitat and other key resources that support the values.  Management activities in HCV areas shall 
maintain or enhance the attributes that define such areas.  As outlined in Principle 9, Criterion 9.1, an 
assessment is required, at an intensity and scale appropriate to the forest management activities  undertaken on 
the forest, to determine the presence of attributes consistent with High Conservation Value areas. 
The National Forest Stewardship Standard  defines HCVs  in 6 categories: 
 
HCV 1:  Species diversity.  
Concentrations of biological diversity  including endemic species, and rare, threatened  or endangered species 
that are significant  at global, national or regional levels.    
 
HCV 2:  Landscape-level ecosystems and mosaics.  
Intact Forest Landscapes and large landscape-level ecosystems and ecosystem mosaics that are significant at  
global, national or regional levels, and that contain viable populations of the great majority of the naturally 
occurring species in natural patterns of distribution and abundance.    
 
HCV 3: Ecosystems and habitats.  
Rare, threatened, or endangered ecosystems, habitats or refugia.      
 
HCV 4:Critical ecosystem services.  Basic ecosystem services  in critical  situations, including protection of 
water catchments and control of erosion of vulnerable soils and slopes.      
 
HCV 5:  Community needs.  
Sites and resources fundamental to satisfying the necessities of local communities or Indigenous Peoples (for 
livelihood, health, nutrition, water, etc.), identified through engagement with these communities or Indigenous 
Peoples. 
 
HCV 6: Cultural values.  
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Sites, resources, habitats and landscapes of global or national cultural, archaeological or historical 
significance, and/or of critical cultural, ecological, economic or religious/sacred importance for the traditional 
cultures of local communities or Indigenous Peoples, identified through engagement with these local 
communities or Indigenous Peoples. 
 
This HCV Report is a living document, built on 30 years of past relationships with forest users, and open to 
continual updating through ongoing engagement with forest users. 
  
The concept of HCVs and HCV areas is to identify areas of forest that are considered important and may (or 
may not) be considered as candidates for conservation based on the values that the forest possesses, while 
removing them from the debate created over definitions of a particular forest type (e.g. old growth forest). 
 
For the forest manager, the presence of HCVs and HCV areas incurs increased obligations which require a 
higher level of care for those areas than other parts of the landscape,  a management strategy that maintains 
those HCVs, and a monitoring program to ensure those values are maintained.  
 
FSC standards recognize that forest managers may make decisions with incomplete knowledge or information 
on how those management decisions may impact other processes on the forest, and offers the use of adaptive 
management and the precautionary principle as partial solutions. Monitoring protocols are intended to 
determine the effectiveness of various management prescriptions, and to ensure mitigation measures are 
undertaken at the earliest possible time. 
 
The consensus on the Hearst Forest that all of the forest has value, for its ecosystem services to air and water, 
as a home for all manner of fish and wildlife, and as a source of recreation, livelihood, cultural identity, and 
home. The challenge of HCV identification is to decide when certain FSC-defined thresholds have been met. 
 
Under the regulatory framework in Ontario, the Forest Management Planning  process includes the mapping 
of values and the solicitation of values information from the public.  Forest Management Plans (FMPs) are the 
legal document that spatially locates  natural resources values and prescribes measures to manage for them, 
and is the standard against which the government monitors and enforces. This HCV Report is consistent with 
the current FMP, which is the 2019-29 FMP.  Prescriptions in this HCV Report can be more stringent than 
that in the FMP if required to meet FSC requirements. 
 

2.0 Description of the Hearst Forest 

 
The Hearst Forest is the traditional land of distinct Indigenous peoples.  Constance Lake First Nation, the 
Hornepayne First Nation,  Moose Cree First Nation, Missanabie Cree First Nation, and Brunswick House First 
Nation consider parts of the Forest as their traditional lands. They are the original land users.   
 
The Hearst Forest is almost entirely within EcoRegion 3E, in EcoDistricts 3E-1 and 3E-2 of Northeastern 
Ontario.  The topography and surficial geology of the Forest is the result of several glaciations.  Most of the 
Hearst Forest is in the Northern Claybelt (3E-1), which is flat with very little topographical relief, having been 
overridden and depressed by glacial ice and then buried beneath lacustrine deposits of glacial lake Barlow-
Ojibway. Soils generally are clays, silt clays to clay loams deposited as glacial-lacustrine sediments.  
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 In the south part of the Forest (3E-2) and along the northeast boundary, a mixture of glacial till and lacustrine 
deposits and pre-Cambrian bedrock exposure causes topography to vary from gently rolling to very hilly. 
Soils vary from clays to loams to sands resulting from a wide range of types of glacial deposition. Beyond the 
Forest's northern boundary are expanses of poorly drained, deep organic soils of the James Bay Lowlands, 
EcoRegion 2E. 

 
Figure 1. The Hearst Forest in relation to Ontario's EcoRegions and EcoDistricts 
 
Beyond the Forest's northern boundary are expanses of poorly drained, deep organic soils that are the James 
Bay Lowlands, EcoRegion 2E. 
 
Interspersed throughout the regions described above are areas of organic soils and poor drainages.  The 
extents of these areas varies ranging from insignificant to expanses large enough to influence operational 
planning of forest management and also fire occurrence, spread and behavior. The variety of soils and 
landform conditions had a powerful influence over the periodicity that fire would have occurred on any given 
piece of land.  This, along with fire suppression in recent years, has resulted in an abundance of mature and 
over mature forest on the Hearst Forest. 
 
Black spruce dominates most of the forest, occurring in varying degrees as pure and mixed stands on much of 
the forest.  Black spruce-dominated stands  cover approximately two-thirds of the Forest, from poorly drained 
lowlands to rolling uplands.  The south and southwest as well as the northeast areas of the Forest have higher 
proportions of hardwood, and also significant jack pine. 
 
There is very low population density and human footprint on the Forest; the combined population is about 
7,000 people and there is over a million hectares of Crown land, almost all (98.6%) still forested after almost a 
hundred years of use.  There are large tracts (200,000 ha) of privately owned townships. 
The forests of Northern Ontario, being not that long removed from glaciation and being adapted to extensive 
fires and extremes of temperature from +40o to -40 o, and having no barriers to movement over vast areas, tend 
to house  species whose range map is a vast area (as opposed to species that are endemic to just one region), 
whose preferred habitat is varied and common (e.g. a woodpecker whose preferred trees are common, as 
opposed to  'niche'  species that  resides in only one part of one kind of tree) and  are  resilient to extremes and 
to perturbation of their habitat (as opposed to a species in an ecosystem that is relatively stable naturally.) 
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3.0 Methodology of HCV Assessment 
 
As directed by the 2018 National Standard  Principle 9, a HCV assessment  is a documented description of 
HCVs  that clearly reports on the presence of values, their location (if not confidential), status, and as much as 
possible, should provide information on habitat and other key resources that support the values. The 
assessment is a framework document that is to be used to develop management and monitoring strategies to 
maintain and/or enhance the values.    
 
The HCV Assessment:  
• Addresses all six HCV categories;  
• Uses best available information on the status and other attributes of the HCVs;  
• Describes the current condition of the HCVs and whether they are declining, stable or increasing; and 
• Uses results from culturally appropriate engagement*1 with Indigenous Peoples, and affected and interested 
stakeholders with an interest in the conservation and management of HCVs.  
 
This HCV assessment has been completed using best available information of the status of HCV Categories 1-
6 as defined in Criterion 9.1, the HCV areas they rely on, and their condition.  The assessment was completed 
using the National Framework (Annex D). 
 
For the initial certification in 2011, HCV and HCV Forests were identified as per the FSC Boreal Forest 
Standard (August 2004) Appendix 5: High Conservation Value Forest National Framework. Given the 
multitude of factors to consider when judging an element HCV(F) or not, additional advice was  obtained 
from the WWF-Canada High Conservation Value Forest Support Document (November 2005);  and other  
Forests' HCV Reports and commentary by Tom Clark were examined.  
 
FSC requires that interested and affected stakeholders and Indigenous Peoples be involved in the designation 
of HCVs. For the initial designation, this need was satisfied not through a single formal meeting but rather 
through decades of personal involvement in the community,  LCC meetings and informal discussions, FMP 
consultations, trapper meetings, and countless individual drop-ins which HFMI's 'open door' culture 
encourages.  In these encounters, individuals related their experiences and observations, and what interested or 
concerned them, be it a special place, a phenomenon, a type of plant or species of wildlife. Indeed, for some 
species including one species at risk, most information is from individuals, personally communicated. 
 
Information, input, knowledge and value systems shared by individuals and through communities/  
organizations are rooted in a specific cultural and governance structure/context. HFMI strives to respect the 
proprietary and sacred nature of the shared information in consideration for the unique cultural context of each 
community. For this reason, at this time, specific values mapping and information has been generalized for the 
purposes of this exercise and would only be included where HFMI has obtained the explicit informed consent 
of each contributing participant, organization or community leadership.  
 
For HCVs that abut or straddle the boundary of the Hearst  Forest, HFMI reached out to the neighboring 
Forest to coordinate, where possible efforts to manage the HCV (Nagagami caribou area and Hillmer Lake). 

 
1 This current HCV Report update does not include comprehensive and ongoing engagement  
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The 2010 HCV report was reviewed by Gaetan Baillargeon on behalf of  Constance Lake First Nation, and 
Desneiges Larose on behalf of the community of Hearst.  Both have education and experience in forest 
ecology and management, and both grew up within the Hearst Forest.  Their reviews are available.  This 2014 
version has no significant change in HCVs (some upgraded and added, some downgraded but still addressed) 
so a new review was not required.  The 2014 Monitoring/Management Strategy was reviewed by MNR 
biologist Anne Genier -Gardiner. 
 
In 2019, Julee Boan, Boreal Program Manager, Ontario Nature; and Gregor Beck,  Senior Conservation 
Advisor, Bird Studies Canada reviewed the HCV Report.  They suggested many valuable improvements, 
which were incorporated into the current HCV Report. Notably, Risk was described after, not as part of,  
determination of HCV status. Their response document, with notes on how their input was incorporated, is an 
Appendix. 
 
In 2020, Roger Wesley, an experienced forester, hunter, and community leader  provided invaluable advice 
and ideas.  While his input will be enlarged upon with further engagement with the community, HFMI has 
immediately added  Designated Conservation Reserves for the Mattawishkwia Lakes Wild Rice & Black Ash 
community, the Seven Sisters White Pines,  and a placeholder for cedar stands adjacent to CLFN pending 
community engagement.  HCVs arising from Roger Wesley`s comments are for those DCLs as well as an 
HCV for the Community Traplines.   
 
The HCVs will be re-assessed in 2021 through engagement with local First Nations, local communities and 
with an interested party, Ontario Nature partnered with Bird Studies Canada.  Identification and management 
of environmental and social values in the context of forest management is an exercise in continued 
relationship building and engagement.  
 
This report shall be updated as needed after March 31 of each year.  Updates may be needed due to various 
reasons, such as new sightings of an existing HCV, changed Species at Risk status of an element, or 
identification of a new element by a member of the public.   
 
It should be noted the an element designated as  HCV does not necessarily need a new prescription. Where the 
existing regulatory requirements have been proven to be effective in maintaining the attributes of which the 
HCV has been defined, there may not be a need to modify the prescriptions.  
 
The vulnerability of the various HCVs to climate change is described.  A source is the MNRF's Climate 
Change Vulnerability Assessments for the Clay Belt Ecodistrict (3E-1) of Northeast Ontario,  2007 - 2012 .  It 
is part of MNF's Climate Change Research Publication Series.  
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4.0  HCV 1 - Species Diversity 
Concentrations of biological diversity  including endemic species, and rare, threatened or endangered species, 
that are significant at global, regional or national levels. 

4.1  HCV 1, Question 1: Species at Risk 
Does the forest contain species at risk or potential habitat of species at risk as listed by international, national 
or provincial authorities? 
 
Guidance  (2018 National Standard) 
- Are any rare, threatened or endangered species in the forest? (DEFINITIVE) 
- Is there critical habitat for rare, threatened or endangered species in the forest? (DEFINITIVE) 
- The assessment of whether a species is a HCV  is not dependent on whether there is a risk  from forest 
operations. Management and risk  to a value is not relevant to the significance of the value. Once it is 
designated as a HCV, the specific management requirements are determined. In some cases, no management 
will be required because there is no risk from forestry. (DEFINITVE) 
- Are there any ecological/ taxonomic groups of rare species  that together constitute a HCV? (GUIDANCE) 
 
Assessment Methods 
 
A wide net must be cast regularly to capture the best available information on species occurrence. The 
primary sources are the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation, and Parks (MECP), Ministry of Natural 
Resources  (MNRF), and land users. 
 
MECP is the provincial ministry responsible for species at risk.  The Ontario Government website lists which 
species are at risk, with government response statements. MNRF provides, during FMP planning, a list of 
which Species at Risk are understood to be on the Forest.  Through its LIO system, MNRF annually provides 
spatial occurrence data.    MNRF undertakes annual surveys of sticknests, which includes Species at Risk, and 
provides them to HFMI. MNRF also does occasional surveys of SAR, e.g. bank swallows.  MNRF's caribou 
policy rests on periodic monitoring on populations.   HFMI discusses with the MNRF District biologist 
annually whether there are any new species at risk on the forest, or any new information outside of LIO.   
 
The most eyes on the Forest are those of  the land users - the  timber harvesters, fishers,  birdwatchers, 
hunters,  regen surveyors,  snowshoers,  and berry pickers.  HFMI seeks and welcomes observations, 
especially of species at risk and rare species, and encourages observers to share them with MNRF.  
 
For sticknests, creeks and other values, HFMI's Standard Operating Procedure for  Reporting Unidentified or 
Misidentified Values  describes the process  for forest industry staff  to share  newly observed values with 
MNRF, HFMI, and the forest industry. 
 
Species- specific assessment methods are described under each species, below. 
 
Sources:  
 -  Local observations 
 - MNRF - during FMP preparation, provides a list of species to be considered SAR on each Forest 
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- MECP Species at Risk website 
- The Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO) list of Species at Risk 
- The Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) list of Species at Risk 
- MNRF LIO: Provincially Tracked Species spatial data, annually provided 
- Ontario Partners in Flight. 2008. Ont. Landbird Conservation Plan: Boreal Softwood Shield OLCP -  BCR8 
- Partners in Flight. 2016. Landbird Conservation Plan: 2016 Revision for Canada and Continental US.  
- Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) and Breeding Bird Atlas v2 (BBA) 
- 2014 Breeding Bird SongMeter Analysis, Hearst 
 
Assessment Results 
 
As of June 2021 (most recent list available from MNRF/MOECP), 17 species of mammals, fish, reptiles, 
plants, insects and lichens designated provincially (COSSARO) or federally (COSEWIC) as being Species at 
Risk are known, or could be, in the Hearst Forest.  
As per the Guidance, all Species at Risk on the Forest are automatically High Conservation Values.  
 
  Status - Provincial 

(COSSARO) 
Status - Federal 
(COSEWIC) 

Lake Sturgeon - S. Hudson 
Bay/James Bay Population 

Fish special concern special concern 

Short-eared Owl Bird special concern special concern 
Common Nighthawk Bird special concern special concern 
Barn Swallow Bird threatened threatened 
Bank Swallow Bird threatened threatened 
Olive-sided Flycatcher Bird special concern threatened 
Black Tern Bird special concern not at risk 
Yellow Rail Bird special concern special concern 
Bald Eagle Bird special concern not at risk 
Canada Warbler Bird special concern threatened 
Rusty Blackbird Bird special concern special concern 
Evening Grosbeak Bird special concern special concern 
Little Brown Bat Mammal endangered endangered 
Northern Long-Eared Bat Mammal endangered endangered 
Wolverine Mammal threatened special concern 
Eastern Cougar Mammal endangered not designated 
Boreal Caribou Mammal threatened threatened 
One tree species was declared by COSSARO in 2020 to be Endangered not because of current condition, but 
because modelling predicts it will in the future be endangered by insect damage.  
Black Ash Tree endangered not at risk 
Two Species at Risk have been seen at a similar latitude in Northeast Ontario, but not on the Forest., so they 
are not a HCV at the moment.  If one is determined to be on the Forest, they will become a HCV. 
Whip-poor-will Bird threatened threatened 
Monarch Butterfly Insect special concern special concern 
Details are given below for each species. 
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Lake Sturgeon (Southern Hudson Bay/ James Bay Population) 
 
There are three distinct populations of Lake Sturgeon in Ontario: the Northwestern Ontario population; the 
Great Lakes population; and the Southern Hudson Bay/James Bay population, whose range includes  the 
Hearst Forest.   
 
Assessment method (in addition to overall method :  
 
Lake Sturgeon use large rivers.  MNRF's LIO spatial data for occurrence and spawning "Fish_Activity_Area"  
include  observations in the large rivers on the Forest, north of Hwy11: the Pagwachuan (Pagwa), 
Kabinakagami (Kabi), Nagagami, and Missinaibi Rivers. None of these rivers have dams, which make them 
especially valuable for fisheries.  The Nagagami and Missinaibi are within parks which extend 200m from the 
shoreline.  Significant data about sturgeon, including spawning data, was gathered on the Kabi River during 
planning for proposed dams, which were not built.   
 
 
Risk/ Threat:  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
 
The probability of a direct impact on Sturgeon by forestry operations is extremely low, as two of the four 
large rivers are within parks that extend 200m from the river.   Along the rivers that are not parks,  no-harvest 
riparian buffers are  wide enough to prevent sedimentation  (> 50m), and no bridges would  be constructed, as 
the rivers are too wide  to be bridged by a forest access road.   
 
It is possible that forestry operations could have an indirect impact if a new forest access road allowed more 
people to access a previously inaccessible stretch of river where sturgeon live, and then if the people removed 
sturgeon.  On the Kabi, there is already access at a known spawning site.    No new access points to 
inaccessible stretches of sturgeon-populated  sections of the Kabi River are proposed in the future. 
 
Climate change vulnerability: 
According to the Recovery Strategy for Lake Sturgeon 2011,  

As our climate changes, predictive models suggest that temperatures will become warmer, water levels 
may decrease and current hydrological patterns may be altered. Disruption of the timing of peak flows 
due to variability in temperature and changes to ice cover, the timing and magnitude of precipitation 
events, may disrupt the timing of spawning and hatching events, result in habitat loss and create 
barriers between critical habitats (e.g., overwintering and spawning locations). In natural systems, Lake 
Sturgeon may be capable of adapting to changing environmental conditions, as they have done for 
millions of years. 

 
Management & Monitoring:  
 
See the Section 11.1 Management & Monitoring for HCV 1 Q1.   
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Short-eared Owl 
 
The Short-eared Owl is rated a 'Common Bird in Steep Decline' by the Partners in Flight 2016 Landbird 
Conservation Plan for Canada & Continental US,  which has set an objective to increase the continental 
population of Short-Eared Owl.  Although short-eared owl is not listed as breeding in BCR 8 or of concern in 
BCR 8, any increase in the local population would contribute to the continental population objectives. 
 
Short-eared Owl use wet meadows, grassland, idle pasture, bogs, and marshes for nesting sites and hunting in 
open fields for small mammals, especially voles.  Provincially and nationally,  the intensification of 
agricultural practices has made some of these nesting sites unsuitable, and  the current threat to the Short-
eared Owl habitat is the loss of marshes.   
 
Although a great deal of forest around Hearst was cleared for agriculture in the early 1900's,  very little is still 
actively farmed, and most is slowly re-vegetating to idle pasture, shrubs and trees.  Bogs and Marshes on the 
Hearst Forest have remained virtually unchanged over time, due to a lack of development pressure. 
 
Hearst's most experienced birder and contributor to the Breeding Bird Atlas, Marc Johnson, had once seen a 
nesting pair (but not the nest itself) in the field near his house and saw many owls at that time, but since then 
hasn't seen any (M. Johnson, pers.comm., 2014).  The Breeding Bird Atlas online (2021, v2) has no sightings 
on the Hearst Forest Short-eared owls are relatively silent and are thus more difficult to detect to than other 
owl species. 
 
Risk / Threat  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
 
The probability of harvest operations negatively impacting short-eared owl is very low since its habitat is not 
stands of merchantable trees.  However, it is possible that a cutover harvested area  could attract a Short-eared 
Owl.   
Were short-eared owls to be disturbed in a cutover e.g. by tree-planting, their response  is uncertain. 
 
Climate change vulnerability: 
As the climate of the Hearst Forest warms, its suitability for Short-eared Owl may become more like that of 
more southerly northeast Ontario.  Climate change projections for the Hearst Forest are inconclusive as to 
rainfall. Short-eared Owl  range throughout Ontario, and therefore the Hearst Forest is likely to continue to be 
within their range. 
 
Management & Monitoring:  
 
See the Section 11.1 Management & Monitoring for HCV 1, Q1.   
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Aerial Foraging Insectivores: Nighthawk, Whip-poor-will, Bank Swallow,  Barn Swallow, 
Olive-sided Flycatcher: 
 
The following commentary  from the PIF Ontario Landbird Conservation Plan 2006  applies to Nighthawk, 
Whip-poor-will, Bank Swallow and Barn Swallow: 

"The abundance and distribution of most aerial foraging insectivorous landbirds breeding in BCR 8 and 
the Ontario portion of the BCR have undergone a severe decline in the past few decades. A general 
decline in aerial foragers in Ontario has only recently become apparent, and the causal factors are as yet 
unknown. COSEWIC is currently reviewing the status of Common Nighthawk and has identified two 
other aerial-foraging insectivores (Barn Swallow and Whip-poor-will) as high-priority candidates for 
species assessments. None of the seven aerial-foraging insectivorous landbirds that occur regularly in 
ON BCR8  are identified individually as priority species, but the entire aerial-foraging guild is 
considered a priority guild. Five of these species were widely distributed in ON BCR8 during the first 
BBA (1981– 85) but were much less widespread during the second atlas (2001–05) . The other two 
species, Whip-poor-will and Chimney Swift, reach the northern limit of their breeding range in this 
region and are only locally distributed." 

Of this group, only Olive-sided Flycatcher  is listed by the Partners in Flight 2016 Landbird Conservation 
Plan for Canada & Continental US as being of concern in  BCR 8.   
 
 
Common Nighthawk 
 
Nighthawks nest on the ground in harvested and burned areas, openings in the forest and gravel lakeshores. 
Fire suppression and land use changes in the boreal forest may have contributed to a reduction in suitable 
nesting sites. 
 
On the Hearst Forest, the 2014 Breeding Bird Songmeter Survey detected Nighthawk in 4 of 12 stations, all 
cutovers.  Nighthawk was detected acoustically in MNRF's MSIM plots on the Hearst Forest. One was 
encountered on a nest during a treeplant.  One nighthawk nested in a gravelled parking lot in Hearst; many are 
seen flying at night in town, including by the railroad. 
Common Nighthawk populations have decreased between the first and second Breeding Bird Surveys (BBS) 
in the area covered by  Bird Conservation Region 8. The OLCP - BCR8 states  that this is possibly due to a 
reduction in insect populations, which could be due to climate change, the degradation of aquatic habitats, or 
an increase in ultraviolet radiation affecting the aquatic phase of some insects such as dragonflies. 
 
Risk/ Threat  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
 
The probability of harvest operations negatively impacting nighthawk is very low since harvest operations are 
not conducted on its habitat. Open site conditions created by harvesting, though, can be used as habitat and 
nesting sites, and nighthawk have been observed in  cutovers. Forestry operations other than summer 
regeneration work should not negatively affect this species (Landriault and Mills 2009 p19). Nighthawk's 
tendency to aggressively defend their nest means  if a nest is present, the adults will likely attack, reducing the 
probability of stepping on the camouflaged eggs.  
 
Climate change vulnerability: 
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[for all insectivores] As the climate of the Hearst Forest warms, its suitability for insectivores may become 
more like that of more southerly northeast Ontario.  Climate change projections for the Hearst Forest are 
inconclusive as to rainfall. All of these insectivores range throughout central Ontario, and therefore the Hearst 
Forest is likely to continue to be within the range of these insectivores.  
 
Management & Monitoring:  
 
See the Section 11.1 Management & Monitoring for HCV 1, Q1.   
 
   
Eastern Whip-poor-will 
 
Whip-poor-will range from the United States north as far as Lake Superior. MNRF's range maps do not show 
them in the Hearst Forest and there are no observations documented in the Breeding Bird Atlas v2 or by 
MNRF, and the most experienced birder has never seen or heard one and says there is no mistaking their song 
(M. Johnson pers. comm. 2014). On the Hearst Forest, the 2014 Breeding Bird SongMeter Survey detected 
Whip-poor-will in 0 of 12 stations. However, it is possible they could come this far north, as one was seen 
north of Cochrane during the Breeding Bird Atlas fieldwork. MNRF's MSIM plots on the Hearst Forest 
detected no whip-poor-will. 
 
The Bird Studies Canada website said previously that "The Ontario Whip-poor-will Project was launched by 
Bird Studies Canada... to investigate where in Ontario whip-poor-wills still occur, and to identify hotspots... A 
summary report on this project will be available in fall 2014."  In July 2021, the website does not mention a 
summary report. 
 
The Whip-poor-will is usually found in a mix of open and forested areas, such as savannahs, open woodlands 
or openings in more mature, deciduous, coniferous and mixed forests. It forages in these open areas and uses 
forested areas for roosting and nesting. It lays its eggs directly on the forest floor, protected from visual 
predators by their camouflage coloring. 
Although there is some uncertainty surrounding the decline of Whip-poor-will, the main threat to the species 
is likely habitat loss and degradation. The habitat loss is a result of natural changes when, in the north,  open 
fields and thickets become closed forest, and in the south, agriculture is intensified. 
 
As of February 2021, the MNRF District Biologist was not aware of any more indication that whip-poor-will 
is on the Hearst Forest. 
 
Because they are most likely not on the Hearst Forest, Whip-poor-will is not a High Conservation Value. If 
one is reported or is detected by sound recordings, it will be an HCV.  
 
Barn Swallow 
 
Barn Swallows range throughout Ontario north to Hudson`s Bay. 
 
Barn Swallows often live in close association with humans, building their cup-shaped mud nests almost 
exclusively on human-made structures such as open barns, under bridges and in large culverts. The species is 
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attracted to open structures that include ledges where they can build  nests, which are often re-used from year 
to year. (Ontario Government Species at Risk website  Barn swallow | Ontario.ca accessed 13 January 2021) 
 
Barn Swallows do still exist in natural environments, although rarely found; they have been reported in caves 
near Thunder Bay (Ontario Nature/Bird Studies Canada review 2019). 
Although they are present in the Hearst Forest, as of yet, MNRF does not know of any nest sites associated 
with forestry. In  2014,  MNRF Hearst District began a Barn Swallow Bridge Surveying program and checked 
over 35 bridges and large culverts; no nests were found. 
 
Risk  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
 
According to the MNRF, an encounter during forest operations is extremely unlikely, as described above. 
Forest access roads involve the installation and removal of bridges and culverts, albeit in remote locations far 
from the human barns and buildings which attract swallows. 
  
Management & Monitoring:  
 
See the Section 11.1 Management & Monitoring for HCV 1, Q1. 
 
Bank Swallow 
 
Bank Swallows are designated Threatened federally and provincially. 
 
Bank Swallow live in steep (>70o) exposed active aggregate pits  and sand riverbanks, e.g. the Pagwachuan 
and Kabinakagami Rivers.  In 2014 and in 2019, MNRF examined local aggregate pits and identified some 
bank swallow colonies (map below). As of yet, no colonies  associated with forestry or near harvesting areas 
have been identified. 
 
The Ontario Government SAR website for Bank Swallow cites as threats "loss of breeding / foraging habitat, 
destruction of nesting habitat, pesticide use, climate change and collision with vehicles". The linked Recovery 
Strategy for the Bank Swallow in Ontario 2016 says that "the information needed to critically evaluate the 
impacts of these potential threats to Bank Swallows in Ontario is generally lacking. Critical knowledge gaps 
that must be addressed to evaluate the severity and magnitude of the many possible threats that affect the 
survival and recovery of this species are identified in section 1.7."   It states that recovery actions in Ontario 
may be insufficient to recover the population given threats and subsequent mortality on migration and/or the 
wintering grounds may be too severe. 
 
 
Risk / Threat: (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
 
The probability that forestry operations could negatively impact Bank Swallow is very low, because Bank 
Swallows do not use  mature timber stands as habitat, and because forestry aggregate pits on the Hearst Forest 
rarely have a face steep or high enough for Bank Swallow. There is potential that an  open aggregate pit face 
occupied by swallows could be desired to be worked again for forest road construction or maintenance. The 
high visibility of swallow nest holes reduces the probability of impact. 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/barn-swallow
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The probability of a negative impact is also reduced by  following the Ontario Stone, Sand, & Gravel 
Association's Fact Sheet for mitigating the impact of operations on bank swallows; MNRF distributes the Fact 
Sheet as guidance.  
 
Climate change vulnerability: 
 
According to the Government Response Statement , "Although the effect of climate change on Bank Swallow 
populations remains largely speculative, it likely varies geographically and may cause mixed effects, with 
some beneficial effects and some negative effects."  The list of Knowledge Gaps includes Climate change, 
saying,  

Two aspects of climate change have been identified as relevant to understanding impacts on Bank 
Swallow populations, as well as other aerial insectivores:  
• potential shifts in phenology of birds and insects related to climate change; and  
• potential for increased mortality and/or reduced nesting success due to extreme weather variability, 
especially droughts on wintering grounds and cold, wet weather on the breeding grounds. 

 
Management & Monitoring:  
 
See the Section 11.1 Management & Monitoring for HCV 1, Q1. 
   

 
 
Olive-sided Flycatcher 
 
The Olive-sided Flycatcher is is rated a Species of Continental Importance by the Partners in Flight Landbird 
Conservation Plan (2016 revision) for BCR8, it is on the Watch List, and the  LCP objective for 2016-2046 is 
a 5-15%  increase in continental population. 
 
The reason for the decline in Olive-sided Flycatcher populations is unclear, but it could be habitat loss in both 
breeding and wintering grounds as well as a decline in insect populations.   
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The Olive-sided Flycatcher preferred nesting sites are coniferous or mixed forest close to rivers and other 
wetland openings such as bogs, burns, beaver meadows, and cutovers.  It  typically nests in conifer tree 
species such as white and black spruce, jack pine and balsam fir. The Olive-sided Flycatcher  uses openings in 
the forest to forage for flying insects, especially if there are snags and residual standing tall trees in which they 
can perch. 
 
This habitat type is common on the Hearst Forest. Forage (flying insects) is abundant in season, not limiting. 
 
Olive-Sided Flycatchers have been observed on the Hearst Forest (M. Johnson pers. comm. 2014). The 2014 
Breeding Bird SongMeter Survey detected Olive-Sided Flycatchers in 2 of 12 stations. The report describes 1 
of those 2 sites,  "In one of the recently harvested area in Fryatt Township, the second highest number of 
species was recorded. The residual mature and immature conifers along with patches of assorted hardwood 
shrubs like willow, speckled alder and balsam poplar that were left after the area was harvested seems to have 
provided a diversity of species with the minimum requirements. As abundance of each species was not 
assessed, however, it would be hard to determine the effects logging here had on the total number of songbirds 
present. 
 
Risk / Threat (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
 
The probability of forest harvest impacting Flycatcher  habitat is moderate, as flycatchers inhabit both mature 
trees and openings near them.  As per MNRF's Stand and Site Guidelines, the FMP text's CROs 4.2.2.2.a. & b 
requires the retention of mature  trees in harvested areas, in patches and in single stems, for use by many bird 
and wildlife species including the Flycatcher. Normal practices tend to leave many more residual trees and 
more area in residual patches than the Guideline minimum. The FMP maps portray expected bypass which 
often exceed the 2ha required by most songbirds (Ontario Nature/Bird Studies Canada review 2019).  The 
Forest Management Plan prescription for harvest along rivers and lakes is to retain an uncut reserve at 15m 
wide on one side and 30m on the other, as well, bypass is excepted and planned for. These forest practices 
retain habitat features used by flycatchers. The 2007-13 harvest left approximately 34% of the harvest blocks 
as standing timber in bypass and reserves. 
 
 
Black Tern 
 
The Black Tern is designated as Special Concern provincially and Not at Risk nationally. As a shore bird, it is 
not addressed in the PIF 2016 Landbird Conservation Plan.  It ranges throughout Ontario.  
 
The Black Tern builds floating nests in marshes and wetlands.  The main threat to the Black Tern is loss of 
nesting habitat due to loss and alteration of wetlands, water pollution and human interference with the nest 
(boat traffic swamping  floating nests). 
 
Wetlands are common on the Hearst Forest, so much so that none are considered provincially significant. 
 
Risk/ Threat  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
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Wetlands on the Hearst Forest are not altered or developed or drained, as there is not the population pressure 
to do so.  The probability that forestry operations would negatively impact black tern is extremely low.  Forest 
operations are not conducted on the above-mentioned habitat.  Forest operations are required to maintain 
buffers around water bodies, and are restricted in working around wetlands and therefore forestry operations 
are not likely to impact this species (Landriault and Mills, 2009 page 19). 
 
Climate change vulnerability: 
[for black tern and yellow rail] As the climate of the Hearst Forest warms, its suitability for insectivores may 
become more like that of more southerly northeast Ontario.  Climate change projections for the Hearst Forest 
are inconclusive as to rainfall. These shorebirds range throughout Ontario, and therefore the Hearst Forest is 
likely to continue to be within their range. 
 
Yellow Rail 
 
The Yellow Rail is designated as Special Concern both provincially and nationally.  As a shore bird, it is not 
addressed in the PIF 2016 Landbird Conservation Plan. It ranges throughout Ontario. 
 
Yellow Rail are seldom seen, and breeds and spends most of its time deep in the reeds surrounding marshes 
and shallow wetlands. Threats to the Yellow Rail are the draining of wetlands in southern Ontario.  In the 
Hudson Bay lowlands they are experiencing habitat decline due to the expansion of Snow Goose populations 
which may be destroying Yellow Rail nesting habitat. 
 
Wetlands are common on the Hearst Forest, so much so that none are considered provincially significant. 
 
Risk/ Threat (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
 
Wetlands on the Hearst Forest are not altered or developed or drained, as there is not the population pressure 
to do so. The probability that forestry operations would negatively impact yellow rail is extremely low, as 
Forest operations are not conducted on their habitat (excepting water crossings which are relatively rare), and 
because forest operations are required to maintain buffers around water bodies, and are restricted in working 
around wetlands. 
 
Bald Eagle 
 
Bald eagle is listed as a priority species in the BCR 8 Landbird Conservation Plan. 
 
In the boreal forest  Bald Eagles typically make their nests which are huge stick platforms high in large trees, 
often in the forks of trembling aspen close to water. 
 
Bald Eagle numbers began declining significantly in the 1960’s and 70’s when the use of pesticides such as 
DDT resulted in reproductive failures through thinning egg shells that would break during incubation. With 
the restriction on the use of these types of pesticides, Bald Eagle populations have rebounded over the past 20 
years.  Bald Eagle are still susceptible to illegal shooting, accidental trapping, poisoning and electrocution. 
Bald Eagles are commonly seen on the Forest and many nest sites have been mapped. 
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Annual sticknest Bald Eagle nests  
 
Risk/ Threat (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
 
The probability of harvesting negatively impacting Bald Eagle is low, given that, due to their size,  almost all 
eagle nests on harvest blocks  are found before harvest commences so that a full reserve can be retained.  
Eagles have been known elsewhere to construct new nests in harvested blocks.  The probability of an impact 
by tree-planting is low if the FMP prescription is followed (i.e. no planting within 400m of the tree.) 
 
Under the current Forest Management Plan, the AOC prescription for Bald Eagles nest sites ,includes a no-
harvest reserves 200 m outside the critical breeding period and 400 m during the critical breeding period.   
 
Climate change vulnerability: 
As the climate of the Hearst Forest warms, its suitability for eagles may become more like that of more 
southerly northeast Ontario.  Climate change projections for the Hearst Forest are inconclusive as to rainfall. 
Eagles range throughout Ontario, and therefore the Hearst Forest is likely to continue to be within their range. 
 
 
Canada Warbler 
 
Canada Warbler breed only in North America and 80% of its breeding habitat is in Canada.  The Canada 
Warbler’s range  covers almost the entire province of Ontario.  2016 Landbird Conservation Plan  puts 
Canada Warbler in its Watch List as a species of continental concern. While the species has shown some level 
of decline in adjacent Bird Conservation Regions, and populations in BCR8  declined over the last 20years , 
there is some evidence of increase in the Ontario BCR8.   
 
As described in the 2016 Landbird Conservation Plan,  

The Canada Warbler International Conservation Initiative (CWICI) is a public-private partnership to 
improve the population status of the Canada Warbler throughout its distribution. Launched in June 
2013, CWICI brings together the forest industry, representatives from Indigenous communities, 
academia, and government and non-government biologists in the Western Hemisphere. In 2015, 
CWICI began developing a conservation action plan for the breeding grounds. Although this species 
is declining throughout its range, declines appear to be most severe in the eastern portion, much of 
which is within the eastern boreal. 
One of the main recommendations is to develop and adopt beneficial management practices in the 
forestry, mining, renewable power, and agriculture sectors to mitigate impacts on the shrubby 
understory preferred by the Canada Warbler. For example, ongoing efforts to encourage foresters to 
carry out practices that emulate natural disturbance patterns will help create a mosaic of habitats for 
the Canada Warbler and other priority landbird species in the southern parts of this region where 
forestry is prominent and active.  

 
The Canada Warbler nests either on or near the ground.  Preferred forest cover is lowland deciduous  areas 
with dense shrub and understory vegetation (e.g. alder)  to provide cover for their nest sites. Habitat  is also 
described as  immature and older intolerant hardwood and lowland conifer on slopes near water with dense 
understory growth. 
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Threats to Canada Warbler are largely believed to be fragmentation of their summer habitat as well as 
deforestation of their winter habitat in South America.  
 
On the Hearst Forest, the 2014 Breeding Bird SongMeter Survey detected Canada Warbler in 7 of 12 stations. 
MNRF's MSIM plots on the Hearst Forest detected Canada Warbler acoustically. 
 
Risk/ Threat  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
 
The OLCP approach and MNRF's regulatory  approach to maintaining species like songbirds is to maintain 
and regenerate sufficient quantities of the habitat type over time.    These are called 'coarse filter' approaches 
because they are implemented across the forest without having to see an individual bird or nest. 
Lowland sites on the Hearst Forest are harvested in the winter when the frozen ground can support machinery.  
Warblers are not in the Hearst Forest at that time. Semi-lowland sites may included in summer harvesting so 
there could be an impact to warblers. Harvesting tends to stimulate shrub growth and expansion, which 
benefits Canada Warbler.  Recently harvested sites on the Hearst Forest, due to the rich clayey soils, are 
notable for the density of shrub growth after fire and harvesting.  
 
The Forest Management Plan (FMP) prescription for harvest along rivers and lakes is to retain an uncut 
reserve either 15m or 30m wide. The FMP maps portray expected bypass which often exceed the 2ha required 
by most songbirds (Ontario Nature/Bird Studies Canada review 2019).    Also, bypass residual is expected and 
planned for. These forest practices retain habitat features used by flycatchers.  The 2007-13 harvest left 
approximately 34% of the harvest blocks as standing timber in bypass and reserves. 
 
Climate change vulnerability: 
As the climate of the Hearst Forest warms, its suitability for Canada Warbler may become more like that of 
more southerly northeast Ontario.  Climate change projections for the Hearst Forest are inconclusive as to 
rainfall. Canada Warbler  range throughout Ontario, and therefore the Hearst Forest is likely to continue to be 
within their range. 
 
Rusty Blackbird 
 
According to the Ontario Species at Risk website Rusty blackbird | Ontario.ca (accessed 8 March 2021),  the 
rusty blackbird "breeds in every province and territory in Canada, and migrates to most of the central and 
eastern United States for winter. In Ontario, the breeding range is found in the Hudson Bay Lowlands and 
northern Boreal Shield ecozones. Approximately 86 percent of the global population breeds in Canada."  Its 
summer breeding habitat is "coniferous forest near wetlands including bogs, marshes, and beaver ponds." 
 
Rusty blackbird have been seen and photographed on Kendall Creek near Hearst (M. Johnson, pers comm). 
On the Hearst Forest, the 2014 Breeding Bird SongMeter Survey detected 0 Rusty Blackbird in 12 stations. 
MNRF's MSIM plots on the Hearst Forest did not detect Rusty Blackbird acoustically or by camera. 
 
Risk/ Threat  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
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 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/rusty-blackbird
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there is a medium overall risk of nest destruction. According to the Species at Risk website, the risk is not in 
the breeding habitats. "The majority of threats that impact on the Rusty Blackbird are within their stopover 
and wintering habitats. The conversion of wetland forests in its wintering habitat in the United States for 
residential development and agriculture is considered to be one of the most significant threats to the species." 
 
Climate change vulnerability: 
According to the COSSARO Species at Risk Evaluation Report for Rusty Blackbird 2017,  "Climate change is 
a potential threat to the Rusty Blackbird although the impact is unknown based on the threats calculator. The 
boreal wetlands of Canada where it breeds are likely to be affected by climate change . Climate suitability in 
the southern portion of their range is low, and projected to decrease. "  However, the Hearst Forest is far from 
the vulnerable southern portion, and the bird's breeding range is to the north; therefore the bird's breeding 
range is likely to remain within the Hearst Forest.  
 
Evening Grosbeak 
 
The summary from COSSARO report Jan 2018  "Ontario Species at Risk Evaluation Report for Evening 
Grosbeak" states: 

"The Evening Grosbeak  is a colourful yellow and black songbird with a heavy conical bill.... It nests in 
conifer-dominated forests across northern Ontario, as far south as southern Georgian Bay, and is a 
common winter bird at feeders. Its abundance varies substantially in direct response to Spruce Budworm 
cycles. ... It is  distributed right across southern Canada as far east as Newfoundland.  
Potential threats include window strikes, habitat loss from forestry, climate change impacts on habitat, 
road salt, collisions with vehicles, and budworm control measures.  
Breeding Bird Survey data indicate a significant population decrease in Canada of -5.2% a year from 
1970-2012,  representing a 90% population decline over 42 years, and a significant decline of -5% per 
year, or 42% cumulatively, for the 10-year period from 2004-2014. Breeding Bird Atlas, Christmas Bird 
Count and Project Feeder Watch data all support the conclusion that the Ontario population has declined 
significantly in recent decades.  
Based upon indices showing a significant population decline over the past 10 years, the Evening 
Grosbeak meets quantitative criteria for Threatened designation under Criterion A1; however, it is 
classified as Special Concern in Ontario due to potential for rescue and the species’ close relationship 
between population levels and Spruce Budworm cycles which must be taken into account when 
evaluating population trends." 

 
The Ontario Government Species at Risk website Evening grosbeak | Ontario.ca  (accessed 13 Jan 2021) 
describes its breeding season habitat as  

"open, mature mixed-wood forests dominated by fir species, White Spruce and/or Trembling Aspen. Its 
abundance is strongly linked to the cycle of its primary prey, the Spruce Budworm. Outside the breeding 
season, the species depends mostly on seed crops from tree species in the boreal forest such as firs and 
spruces. It is also attracted to ornamental trees that have seeds or fruit, and may visit bird feeders." 

 
On the Hearst Forest, the 2014 Breeding Bird SongMeter Survey detected 0 Evening Grosbeak in 12 stations. 
MNRF's MSIM plots on the Hearst Forest did not detect Evening Grosbeak acoustically or by camera. 
 
Risk/ Threat (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
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. 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/evening-grosbeak
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Climate change vulnerability: 
As the climate of the Hearst Forest warms, its suitability for evening grosbeak may become more like that of 
more southerly northeast Ontario.  Climate change projections for the Hearst Forest are inconclusive as to 
rainfall. Evening grosbeak range throughout Ontario, and therefore the Hearst Forest is likely to continue to be 
within their range. 
 
 
Little Brown Bat (Myotis) and Northern Long-Eared Bat (Myotis) 
 
In 2012, in response to the reports of bats mortality due to WNS, COSEWIC concluded that Little Brown Bat 
and Northern Long-Eared Bat are endangered.  
 
The following is based on the MNRF's Stand and Site Guide Background Information & Rationale 2010, and 
by a report of bat monitoring just south of Timmins, Ontario (Mills et al 2013), as well as the MECP's Ontario 
Government Response Statement 2020. 
 
The monitoring was done because white-nose syndrome (WNS) has decimated bat populations in North 
America, and conservation efforts are hampered by the limited data about  the range extent for bat species in 
Ontario. 
 
Bats, being aerial insectivores, forage in forest openings and open areas such as waterways, beaver ponds, 
grassy areas and recently harvested areas.  Little Brown Bat is one of the most common bats, a habitat 
generalist with an extensive range in Ontario and across Canada (except Nunavut). Northern Long-Eared Bat 
is a highly maneuverable forest specialist which typically forages in dense  habitats (although it prefers edges 
of openings to dense interiors).  It lives in forests as far north as Lake Nipigon and Moosonee. 
 
Both bat species roosts in tree cavities or behind exfoliating bark. The tree and patch retention required of all 
forest harvesting provides cavity nesting opportunities (where the original stand has suitable trees). Bats 
hibernate in caves and mines, sometimes long distances from their summer habitat. The Hearst Forest's flat 
clayey terrain does not feature caves; no hibernacula are known, nor any caves that could potentially be 
hibernacula.  It may be that bats hibernate in more suitable terrain outside the Forest.   
 
Assessment Method :  
This monitoring by Mills et al  found much activity by Little Brown Bats and some activity by Northern 
Long-Eared Bat. The monitored bats used the edges between mature timber and harvested areas more than 
they used the centres of harvested areas (the interior of mature timber was not monitored), which agrees with 
existing knowledge about bats. The study could not confirm the presence of Tricolored bats (the other 
endangered bat species), although this may have been because the study site did not have the open water 
preferred by that species, nor the bat's preferred species of  roosting tree (oak). 

 
Bats of unknown species have been found in cottages around Cochrane and Kapuskasing (A. Genier, MNRF, 
pers. comm. 2014) and Hearst.  In 2014, MNRF District staff conducted a driving survey using the wildlife 
recorder SM Bat 3 on four routes  either 30 km  or 45 km long (Fushimi Rd, Railway Rd, South end of 
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Caithness Rd and Larry’s Rd).  The objective was to identify bat species presence.  Recorded data was 
requested but not received. 
As of February 2021, the MNRF District Biologist was not aware of any new information about bat species on 
or near  the Forest. 
 
Risk/ Threat:  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
 
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. 
Because the terrain does not include caves for hibernacula, because harvesting and road-building avoid the 
rocky terrain where any hibernacula would be, and because harvesting occurs much more in winter than in 
summer, it is unlikely that harvesting and silviculture would impact hibernating bats.  A Summer bat roost in 
the bark of a standing tree would be lost, but there are a multitude of other standing trees left in cutovers .  
 
Climate change vulnerability: 
According to the Government Response Statement, "Potential threats with unknown impacts for all three 
species include climate change and severe weather." 
 
 
Monarch Butterfly 
 
The Monarch Butterfly population is thought to be declining due to logging activities in the Monarch’s over-
wintering grounds in Mexico and the use of herbicide and pesticide in farmland in Southern Ontario. 
 
While range maps show range extending into the Hearst Forest, they have not been seen here except in a rare 
year, and the milkweed with which they are associated is not known to exist here.    
(http://www.hww.ca/en/species/insects/monarch-butterfly.html ) 
 
Assessment Result:  
=> Because there is no evidence of their presence, Monarch Butterfly is not a High Conservation Value. If one 
is sighted, it will be a HCV. 
 
Black Ash 
 
COSSARO assessed Black Ash as endangered in October 2020 based on the predicted future impact of 
Emerald Ash Borer (EAB).  MNRF Forest Health surveys indicate there is no EAB on the Hearst Forest. 
Black Ash is not harvested commercially. As of June 2021, it is not listed on Ontario's Species at Risk website 
and no Government Response Statement exists.  Black Ash on the Forest is healthy and its prevalence 
unchanged.  Black Ash is also in 6.1  HCV 3, Question 8   Naturally Rare
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Wolverine 
 
Assessment Method 
The sources of information examined were MNRF's  Wolverine Recovery Strategy (O.W.R.T. 2013) and 
known sightings. 
 
Wolverine is designated as Threatened provincially and Special Concern nationally.  
The Recovery Strategy for wolverine in Ontario  states "As of June 30, 2013, Wolverine receive general 
habitat protection under the ESA. Ontario’s Wolverine population is considered part of the national Western 
Population, which was assessed by COSEWIC as special concern; as such, designation of Critical Habitat is 
not required under the federal SARA (Statutes of Canada 2003)". 
 
The Recovery Strategy map (below) shows that Wolverine is found in Northwestern Ontario with limited 
observations in the Northeast. There are several  recent sightings in the Hearst Forest: one accidentally trapped 
near the Forest`s northwest corner near Pagwa. Another one was accidentally trapped near Fushimi Road not 
far north of the Forest.  Wolverine tracks have also been recorded by Indigenous trappers in the northern parts 
of the Hearst Forest.  Indigenous knowledge holders have also shared that wolverines have been observed to 
come south every 15-20 years but usually stop at the north parts of the Hearst Forest. 
 
The Recovery Strategy thoroughly details the current knowledge about Wolverine.  Wolverine population 
densities are naturally low relative to other similar-sized carnivores (p10). Their scavenging lifestyle requires 
them to cover home ranges much larger than similar-sized carnivores (p2).  In Ontario they are known to 
occupy both tundra and boreal forest.  
Wolverine depend on snow cover during their spring denning period, with one study finding a need for "one 
metre of snow, either evenly distributed or drifted and present by February and persisting until May" (p 14), 
which is longer than snow persists on the Hearst Forest. With climate change, this requirement is expected to 
become more constraining.  
 
Habitat classification schemes and habitat models do not currently exist for Wolverine. The Forest 
Management Guide for Boreal Landscapes (OMNR 2014) addresses the general habitat requirements for area-
demanding species such as Wolverine by applying a coarse filter in forest management. 
 
Assessment Result 
Because Wolverine  is likely on the Forest, and is a Species at Risk, =>Wolverine is a  High Conservation 
Value.   
 
 
Risk / Threat  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
 
Contributing factors to there being few Wolverines is their low reproductive rate and relatively large home 
range that lead to intrinsically low population densities as well as low population resilience.  Because 
Wolverine can travel great distances and are attracted to bait by virtue of their scavenging habits, they are 
more susceptible to trapping than many other furbearing species (Recovery Strategy p20).  Although it is not 
legal for non-First Nations people to trap Wolverine, they are accidentally caught by trappers focused on other 
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species (as was the case on the Hearst Forest).  This incidental trapping is a threat to the population given the 
species'  inherently low numbers.  Access roads can facilitate trapping. 
 
The Recovery Strategy (p18)  states that "While the exact impacts of forest management on Wolverine are not 
completely understood, evidence suggests that there is a threshold of human access (road density) and habitat 
removal or degradation at which Wolverine will cease to use or occupy an area which overcomes any benefits 
brought about by logging-induced increases in prey levels." 

 
Caption: Wolverine tracks and observations from aerial surveys conducted by Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) Canada 
and OMNR in 2003-4, 2009-11 and 2012 depicting increasing frequency of Wolverine occurrences beyond the 2003-4 core 
and peripheral ranges (modeled from aerial survey occurrence data).  
Sources: Magoun et al. (2007), Ontario Boreal Wolverine Project, WSC Canada, and OMNR. 

 
Climate change vulnerability: 
According to  Ontario's Response Statement Wolverine government response statement | Ontario.ca 

Wolverines rely on large areas of habitat in northern Ontario and as a result, the species is susceptible to 
changes on the landscape resulting from climate change and habitat alteration. The specific effects of 
increased human occurrence and development in these areas, including infrastructure development and 
resource development (e.g., mining, forestry, energy), on Wolverine are not well understood. Additionally, 
given the Wolverine’s use of snow-covered habitat, especially for denning, climate change is expected to 
influence and affect Wolverine distribution and abundance. Knowledge of the specific effects of climate 
change on the species and its habitat, and associated modelling are lacking. 

 
Eastern Cougar 
 
The Eastern Cougar is designated  Endangered  provincially, but not designated nationally, due to lack of data. 
 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/wolverine-government-response-statement


2021  High Conservation Value Report for the Hearst Forest - DRAFT                                                             

29 
 

Eastern Cougar is the name used to describe the cougars inhabiting northeastern North America.  Cougars in 
Northern Ontario are of unknown origin; they may have moved into Northern Ontario from western provinces 
or they may be remnants of the original population, or may be  released pets. 
 
Cougar have very large ranges and are often found in forest settings where there are deer but will also prey on 
a variety of smaller animals and can take down a moose.  They would likely use a wide variety of habitats. 
 
Assessment Method:  (in addition to overall method) 
There have been several  dozen cougar sightings over the years on the Hearst Forest. Sightings that were 
reported to MNRF  were, in the past, recorded by MNRF.  MNRF does not includes sightings without 
physical evidence or photos in its LIO Species Occurrence database. None of the sightings resulted in a 
photograph of this elusive animal. No physical evidence (i.e. scat or hair samples) has been recovered.  MNRF 
does not list cougar  as occurring in the Hearst Forest,.  Due to cougar's unique silhouette,  it is likely that the 
sightings were reliable.  Without  DNA testing, it is unknown whether each sighting was of a released pet or 
Eastern Cougar; however, it cannot be assumed that none are eastern cougar. 
 
 
Risk/ Threat:  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
There is not enough known about the cougar in Northeast Ontario to assess the risks to it 
 
Climate change vulnerability: 
There is not enough known about the cougar in Northeast Ontario to assess its vulnerability to climate change.
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Boreal Caribou 
 
Assessment Method (in addition to general method) 
 
With regards to range,  the MNRF has designated an Area of Application of its Caribou Conservation Plan 
(CCP), shown below hatched.  This was not intended to imply caribou occupancy (Glen Hooper pers comm 
2016); the only caribou on the Hearst Forest are west of Hwy 631, south of Hwy 11, north of Hornepayne, as 
well as some sightings of caribou crossing  the forest's northernmost `Finger` extension.  
 

 
 
In general, Boreal Caribou  live in small groups or singly and move over a large area throughout the year.  
Caribou require two main types of habitat throughout the year.  Winter habitat is generally comprised of 
mature, tight canopy spruce and jack pine with little or no understory and has patches of ground lichen 
(cladina stellaris) and/or arboreal lichen on which the caribou subsist over the winter months.  The other type 
of habitat that caribou rely on is refuge habitat which is generally very poor swamps which other ungulates are 
not likely to use and therefore may be predator free. Recent science indicates that caribou consume ground 
lichen in the summer to a degree that ground lichen may be obligatory.  Given that ground lichen is virtually 
absent from the 3E-1 claybelt ecodistrict, this finding has profound implications. 
 
Boreal Caribou are very sensitive to predation from wolves, bear and other predators and for this reason exist 
in very low densities on the landscape.  Based on published research in Ontario and other jurisdictions  it is 
expected that Boreal Caribou are also sensitive to linear features in the Heart Forest, such as waterways, 
roads, power lines, railroads, and pipelines….” In Ontario, caribou appear to avoid harvested or burned areas 
until the regenerated trees are about 40 years old. The evidence of caribou occupying areas  recently cutover 
or adjacent to human activity  is limited, but revealing.  Caribou collars and sightings on the Hearst and 
Gordon Cosens Forest show caribou  travelling through recent cutover, using residual patches within cutovers, 
and having fidelity to areas adjacent cutovers; also adjacent to a hydro dam and a campground.  A common 
feature of these high fidelity areas is bedrock at or near the surface, or sand, with ground lichen. 
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Because moose and deer occur on the landscape at higher densities, predators such as wolf and black bear can 
be attracted to areas with moose and deer (and beaver) where hunting is likely to be more productive. For this 
reason Boreal Caribou choose to seek out habitat conditions that are not desirable to moose and deer.  Moose 
and deer browse on low woody shrubs and other plants that are associated with either newer disturbances or 
stands that are breaking up and infilling with brush. 
 
Forestry operations, i.e. harvesting, will temporarily make areas unsuitable for caribou habitat for the first 40  
years or so as the regenerating forest is still supporting browse species suitable for moose and deer,  Once the 
new stand has achieved crown closure, it will no longer support high moose (and therefore wolf) populations 
making the area suitable again for caribou.  Spruce lowlands with little hardwood brush may be suitable 
immediately after a harvest that leaves dense residuals that resemble a treed muskeg.   Lowland conifer forests 
and treed muskegs that are undisturbed tend to remain suitable for caribou as sphagnum facilitates continual 
regeneration.  Over-mature upland forests,  if left unharvested and un-regenerated, begin to break up, allowing 
more light to reach the forest floor, resulting in the growth of balsam fir and hardwood browse species.  A 
forest in this stage of its succession will again attract moose and along with them the predator populations that 
caribou are susceptible to. 
 
With ongoing monitoring, more and more is known about the use of the Hearst Forest by Boreal Caribou.  
There had been sightings over the years of caribou  around the Nagagami Lake area north of Hornepayne and 
west of Hwy 631, including Nagagamisis Provincial Park.  
At the outset of planning for the 2007-2017 Forest Management Plan (FMP), the planning teams for the  
Hearst, Nagagami and Big Pic Forests struck an agreement that this area  would be managed to minimize 
negative impacts of harvesting on caribou habitat.   
 
Roger Wesley of CLFN, who reviewed this report, noted:  

"Boreal Caribou conservation is very important to all our communities here in the north, especially 
CLFN.  When this Caribou Conservation Plan (CCP) came into play, I was working with HFMI as a 
Special Projects Forester and my primary role was directly involved in the development of the HFMI 
CCP. I played a liaison role to assist CLFN and their delegates with this development and engagement.  
Through this exercise I was overwhelmed with the knowledge shared by the CLFN Elders and 
knowledge holders as per their knowledge of caribou on the Hearst Forest and north of the Hearst 
Forest.  What they shared with HFMI and the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) 
were as accurate as ever.  
The MNRF collaring program supported all the information CLFN shared as per location and 
migration routes and times caribou were actively living.  As shared from CLFN the caribou did not use 
the Hearst Forest very much aside from the north-south route between the Nagagami and Otasawian 
Rivers and a little bit at the “finger” portion of the Hearst Forest to cross between the Kenogami and 
Kabinakagami Rivers in an west-east fashion.   
Although CLFN objected to the MNRF plans repeatedly their objections were never noted or recorded 
in any of the studies carried out by the MNRF.  Due to this failure on the part of the MNRF I would 
like to take this opportunity to acknowledge the information shared by CLFN in this report to go on 
record that CLFN has objected to the CCP.   
This report should somehow acknowledge this position for the record." 

  
Research was needed to better understand their movements and habitat use by this group of caribou. so the 
Hearst and Wawa district MNRF led, and HFMI supported, collaring and fieldwork which began in 2009. It is 
now known that there is a group 5 to 8 animals, the "Nagagami caribou" , using habitat west of Hwy 631 and 
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south of Hwy 11 and east of Nagagami Lake, especially  between the West Elgie Road and Larry’s Road areas 
(map below).   
 
Two cows were satellite collared in the March 2009 and their tracks were monitored for two years until the 
collar expired. Satellite collaring indicated  where the two cows went to have their calves.   One of the cows 
and her calf  was killed by a predator in the summer of 2009.  The second cow had a calf in 2009 and  
returned to roughly the same location in 2010 to have her calf.  Indications were that she had her calf and 
stayed around the same area.   
 
Collars were installed on 2 caribou again in February 2011.  One collar ceased to transmit GPS signals within 
a year, but the other is still operating; both will automatically drop in February 2014. The caribou are living in 
roughly the same area that the first two were.  In February 2014  the non-transmitting collar was found with 
indication the caribou had died. The collars indicate where they were during calving season; a couple areas 
have been repeatedly occupied, and a new area was used in 2012.  The knowledge gained has been used in 
designing the Dynamic Caribou Habitat Schedule (DCHS, or mosaic) for the 2017 & 2019 FMP.  
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For the 2017-19 Contingency Plan and 2019 FMP, a Caribou Strategy was developed, and an AOC was 
designated for areas classed as 'General Habitat Description 1', i.e. occupied. 
 
Designated Conservation Land #3 and #4 has been set on the area below, roughly following the MNRF 
Species Occurrence data and collar locations (below). DCL #4, a known calving site, on the Mercer 'string 
bog' fen, was designated a DCHS  "X" zone, i.e. permanently deferred from harvest. 
 
MNRF attempted to collar caribou  in northern Ontario in 2010-2012.  None could be found on the Hearst 
Forest except in the Nagagami area; caribou were found, and some collared,  in the James Bay Lowland 
ecozone north of the Hearst Forest.  Two of these collared caribou were recorded as having traveled across the 
'Finger' of the Hearst Forest (see map below). 
 

 
 
Climate Change Vulnerability: 
 
As the climate of the Hearst Forest warms, its suitability for caribou may become more like that of more 
southerly northeast Ontario.  According to the Ontario Species at Risk website  Caribou (Boreal population) | 
Ontario.ca : 

Climate change has the potential to affect the boreal population of caribou in the future by further reducing 
available habitat and influencing food sources. These changes could also create conditions that are more 
suitable for moose and deer and as a result increase the number of predators that these new species would 
attract.

https://www.ontario.ca/page/caribou-boreal-population
https://www.ontario.ca/page/caribou-boreal-population
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Globally and Regionally Rare Species  
 
A source of occurrences of plant species that are rare but not Species at Risk  is Ontario's  Natural Heritage 
Information Centre (NHIC).  
 
It is important to note the search effort behind these occurrences.  The NHIC lists some details.   Some of 
these species were noted by researchers doing exhaustive species ID on plots (i.e. every plant in the plot 
identified). Species that were found along the Missinaibi River, which is known to have a warmer 
microclimate and rarer species,  may indeed be rare. Species found at common site types might be found more 
often, if more surveys were done. 
 
Table 1 NHIC listed rare species occurences - plants 
Common Name Scientific Name S_RANK 
McCalla's Willow Salix maccalliana S3? 
Limestone Oak Fern Gymnocarpium robertianum S2 
Field Sedge Carex conoidea S3 
Rough-fruited Fairybells Prosartes trachycarpa S2 
Rigid Sedge Carex tetanica S3? 
Purplish Copper Lycaena helloides S3 
Short-beaked Screw Moss Aloina brevirostris S3 

 
Other sources of exhaustive species ID on plots is: 
- the 2000 Earth Science survey by North-South Environmental in Nagagamisis Prov Park & EMA. 
- the <date> NEBIE plot south of Kapuskasing, by Wayne Bell, MNRF 
 
Other sources are individual sightings.  For example, MNRF staff found  false ground cherry, likely 
Leucophysalis grandiflora an S3 species, in two different, remote locations.   
 
HFMI will encourage the reporting of rare plants, and of exhaustive species identification,  to NHIC. 
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4.2  HCV 1,  Question 2. Endemic species 
Does the forest contain an endemic species? 
 
Guidance  
- Does the forest contain an endemic species or concentration of endemic species? (DEFINITIVE ) 
 
The extent of the geographic area in which  a species has to be restricted in order to be considered 'endemic' 
for HCV assessments is open to question.  The certified Management Unit may be too small an extent.  A 
more appropriate extent could be the Ecodistrict (e.g. 3E-1, the Claybelt) or the Ecoregion (e.g. 3E, the boreal 
Shield in Northeastern Ontario) .  
  
Assessment Method: 
 
Consider available information: Regional and District MNRF staff, and MNRF's LIO information system.  
These sources indicated that there are no species that are specifically endemic to the Hearst Forest (i.e. exist 
only on the Hearst Forest), nor endemic to the Ecodistrict, nor endemic to the Ecoregion.  Therefore, there is 
no HCV associated with this Question. 
 
 

4.3  HCV 1,  Question 3.  Seasonal concentration of species 
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 or corridors-latitudinal as well as altitudinal)? 
 
Guidance  
- Is there an IBA (Important Bird Area) in the forest? (DEFINITIVE ) 
- Are there landscape features or habitat characteristics that tend to correlate with significant temporal 
concentrations of a species or groups of species (Where species data is limited)? (GUIDANCE) 
 
Assessment Method: 
Sources of information which were used are  
- MNRF's LIO spatial data "Wildlife Activity Area" 
-  Bird Studies Canada's Important Bird Areas (IBAs), 
- The Ontario Landbird Conservation Plan 
- Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 3E, OMNRF  January 2015 
- local knowledge. 
 
The first category in OMNRF's  Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 3E  is Seasonal 
Concentration Areas.  It lists several habitat types with detailed criteria.  
 
The Hearst Forest is within the Ontario portion of Bird Conservation Region 8 (ON-BCR8) which has been 
described as North America’s ‘Bird nursery” due to its role in sustaining North America’s avifauna. Bird 
Studies Canada identifies Important Bird Areas (IBAs), which are sites providing essential habitat for one or 
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more species of breeding or non-breeding birds. The BSC website indicates no IBAs on the Hearst Forest; the 
only  IBAs in Ontario are along the coasts of Hudson Bay, James Bay and the Great Lakes and in Southern 
Ontario. 
 
Great Blue Heron 
 
Great Blue Heron are a migratory bird species that return to the forest in each spring. According to MNRF, 
Herons are not At Risk and not a conservation concern.     The Ontario Landbird Conservation Plan for BCR8 
noted that there appears to have been a  population decline recently, but the MNRF Stand and Site Guide 
Background indicates that the decline is not significant given high overall numbers. 
 
MNRF's LIO spatial data "Wildlife Activity Area" includes  a number of heron rookeries on the Hearst Forest. 
The  Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria 3E  lists  Colonially- Nesting Bird Breeding  Habitat as a potential 
SWH.  Criteria for "Confirmed SWH" includes "Presence of 4 or more active nests of Great Blue Heron" 
which is met by at least one known rookery on the Hearst Forest 
 
Assessment Result:  
=> Because they are not Species at Risk, because their habitat do not meet the Guidance criteria of being 
'critical' or 'regionally important',  Great Blue Heron are not a High Conservation Value. 
 
Risk: 
 
During FMP planning, MNRF and the SFL fly over the proposed 5-year allocations to search for sticknests.  
Whenever forest operations are planned near a rookery, the nests are protected with buffer zones as per the 
approved prescription in the current FMP's table FMP-11. Stand and Site Guide  With regards to vulnerability 
to forest operations, the MNRF Stand and Site Guide says: 

In the most comprehensive study to date, Naylor (2009) studied the effects of forest management 
operations on 150 heronries in central and northeastern Ontario. No significant difference in colony size, 
occupancy, or productivity was found among colonies that had experienced cutting that followed Ontario’s 
guidelines, had been cut in a way that was not consistent with the guidelines, or had not experienced any 
cutting (although colonies cut without the guidelines tended to have a lower rate of occupancy and chick 
production). However, Naylor (2009) did find that colony size, occupancy, and productivity were all 
influenced by the amount of timber harvest within 250 to 500 m of colonies. Overall, cutting appeared to 
have little effect when beyond 100 to 200 m of colonies. 

 
 
Moose early wintering & late wintering  areas  
 
MNRF's LIO spatial data "Wildlife Activity Area" includes Moose early wintering areas and Moose late 
wintering areas for neighboring Forests, but not the Hearst Forest.  The  Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria  
3E lists Moose Late Winter Cover as a potential SWH, adding, "The relative importance of the site to the 
surrounding landscape should be considered." 
  
Assessment Result: 
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Moose are common on the Forest and gather in wintering areas throughout.  However, these do not meet the 
Guidance criteria of being 'critical' or 'regionally important', and MNRF did not see a wintering area that 
warranted inclusion in the LIO data. Therefore, they are not an HCV. 
 
Moose Aquatic Feeding Areas 
 
The  Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria  3E  lists Aquatic Feeding Habitat  as a potential SWH.  
Moose Aquatic Feeding Areas (MAFAs) are fairly common on the Hearst Forest.  They are indicated spatially 
in the LIO "Wildlife Activity Area".  MAFAs no longer have AOC prescriptions in FMP harvest planning, 
though no-harvest reserves of at least 15m are on all watercourses and waterbodies, and they were considered 
in the placement of residual patches and roads. As noted in the current FMP Plan Text Section 4.2.2.2,   
 "Note that separate Moose Aquatic Feeding Area (MAFAs) AOC or CRO are not required, since MAFAs can 
be considered in the planning of residual forest associated with the riparian AOCs. In this FMP, there were no 
instances of this occurring because planned residual forest was abundant." 
 
Assessment Result: 
Because moose aquatic feeding areas do not meet the Guidance criteria of being 'critical' or 'regionally 
important',  they are not an HCV. 
 
Spawning Areas    see 7.5 HCV 4 Question 16  Fisheries Impacts 
 
 

4.4  HCV 1,  Question 4.   Regionally Significant species 
Does the forest contain critical habitat for regionally significant species (e.g., species declining regionally)? 
 
Guidance  
- Is there known critical habitat for  regionally significant species (including aquatic species)? (DEFINITIVE) 
- Is the population of regionally significant species locally at risk i.e. declining? (GUIDANCE) 
- Does the forest contain limiting habitat for regionally significant species?  (GUIDANCE) 
 
Species designated as Species at Risk have already been dealt with in Question 1. 
Boreal Caribou are a High Conservation Value-  see above 
 
Moose 
Moose is a widespread, common species whose importance is not only ecological, but also social. The autumn 
moose hunt is important both as a source of wild meat and as a traditional outdoor social activity.  MNRF 
regulates the number of hunting tags so as to maintain population objectives while maximizing the number of 
tags.  If the population changes (as determined by aerial survey) or the objective changes, the MNRF adjusts 
the number of tags.  MNRF's habitat analysis for the 2019 FMP, in Supp Doc 6.2.d Hearst Forest Moose 
Habitat Evaluation, notes that "the management guidance for moose populations in CEZ A [north of Hwy 11] 
is to maintain a low density population, and for CEZ B [north of Hwy 11] it is to maintain a low to moderate 
density population." The analysis concludes that: 

Moose habitat is not limiting on the Hearst Forest. The analysis of the quantity of habitat indicate that 
moose habitat on the Hearst Forest is generally at or above the SRNV [simulated range of natural variation].  
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The quantity and arrangement information (Figure 2 to 6) show that the Hearst Forest supports the correct 
type, amount and quality of moose habitat to sufficiently maintain moose populations at natural densities. 
Moose are likely limited more by mortality due to health and disease, parasites, predators, motor vehicle 
accidents and moose hunter harvest. 
 

Because habitat is ubiquitous and not limiting, and there is no critical habitat, and because population levels 
are a function of hunting more than of habitat, => moose are not a High Conservation Value 
 
Birds 
 
The main source of data on birds is the Ontario Landbird Conservation Plan 2008, the updated Ontario 
Landbird Conservation Plan 2014 for BCR 8,  the Partner in Flight Landbird Conservation Plan for Canada 
& US  2016, and the Breeding Bird Atlas v2.   
Regarding the Guidance Criteria - "locally at risk i.e. declining",  the best available evaluation of species' 
population health is the OLCP-BCR8  2014 which designates Priority Species. 
 
 
                                   BCR 8 

 
 
The entire BCR8 is 147 million ha; the Ontario portion of BCR 8 is 43 million  ha; the Hearst Forest is 1.3 
million ha. 
 
A total of 229 bird species occur regularly in BCR 8 ON. 2014.  Of these, 71 were assessed as priority species  
The list of priority species also includes species at risk. Species which have been designated At Risk have 
been previously assessed for HCV under HCV 1 Question 1.   
 
A recovery objective was assigned to 15 priority species  that are considered at risk under federal and/or 
provincial legislation though their recovery documents may not yet be finalized. All of the species assessed 
with an objective of recovery are all now Species at Risk in Ontario, and those on the Forest already are 
HCVs. 
 
For priority species that are not at risk, monitoring data suggested declines with sufficient certainty to support 
an objective of increasing population size for only 3 of 71 priority species 
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Species assessed with an objective of increasing population are: 
- American Black Duck 
- Tree Swallow 
- Cliff Swallow 
These are not present on the Hearst Forest 
 
Objectives for most forest priority landbirds coincide with the current forest management requirement  to 
maintain, over time,  a quantity of the various forest types and ages similar to the 'natural' quantity of the 
forest types and ages (as determined by forest modeling).That the Hearst Forest is still over 90% forested is a 
benefit to these birds.  
Another forest management requirement that coincides with many bird species` needs is the requirement  to 
leave residual trees as individual stems, clumps and patches during harvesting. 
These 'coarse filter' across-the-board requirements  are sufficient for most species. For some species, though, 
specific 'fine filter' strategies are required in forest management, such as  species-specific reserve prescriptions 
around the nests of  eagles, ospreys, hawks, and owls. 
 
Assessment Result:  
The bird species that are on the Hearst forest and  that are declining in BCR8, as judged by their Population 
Objective in the OLCP BCR8 being "increase" or "recover", are already assessed as HCV as Species at Risk.   
Therefore, no other species are assessed as HCV under this Criteria.  
 
 

4.5  HCV 1, Question 5.  Species at the Edge of Range  
Does the forest support concentrations of species at the edge of their natural ranges or outlier populations?  
 
Guidance:  
- Are any of the range edge or outlier species a species representative of habitat types naturally occurring in 
the management unit? (DEFINITIVE) 
- Is there any ecological or taxonomic groups of range edge and/or outlier species  that would  together 
constitute a globally, nationally, or regionally significant concentration? (GUIDANCE) 
- Are there naturally occurring outliers of commercial tree species? (DEFINITIVE ) 
 
Assessment Method: 
 
This assessment concerns species which have not already been assessed as Species at Risk.   
 
For tree species which are not Species at Risk, the FRI (Forest Resource Inventory) produced in 2016 for the 
Hearst Forest was queried, for both the species composition and  incidental species.  As well, there are well-
known sites with  rare species which don't appear in the FRI (due to polygon size restrictions).  MNRF 
Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) data was also checked.  Another reference is the Significant 
Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedule for 3E, category "Rare Vegetation Community".   
 This assessment pertains to trees in the Crown forest, not trees planted as ornamentals on private land.   
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There is overlap between this HCV1 Q5 -  Species at the Edge of Range and the HCV3 Q8 Naturally Rare.  
For perspective on the historical range, historical references includes the Province of Ontario Map of 1901 
(which noted tree species) , surveyor notes, and the early 1900's township boundary surveys compiled by 
Pinto et al.  
For animal species which are not species at risk,  the sources of information is are anecdotal observations as 
well as advice of district biologists.  
 
Most species which call the Hearst Forest home have continental-scale ranges, so there aren't many range 
boundaries on the Forest - at least not east-west.  The Forest's northern boundary is roughly where the 
Canadian Shield Ecozone transitions into the James Bay Lowlands Ecozone, which is inhospitable to many 
species (and preferable to some), so there are some species whose range edge  is on the Forest. The  site needs 
of species factored into the judgment as well, i.e. whether the sites the species requires are rare or common. 
 
There are a number of tree species at the northern limit of their range  on the Hearst Forest.  Some of these 
species may been carried north with the large rivers that flow northward through the Forest, while others may 
be retreating due to climate change.  
 
There are birds, deer, and fish species that are moving into the Claybelt from the south , especially with the 
warming climate (e.g. catfish).  A range edge advancing into the Forest does not warrant HCV designation.  
 
 
Red and White Pine 
 

 
 
The Hearst Forest apparently contains the northern edge of the range of red pine.  Although the range is 
shown more northerly on the Canadian Forestry Service website, there is no known Red Pine due north of the 
Hearst Forest, and only  rare outliers within the Forest.  
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The manner and location in which the red and white pine occur on the forest,  historic map descriptions, and 
historic surveyor's notes make it possible  that  these two species historically were more prevalent across the 
Hearst Forest. The range of these tree species has apparently decreased over time to the degree where only 
these small populations continue to exist. The cause for the decreased range is uncertain; red pine and white 
pine may have been harvested historically, but not commercially since the 1970's as the mills do not use them, 
and policy prevents them being licenced for harvest.   
 
Red pine is found in small patches  or individuals on the Hearst Forest in the vicinity of the Hornepayne 
Highway, Highway 631, on the coarse-soiled Arnott Moraine.  Mature red pine is found on the shores of Red 
Pine Lake, Corine Lake, Big Skunk Lake, and Arnott Lake, generally on top of steep south-facing shorelines. 
There are also some along an esker lake  along  Rogers Road.  In cutovers near mature individuals, scattered 
individual red pine also seeded  into some planted areas and are now about 20 years old.  
 
There are red pine - white pine plantations on the Forest near Calstock, with young naturally seeded offspring. 
 
An objective for red & white pine in the 2019 FMP sets a target of  the planting of 10 ha of red or white pine 
over the 10-year FMP, due to indications that these species were more prevalent 100 years ago.  There  is a 
low level of natural seeding of red pine under the current overstorey (see Management & Monitoring report). 
 
In the Arnott Moraine area, The Earth and Life Science Report for the Nagagamisis Signature Site (2000) 
considered the mature red pine to be of special significance, and recommended that the riparian reserves 
which house the mature red pine be maintained, and extended to capture young naturally seeded red pine in 
the adjacent areas.  These areas do not need to be delineated as Designated Conservation Reserves as they are 
already protected in no-harvest riparian reserves. 
 
There are only 7 mature natural-origin white pine super-canopy trees  (The Seven Sisters) on the Hearst 
Forest.  They are near the junction of the Calstock Bypass and Rogers Roads.   The white pine has been 
successful at seeding in underneath the canopy and there is currently regenerating white pine in the area.   
 
As noted by the reviewer Roger Wesley, "These 7-9 Eastern White Pine are naturally regenerating at this site 
which is something I believe needs further assessment.  Assessing why and how they came to grow in this site 
so far north from their range is something I would consider a HCV that needs more detailed assessment thus 
the fine filter approach suggestion.  ....   The 7-9 Eastern White Pine at this site are much older than the 
mentioned tree planted pine found elsewhere on the forest, so assessing their origin is something of 
importance.  This site and species may want to be considered as a Biodiversity Reserve."  
 



2021  High Conservation Value Report for the Hearst Forest - DRAFT                                                             

42 
 

 
 
There were white pine at the south end of the Forest on the Boomerang Loop, Marjorie Twp. There is no 
known natural regeneration of white pine there, although a thousand white pine seedlings were planted (along 
with other species) where the pine had been.  This population is more in the vicinity of the continuous white 
pine population in the Champlain Township area of the Gordon Cosens Forest.   
 
 
Assessment Result: Because they are naturally occurring outliers are at the edge of their range, because they 
are on rare ecosites, and because MNRF has designated them as high priority, and because they are significant  
to First Nations,  => Red and White Pine are a High Conservation Value. 
Due to their status as the most northerly natural mature white pine, the stand is a Designated Conservation 
Land (see Conservation Area Network report).  
 
Risk/ Threat:  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
Both Red Pine and White Pine only seed and regenerate underneath themselves where mineral soil is exposed. 
Red pine and white pine cannot be licensed for harvest, and there is little risk of non-legal logging. However, 
the natural mature tries have a finite lifespan. As mature natural trees die, there is a significant risk of their 
being no replacements. 
 
Climate change vulnerability: 
As the climate of the Hearst Forest warms, its suitability for red and white pine may become more like that of 
more southerly northeast Ontario.  The soil  and terrain conditions that are limiting will not change.  Red pine 
and white pine range throughout central Ontario, and therefore the Hearst Forest is likely to become more 
within their range. 
 
Elm 
 
There are two known occurrences of White Elm on the Hearst Forest.  These are associated with the large 
rivers that flow north from the height of land, and the Mattawishkwia River.  It is likely that this is the result 
of the transportation of the seed northward on the river, possibly during high water events that saw seed being 
deposited.  Growth of these southern species may have been facilitated by the climate moderating effects of 
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the big rivers. Elm can exist beyond the rivers, though; white elm were planted in Kapuskasing around the 
time the town was established, and are now mature trees.   

 
 
MNRF Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) data indicates that the Goldwin Township Islands on the 
Missinaibi River supports an Ash/Elm community in conjunction with other species that are considered to be 
rare on the Claybelt including wild ginger, red baneberry, and hairy Solomon’s seal.  (Similarly, poison ivy 
was reported along the Missinaibi River near Thunderhouse Falls.)  These species can exist on these islands 
because of warmer than normal eco-climates due to good air drainage along the river.  The islands are 
protected as part of Missinaibi Provincial Park.  
There is elm in the Mattawishkwia Lakes area, both observed recently (D. Goodfellow pers comm) and in 
NHIC;  surveyors in 1901 also recorded it there. See a full description in  HCV 3 Question 8. 
In the rest of its range, Elm in concentrations is susceptible to Dutch Elm Disease.  This may make healthy 
outliers of special conservation importance. 
 
Assessment: 
Because it is naturally on the Forest but rare, elm is a High Conservation Value.  There is only one occurrence 
on the Forest other than in a Park, in a naturally rare ecosystem type with rare vegetation, so that site,  
=>  the Mattawishkwia Lakes Black Ash - Elm -Wild Rice Community,  is a High Conservation Value; see  
6.1 HCV 3 Question 8. 
 
Black Ash occurs uncommonly along shallow shorelines along waterways on the Hearst Forest.  The FRI 
shows Black Ash at least 10% of the species composition in 7,379 ha (all ownerships).   
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 4.6  HCV 1,  Question 6.  Legally Designated Parks & Conservation Reserves 
 
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? 
 
Guidance  
- Are the values for which the conservation area has been identified, consistent with the assessment of HCVs 
in the framework? (DEFINITIVE ) 
- Are there forest areas important to connect conservation areas in order to maintain the values for which the 
conservation areas were identified? (GUIDANCE) 
- Are there forest areas important to safeguard conservation areas to maintain the values for which the 
conservation areas were identified?  (GUIDANCE) 
 
 
Assessment Method 
 
The definitive spatial data for official Provincial Parks, Conservation Reserves,  Natural Heritage Areas, and 
Wilderness Areas is the MNRF LIO spatial data, which was examined.  The LIO land ownership data was 
examined for Federal land; there are no federal Parks or reserves.  Ontario's Crown Land Use Atlas was also 
examined. The Canadian Protected and Conserved Area Database  Canadian Protected and Conserved Areas 
Database - Canada.ca. was checked, and  as well the UNESCO database. 
 
In 2000, MNRF designated new Parks and Conservation Reserves through its Ontario LandsForLife/ Living 
Legacy (OLL) exercise.  
To determine whether there were any areas of the Hearst Forest that had previously been identified as 
potential protected or conservation areas, but not adopted during OLL , the 1983 Hearst District Land Use 
Guidelines (DLUG) and Ontario's Living Legacy (OLL) were consulted.  No areas of  potential protection 
were identified.   An ANSI (Area of Natural & Scientific Interest) was designated in the 1980's  abutting 
Fushimi Prov Park on the east, but  MNRF chose not to include it in the  parks and conservation reserves 
designated through OLL.  
 
Ontario Parks and Conservation Reserves  
 
There are 4 Provincial Parks and two Conservation Reserves on the Hearst Forest (see map below).   
- To the west is Nagagamisis Provincial Park, which is partly zoned for  Recreation (with a campground) and 
partly as Nature Reserve, and includes the Nagagami River Waterway park running north.  
- Fushimi Provincial Park,  a Recreation park (with a campground), is 25 km northwest of Hearst 
- Missinaibi Provincial Park, a Waterway park, is on the east side of the forest.  It includes the large Coal 
River Node added during OLL/Lands for Life, listed as Unregulated.   
- Pichogen River Mixed Forest Provincial Park,  a  Nature Reserve, abuts the Hearst Forest boundary in the 
south end of the Forest.  
 

https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/national-wildlife-areas/protected-conserved-areas-database.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/national-wildlife-areas/protected-conserved-areas-database.html
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- The Dubé Creek Iceberg Keel Marks Conservation Reserve is 25 km southwest of Hearst 
- the small Ste Therese Ground Moraine Conservation Reserve just north of Hearst along the Chain of Lakes.   
 
There is one 32 ha area whose status is unusual, the Sankey Twp Nature Reserve Wilderness Area 2km west 
of Skunk Island in Missinaibi River Park. It is shown in the in the Crown Land Use Atlas as a Forest Reserve 
P1544- W1009  (P1544 being Missinaibi Provincial Park). In MNRF's LIO database, it is not in the Parks or 
Conservation Reserves layers, but rather in the Natural Heritage Area and Wilderness Area layers.  It is only 
32 ha and designated when the surrounding area was harvested in the  ~1970's (part of it was harvested too).  
It is near the maintained access road to the Missinaibi.  No significant or unusual value is apparent. During the 
FMP planning, attempts were made to ascertain its purpose, to no avail. 
 
FSC direction is that parks and conservation reserves which are effective for biodiversity protection (as these 
are) need not be automatically designated HCV areas.  The area in them is to be evaluated for HCV just as 
non-park area is.  The evaluation for Species at Risk earlier in this document included Nagagamisis Provincial 
Park as important area for the Nagagami group of Boreal Caribou. The evaluation for large landscape forests 
includes the Missinaibi Park's Coal River Node and Nagagamisis Park as being large unroaded areas. 
 
The Values for which the Conservation Areas were Identified 
 
The values for which Nagagamisis, Missinaibi and Fushimi Parks were identified was both recreation and 
nature protection.  The question of what the Park value is, and what external buffer or prescription is required 
to protect it,  has been a topic of debate during FMP preparation. It has been concluded, with the Park 
manager, the boundaries were designed to enclose all the value being protected, and  that the issue is access 
roads that enable unauthorized access.  Therefore, FMPs have  a AOC of 200m and prescribed  distance 
requirements for logging roads from park boundaries, but harvest can go right up to the boundary. Since the 
boundaries were designed to enclose all the value being protected,  no external buffer or connector was 
required in FMPs. For this reason, and since the parks/CRs are surrounded by forested land (as opposed to 
permanently cleared land) , no external buffer or connector in order to maintain the values. 
 
The values for which Pichogen and Lac Ste Therese were identified during Lands for Life/OLL was their 
Landform-Vegetation types as per a gap analysis.  Dubé Creek was delineated to capture Iceberg Keel Marks, 
a landform feature.  This is a good example of iceberg keel marks, which exist elsewhere on the Forest.  An 
even better example has been captured in   Designated Conservation Land #12. The boundaries were designed 
to enclose all the value being protected, and no external buffer or connector have been required in FMPs. For 
this reason, and since the parks/CRs are surrounded by forested land (as opposed to permanently cleared 
land), no external buffer or connector in order to maintain the values. 
 
Assessment Results: 
 
Because they are officially designated protected areas, and provide conservation value,  
=> these Provincial Parks and Conservation Areas are High Conservation Values.  
 
Because The Sankey Twp Nature Reserve Wilderness Area contains no particular conservation value, and is 
not a regulated provincial park or conservation reserve, it is not a High Conservation Value. 
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Enhanced Management Area 
 
Through the Lands for Life/ Living Legacy exercise which established new protected areas throughout the 
province in 1999, an Enhanced Management Area (EMA) was designated on the Hearst Forest straddling 
Highway 631 for the purposes of maintaining recreational activities along with timber management.  The 
EMA, together with Nagagamisis Provincial Park,  was designated a Signature Site, with the intention of 
heightened profile and special management.  The soil and terrain of the EMA is well-drained loam which 
supports fast timber growth.  The lakes are locally famous marl (turquoise) coldwater kettle lakes which are 
stocked with trout to support recreational fishing. The area was historically very important to Indigenous 
peoples and, along with Nagagamisis Park, has likely the highest concentration of archaeological artifacts on 
the Forest. All of the area, except for the wide riparian reserves, was harvested from 1976 - 1998.  
 
Assessment Result: 
Because this area was designated for recreational use and timber production rather than conservation, the 
EMA does not meet the criteria for a High Conservation Value. 
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5.0  HCV 2 - Landscape-level ecosystems and mosaics 
Intact Forest Landscapes and large landscape-level ecosystems and ecosystem mosaics that are significant at 
global, regional or national levels, and that contain viable populations of the great majority of the naturally 
occurring species in natural patterns of distribution and abundance. 
 

5.1  HCV 2 Question 7   Intact Forest Landscapes 
Does the forest constitute or form part of a globally, nationally or regionally significant forest landscape that 
includes populations of most native species?  (Note: The entire Hearst Forest, except for 2% in permanent 
roads, agriculture or infrastructure, is "Yes" for this question.  Area that do not meet the '50,000 ha free of 
permanent infrastructure' criteria below, but are > 5,000 ha free of infrastructure, are in HCV 3 Question10 
Landscape Level Forest. 
 
Guidance:  
- Are there contiguous forest landscapes that have the following characteristics?  (DEFINITIVE) 

• at least 50,000 ha in size; 
• minimal width of 10 km; 
• free of permanent infrastructure and less than 5% non-permanent anthropogenic disturbance; 
• free of large-scale industrial resource extraction activities; 
• dominated by forest, but inclusion of other ecosystems to a reasonable extent is permissible; 
• dominated by native plants and communities; 
• not necessarily dominated by old forest communities 
 

- FSC Advice Note 20-007-018  V1-0 
- FSC Document, May 2017,  re Q's & A's re Motion 65 Advice Note 
- FSC Canada Interim Guidance for the Delineation of Intact Forest Landscapes (IFL) May 25 2017 
  
Assessment Method:   
 
Examine Global Forest Watch  IFL GIS data. 
Assess the condition of the Hearst Forest as of 2017 versus the criteria in the Interim Guidance for the 
Delineation of Intact Forest Landscapes (IFL) May 25 2017. as per Best Available Information: the current 
FRI and current roads GIS file, and local knowledge.  Then, re-assess any subsequent disturbance and current 
2021 condition of the same IFL.  
 
Criteria:  Does the forest constitute or form part of a globally, nationally or regionally significant forest 
landscape that includes populations of most native species?   
 
Yes, The Hearst Forest is part of the boreal forest that spans Canada, a forest that the Government of Canada 
considers to be important to both Canada and the world  (Boreal forest (nrcan.gc.ca) ), a forest that includes 
populations of most native species.   
 
 

https://www.nrcan.gc.ca/our-natural-resources/forests-forestry/sustainable-forest-management/boreal-forest/13071
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Global Forest Watch data 
 
The most recent version of Global Forest Watch spatial data for Intact Forest Landscape, the 2016 version,  
was downloaded from the GFW website in  February 2021.  It is shown below. 
 

 
 
Notably, the GFW 2016 analysis used the Hearst Forest roads shapefile, which included  lines in Missinaibi 
Prov Park  that are not roads not trails by any definition (since deleted).  These were winter trails from the 
1970's.  The shapefile also includes a line east of the Park which is impassable except by snowmobile.  FSC 
criteria deem that canoe routes render an area as not intact, but the canoeists on the Missinaibi River do not in 
any way impact its intact nature.  Therefore, the Park and the forest due south of it are actually intact. 
 
During 2016-17, the road corridor for Thunder Road was completed westward to the Pivabiska River.  As 
shown in the map below,  the vast undisturbed  #5 Designated Cons Land  no longer met the IFL criteria.  
 
Very large forest fires in 1901 & 1904  raged over 60 km east-west (beyond the eastern Forest boundary) and 
was reported by an eyewitness for over 150km along the Missinaibi/Moose River. Due to the forest age, it has 
been too young to harvest and therefore  inaccessible, except by river and snowmobile, until the construction 
of the Thunder Road starting in 2010 and the Waxatike Road in 1997.   
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FSC criteria for IFL are to be assessed as of 1 January 2017 versus the criteria in Interim Guidance for the 
Delineation of Intact Forest Landscapes.  Because forest management activities in Ontario are reported by 
fiscal year April 1 - March 31, the FSC IFL criteria here are assessed as of 31 March 2017 for the 'baseline'. 
 
- The area below abuts Ontario's Far North, which would qualify as an immense IFL 
- It is more than the minimum 10km across.  
- It is free of permanent infrastructure (aside from trapper cabins) 
- Large-scale industrial resource extraction activities have never occurred 
- It is entirely forest which is over 100 years old, except a small area 70 yrs old. 
- The part of this IFL in 31 March 2017 on the Hearst Forest  exceeds the 50,000 ha minimum at 75,027  ha. 
 
This assessment finds that the area meeting the IFL criteria as of 31 March 2017  included, as mapped below, 
the area in labelled "A" (green hatch), "B" (yellow), and  "P" (pink - Park) , a total of 75,027 ha.  This abuts 
the intact forest of  the Far North of hundreds of thousands of hectares,  and thus contributes to a Regionally 
Significant Intact Forest.  

 
 
The DCHS "A" and "B" refers to the Dynamic Caribou Habitat Schedule which is a integral part of MNRF's 
Caribou Conservation Policy.  The DCHS divides the forest into blocks, each of which may only be harvested 
in a 20-year window.  With the Caribou DCHS done for forest management planning for the 2017-19 and 
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2019 FMP,   'A' blocks may be harvested from 2007-2029, 'B' blocks 2029-2049, and so on, with a 120-year 
rotation.  With each new FMP,  subject to changes in MNRF policy and new FRI, all strategies such as the 
DCHS are re-determined. 
 
An example of DCHS change is the corridor cut west from Friday Creek Road for a road planned in the 2012 
FMP, when it was an "A". The road was cancelled when the area was designated "B" in the 2017 FMP DCHS. 
 
Harvest in the IFL 2017  to present 
Between 2017 and 2021, the "A" block was partly roaded and harvested.  The remaining area meeting the IFL 
criteria as of 31 March 2021  includes, as mapped below, the area in labelled "A" (green hatch), "B" (yellow), 
and  "P" (pink), a total of 70,942 ha. 

 
 
Assessment Results:   
This area currently qualifies as an IFL, and given its proximity to extensive intact forest to the north, it 
therefore is a High Conservation Value. 
 
The area of 2017 IFL rendered currently not intact by subsequent harvesting & roads is 75,027 ha -70,942 ha, 
or 4,085 ha, or 5% of the 2017 IFL.  This is an acceptable level of harvest in an IFL.  
 



2021  High Conservation Value Report for the Hearst Forest - DRAFT                                                             

53 
 

Risk/ Threat:  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
 
The management of this High Conservation Value is complicated by the fact that the qualities of  "late seral 
stage" and "structural complexity with deadfalls" and "climax species" - referred to as qualities of an intact 
forest - are qualities that are increasing and gradually rendering this landscape less desirable as habitat for the 
one animal which is used to promote  requirements for  intactness in the first place - the caribou. 
 
Curiously, this vast intact area is not and has apparently not been used by caribou - according to the local First 
Nations trapper who has travelled the Missinaibi River frequently for 70 years, other trappers, caribou surveys 
by air, collar data, and absent any other sightings. This non-use by caribou is important to the understanding 
of what caribou need, and to the management of this HCV. The entire Waxatike area east of the Missinaibi, 
before harvesting, was 80,000 intact ha (aside from a remote lodge), with rocky outcrops and muskegs, but a 
significant deciduous component, with no sightings or evidence of caribou. There are lowland spruce and 
muskeg stands, and west of the proposed road is a massive muskeg that is an FSC Gap Analysis candidate 
site.  The Park area is home to a rich soils and a moderate proportion of deciduous trees, which are thought to 
not be good for caribou (being good for moose).  MNRF's caribou biologists do not have any other reason 
why caribou have not used it in its intact condition.   
 
This matters because caribou are, as far as we know, the only species who is endangered and significantly 
affected  by roads and harvesting followed by regeneration.  The MNRF caribou strategy requires a mosaic 
approach which means that much of this area will be deferred from harvested for 20, 40, or 60 years (at which 
time there may not be enough timber on the uplands to be worth harvesting.)  MNRF does support 'letting 
fires burn'  in principle where the SFL is agreeable, but has yet to allow it in practice on this Forest. This 
means that the pristine, fire-origin quality of this area is not likely to persist much longer on the uplands. (The 
lowlands do not change as much). 
 
The question then is, what is the value of this High Conservation Value.  Although FSC classifies the value as 
'Intact Forest', its ìntactness per se may be  irrelevant to the ecology and its value to wildlife, i.e., a landscape 
with the exact same forest stands in it, yet a single road running through it, would be the same (except for any 
human or animal use of that road).   The qualities of the forest stands and the natural processes at play are 
indeed relevant to the ecology and use by wildlife, so that is what will be discussed, managed and monitored.
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6.0  HCV 3 - Ecosystems and habitats 
Rare, threatened, or endangered ecosystem, habitats or refugia 
 

6.1  HCV 3, Question 8   Naturally Rare 
Does the forest contain naturally rare ecosystem types? 
 
Guidance   
- Are there ecosystems that have been officially classified as rare, threatened or endangered by a relevant 
national or international organization? (DEFINITIVE)  
- Is a significant amount of the global extent of these ecosystems present in the country and/or ecoregion? 
(GUIDANCE) 
 
One ecosystem that is rare, in only two locations on the Hearst Forest, is the black ash/ white elm forest 
ecosystems. The ecological site, alluvial flats along a large river, is uncommon but not particularly rare, and 
black ash occurs throughout the Forest on such riparian sites,  but the white elm , as previously noted in HCV 
1, is very rare, a range outlier, and an HCV.  These areas are along the large rivers and are subject to periodic 
flooding during spring high water season; the rivers are free-flowing, not dammed.  While the eFRI indicates 
that black ash is persisting, (7379 ha have >10% Black Ash),  the 2 sites with elm do not  appear to be 
regenerating under the existing canopy (B Ekstrom pers. obs. 2007) and the trees in the overstorey are 
succumbing to the effects of old age and weather.  It is uncertain how well these two black ash-elm 
communities will persist without an effort to regenerate them to the existing species.   
 
Given the island/riparian location of these areas, it is not likely that they will be sustained  through any kind of 
human caused activity or assistance. In the rest of its range, Elm in concentrations is susceptible to Dutch Elm 
Disease.  This may make healthy outliers of special conservation importance. 
 
Wild rice, according to MNRF LIO spatial data "Wild_Rice_Stand", occurs rarely on the Hearst Forest, and 
Mattawishkwia Lake is the largest occurrence.  
 
One of the two  black ash- elm communities is on an island in the Missinaibi River (a park) .  
The other is an especially large community of wild rice and black ash, with an elm tree, in the linked 
Mattawishkwia Lake,  East Mattawishkwia Lake and Mattawishkwia River.  These lakes are remarkably 
shallow - about 2m in places in the middle, likely the shallowest large lakes in the Hearst Forest. Surveyors in 
1901 observed elm in the Mattawishkwia Lakes in 1901. The MNRF biologist remarked that the place seemed 
like somewhere far from the Hearst Forest. 
 
This area is teeming with waterfowl in season, and is one of two Ducks Unlimited project areas on the Hearst 
Forest.  These 2 lakes are 2 of the 3 lakes which have been evaluated in MNRF's LIO spatial data layer 
Wetland_Significance_Evaluated .  (The other is  Lac Ste Therese, whose shoreline is almost entirely cottage 
lots with road access.)  They are not Provincially Significant Wetlands, though, and there are no PSWs on the 
Hearst Forest. 
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These have been used historically, as the Mattawishkwia River forms a once-valuable waterway link between 
the Kabinakagami River (Albany River system) and the Missinaibi River (Moose River system).  
The forest on the north side of the Hearst River  has been harvested historically, as evidenced by trails. 
 

 
 
The Mattawishkwia Lakes  Black Ash- Wild Rice Community is a Designated Conservation Land #16.  
 
Assessment Result:  
Because it contains 3 uncommon or rare species, and is likely the shallowest large lakes in the Forest, and is 
recognized by Ducks Unlimited for its wildfowl value, 
=> The Mattawishkwia Lakes Black Ash -Wild Rice community is a High Conservation Value.   
 
Risk/ Threat:  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
There is no immediate threat to the ecological community, as no land use or damming is proposed, and the 
past harvest was set back from shorelines. 
 
Climate change vulnerability: 
As the climate of the Hearst Forest warms, its suitability for these species may become more like that of more 
southerly northeast Ontario.  Climate change is not expected to significantly decrease or increase water flows 
(models are inconclusive). The soil  and terrain conditions that are limiting will not change.  Elm, ash, and 
wild rice range throughout central Ontario, and therefore the Hearst Forest is likely to become more within 
their range. 
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6.1  HCV 3, Question 9   Significantly declined 
Are there ecosystem types within the forest or ecoregion that have significantly declined or under sufficient 
present and/or future development pressures that they will likely become rare in the future (e.g., old seral 
stages)? 
 
Guidance  
- Does the forest consist of mature and/or old forest stands, where the amount of old forest remaining in that 
ecosystem type has been reduced to < 50% of estimated natural occurrence of old forest? (DEFINITIVE) 
- Is the forest within an ecoregion with little remaining original forest type? (GUIDANCE) 
- Have these ecosystems significantly declined (e.g. < 50% loss)? (GUIDANCE) 
 
- Is there a significant proportion of the declining ecosystem  type within the Management Unit in comparison 
to the broader ecoregion? (GUIDANCE) 
- Does potential vegetation mapping identify areas within the Management Unit that can support the declining 
ecosystem type (i.e., regeneration potential)? (GUIDANCE) 
- How well is each ecosystem effectively secured by the protected area network and the national/regional 
legislation? (GUIDANCE) 
 
Assessment Method:  
Examine the Hearst Forest FMP and past FMPs, particularly their forest estate modelling, and the current  
amounts of old forest, forest types (species/site groupings).   
 
The estimated natural occurrence of old forest (both age structure and species composition) on the Hearst 
Forest has been compiled in the  PIC Report for past Hearst Forest FMPs  (which incorporated fire histories 
and back-dating of old FRIs), and through the Pre-settlement Forest Composition of the Hearst Forest, MNRF 
Pinto undated, compiled from township boundaries surveys . 
For the 2017 & 2019 FMP, MNRF estimated the Simulated Range of Natural Variation (SRNV) of the Hearst 
Forest through the use of the BFoLDS model, based on the 2012 FRI which was based on 1986 imagery.  
 
The current Hearst Forest FMP, as with all past FMPs, has a objective to maintain a natural range of old forest 
condition, and a natural range of forest types (i.e. species/site groupings).  In FMP planning, the Hearst Forest  
FRI, classed by Forest Unit and Ageclass, is projected over time for 150 years. Using the BFoLDs SRNV as a 
guide,  MNRF specifies general Milestones in the Landscape Guide for each Forest.  MNRF specifies for each 
FMP the minimum amounts of old forest and  forest 'landscape types' which are acceptable over time.  
Approval of the FMP includes approval of the forest estate modelling which projects old forest and forest 
types over time.  
 
The Caribou DCHS schedule of deferrals, and  Parks,  contributes to achievement of requirements to maintain 
old forest.  Being long-term DCHS deferrals, The HCV Large Landscape Forests, X tracts,  and Missinaibi 
Intact Forest all contribute to maintenance of required levels of old growth and various forest types.  
 
The FMP also has an objective to maintain forest which is thought to have significantly declined from 
historical abundance.  Red Pine and White Pine has an objective for this reason, and the objective is to 
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increase its presence on the forest by planting it and not harvesting it.  The number of mature natural-origin 
Red and white pine appears to have been stable for the past few decades, but pine have finite life spans.  See 
HCV 1 Question 5. 
 
An ecological condition which is estimated to be in decline is the burned condition, due to the poorly drained 
clay soils, moist climate, and modern fire-fighting capabilities.  Undisturbed examples, i.e. ones not salvaged 
or roaded, are particularly valuable.  Two DCLs are designated under Indicator 5.6  to capture undisturbed 
recent fires.  There are old fire areas, but when the trees have fallen down, ecologically, more recent burns are 
needed for the maintenance of diversity.  See HCV 3 Question 10  
 
Assessment Result: 
The important maintenance of old forest and various forest types is maintained through the FMP, via long-
term deferrals, X -tracts and Parks which are captured in other HCVs.  The likely declined red and white pine 
are captured in another HCV.  The undisturbed burned ecological condition is capture by two DCLs.  
Therefore, no additional HCV is needed to capture this condition.  
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6.2  HCV 3, Question 10  Large Landscape Level Forests 
Are large landscape level forests  (i.e. large unfragmented forests) rare or absent in the forest or ecoregion? 
 
Guidance : 
- Are moderate to large remnant patches (thousands of hectares) the best examples of intact forest for their 
community and landform types? (GUIDANCE)  
- Does the Management Unit contain intact or undeveloped watersheds over 5,000 ha in size? (GUIDANCE) 
- Do the largest remnant forest patches include a significant proportion of climax species ( i.e. not dominated 
by pioneer species)? (GUIDANCE) 
 
Assessment Method:  
- Examine the Question and the Guidance criteria compared to the best available information, which is the 
most recent FRI and the Hearst Forest roads shapefile.   
- Consider the contribution of  candidate Designated Conservation Lands from Indicator 6.5 
 
Q. Are large landscape level forests  (i.e. large unfragmented forests) rare or absent in the forest or ecoregion? 
A:  On the Hearst Forest, according to the latest FMP's table FMP-1, only 1.4% of the 1,188,000 ha of Crown 
land and 10% of the 276,00 ha of private & federal land  is permanent cleared for roads, agriculture, 
infrastructure, and communities, clustered along Hwy 11. The remaining 98.6% is forest (including muskeg) 
in a vast landscape level forest which, despite bush roads, is the domain of wildlife and natural processes 
(except fire).  Large landscape level forests with no permanent roads exist in several places. They are not rare 
or absent.  This low level of development limited to clusters along the highway and surrounded by vast 
expanses of forest is fairly typical across the region, especially from Cochrane to Nipigon.  The answer to this 
Question is "No". 
 
Q. Does the Management Unit contain intact or undeveloped watersheds over 5,000 ha in size? (GUIDANCE) 
 
The largest landscape level forest area without permanent roads or infrastructure is the HCV Intact Forest 
Landscape centered on the Missinaibi Provincial Park - Thunder House/Coal River Node (labelled 1901 in the 
map below). 
 
There are also areas of significant size that have not had access created in them and have never undergone 
harvesting operations. They exist within a matrix of continuous forest, so they are not at all  'remnant'.  
 
The areas of never-harvested forest that remain on the Hearst Forest today  mostly arose following wildfires 
that occurred in the early 20th century, specifically the fires of 1901, 1910 and 1923 (see map below). The 
resulting forests were not of merchantable age to harvest until recently. 
 
 The Guidance criteria above is "intact or undeveloped watersheds over 5,000 ha in size".  Watersheds may be 
distinct entities on mountainous terrain, but not on this forests' terrain.  This analysis considers land area 
instead. Area figures include all forest;  buffers were not applied to roads. 
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1910 - Nagagamisis - Cross - Kohler -McCoig  LLF  
 
On the above map, The westernmost  intact forest area labelled  '1910'  regenerated from a wildfire that 
burned in 1910, and contiguous Park south of it.  This forest, now 104 years old, has been split by Highway 
11 and Larry’s Road into three areas of 29749, 20240, and 46384 hectares in size, extending up to the Rail 
Road.  These areas do not meet the 50,000 ha - 10km width criteria as regionally significant areas of intact 
forest. However,  it is home to the Nagagami Caribou, who are an HCV. It contains FSC DCL Candidate areas 
#3 and #4, both lowland-muskegs and also the Eureka Lake 1972 Fire site, DCL #10 which was a reburn of 
the 1910 fire. 
Because it meets all the criteria and has great conservation value for caribou, The entire area is designated  as 
a HCV - Large Landscape Forest . 
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.................................. 
Twp 236 LLF 
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There is an area of much older forest northwards along the Hearst Forest boundary with the Far North, in Twp 
236, that has been deferred from harvest for the past two planning terms to meet targets for large old forest 
areas.  It is a DCHS "C" deferred until 2049.  There is a potential mine for Zenyatta Ventures in the northeast 
corner. This area is 10,800 ha and does not qualify as an IFL, but does qualify as a Large Landscape Level 
Forest. It is a FSC DCL #9.  Because it meets all the criteria, it is a  HCV - Large Landscape Forest. 

 
.................................................... 
1923 - Pichogen 
The area marked '1923' on the above map in the south end of Hearst Forest near Oba is the tail end of the 1923 
fire that extended northwards from White River District. Part of this fire-origin area is in the Pichogan 
Mixedwood Provincial Park.    This area (see map below) is 5944 ha and does not qualify as a regionally 
significant intact forest, and barely qualify as a Large Landscape Level Forest.   The part outside the Park  is 
allocated for harvest. On the adjacent Nagagami Forest, part was harvested historically, and some of is 
scheduled for harvest in the next 10 years.  
=> Because it is barely large enough as is, it is not a High Conservation Value.   
Proposed DCL #17 captures a separate part of this 1923 burn. 
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........................... 
Ecological context 
Large landscape level forests exist within a matrix of continuous forest, so they are not at all  'remnant'. 
 
The age class and species structure of the Hearst Forest is a mix of the legacy of the pattern of wildfires that 
burned freely before the advent of effective forest fire protection, and the forest harvesting patterns.  It is this 
pattern that is sustaining the native wildlife species on the forest that have adapted to these conditions.   
 
In the Caribou Conservation Policy zone, MNRF requires the maintenance of old coniferous forest in large 
"DCHS" blocks over time. As calculated in the latest Forest Management Plan, there is well more than 30% 
late seral stage forest now, and will be into the future.  
 
The various native species require different types of forest over the course of their life cycles.  This means that 
not only does the forest need to contain large and small areas of old forest of all types, but also areas of mid 
age and young forest of all types to grow into old forest.  The management of the mix of forest types and ages 
is governed by forest management planning. 
 
Beyond the cleared areas and communities and cottaging clustered along Hwy 11, there is little evidence of 
humans in the forest, although indigenous peoples have lived and travelled throughout the land for millennia.  
MNRF has permitted only trapper cabins and the occasional small recreational cabins, and a small number of 
outfitter cabins. In some places there are bush roads, more often,  roads that are now only trails.  This is a 
landscape that maintains viable populations of the native species. 
 
With respect to ecological function: all the natural forces of growth, death, decay, and disturbance are 
functioning naturally in the forest - except one.  Since 1910, humans have influenced part of the land by 
accessing, harvesting and regenerating it; they have influenced all of it, including the large parks, by 
successfully excluding fire from it over the past several decades.  Since about 1950, there's been very little fire 
in the Hearst Forest,  other than prescribed burning in cutovers until 1995 (and in 2012),.  Fire exclusion in a 
boreal ecosystem affects not just age but also vegetation species.  Regarding the GUIDANCE question about 
climax vs pioneer species,  a boreal forest that never burns and gradually has more balsam fir, cedar, etc is not 
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necessarily more healthy than a forest that has a more natural fire cycle.  Certain plant species  employ buried-
seed strategies and may not persist well in the prolonged absence of fire.  The new eFRI forest inventory 
shows that the forest has increased in proportion of climax species.  There is an abundance of structure and 
deadfalls especially in upland forests. 
 
The entire Hearst Forest therefore has high conservation value.  All of it is valuable. It is managed with care 
and closely scrutinized by both auditors and public. However, the whole Forest will not be listed as an HCV, 
whose purpose is more to focus on specific areas and values for particular care. 
.................................. 
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Candidate Designated Conservation Lands 
 
Many of the  Designated Conservation Lands  of Indicator 6.5 meet the GUIDANCE criteria for  High 
Conservation Value 3 - Large Landscape Forests, which are:  
- Are moderate to large remnant patches  the best examples of intact forest for their community and landform 
types?  
- Does the Management Unit contain intact or undeveloped watersheds over 5,000 ha in size?  
 
As acknowledged by the National Standard, there can be considerable overlap between Indicator 6.5 and 9.4.   
The  DCLs which meet the GUIDANCE criteria are also considered HCVs.  They are: 
 
DCL #ha land  Value HCV? HCV Assessment 
#1     3,283 X tract for caribou No too small, though abuts Far North 

#2   1,300 Iceberg Keel Marks Yes a very good, undisturbed example of a surficial 
geology feature 

#3 10,553 High use undisturbed caribou 
habitat, long-term deferred 

Yes Is part of Large Landscape Forest HCV 3 .  Caribou 
use (collar data). Undisturbed 

#4 1,229 X tract for caribou - calving, 
rare string bog (fen) 

Yes Is part of Large Landscape Forest HCV 3 - 10.  
Permanently deferred from harvest. Rare string bog 
formation. Caribou calving. 

#5 11,348  X tract for caribou Yes Size is  >5,000 ha, undisturbed; muskeg;  is 
permanently deferred from harvest. 

#6  1,082 Recreational trails Yes An LUP held by a club; heavy recreational use 
#7  6,517 X tract for caribou Yes Size  >5,000 ha, undisturbed; muskeg - rock terrain 

of value to caribou;  permanently deferred from 
harvest; adjoins Desig. Remote Tourism Lake; 
adjoins DCL & HCV on  Gordon Cosens Forest 

#8 12,150 Large mature conifer forest Uncert
ain 

Large Mature forest; was historically disturbed so 
doesn't qualify as HCV Large Landscape Forest 

#9  3,505 Large Deferred undisturbed 
forest 

Yes Part of Large Landscape Forest HCV 3. 
Undisturbed. 

#10  2,107 1974 burn, undisturbed Yes Part of Large Landscape Forest HCV 3; rare 
ecological condition ( recent burn undisturbed) 

#11 1,275 rock - jack pine  Uncert
ain 

too small; could be an HCV for undisturbed  
uncommon ecosite  

#12 1,718 1995 burn No undisturbed uncommon ecosite (recent burn) but 
too small 

#13    282 Recreational Trail Yes public use; undisturbed  
#14 in 

progress 
Cedar concentrations Yes HCV 5 - Indigenous important use 

#15       5 White Pine  Yes HCV 1 - Edge of Range 
#16 4,802 Black Ash - Elm -Wild Rice Yes HCV 3 - Naturally Rare 
#17    654 1923 fire-origin  Birch Uncert

ain 
small but undisturbed uncommon ecological 
condition 
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6.3  HCV 3, Question 11  Significantly diverse/ unique 
Are there nationally /regionally significant diverse or unique forest ecosystems,  or forests associated with 
unique aquatic ecosystems? 
 
Guidance:   
- Are there important and/or unique geological areas that strongly influence vegetation cover or wildlife 
features, such as serpentine soils, marble outcrops, karst hot springs for bat hibernacula? (GUIDANCE) 
- Are there important and/or unique microclimatic conditions that strongly influence vegetation cover, such 
as high rainfall, protected valleys? (GUIDANCE) 
- Do these ecosystems possess any exceptional characteristics, including exceptional species richness, 
critical species, etc.? (GUIDANCE) 
 
Sources of information: 
- eFRI 
- MNRF LIO spatial data: "Significant Ecological Area" layer 
- MNRF Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC)  
- Sightings 
- Historical fire records 
- Historical maps and inventories 
  
The boreal forest does not tend to house rare or 'special' ecosystems.  Sites which we might think of as special 
are, looking over the whole Forest and the region, not really rare.  The rare species previously noted are linked 
to uncommon site types. The HCV red pine / white pine are rare ( and captured in DCL # 15) but the sandy 
uplands are an uncommon rather than 'rare' ecosystem. Black ash stands, which occur along creeks and rivers,  
are uncommon but not really rare. There is a large classic 'string bog' (fen) in Mercer Twp which is the 
furthest south we know of for such a well-formed string bog (and is used by caribou); it is proposed as a DCL 
#4 and is a DCHS "X" zone, but fens are not necessarily a 'special' ecosystem. Rock ecosites are rare and may 
be considered important as per their historical use by caribou; one undisturbed site is captured in DCL #13. 
MNRF's LIO spatial data "Significant Ecological Area" has 1 area on the Hearst Forest: a ridge of red pine on 
private land. 
 
A site condition, not really an ecosystem, that is in decline is the fire origin condition.  
It is well established that a recently post-fire site is different in soil and vegetation from a site longer since 
fire, and especially different from a site whose trees originated from later succession.  As a former MNRF 
Area biologist declared, the rarest site type on the Hearst Forest is the recently burned type.  Indeed on the 3E-
1 ecodistrict on the Hearst Forest, only 28,300 ha has burned in large (>200ha) wildfires since 1920.  Of this, 
all has been altered by humans (salvage cut, roaded, planted, or farmed) or is private land - - except the 1974 
Eureka Lake burn and the 1945 Sweet Twp burn (contiguous with the 1901 burn mentioned previously). The 
Sweet burn area includes 4700 ha on the Hearst Forest (the rest on the Gordon Cosens) and much of that is 
muskeg. Thus the 1974 Eureka burn - which is actually a partial re-burn of the larger McCoig 1910 fire - is 
the best  of only 2 sites with this condition on 3E-1 on the Forest.  Therefore the 1974 Eureka Lake burn is 
proposed as a DCL #10.  It is not, though, being declared an HCV as it doesn't meet the criteria of being an 
'ecosystem'. 
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7.0  HCV 4 Critical ecosystem services 
Basic ecosystem services in critical situations, including protection of water catchments and control of erosion 
of vulnerable soils and slopes 
 

7.1  HCV 4,  Question 12 Sources of Drinking Water 
Does the forest provide a significant source of drinking water? 
 
Guidance  
- Is the watershed or recharge area critical to maintaining the quality, quantity and seasonal flows of the 
primary drinking water source for a community or group of individuals? (DEFINITIVE) 
- Is the watershed or recharge area critical to maintaining the quality, quantity and seasonal flows of 
agricultural irrigation water sources, or water for other significant economic activities? (GUIDANCE) 
 
By definition, any watershed that provides water to a community is critical to maintaining that water. (Any 
watershed, if stripped of vegetation, would not maintain the quality and quantity of water). Thus, strictly 
speaking, every watershed that provides water to a community would automatically be an HCV.  
 
Assessment Method: 
 
Examine the water sources used by communities (from municipal information) 
Examine the degree to which the water sources are vulnerable to forest operations,  considering the proportion 
of forest operated as reported in Annual Reports;  and mitigation measures in Forest Management Plans.  
 
The communities on the Hearst Forest that obtain their drinking water from municipal water supplies are 
Hearst, Mattice, and Constance Lake.    
 
Residents of other villages on the forest  (Val Cote, Hallebourg,  Jogues,  and Lac Ste Therese),  as well as the 
rural residents living outside of these communities, obtain their drinking water from wells.  At this time there 
has been nothing identified that would impact these wells.  
 
The climate of the Hearst Forest is characterized by sufficient precipitation (768mm/yr average for Hearst, as 
per Ontario Flow Assessment Tool) that drought is uncommon and brief. There have been, though,  years in 
which low water levels in rivers and the ground-water table have led to water shortages in towns and for 
people on less productive wells. To combat this, the town of Hearst installed two weirs in the Mattawishkwia 
River to ensure the town and the Columbia Forest Products mill do not run out of water.  
 
Constance Lake First Nation has the third largest population  with an on-Reserve population of 820 (CLFN 
website). Due to the small size of the watershed (26 km2) and past problems with using lake water for 
drinking water, Constance Lake was a High Conservation Value in the original 2011 HCV Report. In 2011-
2012 the community's water system was upgraded and now draws from a groundwater well, rather than the 
Lake. (CLFN website).  With the upgraded water system not drawing from the lake (or surface water), 
Constance Lake is no longer considered a High Conservation Value. 
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The town of Hearst is the most populous town on the Hearst Forest with a population of 5,070 (2016 Census).  
The town of Hearst draws its water from the Mattawishkwia River which flows through the town.  The 
Mattawishkwia River watershed upstream of Hearst is 1,171 km2 in size and is half  Crown and half private 
land (see below, as calculated by the Ontario Flow Analysis Tool, OFAT, and the current FRI).  Though 
harvested for timber from time to time, only about 11% is currently forest <20years old.  On Crown land, 
harvest leaves no-harvest buffers of at least 15m on waterbodies and waterways.   
 
Assessment Result (Hearst):  
Other than agricultural land (3%) and permanently cleared infrastructure land (1%), the watershed that 
supplies Hearst's water remain 94% forested, half private and half Crown. Because its watershed remains 
forested, the water supply of Hearst is not affected by forestry operations on Crown land.  The watershed of 
the Mattawishkwia River is not an HCV. 
 

Mattawiskwia River watershed 
upstream of Hearst

Crown 
Managed

Crown 
Park Private Total

km2

Forest, > 20 yr old 447          4               471          921          79%
Forest,  <20 yr old 81            -           46            127          11%
UCL - cleared, infrastructure 1               -           14            16            1%
Agricultural incl abandoned 9               -           28            37            3%
Wetland - muskeg 27            -           18            45            4%
Water 12            -           14            25            2%

Total 576          4               591          1,171       100%  
 
Mattice-Val Cote is the next largest community on the Hearst Forest with a joint population of 648 (2016 
Census).  Mattice draws its water from the Missinaibi River and treats it in a community water system.  The 
Missinaibi River watershed upstream of Mattice is 8,940 km2.  Upstream from Mattice, the Missinaibi covers 
over 100 km of straight line distance from its headwaters in Missinaibi Lake,  in a provincial park the entire 
distance, with no dams. The western watershed north of the CN railway is almost all on the Hearst Forest.  
There is a 200m no-harvest zone on the Missinaibi itself from shoreline, as well as no-harvest buffers on 
tributaries.  
  
Assessment Result (Mattice):   
Because of the vast watershed, no-harvest buffers on tributaries and especially on the Missinaibi itself, and 
that less than half of the watershed is on the Hearst Forest, the water source for Mattice is likely to be 
unaffected by forestry operations on Crown land on the Hearst Forest.  It is not an HCV. 
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7.2  HCV 4, Question 13  Flood Control And Drought Alleviation 
Are there forests that provide a significant ecological service in mediating flooding and/or drought, 
controlling stream flow regulation, and water quality? 
 
Guidance  
- Are there high risk areas for flooding and drought? (DEFINITIVE)  
- Are there particular forest areas that affect a significant or major portion of the water flow? (GUIDANCE) 
- Does the forest occur within a sub-watershed that is critically important to the overall catchment basin? 
(GUIDANCE) 
- Are there particular forest areas that are critical sub-watersheds that potentially affect water supplies for 
other services, such as reservoirs, irrigation, river recharge or hydroelectric schemes? (GUIDANCE) 
 
There are no high risk areas for flooding.  The Hearst Forest is largely a contiguous natural forest; as per FMP 
table FMP-1,  1.4 % of the land  is  developed settlement, road, railway or agricultural land, and 98.6% is 
forested (forest, muskeg, etc).  This forested land provides the ecological services of moderating water flows. 
The vegetation on the land regulates the speed at which the water flows from the land following rain events. 
The extensive wetlands and muskegs (48,000 ha of TMS and OMS on Crown Land, as per table FMP-1) 
buffer the fluctuation in runoff and water levels.  The flatness of the land results in slower water flows than in 
mountainous terrain.  All these factors explain why communities on the Forest do not get flooded. 
 
There are no Provincially Significant Wetlands on the Hearst Forest. 
 
There are no areas at high risk of  drought.  The climate of the Hearst Forest is characterized by  sufficient 
precipitation to forestall drought  (768mm/yr average for Hearst, as per Ontario Flow Assessment Tool), as 
evidenced by the rarity of fire and the prevalence of muskegs. There have been, though,  years in which low 
water levels in rivers and the ground-water table have led to water shortages in towns and for people on less 
productive wells. To combat this, the town of Hearst installed two weirs in the Mattawishkwia River to ensure 
the town and the Columbia Forest Products mill do not run out of water.  
 
Forest harvesting occurs on less than 1% of the landbase per year  (as per FMP-1, 16.6% was cutover < 20 yrs 
old) and blocks in any given FMP are allocated in various parts of the Forest, i.e. in various watersheds.  Data 
from a sample 10-year period is shown below.   
 
Watersheds 
The following data on the proportion of the Hearst Forest part of the various watersheds which were harvested 
for the10-year plan period of 1997-2007 is given for context.   The trend for any 10-year FMP period would 
be similar. 
 
The Hearst Forest has a number of large rivers running through it, and is part of two second-order watersheds, 
divided up the middle of the Forest.  The Kenogami watershed is on the west  and the Missinaibi-Mattagami 
watershed is on the east. 
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The west part of the Forest drains into the Pagwachuan (Pagwa), Nagagami, and Kabinakagami (Kabi) Rivers, 
which are large rivers - 100 m wide at points.  The Pagwa joins the Kenogami which then joins the others at 
historic Mammamattawa at the northern boundary of the forest, thence to the Albany River and James Bay. 
 
The east of the Forest is drained by a number of smaller rivers that ultimately drain into the Missinaibi River 
and thence to James Bay.  One of these smaller rivers is the Pivabiska River.  The Pivabiska River starts at the 
a series of 5 lakes, the Chain of Lakes, that are large for this part of the province.  These lakes serve as a fairly 
large reservoir that can absorb a large amount of water  after rain events, which moderates water level 
fluctuation. 

 
 
 #ha on  Hearst 

Forest (A) 
% of (A) harvested 
1997 - 2007 

Comment 

4J The Kenogami  2nd - order watershed   
4JA Upper Kabinakagami  3rd-order    
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 4JA-01 135,246  5%  
 4JA-02   16,698  0%  
4JB Lower Kabinakagami 3rd-order    
 4JB-01   48,330  6%  
 4JB-03    38,717 15%  
4JC  Nagagami 3rd-order     
 4JC-01   94,484  4%  
 4JC-02   87,771 10%  
 4JC-03   56,609 5%  
 4JC-04   41,199   6%  
 4JC-05   15,48 12%  
 4JC-06   70,069 3%  
 4JC-07   15,477 0%  
 4JC-12   48,291 12%  
 4JC-13     1,385   4%  
4JD Upper Kenogami 3rd-order    
 4JD-06   31,701 42%  
     
4L The Missinaibi-Mattagami  2nd-order watershed   
4LH  Upper Missinaibi    
 4LH-06   19,650 0%  
4LJ  Central Missinaibi- Mattawitchewan    
 4LJ-01   33,121 0%  
 4LJ-03   26,912 0%  
 4LJ-04 168,706 1%  
 4 LJ-05   22,084 0%  
4LK  Central Missinaibi- Mattawishkwia    
 4LK-01   58,569 1%  
 4LK-06 102,872 4%  
 4LK-07   34,704 0%  
 4LK-08 194,524 2%  
4LL  Opasatika    
 4LL-01  12,289 25%  
 4LL-03          43 0  %  
 4LL-04 14,813 16%  
 4LL-05 42,101 14%  
 4LL-06 32,272 15%  
 
Harvesting blocks are selected with many criteria, especially age.  Natural fire patterns and the interest of 
efficient harvest of oldest timber first leads to large blocks.  To allocate the entire AHA, small blocks of 
timber cannot be overlooked.  The NDPE Guide under which the 1997-2007 harvest was planned encouraged 
both large and smaller widely separated blocks.  Reflecting this, most watersheds had a low% harvested, while 
one was 25% and one was 42%.  Because of the factors mentioned above (high retention in muskegs and 
relatively flat topography),  no impact on the land is expected, nor has been observed.  
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Assessment Result:   
Together with the factors of flat topography, extensive wetlands, high forested landbase, and harvest retention 
practices,  there is no issue with forest management and water levels. 
There is no HCV associated with this Question. 
 

7.3  HCV 4, Question 14   Erosion Control 
Are there forests critical to erosion control? 
 
Guidance:  
Are there forest areas where the degree of slope carries high risk of erosion, landslides and avalanches that 
affect human infrastructure? (DEFINITIVE) 
Are there soil and geology site types that are particularly prone to erosion and terrain instability? 
(GUIDANCE) 
Is the spatial extent of erosion-prone or unstable terrain such that the forest is at high risk of impact and of 
cumulative impacts? (GUIDANCE) 
 
The relatively flat terrain of the Hearst Forest makes the land less prone to erosion than in mountainous 
regions.  
 
On the clay soils of the claybelt though, on this flat terrain, rivers alternately erode and deposit on their banks, 
and over the millenia , have formed banks that in some places are higher than the surrounding terrain.  There 
have been cases on the large rivers, i.e. Nagagami and Kabinakagami, where the high river banks slumped 
into the river temporarily blocking the water flow.  This is a natural phenomenon that occurs a number of 
times over the lifespan of the river as the river meanders and attempts to find the most direct route to James 
Bay.  However these impacts are natural and cannot be mitigated through forest management activities. 
 
Where harvesting operations are carried out in adjacent to these large rivers, buffer zones of an appropriate 
width will be left to ensure adequate shoreline vegetation is retained to bind soils together with the root mat of 
the vegetation and maintain stable shorelines. Buffer zones adjacent to waterways are of varying widths 
depending on the slope of the ground i.e. greater slopes receive wider buffer zones. 
 
One activity where the potential for erosion occurs is at the installation of water crossings, both at the 
installation phase and then ongoing as long as the water crossing remains in place. Best management practices 
for the installation and monitoring and maintenance of water crossings has been developed with the industry 
operators  to eliminate or mitigate the effects of erosion on water bodies that are crossed. 
 
Hearst Forest Management Inc,  in partnership with the forest industry, has developed a manual describing 
different methods of minimizing site damage while carrying out forest operations (A Guide for Minimizing 
Site Damage and Site Disturbance on the Hearst Forest, undated).  This manual has been distributed to the 
harvesting operators and supervisors who work on the Forest.  By following the practices described in the 
manual, site damage and subsequent erosion is minimized or mitigated.  
 
Assessment:   
Because there are no forests critical to erosion control, no HCV is associated with this Question. 
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7.4  HCV 4, Question 15  Fire Barrier 
Are there forest that provide a critical barrier to destructive fire (in areas where fire is not a common natural 
agent of disturbance)? 
 
Guidance:  
- Are there forest areas where there is a high risk of uncontrolled, destructive fire and in which forest areas or 
forest types can act as a barrier to the spread of fires? 
- Do these forest areas contain or are they adjacent to human settlements or communities that would be at risk 
from uncontrolled, destructive forest fire? 
 
The boreal forest does not exclude fire; it actually requires periodic fire to maintain its health.  Periodic 
destructive fire serves not only to renew the forest but also to occasionally remove the build-up of the seed 
bank of tree and shrub species that impede regeneration of the forest.  While there are areas where fire is less 
likely to occur, i.e. very wet spruce and cedar lowlands, it has been seen that occasionally even these areas get 
dry enough that they will burn. 
 
There are no areas of extreme topography where fire would not be expected to travel on the Hearst Forest. 
There is no HCV associated with this Question. 
 
Active fire suppression,  especially since the 1980's, has helped to keep fire off the landscape of the Hearst 
Forest by suppressing small fires before they have a chance to become larger landscape-changing fires.  The 
effect of this active fire suppression has resulted in an age class structure and species composition that may 
not be a reflection of the natural forest.  For example, by eliminating fire from the Hearst Forest, some tree 
species that are very susceptible to fire, i.e. balsam fir and cedar, now persist on the forest in increasingly 
larger numbers than on the natural forest. 
 

7.5  HCV 4, Question 16  Agriculture And Fisheries Impacts 
Are there forest landscapes (or regional landscapes) that have a critical impact on agriculture or fisheries? 
 
Guidance: 
Are there agricultural or fisheries production areas in the forest that are potentially severely negatively 
affected by changes in wind and microclimate and microhabitat, such as woody debris from riparian 
vegetation? (GUIDANCE) 
 
Assessment Method: 
Examine what critical impacts on agriculture or fisheries would be possible 
 
In the current FMP, no-harvest reserves of at least 15m are prescribed by on all rivers, creeks, and waterbodies 
(except pools and intermittent flows).  Riparian forest reserves provide bank stability, sediment control, 
moderation of nutrient inputs, and shade which  moderates  temperature fluctuations. 
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MNRF LIO  spatial data "Fish_Activity_Area"  shows known areas of significant fisheries habitat i.e. nursery 
and spawning beds.  Where these values are known, restrictions on water crossing types and locations are put 
into place so as to not negatively impact fisheries values.  
 
Large scale agricultural activity in and around the Hearst Forest is limited to livestock and haying to provide 
winter forage.  Forest operations on the Hearst Forest do not affect these activities. 
 
Assessment Result:   
Because there are no forest landscapes that have a critical impact on agriculture or fisheries, there is no HCV 
associated with this Question. 
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8.0  HCV 5 -  Community Needs 
Sites and resources fundamental for satisfying the basic necessities of local communities or Indigenous 
Peoples  identified through engagement with these communities or Indigenous Peoples. 
 

8.1  HCV 5,  Question 17 - Meeting Basic Needs Of Local Communities 
Are there local communities? (includes people living inside the forest area and those living adjacent to it)  
 
Guidance: 
Is this the sole source of the value(s) for the local communities? (GUIDANCE) 
Is there a significant impact to the local communities because of a reduced supply of these values? 
(GUIDANCE) 
 
The local communities on and surrounding the Hearst Forest rely on the Forest for many aspects of daily life. 
With the forest industry the economic base of the town, the town could be considered 100% dependent on the 
Hearst Forest.  If the mills and people lost access to the forest, there would be a significant impact to the 
community. 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. As mentioned before, the entire Hearst Forest is both needed and highly valued by the 
community, although it is not appropriate to call a whole forest an HCV. 
 
The communities' relationship with the Forest is underscored by the communities' and SFL holder's efforts to 
increase local influence over MNRF policy, forest management, and wood flows.  There was a Stakeholder's 
Committee in Hearst before LCCs appeared in the FMP Manual.  The Board of the SFL holder HFMI added 
representatives of Constance Lake First Nation, Hearst and Mattice-Val Cote as ex-officio members. The SFL 
makes efforts to expose the public to the forest, forest management and forest operations (such as field trips, 
presentations, and participation in public sessions) to get more public input. 
 
First Nations 
Although  only one First Nations community is located on the Hearst Forest - Constance Lake First Nation -, 
there are a number of other First Nations that use areas of the Hearst Forest as part of their traditional territory.  
The Hornepayne First Nation and Moose Cree First Nation  have members who have registered traplines on 
the Forest, as well as use the forest for other traditional activities such as hunting, berry picking, and 
harvesting of medicinal plants. 
 
HFMI wishes to engage in 2021 with the members of Constance Lake First Nation (and other First Nations 
who use the Hearst Forest), regarding what measures might be needed  to mitigate the effect of road 
construction, harvest, and regeneration activities on their use of the land.  This engagement was limited, by the 
forest management planning process and then by Covid19 restrictions, to seeking a review by Roger Wesley 
of Constance Lake First Nation, former Chief , Councilor, and Manager of Amik Forestry Services.  
A passage  by Roger Wesley speaks directly to HCV5:  

"In my review I noticed a lack of acknowledgement of Indigenous elements of conservation.  I did not 
see any species or sites being identified that support Indigenous needs and health.  For example I did 
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not see any HCV’s for the Indigenous dietary species such as rabbits, grouse, geese, ducks, beavers, 
pin tails, moose, and fish which are still of high importance to the indigenous population across the 
Hearst Forest.  On this line of thought there was no identification of fur bearing animals that support 
many indigenous trappers as their sole source of income.  Animals such as marten, mink, fisher, 
beaver, otter, muskrats, fox, lynx, weasels, squirrels, wolves and coyotes are not even mentioned.  
Conserving a way of life and traditional industry should be part of identifying HCV’s. 

 
Although these species are not recognized to be endangered or species of concern, the way of life is 
and should be considered for conservation, especially as it pertains to Indigenous peoples and their 
Canadian Constitutional rights that should be protected.  Inclusion of these species and this way of life 
must be considered a high conservation value for the record.  Conserving a three century old industry 
would also fall into this line of thought.  There may not be any identified course of action on how this 
gets accomplished but should be an item for consideration and developing a possible strategy for the 
record." 

 
For every FMP, each First Nations Community that may have members who could be possibly affected by 
forestry operations are contacted to determine whether or how they want to be involved in the preparation of 
the FMP.  The communities have the option of being involved in the general process of public consultation, or 
have a public consultation process that deals exclusively with the First Nations community.  This option has 
been available for the past 2 FMPs and the communities of Constance Lake FN and Hornepayne First Nation 
have chosen to have a process that worked separately with the First Nation.  Constance Lake FN has also had 
members of the community sitting on the planning team for the past two plans in an effort to more completely 
consult over forest management planning issues.  
 
As part of the effort to locate Indigenous values prior to planning and beginning operations, the Aboriginal 
Background Information Report was completed for Constance Lake in preparation of the 1997 FMP and 
Hornepayne First Nation for the 2002 FMP.  These reports, while not complete, are a good start on getting a 
product that can be beneficial to First Nations values protection in the forest management planning process. 
 
The winter of 1997, members of Constance Lake First Nation blockaded the mill entrance to Lecours Lumber 
Co Ltd as a result of the frustration the community felt regarding not having equal opportunities to earn a 
livelihood from the forest and the forest industry.  The event was actually the culmination of a series of events 
where forest companies were conducting harvesting operations on First Nations traplines with no prior 
consultation with the trapper working in the area. 
 
The outcome from this event was the development of the Co-existence Agreement through a committee 
composed of local forest industry, First Nations members, the Province of Ontario represented by staff of the 
then-Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR), and the Government of Canada represented by staff of  Indian 
and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC).  The agreement outlined the manner of how and when First Nations 
trappers would be advised and consulted prior to harvesting operations taking place on their traplines.  The 
agreement also made arrangements for the existing forest companies to encourage and support the 
development of a First Nations logging company.  The agreement also addressed topics such as community 
compensation for logging operations through the delivery of firewood to the community, and the development 
of a scholarship fund for First Nations members interested in pursuing education in natural resources 
management.  While this agreement has never been signed, it has been lived up to by all of the parties. 
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Community Trapline 
 
Many years ago, MNRF gave responsibility to Constance Lake First Nation for management of the 
'Community Traplines' around Constance Lake and around Pagwa.  The community traplines provide band 
members the opportunity to carry out the cultural activity of trapping with relatively less difficulty in access.  
The community trapline is are subdivided and assigned to individuals.  This provides trappers with their own 
trapline of a more manageable size, without onerous needs to maintain access.  CLFN is responsible to 
manage harvest levels.   
 
Assessment Result:  
The community responsibility for trapping on this land, and this land's  importance to the community,  
warrants its designation as a High Conservation Value.  

 
 
Accessible Mature Cedar Stands 
 
The west side of the Hearst Forest encompasses in some of the greatest concentrations of cedar in Ontario.  
Cedar is not a marketable species (aside from small uses) so is rarely harvested, and it seeds well  into 
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cutovers, both uplands and lowlands. Thus, cedar is not rare; however,  large mature trees tend to occur in 
relatively small pockets along waterways, and in lowlands which are not easily accessed, and as individuals in 
cutovers. 
 
Cedar is of great cultural  significance to First Nations, for ceremonial, medicinal, and practical uses. A 
nationally significant find of culturally modified cedar trees is in Nagagamisis Lake Provincial Park. 
 
As described by Roger Wesley, 

 "The Hearst Forest is known to be in an area of high concentration of Ma-sa-kee-sic-mee-stik (Tree of 
Many Uses - Cedar).  This is also one of the Indigenous people’s primary gifts from the Creator.  It is 
also considered one of the four sacred medicines utilized in ceremony for Indigenous spiritual 
practitioners.  Such a value on the Hearst Forest should have some acknowledgement put towards it.  
Identifying the large high concentration areas of cedar as areas of special concern would be a step in the 
right direction as per respecting indigenous culture and customs which need to be conserved at all 
times.  It would also support indirectly a form of reconciliation towards indigenous peoples and their 
ways of life." 

 
The large concentration of cedar is desired to be accessible for use.   This objective may be met through no-
harvest prescriptions, or through prescriptions for harvesting in and around cedar concentrations, such as  
through a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP).  The  cedar concentration area just north of CLFN (below) is 
a placeholder pending engagement with the community. 
 
Assessment Result: 
Because it is of such high value, Accessible Concentrations of Mature Cedar Trees  is a High Conservation 
Value. 
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Recreation 
 
The Hearst Forest is extremely important to the people of the Hearst area and surrounding communities as 
well as people of Ontario for the many recreational activities that can be enjoyed in the forest. 
 
Residents and non residents regularly use the area of the Hearst Forest for camping, cottaging, hunting, and 
fishing as well as activities involving photographing and watching birds and other wild life.  Residents often 
camp (with 21-day free Crown camping) and lake access points.  These valued access points are known from 
MNRF's LIO spatial data "Fisheries_Access_Point".  The access points could be considered High 
Conservation Value, but are small, well known, and  unforested, so do not really meet the criteria for HCV.   
 
Many residents of both Hearst and Constance Lake pursue trapping activities in the fall and winter.  While 
much of Northern Ontario was opened up through trapping and the fur trade, trapping at times is less of a 
economic benefit to the trappers themselves. With reports of yields for the furs not amounting to enough to 
cover the cost of gas,  many of these individuals choose to continue trapping as a seasonal way of life for 
traditional and spiritual reasons. 
 
The large rivers in the area are enjoyed by both residents and non-residents for recreation and as travel 
corridors while pursuing other activities such as hunting and fishing.  Some of these rivers have been declared 
waterway parks and are enjoyed by canoeists from all over the world.   
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HFMI  considers requests from land users to mitigate the impact of harvesting and access on their use of the 
land.  Some land users, especially indigenous users,  do not wish their values recorded or mapped.  HFMI 
records user-declared values which are not already in MNRF's LIO system in an Unofficial Values database 
for reference during planning and operations.  
 
Hearst Ski & Snowshoe Recreational Trails  
 
This is the area of the Hearst Cross Country Ski and Snowshoe Club trails, held under an LUP from the 
MNRF.  Club members oppose harvesting around the  ski and snowshoe trails, and therefore permanent 
protection is proposed. These trails are also used by the public in summer. 
It is a Designated Conservation Land #6  
Because  they are heavily used and valued by local residents, and are held by a club under an LUP, the club 
LUP area is a HCV.  
 
Renesig Creek Area of Interest 
 
This area of interest has been identified due a 10km winter route, and a 13 km summer route along Renesig 
Creek that partly follows the traditional trapline trail used by the Neegans, a First Nations family who trapped 
the area for generations.   
 
In 2017, the forest along the newly built Thunder Road was planned for harvest and harvesting had been 
ongoing. Members of the public requested to the MNRF to defer the proposed harvesting along the route.  
This value received the greatest ever number of written submissions to a Hearst Forest FMP.  The 2019 FMP, 
Supp Doc 6.1.i,  notes letters from the Mayor of Hearst and Mattice-Val Coté requesting the route be 
recognized as a trail with a 200m no-harvest buffer. It also notes  "approximately 25 Individuals in support of 
Thunder House trail & should be protected & identified as a value (200 meter buffer reserve)." The Hearst 
Forest FMP Planning Team decided to not declare the area an AOC, but to defer harvest for the time being. 
It is a Designated Conservation Land #13. 
 
Assessment Result:  =>The Renesig Creek Route Area of Interest is a High Conservation Value 
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Fuelwood 
 
A number of local residents use the roads developed for logging operations to access past and present harvest 
areas to collect personal fuelwood.  Access to the forest for this activity is considered part of the traditional 
way of life and contributes to the quality of life for many residents of the Hearst Forest. 
Lecours Lumber, RYAM, and Amik-Nuna provide fuelwood to Constance Lake FN residents at a convenient 
central location.  
 
Forest Industry 
 
The town of Hearst is reliant on the local forest industry, and the local forest industry relies on inputs from the 
Hearst Forest to maintain their mills and operations.  Lecours Lumber Co. Ltd, Rayonier A.M. Canada 
Industries Inc, and Columbia Forest Products operate mills in Hearst and Calstock that employ hundreds of 
people in the mill and woodlands operations.  These are the largest private-sector employers in the area.   
 
Sustainable Forest Licence 550053 , the SFL for the Hearst Forest, gives the licence holder Hearst Forest 
Management Inc both the right to harvest trees and the responsibility to manage the Hearst Forest sustainably. 
HFMI is a co-op SFL, with Lecours, RYAM, and Columbia as joint shareholders, and the Board of Directors 
composed of representatives of the shareholders, towns of Hearst and Mattice, and CLFN.  
Wood supply commitments are in Appendix E and F of the SFL document for the Hearst Forest.  The 
opportunity to harvest the conifer allocation is divided between Lecours and RYAM. All aspen veneer is 
committed to Columbia Forest Products.  The right to harvest certain volumes of conifer is granted to 
Constance Lake First Nation, and to Marcel Lacroix. 
 
Aside from the commitments laid out in the SFL document, a variety of wood residues  are byproducts of the 
sawmilling or plywood making processes. These may be used in-house or shipped to another facility as per 
SFL document requirements or  business to business agreements.   
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Resource-Based Tourism 
There are 17 resource-based tourism establishments that use various areas of the Hearst Forest in support of 
their businesses, as listed in Table 3 (list provided by the Ministry of Tourism, March 2014, for use in 
preparation of the 2017 FMP).  The resource-based tourism designation covers a range of activities from 
remote destinations to road-based tourism including moose hunting, bear hunting, fishing, canoe trip 
outfitting, and camping.   
2 of the 3 Designated Remote Tourism Lakes which Hearst Air Service uses (McLeister and Hillmer) have 
Designated Conservation Lands around them.  

 
 Business Name Crown Resource Used 

Bear Fish Moose 
Brunswick Lake Lodge √ √ √ 
Crow Creek Camp √ √ √ 
Fushimi Cabin Rentals √   
Happy Camp Ontario √   
Hawk Air/ Kel-Mar Air  √  
Hearst Air Service  √ √ 
Hearst Big Game Outfitters √  √ 
Kap Outfitters √ √ √ 
Kap'l Lodge √  √ 
Rufus Lake Outfitters √ √ √ 
Mammamattawa Camps  √ √ 
Missinaibi Outfitters √ √ √ 
Nagagami Outfitters √ √  
Pro North Outfitters √   
Timberdoodle Lodge √ √  
Waltons Kay Vee Lodge √   
Wesley Outfitters √   
Wilderness Lodges √   
Wolf Creek Guides √   
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9.0  HCV 6 - Cultural Values 
Sites, resources, habitats and landscapes of global or  national cultural, archaeological or historical 
significance, and/or of critical cultural, ecological, economic or religious/ sacred importance for the traditional 
cultures of local communities or Indigenous Peoples, identified through engagement with these local 
communities or Indigenous Peoples. 
 

9.1   HCV 6, Question 18     Traditional Cultural Identity Of Local Community 
Is the traditional cultural identity of the local community particularly tied to a specific forest area? 
 
For this question, local community is interpreted as a First Nations or other Community that is wholly 
contained within the Hearst Forest, or members of a community outside the bounds of the Hearst Forest who 
regularly spend time on areas of the Hearst Forest. 
 
The communities directly located on the Hearst Forest are:  Hearst, Constance Lake First Nation, Mattice, Val 
Cote, Hallebourg, Lac Ste Therese, Jogues and Coppell.   
 
Other communities with residents that may also use parts of the Hearst Forest on a regular basis include: 
Hornepayne, the Hornepayne First Nation, Opasatika, Val Rita, Kapuskasing, Longlac, Moosonee and Moose 
Cree First Nation. 
 
Members of the above communities regularly use areas of the Hearst Forest on an almost traditional basis.    
Groups of campers traditionally return with the same group to the same site on the same lake year after year, 
imparting almost a family cottage nature to the area.  Many of these are captured in MNRF's Fishing Access 
Point layer in LIO. Moose hunters regularly hunt with the same group of hunters annually and hunt and camp 
in the same area year after year as they learn the surrounding terrain.  HFMI  has begun to record high public 
use  areas which are not already in an LUP or a Fishing Access Point in a shapefile  of "Unofficial Values". 
 
First Nations and non-aboriginal trappers have exclusive trapping rights on their traplines and, as a result, 
maintain trails and trap cabins year after year as a part of what they consider their traditional identity.  
 
The present location of Constance Lake First Nation is not the traditional location for a large proportion of the 
members of the community.  This site was only occupied in the late 1940’s when the community that had 
been located at Pagwa River (where the railroad crosses) (and previously at Mammamattawa)  was moved to 
Constance Lake in an effort to provide employees to sawmills that had just been started in the area.  Following 
this move, a number of the community members continued to maintain residences and camps in the vicinity of 
Pagwa River and this site continues to be a focus area for this portion of the Constance Lake population. 
 
The present location of Hornepayne  is not the traditional location for a large proportion of the members of the 
Hornepayne First Nation.  It is believed that indigenous peoples lived on Nagagamisis Lake for thousands of 
years.  Before the designation of Nagagamisis Provincial Park,  several families lived year-round in a village 
at the easternmost end of Nagagamisis Lake.   
 
Assessment Result: 
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As shown above, there certainly are specific forest areas to which  the traditional cultural identity of the local 
community are tied.  The question is, which warrant HCV designation. 
While these locations are not likely at risk from forestry operations, The risk to a value is not a factor in HCV 
designation.  
Engagement with the community will help determine what locations may warrant HCV designation. 
 
 

Intersection of HCVs, Question 19 - Overlapping Values 
 
Is there a significant overlap of values (ecological and/or cultural) that individually did not meet the HCV 
thresholds, but collectively constitute HCVs? 
 
 
There is not a  location that is the kind of overlap referred to in the question, i.e. overlaps where several near-
HCVs overlap and would all be benefitted . 
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10.0  Management & Monitoring - Overall 
 
The following are general management & monitoring practices.  See also each individual HCV.  
 
These management and  monitoring strategies have been developed by Hearst Forest Management Inc 
(HFMI) to satisfy Criterion 9.3 and 9.4 respectively of the FSC's National Forest Stewardship Standard. They 
follow from, and should be read with, the High Conservation Values above. 
 
 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.   
 
Risk  
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 timber 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 occurs during the bird nesting period - not until August (low Probability - birds) 
- Aside from roads, the forest stays forest; almost zero forest is cleared for new development (low Magnitude 
in general) 
- All 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) 
- Industry staff  are on the ground running flag line before harvest and usually find ghost creeks, nests, cabins 
before harvest occurs (lower Probability) 
- Boreal forest species tend to be ecological generalists adapted to disturbance (low Severity, good 
Reversibility) 
- There is very low unplanned disturbance e.g. fire, windthrow, mining (low Probability) 
- Unplanned/unknown disturbance > 10ha can now be detected year-round with satellite Sentinel imagery 
(high Monitoring) 
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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 at site level (low ability to Monitor at site level, 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) 
- Industry staff  on the ground do not always find ghost creeks, nests, cabins before harvest occurs (Probability 
is not zero) 
 
Monitoring 
The most eyes on the Forest are those of  the land users - the  timber harvesters, fishers,  birdwatchers, 
hunters,  regen surveyors,  snowshoers,  and berry pickers.  HFMI seeks and welcomes observations, 
especially of species at risk and rare species, and encourages observers to share them with MNRF.  
 
For sticknests, creeks and other values, HFMI's Standard Operating Procedure for  Reporting Unidentified or 
Misidentified Values  describes the process  for forest industry staff  to share  newly observed values with 
MNRF, HFMI, and the forest industry. 
 
Hearst Forest Management Inc monitors the following: 
 

• each new Forest Resource Inventory  -  MECP/MNRF-defined habitat types in FMPs 
• annual SAP supplemental aerial photography 
• ESRI's Sentinel Explorer satellite  imagery - low resolution but continually updated 
• checks the LIO spatial data provided each year by MNRF, specifically: 

 
o Provincially Tracked Species (via NHIC) 
o SPECIES_OCCURENCE 
o NESTING_SITE 
o FISH_ACTIVITY_AREA 
o WILDLIFE_ACTIVITY_AREA 
o SIGNIFICANT_ECOLOGICAL_AREA 
o NATURAL_HERITAGE 
o PROV_PARKS_REG 
o CONSERVATION_AREA 
o WILD_RICE_STAND 
o WETLAND_SIGNIFICANT_EVALUATION 
o OWNERSHIP 
o FISHERIES_ACCESS_POINT 

 
• compliance with approved harvest prescriptions that could impact habitat 
• forest industry harvest & road construction (affects condition of HCVs) 
• wildfire disturbance (which affects condition  of HCVs) 
• sticknests: continually update HFMI sticknest database with industry & MNRF observations  
• population monitoring done by MECP/MNRF, e.g. MSIM plot data 
• population monitoring done by ENGOs and other organizations, including local birders 
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• Bird Studies Canada / Partners in Flight / Breeding Bird Atlas 
• has an 'open door', is involved in the community, and stays in touch with forest users, who share 

observations. 
• HFMI maintains a database of forest user values which don't qualify as MNRF 'value' or AOC 

 
HFMI also supports and encourages research and surveys as requested, e.g. 2021 FRI field survey 
 
 
Effectiveness - Populations vs habitat 
There is a gray area of whether the objective of FSC holders - or the Ministry of Environment, Conservation 
& Parks (MECP), Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) -  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 MNRF's overall strategy is to maintain habitats (rather than individuals).  
MNRF'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  non-
spatially over the entire Forest) and a 'fine filter' of providing specific habitat needs (e.g. stick nests) where 
warranted.  
 
The effectiveness of the HCV strategy in maintaining many of the HCV, then, is measured in terms of number 
of hectares 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 MNRF who is responsible for the sustainable management 
of  Crown land and fish and wildlife and for the maintenance of values information.  MNRF notifies HFMI of 
SAR population trends and advises on best management practices and AOC requirements for SAR. However, 
MNRF does little population monitoring itself, aside from surveys of moose, deer, caribou, and bear, and 
some special projects.  MNRF 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 
MNRF may make available.  This low level of population monitoring by the MNRF, especially as climate 
change allows species ranges to shift (e.g. now seeing catfish, bass, and deer), concerns Hearst Forest 
Management Inc, who asked MNRF to do surveys.  In 2014, the MNRF Hearst District biologist initiated bird  
sound monitoring, and  surveyed  bridges and large culverts for barn swallows.    
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11.1  Manag't & Monitor'g for HCV 1, Q. 1: Species at Risk 
 
Measures for All Species at Risk  
The following 'all' measures are common to all the Q.1  Species at Risk HCV.   
 
Management (all SAR) 
- In Ontario, forests are managed to maintain natural levels of all forest types and ageclasses ("coarse filter"). 
  
Management (all SAR) 
- Forest industry 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 (report to supervisor or HFMI) 
- Individuals and any nests, dens, or hibernacula found are not to be disturbed. ("fine filter") 
- Prescriptions in FMP table FMP-11 are to be followed ("fine filter") 
 
Monitoring - habitat (all SAR)  
- HFMI monitors and reports changes in forest types and associated MNRF-defined habitats as part of forest 
management planning, i.e. once every 5 or 10 years.  
- MNRF undertakes annual surveys of sticknests, which includes Species at Risk, and provides them to HFMI. 
- HFMI and MNRF monitors compliance with approved harvest prescriptions (which can impact habitat), 
compliance is reported in Annual Reports. 
 
Monitoring - populations (all SAR) 
- HFMI does not monitor fish & wildlife populations.   
- HFMI stays abreast of population monitoring by MNRF or other organizations, including Bird Studies 
Canada, CFS, and local birders, through an annual discussion  with the local MNRF biologist and contacts and 
checking the Bird Studies Canada website. 
- The primary source of population data  are the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation, and Parks 
(MECP), Ministry of Natural Resources & Forestry  (MNRF), and land users. 
 
- MECP is the provincial ministry responsible for species at risk.  The Ontario Government website lists 
which species are at risk, with government response statements.  
- MNRF provides, during FMP planning, a list of which Species at Risk are understood to be on the Forest.  - 
Through its LIO system, MNRF annually provides spatial occurrence data.     
- MNRF collects data from Multi-Species Inventory Monitoring plots; includes SAR; shared with HFMI  
 - MNRF also does occasional surveys of SAR, e.g. bank swallows.   
- MNRF's caribou policy rests on periodic monitoring on populations.    
- HFMI discusses with the MNRF District biologist annually whether there are any new species at risk on the 
forest, or any new information outside of LIO. 
 
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 
 
Management:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above;  
- There are no watercrossings, and no-harvest reserves of at least 60m (due to slope) on the known Sturgeon 
water; therefore no impact on Sturgeon waters. 
 
Monitoring:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above;  
- Waterpower developers  survey the presence of Lake Sturgeon  (and all aquatic species)  in rivers proposed 
for development, and are required to share data with MNRF. 
- HFMI monitors and reports on its road-building and decommissioning. 
 
Results/ Effectiveness: Habitat:  
- There have been no compliance issues along any rivers, including the Kaby River block along the sturgeon -
bearing Kabinakagami (Kabi) River  
 
Short-eared Owl 
 
Management:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above; 
 - FMP Table FMP-11 prescribes  Area of Concern "SEO" on a short-eared owl nest of  100 m radius,  within 
which  harvest and renewal can be carried out under certain conditions. 
 
Monitoring:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above  
 
Results/ Effectiveness:  
- There have been no reports of short-eared owl in forests, only in fields & a concession road. 
 
Common Nighthawk  
 
Management:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above;  
-  FMP Table FMP-11 prescribes Area of Concern  "CN"  on a nighthawk nest of  50 m radius, within which  
harvest and renewal can be carried out under certain conditions. 
 
Monitoring:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above 
 
Results/ Effectiveness:  
- One sighting of a nighthawk nesting in a gravel parking lot in Hearst was reported to MNRF. Nighthawk 
have been seen flying and roosting in town, e.g. along the railroad tracks.  Nighthawk have been seen  in 
treeplant areas.  MNRF's sound recording study in 2014 detected nighthawk in 5 out of 12 locations, all recent 
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cutovers or young forest. The CFS study in 2013 and 2014 detected 0 nighthawk in 75 and 35 locations 
respectively. Nighthawk was detected acoustically in MNRF's MSIM plots on the Hearst Forest. 
 
Barn Swallow 
 
Management:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above;  
-  FMP Table FMP-11 prescribes Area of Concern "BRNS" for Barn Swallow nests.  Measures can  involve  
delaying past the nesting season, provision of alternate nest structure, or prevention of nest-building in the 
bridge. 
 
Monitoring:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures 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. 
 
Bank Swallow 
 
Management:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above;  
- The Ontario Stone, Sand, & Gravel Association has a Fact Sheet for mitigating the impact of operations on 
bank swallows;  MNRF distributes the Fact Sheet as guidance.  
- There is an Area of Concern prescription "BNKS" for Bank Swallow in the current FMP table FMP-11.  
- HFMI added a nest check to its standard procedure for  removal of permanent bridges (not temporary 
bridges) and asked MNRF to participate. 
 
Monitoring:   
- Bank Swallows are among the easiest of species at risk to detect and monitor. MNRF 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 
 
Management - Habitat:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above; 
-  As per MNRF's Stand and Site Guidelines, the FMP text's CROs 4.2.2.2.a. & b requires the retention of 
mature  trees in harvested areas, in single stems and in patches respectively, for use by many bird and wildlife 
species including the Flycatcher. Normal practices tend to leave many more residual trees and more area in 
residual patches than the Guideline minimum.  
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- The FMP maps portray expected bypass which often exceed the 2ha required by most songbirds (Ontario 
Nature/Bird Studies Canada review 2019).  The FMP AOC prescription for harvest along rivers and lakes is to 
retain an uncut reserve at 15m wide on one side and 30m on the other, as well, bypass is excepted and planned 
for.  
- These forest practices retain habitat features used by flycatchers.  
 
Monitoring - Habitat:  
 -  HFMI  Compliance Program monitor the achievement of  FMP CRO targets for individual stems 
 -  HFMI reports its Achievement of CRO for patch retention in Annual Reports starting with the 2020-21 AR. 
 
Results/ Effectiveness - Habitat:  
- The 2007-13 harvest left approximately 34% of the harvest blocks as standing timber in bypass and reserves. 
- the 2017-19 Contingency Plan achieved residual targets almost completely, with slight shortfall. 
 
 
Black Tern and Yellow Rail 
 
Management:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above; 
- 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 - Habitat:  
- MNRF and HFMI monitor forest operations, including around wetlands and waterbodies, through SAP 
imagery of all areas operated and on-site compliance spot checks. 
 
Results/ Effectiveness:  
- No known alteration of wetlands or marshes by forest operations.  
 
Bald Eagle 
 
Management:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above; 
- There is an Area of Concern prescription "EGL" for Bald Eagle in the current FMP table FMP-11 
 
Monitoring:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above; 
-  Bald Eagle nests are monitored by MNRF using MNRF values collection funding. 
-   
 
Results/ Effectiveness: Habitat:   
- MNRF have been conducting annual sticknest flights in winter in areas slated for harvest or road 
construction, and  have provided updates to HFMI.  
- Post-harvest imagery and ground checks show that AOC no-harvest reserves are being retained 
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Results/ Effectiveness: Population:  
- According to MNRF, populations are doing well locally and regionally. 
 
Canada Warbler,  Rusty Blackbird,  Evening Grosbeak  
 
Management:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above;  a 'coarse-filter' approach to maintain and regenerate sufficient quantities of 
habitat over time. 
 
Monitoring:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above 
- There is no FMP Area of Concern prescription for these species 
 
Results/ Effectiveness: Habitat:   
 - Forest Management Planning includes targets to maintain all forest types and age stages;  FTG and FRI data 
over time indicate that the forest is being regenerated, to conifer and mixedwood types.   
      - Canada Warbler - deciduous, shrubs and dense understorey especially near water 
      - Rusty Blackbird - coniferous forest and shrubs near wetlands 
     -  Evening Grosbeak - mature mixedwood forest of Bf, Sw and poplar 
 
Results/ Effectiveness: Population :  
 
- Canada Warbler  - the 2014 Breeding Bird SongMeter Survey detected Canada Warbler in 7 of 12 stations.                   
    - MNRF's MSIM plots on the Hearst Forest detected Canada Warbler acoustically. 
- Rusty Blackbird - Rusty blackbird have been seen and photographed on Kendall Creek near Hearst . 
             -  the 2014 Breeding Bird SongMeter Survey detected 0 Rusty Blackbird in 12 stations.  
             -  MNRF's MSIM plots did not detect Rusty Blackbird acoustically or by camera. 
-  Evening Grosbeak - the 2014 Breeding Bird SongMeter Survey detected 0 Evening Grosbeak in 12 stations.       
  MNRF's MSIM plots did not detect Evening Grosbeak acoustically or by camera. 
 
Little Brown Bat (Myotis) and Northern Long-Nosed Bat (Myotis)  
 
Management: 
- The 'all SAR'  measures above; 
  
- The abundance of forest and the abundant residuals left in most harvested areas probably provides plentiful 
habitat over time;. a 'coarse-filter' approach to maintain and regenerate sufficient quantities of habitat. 
 - There is an Area of Concern prescription "BAT" for  Bat Hibernacula  and  "BMR" for Bat Maternity Roost 
in the current FMP table FMP-11. (none have been identified). 
 
Monitoring:   
- The 'all SAR'  measures above,  
- no monitoring in or near the Hearst Forest  has occurred since  the 2014 study, according to MNRF District 
Biologist  
Results/ Effectiveness:  - not known 
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Wolverine 
 
Management:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above,:  
-  Ontario has a Wolverine Recovery Strategy (2013) which aligns their range line with the caribou line, not 
based on sightings. The Government Response Statement for Wolverine (2016) intentionally does not use 
recovery zones and shows no occupancy on the Hearst Forest. 
-  There is no Area of Concern prescription for wolverine in the current FMP table FMP-11. 
 - 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, MNRF District Staff are to be 
contacted,, and an AOC of adequate size be applied to the area.   
 
Monitoring:  
- The 'all SAR'  measures above 
 
Results/ Effectiveness - Population:   
- one known sighting (trapped) near the Forest's boundary; not near forest operations 
 
Eastern Cougar 
 
Management   
-  There is no Area of Concern prescription for cougar in the current FMP table FMP-11. 
- Should a cougar den be encountered during harvest operations, operations should be immediately suspended 
and a 200 m radius AOC applied.  
 
Monitoring - Population::   
-  HFMI has MNRF's shapefile of  cougar sightings 1960-1999. 
- none - MNRF no longer  records sightings without physical evidence. Because no local sightings of cougar 
have included physical evidence or photos, there is skepticism in MNRF that there are any cougar, or that they 
are native (not exotic pets).  
- Sightings of cougar will be reported to MNRF 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 MNRF for analysis. 
 
Results/ Effectiveness:  Not measurable 
 
 
Boreal  Caribou  - see Indicator 6.5.2 
 
Risk: Nagagami Caribou:  
These animals are isolated outliers and are one of  the most southerly groups in Ontario (other than the Slate 
Island group), and the only one south of the TransCanada Hwy in NE Ontario.  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 MNRF, and a new FRI, the knowledge of those animals' 
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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. 
 
MNRF 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:  
For the 2017 Hearst Forest Contingency Plan and 2019 FMP, a new Caribou Strategy and DCHS have been 
developed.  The Caribou Strategy includes specific strategies for each DCHS block for roads, harvest, and 
silviculture.  The Caribou Strategy  describes how the plan provides for the amount and arrangement of 
habitat over time. 
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Harvesting and forestry operations in the Area of Application for MNRF's Caribou Conservation Plan (the 
'caribou zone') are consistent with the Dynamic Caribou Habitat Schedule (DCHS). A DCHS, or 'mosaic', is 
designed to rotate the harvest among large (average 14,000 ha)  tracts so as to  ensure an abundance of even-
aged 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-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 MNRF what adjustments to operations would be appropriate. The DCHS includes a 
"Z" zone which MNRF recognizes as too fertile and well-drained to ever be caribou habitat rather than moose 
habitat. 
 
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.  After discussions with the LCC and local First Nations trappers, 
HFMI received MNRF approval to remove  the bridge on Larry's Road, which was removed in 2019. 
 In the Railroad area, HFMI plans to 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:  
MNRF 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. (One MNRF scientist 
thinks old balsam fir may be OK).  MNRF 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 MNRF for the purposes of balsam fir reduction.  
- In 2013, MNRF surveyed regeneration on some sites in the Hearst Forest to see how good it would be for 
caribou.  HFMI acquired the data; MNRF did not draw any conclusions. 
 
Management: Animals: 
MNRF 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:  
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While our knowledge has vastly improved recently 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 
MNRF continue collaring and related aerial surveys; however, MNRF has decided not to.  
-  Two caribou were collared in February 2011 by MNRF,  one collar ceased GPS transmission after half a 
year (death) and the other fell off as scheduled in March 2014.  Hearst District MNRF staff emailed  monthly 
collar location maps to HFMI.  The maps are not publicized.  The monitoring also allowed MNRF 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 MNRF 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. Far North 
collared caribou crossed the 'Finger' during calving season. They crossed the Kabi River  in the same place 
reported by the First Nations trapper.  
  
Monitoring of animals: ad hoc survey:   
A brief survey in the vicinity of mining exploration was flown by MNRF 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.  
 
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:  
Under the Caribou Conservation Plan and the Landscape Guide, the spatial distribution of habitat and DCHS 
is re-examined for each FMP.  For the 2017 Hearst Forest FMP, a new Caribou Strategy and a new DCHS 
have been developed.  The Caribou Strategy also describes how the plan provides for the amount and 
arrangement of habitat over time. 
 
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 MNRF's requirement for the 2017 FMP is that it be 
maintained above 101,000 ha Mature Conifer and 425,000 ha Winter Suitable; there are also targets for its 
spatial distribution. 
MNRF committed to monitor  the amount of  Disturbance as part of its Cumulative Effects calculation and for 
regular updates of the Integrated Range Assessments.  
HFMI has calculated the projected disturbance levels for the 2017 FMP LTMD with the new DCHS.   
 
Results/Effectiveness:  
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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 MNRF focuses its requirements on maintenance of 
habitat, not populations. 
The last collared animal, a female,  travelled up to,  but not across, 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 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  the population will die off.  
 

11.2  Manag't & Monitor'g for HCV 1, Q. 4   Regionally Significant Species 
Does the forest contain critical habitat for regionally significant species (e.g., species declining regionally)? 
 
 
Any priority songbird species - none currently 
(Bay-breasted Warbler is no longer a regionally significant species) 
 
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 MNRF 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.  
 
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 
Monitoring (any priority songbird species) 
• HFMI monitors changes in forest types and associated MNRF-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 FMP harvest prescriptions (e.g. tree retention), which can impact habitat 
• HFMI stays abreast of population monitoring by MNRF, 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.  
 

• Results/Effectiveness:  The bay-breasted warbler is common on the Forest and its preferred habitat type is 
increasing. 



2021  High Conservation Value Report for the Hearst Forest - DRAFT                                                             

97 
 

11.3  Manag't & Monitor'g - HCV 1, Q. 5  Range Edge &  Outlier Populations 
 
Does the forest support concentrations of species at the edge of their natural ranges or outlier populations? 
 
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 2.9 in the 2019 FMP includes  actively regenerating  Red and white pine with a strategy to plant 
100 ha of red and white pine over the FMP's 10-year period. 
- Objective 12 of the 2017-2019 and 2019-2029  FMP  is ‘to maintain uncommon species on the forest, i.e. 
Black Ash, White Elm, Red and White Pine and Yellow Birch’.  This refers to trees in the Crown forest, not 
trees planted as ornamentals on private land. To this end: 
       - there will be no harvesting of these species (HFMI rejected a public request to MNRF to harvest , 2021)  
       - efforts will be made to prevent damage to pre-existing Red and White pine when a stand is harvested.   
-  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, MNRF 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 
eFRI imagery has higher resolution and is in color which improves the ability of interpreters to see individual 
trees.  
 - Of the 446 ha with Red Pine, 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 



2021  High Conservation Value Report for the Hearst Forest - DRAFT                                                             

98 
 

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.  

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 12 of the 2017-2019 Contingency Plan and 2019 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  
- 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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11.4  Manag't & Monitor'g for  HCV 1, Q. 6  Legally Desig. Parks & Conserv. Reserve  
 
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.  
 
Monitoring:   
The implementation of  the AOC prescriptions for Park will be monitored during access road construction, 
harvest, and silviculture.  Boundary lines are run with GPs.   
High resolution post-harvest aerial photography , digitized for the Annual Report, reveals the maintenance of 
the Park boundary.   
ESRI's Sentinel Explorer satellite  imagery will be checked once a year for blowdown.  
 
 

12.1  Manag't & Monitor'g for  HCV 2,  Q. 7   Intact Forest Landscapes 
Does the forest constitute or form part of a globally, nationally or regionally significant forest landscape that 
includes populations of most native species?   
(Note: The entire Hearst Forest, except for 2% in permanent roads, agriculture or infrastructure, is "Yes" for 
this question.  Area that do not meet the '50,000 ha free of permanent infrastructure' criteria below, but are > 
5,000 ha free of infrastructure, are in HCV 3 Question10 Landscape Level Forest. 
 
Risk:  Much of the area which now meets the criteria for IFL will be eligible for harvest in the 2029 - 2039, as 
per the FMP's Caribou Strategy.   
 
Management:    A decision to permanently defer that extent of available forest  (i.e. expand Missinaibi Prov 
Park) can only be made by MNRF. 
 
Monitoring:  
Through FRI; Any harvesting or natural disturbance will be visible on Google Earth imagery or periodic 
MNRF  FRI imagery.  ESRI's Sentinel Explorer satellite  imagery will be checked once a year for blowdown.  
 
Results/ Effectiveness: This area will cease to meet the criteria if harvested once eligible as per the FMP 
Caribou Strategy.  
 

13.1   Manag't & Monitor'g for  HCV 3, Q. 8   Naturally Rare 
Does the forest contain naturally rare ecosystem types? 
 
The Mattawishkwia Lakes Black Ash - Wild Rice community  
 
Risk/ Threat:  (The probability of a negative impact combined with the seriousness of consequences) 
There is no immediate threat to the ecological community, as no land use or damming is proposed, and the 
past harvest was set back from shorelines. 
Black Ash has been assessed as endangered by COSSARO due to estimates that Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) 
will decimate it; however,  EAB is not expected to survive this far north.  The Black Ash locally is not at risk.  
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Management:  None required   
 
Monitoring:  Ash is detected through FRI interpretation.  
 
Results/ Effectiveness:  
This area has been used historically by indigenous peoples and settlers;  no change in condition is known   
 

13.2  Manag't & Monitor'g for HCV 3, Q. 10  Large Landscape Level Forests 
Are large landscape level forests  (i.e. large unfragmented forests) rare or absent in the forest or ecoregion? 
 
 
1910 - Nagagamisis - Cross - Kohler -McCoig  LLF  
 
This forest, now 104 years old, has been split by Highway 11 and Larry’s Road into three areas of 29749, 
20240, and 46384 hectares in size, extending up to the Rail Road.  These areas do not meet the 50,000 ha - 
10km width criteria as regionally significant areas of intact forest. However,  it is home to the Nagagami 
Caribou, who are an HCV. It contains FSC DCL Candidate areas #3 and #4, both lowland-muskegs and also 
the Eureka Lake 1972 Fire site, DCL #10 which was a reburn of the 1910 fire. 
 
Risk: harvest:  
As noted in the HCV Report, the area is in DCHS tracts deferred from harvest for  20 years (B blocks), 40 
years (C blocks),  60 years (D blocks) or forever (X block and Park). The BV, C, and D parts of the Large 
Landscape Forest which are not DCL Candidates will eventually be harvested.   
 
Risk: dying/changing:   
The forest, especially uplands, is already 115 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, 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; Any harvesting or natural disturbance will be visible on Google Earth imagery or periodic 
MNRF  FRI imagery. ESRI's Sentinel Explorer satellite  imagery will be checked once a year for blowdown.  
 
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). 
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Twp 236 LLF 
 
This Large Landscape Forest is a DCHS "C" deferred until 2049.  There is a potential mine for Zenyatta 
Ventures in the northeast corner. This area is 10,800 ha and does not qualify as an IFL, but does qualify as a 
Large Landscape Level Forest. It is a FSC DCL #9. 
 
Risk: harvest:  
As noted in the HCV Report, much of the area is in DCHS tracts deferred from harvest for  40 years (C 
blocks),  60 years (D blocks) or forever (X block and Park). So parts of the Large Landscape Forest will 
eventually be harvested.  
 
Risk: dying/changing:   
The forest, especially uplands, is already 115 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, 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;  Any harvesting or natural disturbance will be visible on Google Earth imagery or periodic 
MNRF  FRI imagery.  ESRI's Sentinel Explorer satellite  imagery will be checked once a year for blowdown.  
 
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). 
 
 

14.1 Manag't & Monitor'g for HCV 5,  Q. 17 - Meeting Basic Needs Of Communities 
 
 
Community Trapline 
Value:  to be described by Constance Lake First Nation members 
Risk: Harvest; Access; removal of access; Herbicide;   
         - risk to be described by Constance Lake First Nation 
Management:  to be advised by Constance Lake First Nation 
Monitoring:  to be advised by Constance Lake First Nation 
 
Accessible Mature Cedar Stands 
Value:  to be described by Constance Lake First Nation members 
Risk:   Cedar itself is not harvested;  
         -  risk to be described by Constance Lake First Nation 
Management:  to be advised by Constance Lake First Nation 
Monitoring: to be advised by Constance Lake First Nation 
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Hearst Ski & Snowshoe Recreational Trails  
Risk: 
MNRF has issued an LUP to the Ski & Snowshoe Club, and has not indicated  any intention to rescind it. 
There is no risk that the area of the ski club will be harvested, other than an insignificant part to be sectioned 
off for the Marina.  
 
Management:   
None required 
Monitoring:   
Ski Club Board of Directors becomes  aware of any changes along the trails.   
Any harvesting or natural disturbance will be visible on Google Earth imagery or  periodic MNRF  FRI 
imagery.  ESRI's Sentinel Explorer satellite  imagery will be checked once a year for blowdown. 
 
 
Renesig Creek Area of Interest 
Risk:  
The quality of the forest for walking should persist if left undisturbed.  
The area is deferred and there is no risk it will be harvested in this FMP. 
Management:  Deferral from harvest  
 
Monitoring: 
None required;  Changes may be noted by hikers;  
FRI updates may manifest changes in forest   
Any harvesting or natural disturbance will be visible on Google Earth imagery or periodic MNRF  FRI 
imagery.  ESRI's Sentinel Explorer satellite  imagery will be checked once a year for blowdown.  
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15.0 Record of Changes 
The following changes were made from Version 3.0  December 2019 
 
• Add, for each Question, Assessment Methods and Assessment Results 
• update all text to 2020 National Standard 
• Add preliminary DCLS from input from Roger Wesley, CLFN (see Appendix 2) 
• Make extensive edits suggested by Ontario Nature / Bird Studies Canada (see Appendix 1) 
• Update to best available information  (populations, surveys, forest inventories, etc) 
• add discussion re PSW wetland and MAFAs 
• Add spawning areas from LIO & discuss.  
• Add info re  HCV, and Gap analysis Candidates, DCHS & harvest/roads  from  neighboring Forests 
• Go into detail re Birds - Landbird Conservation Plan 
• Delete individual bird species maps (not meaningful). 
• Change the watershed data to a table 
• Add municipal water systems text  
• add NHIC plant species list 
• add text  re fire & rare plants, mention new Fire Strategy in Parks, let-burn zones 
• add text re rare ecosites (e.g. sandy kettle/kame,   marl lakes) re rare plants 
• Add  Missinaibi - Thunder House node to  Q.10 Unfragmented  
• Change IFL text, map, discussion to Q.10 unfragmented 
• Add Feedback received in each section 
• Add Risk section to those HCVs that don't already have it 
• to Risk section, every HCV, add Climate change 
• Add Download Global Forest Watch IFL data & discussion 
• Add Canadian Conservation database as source 
• Add data from  NatureServe database 
• Appendix 1 Ontario Nature input with insert comments to show how used 
• Appendix 2 Roger Wesley input received 
•  
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