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INTRODUCTION
Ontario’s forest sector is an important contributor to the economic and social well-being of the province.
The sector employs over 150,000 people, supports the economy of over 260 forest-dependent
communities across all regions of the province, and helps fund essential social services, such as
health care and education, through the payment of royalties and taxes.
In addition, the sector is vital to the current, and future, economic standing of Aboriginal peoples and
communities. Many Aboriginal communities are located in close proximity to Ontario’s Crown forests
and a significant portion of the Aboriginal population is located in northern Ontario. As such, natural
resource sectors, including forestry, provide a logical source of employment and other economic benefits.
Aboriginal populations are also young and growing, all at a time when the forest sector is facing future
labour shortages and seeking new business partners. In light of this, it is widely held that Aboriginal
communities stand to benefit greatly from a strong and stable forest sector.
Sustainable forest management is the practice of regulating forestry-related activities in a manner
that ensures the long-term health of the forest while providing benefits for both current and future
generations. Within the Ontario context, this includes managing for a balance between the various
social, economic and environmental values that exist on the land base. To date, this approach has served
Ontario, and the forest sector, well. Ontario’s strong regulatory framework has received international
recognition and has provided a solid foundation for third-party certification efforts in the province,
allowing companies to access international markets and provide assurances to customers that their
products are derived from well-managed forests.
Despite these achievements, however, the forest sector continues to face various challenges to its
long-term viability. These include recent challenges associated with the province’s regulatory framework
that could potentially affect the hard-fought for, current balance that exists between social, economic
and environmental values. For example, there is increasing concern that new environmental policies
are reducing available wood supply, which in turn could impact the long-term potential of the sector.
At the same time, successful government programs designed to increase the competitiveness of the
sector, and ultimately stimulate investment, are being curtailed or are close to expiring, resulting in
investment uncertainty.
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External market pressures, including campaigns designed to sway public opinion, are also affecting the
sector. Forest companies, as well as the provincial government, are being continuously charged with
criticisms over the way in which forest management activities take place on the land base. Often, these
criticisms do not recognize the full extent of Ontario’s laws and policies and do not adequately consider
the true nature of forest management activities or their importance to the social and economic well-being
of the province. Regardless, these activities have the potential to influence public and market perceptions
and pose a threat to the economic stability of the sector.
Ontario’s forest sector has an opportunity to grow. In the wake of the global economic recession markets
are expanding and the demand for forest products is on the rise, most notably in the United States –
Ontario’s primary export market. At the same time, Ontario has been exploring opportunities to diversify
itself in order to take advantage of economic efficiencies and to capitalize on new markets.
However, in order to take advantage of this opportunity, long-term sustainable solutions to the challenges
currently facing the forest sector are needed. The development of these solutions will rely in large part
on informed discussions between the forest sector, government, and various forest stakeholders.
With this in mind, this report was developed to provide forest stakeholders with an overview of the economic,
social, environmental and regulatory setting in which the sector operates and in doing so, outline some of
the key issues and challenges that have, and will continue to, influence forest management and the long-term
success of the forest sector. More specifically, this report was designed to:
1.

Provide a fact-based overview of Ontario’s forestry related regulatory framework and its key elements;

2.

Examine, and expand on, some of the current challenges that are facing the province’s forest sector,
including those stemming from the development of new government policies/regulatory changes; and

3.

Outline the importance of the forest sector to the province (forest-dependent communities,
Aboriginal peoples, and other stakeholders) and its potential for growth.

It is anticipated that this report will help set the stage for informed dialogue among various forest
stakeholders and that it will help create a platform for solutions-oriented discussions going forward.
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1

The Forest Resource
CHAPTER OVERVIEW
The ability of the forest to provide economic, social and ecological benefits depends directly on the state
of the resource. Healthy, functional forests are better equipped to withstand stresses and are better able
to support the ecological objectives that are valued by the people of Ontario. Similarly, the size, or extent,
of the resource has a direct influence on the potential capacity of the forest sector and in turn, the social
and economic benefits that are enjoyed by individuals, communities and the province as a whole.
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a general overview of Ontario’s forest resource, including its
size, diversity and general state of health. It will also outline where industrial activities are allowed on
public lands. In doing so, this chapter sets the stage for subsequent sections that explore matters of
public policy, as well as the social and economic importance of the forest industry.

1.1. ONTARIO’S FORESTS – AN OVERVIEW
“Ontario’s forests
cover two-thirds
of the province –
a land area
equivalent in size
to the land mass of
Germany, Italy and
the Netherlands
combined. This
represents about
17% of Canada’s
forest and 2% of
the world’s.”
2

1.1.1. ONTARIO AT A GLANCE
Ontario is home to a sizeable forest resource. Ontario’s total area (land and water) is approximately
107.6 million hectares, of which nearly two-thirds (71.1 million hectares) is forested1. Ontario’s forested
lands represent almost one-fifth of Canada’s total forest area and nearly 2% of all forested areas around
the world2,3. Canada, along with four other nations (Russian Federation, Brazil, United States and China)
account for more than 50% of the world’s forests4.
A more detailed breakdown of Ontario’s total area by land class designation (forest, wetland, field/
agriculture, water, other non-forest) is provided in Figure 1.1.
FIGURE 1.1. Provincial Area by Land Class
Data obtained from 5Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2011.

Ontario Wood, June 2014

Forest

66.0%

Water

18.1%

Wetland

8.8%

Field/Agriculture

5.0%

Other Non-Forest

2.1%

Ontario’s overall land base, including Ontario’s forests, is broken down into three general land ownership
classes – parks and protected areas (both provincial and national), Crown land (provincial land outside
of parks/protected areas), and other (federal, First Nations, or privately owned lands)1. A breakdown
of Ontario’s total area (all land and water) and total forest area by land ownership, on an area and a
percentage basis, is provided in Table 1.1.
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In total, 87% of Ontario’s total area is under the stewardship of the province (provincial portion of
protected areas plus Crown land). The area under provincial stewardship is the primary focus of this report.
TABLE 1.1. Breakdown of Ontario’s Total Land Area and Total Forest Area by Land Ownership Class
Data obtained from 5Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2011.

Land Ownership Class
Parks and
Protected
Areas

Crown

Other

Total

Area (million ha)

9.7

83.5

14.4

107.6

Percent

9.1%

77.5%

13.4%

100.0%

Ontario – Total Area

Ontario – Total Forest Area
Area (million ha)

6.4

57.5

7.2

71.1

Percent

9.0%

80.8%

10.2%

100.0%

1.1.2. ONTARIO’S FOREST REGIONS
Ontario’s forests are classified into four distinct ecological regions - the Hudson Bay Lowlands, the
Boreal Forest, the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence (GLSL) Forest, and the Deciduous Forest (see Figure 1.2).
Each region supports its own distinctive landscape characteristics and unique mix of tree species as
described below.
HUDSON BAY LOWLANDS
The Hudson Bay Lowlands is Ontario’s northernmost forest region and is dominated by both treed and
open muskeg. The region is over 26 million hectares in size and contains almost 23% of Ontario’s forests1.
Common conifer species, trees with needle-like leaves that typically stay on throughout the year, include
tamarack and black spruce, often growing along river banks and other well-drained areas. Common
deciduous trees, trees with flat/broad leaves that fall off during the colder parts of the year, include white
birch, dwarf birch and willow6,7.

Tamarack

BOREAL FOREST
The Boreal Forest is approximately 50 million hectares in size and represents the largest forest region
in Ontario. The Boreal Forest contains almost 58% of the province’s forests1. Conifer species in the
Boreal Forest include black and white spruce, jack pine, balsam fir, tamarack and eastern white cedar.
Deciduous species include poplars and white birch. The Boreal Forest is influenced by large-scale natural
disturbances, primarily fires, that promote a natural pattern of even-aged, single species forests6,7.

Black Spruce
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The Forest Resource (cont’d)

GREAT LAKES-ST. LAWRENCE FOREST (GLSL)
The GLSL forest covers approximately 20 million hectares of Ontario, and represents the province’s
second largest forest region. The GLSL forest represents almost 19% of the province’s forests1.
Common conifers in the GLSL region include eastern white pine, red pine, eastern hemlock and white
cedar. Common deciduous species include yellow birch, sugar maple, red maple, basswood and red oak.
The GLSL region is typically influenced by small disturbance events associated with wind and disease,
resulting in a forest that is unevenly aged with young and old trees commonly found within the same
forest stands6,7.

Sugar maple leaf

DECIDUOUS FOREST
The Deciduous Forest is approximately 3 million hectares in size and represents Ontario’s most southerly
forest region. The Deciduous Forest region contains less than 1% of Ontario’s forests1. While many of
the tree species found in the GLSL forest are also present in this region, the Deciduous Forest also
contains black walnut, butternut, tulip, magnolia, black gum, many types of oaks, hickories, sassafras and
red bud. Many of these species are at the northern end of their range and are more commonly found
across various parts of the United States. The Deciduous Forest represents the smallest forest region
in Ontario6,7.
FIGURE 1.2. Ontario’s Forest Regions
Map modified from 1Watkins, 2011.

Black walnut

Hudson Bay Lowlands

Boreal Forest

Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Forest

Deciduous Forest
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1.2. ONTARIO’S COMMERCIAL FORESTS
1.2.1. AREA OF THE UNDERTAKING (AOU) & WHITEFEATHER FOREST
Despite the extensive nature of Ontario’s Crown forests, forest management planning for commercial
operations and other forest values, such as wildlife habitat, is limited to two distinct areas of the province –
the Area of the Undertaking (AOU) and the Whitefeather Forest (see Figure 1.3). The Whitefeather Forest
is located entirely within the Boreal Forest while the AOU, which represents the majority (97%) of the
managed area, is located almost exclusively within the Boreal Forest and the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence
regions7,8. Additional detail on the regulatory framework governing these areas is provided in the next
section on Forest Management.
FIGURE 1.3. Outline of the Areas Where Forest Management Occurs in Ontario
The portion of the province above the Area of the Undertaking and the Whitefeather Forest (white coloured area at the top of
the map) accounts for 60% of the combined area of the Hudson Bay Lowlands and Boreal Forest. This area is off-limits to forestry
related commercial activities. Map obtained from 3Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, August 2014.
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The Forest Resource (cont’d)

A breakdown of the area within the AOU and the Whitefeather Forest by land ownership class is provided
in Table 1.2.
TABLE 1.2. Breakdown of the Area Available for Forest Management by Land Ownership Class
(Area of the Undertaking and the Whitefeather Forest) in Ontario
Data obtained from 8Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, June 2014.

Land Ownership Class
*Parks and
Protected Area

Crown

Other

Total

4.6

34.4

6.0

45.0

76.4%

13.4%

Area of the Undertaking +
Whitefeather Forest
Total Area (million ha)
Percent

10.2%

100%

* 	Includes approximately 57,000 ha of proposed protected areas (i.e. not currently regulated) in the Whitefeather Forest.

As noted in Table 1.2, a portion of the managed area consists of parks and protected areas. While
protected areas are generally off-limits to forestry and other industrial activities, they do contribute to
planning objectives associated with wildlife and other ecological values. A more detailed review of the
area within the managed forest that is not available for forestry operations due to protected areas, and
other factors, such as harvest deferrals for wildlife habitat, is provided in the Forest Protection section in
the following chapter.
Forest management planning and commercial harvest activities (AOU plus the Whitefeather Forest) are
currently restricted to approximately 60% of the Boreal Forest region and less than 3% of the Hudson
Bay Lowlands7,8. Collectively, planning and commercial activities are limited to approximately 40%1,7 of
the combined area within the Boreal Forest and the Hudson Bay Lowlands. Although the Hudson Bay
Lowlands region is limited in terms of its commercial value due to low forest cover and low productivity,
the region does still contribute to ecological and social values, such as forest-dwelling woodland caribou
habitat and tourism.

1.2.2. AGE CLASS AND COMPOSITION OF ONTARIO’S COMMERCIAL FORESTS
Both the species composition and age class distribution of Ontario’s forests have been influenced by
historic management practices, most notably fire suppression and commercial harvesting9,10,11,12. Traditional
harvesting techniques in the mid-late part of the twentieth century favoured the regeneration of faster
growing species such as white birch and poplar, over slower growing conifer species such as black
spruce and jack pine, particularly in the Boreal Forest. According to the provincial government9,10, forest
fire suppression efforts throughout the 1900s have resulted in a forest that contains more older age
classes than would naturally occur. Summaries of the forest types and forest age class distribution
within the AOU are provided in Figure 1.4 and Figure 1.5. Forest types are classified according to various
characteristics, most notably tree cover, although additional factors, such as soil type and understory
vegetation, are also included.
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FIGURE 1.4. Total Area by Forest Type
Area by forest type in the Area of the Undertaking. Data obtained from 1Watkins, 2011.
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3.2%

FIGURE 1.5. Area by Age Class
Area by age class within the Area of the Undertaking. Data obtained from 1Watkins, 2011.
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Having a variety of age classes, as opposed to having all young or all old forest, is desirable as it creates a
range of habitats to support different wildlife species. For instance, moose and deer require young forest
for browsing, while species such as forest-dwelling woodland caribou and pileated woodpeckers prefer
mature, or old-growth, forest conditions.
Modern management practices and regulatory requirements, including the emulation of natural
disturbance patterns, such as mimicking fire through harvest operations, are being implemented to
help reverse/address these issues and move the forest towards a pre-industrial state10. The emulation
of natural disturbance is required under Ontario’s legislative framework14, which has been in place for
over two decades, and as such is widely applied across the commercial forest. Although this approach
is relatively new, positive effects are already being observed6. The emulation of natural disturbances is
recognized as an important tool in maintaining the forest’s long-term health. This concept is explored
in more detail in the next chapter.
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“Ontario is one of
the first jurisdictions
to attempt to
implement this
new approach,
although many
other jurisdictions
are moving in the
same direction.
Emulating natural
disturbances
appears to be
a progressive
approach to forest
management....”
Environmental Commissioner
of Ontario, September 2002
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“Collectively,
the biodiversity
indicators
demonstrated
that Ontario’s
forest ecosystems
were stable.”
6

	Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources, 2012

The Forest Resource (cont’d)

1.3. STATE OF THE FOREST
As part of its efforts to ensure that the province’s forest resources are being sustainably managed,
the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (OMNRF) is required to regularly report on the state
of the Crown forest resources using well-established criteria and indicators. These findings are summarized
on a five-year basis in the province’s State of Ontario’s Forests (SOF) reports. One key component of this
monitoring and reporting initiative is the assessment of ecosystem diversity. Table 1.3 provides a summary
of the various findings associated with the four provincial indicators of ecosystem diversity as reported in
the 2012 OMNRF SOF6. The 2012 SOF is based on a 2004-2008 reporting period and provides information
for Ontario’s forests as a whole (total forest area), as well as at the commercial forest level (specifically the
Area of the Undertaking).
As noted in Table 1.3, the findings for most criteria were positive for the province’s forests as a whole
and for the forests managed for commercial activities, indicating a state of good health. Although
significant gaps in the parks and protected areas network are noted, these are primarily attributable to
low representation in the northern and southern portions of the province that are outside of the area of
commercial activity6,15. Additional details on parks and protected areas are provided later in this report.
While the total area affected by new man-made corridors, such as roads and railways, increased slightly
over the reporting period as a result of forestry activities, the overall trend was found to be stable.
It should be noted that new policies are currently being developed to address road densities, particularly
in areas that support wide-ranging species such as forest-dwelling woodland caribou. Conversely, current
forest management activities were found to reduce forest fragmentation, effectively resulting in increased
forest patch size and a corresponding reduction in forest edge. This positive change can be attributed to
Ontario’s management approach of emulating natural disturbance patterns during forest harvesting as
discussed earlier in this chapter.
Forest fragmentation is a concern as it can lead to a loss of wildlife habitat for some species and therefore
lower levels of biodiversity, increased predation of songbirds and other animals, and reduced mobility for
some species that are unable to travel between isolated areas of habitat16.
The findings related to some of the other criteria and indicators used to assess the state of the forest,
such as wildlife monitoring, are addressed later in this report. For more comprehensive information
related to all of the OMNRF assessment criteria, readers are encouraged to consult the most recent
SOF report (2012)6.
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TABLE 1.3. Summary of Ecosystem Diversity Indicators for Ontario’s Forests
Modified from 6Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2012.

Trend
Criteria

State

Provincial Forests (Total)

Commercial Forests

Composition
(tree species)
and Structure
(age) of
Ecosystems

Good

Over the 2004-2008 State
of Ontario’s Forests (SOF)
reporting period there was
very little change provincially
in ecosystem composition
and structure.

Forests in the Area of the Undertaking
(AOU) were stable over the 2004-2008
SOF reporting period, and have been
for decades.

Levels of
Fragmentation
and
Connectedness
of Forest
Ecosystem
Components

Good

The provincial trend is stable,
with some local variation.
Southern Ontario showed a
trend to fewer, smaller and
more fragmented forests.

Forest metrics in the AOU are stable, and
have been for some time.

There are still substantial
gaps in the representation,
particularly in portions of
the Hudson Bay Lowlands
Ecozone and the Mixedwood
Plains Ecozone.

During the last reporting period, there have
been modest increases in representation in
the Ontario Shield and Mixedwood Plains
Ecozones. Large gaps continue to exist,
however, in the Hudson Bay Lowlands and
Mixedwood Plains Ecozones.

n/a

The area of road corridors represents
only 2.0% of the AOU total area, and as
a proportion of that area, increases by
0.16% annually.

*Representation Mixed
of Ecological
Features by
Protected Area
Category
**Man-made
Corridors, such
as Roads, Utility
Corridors &
Railways

Good

There has been a slight increase in the size
of forest patches and an associated decrease
in the amount of edge (where forested area
and non-forest area meet) in the last five
years, likely resulting from the introduction
of Ontario’s approach of emulating natural
disturbance patterns in forest harvesting.

Between 1999 and 2008 there was a
trend towards increased access control
on forest access roads and abandonment
of forest access roads, which, has benefits
for biodiversity conservation.

* 	The Ontario shield represent the ecological region where most commercial forestry takes place. The Mixedwood plains are the
southernmost ecological region. The Hudson Bay Lowlands represent the most northern ecological region.
** Criteria is specific to the AOU.
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The Forest Resource (cont’d)

CHAPTER REVIEW
This chapter was intended to provide an overview of the size, state and diversity of Ontario’s forest
resources. It was also developed to introduce the subset of Ontario’s forest where commercial operations
take place and to provide some insight into the guiding principles of forest management in the province,
including the emulation of natural disturbance patterns.
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Management of the
Forest – Standards
and Practices
CHAPTER OVERVIEW
The purposes of this chapter are to illustrate Ontario’s commitment to sustainable forest management
and to outline how the province currently provides for a diverse range of ecological, social and economic
values. The vast majority of information presented in the following sections paints a positive picture for
the province, although the latter parts of this chapter do highlight some recent concerns regarding the
economic impacts of certain new forest-related policies. The following sections are intended to pave the
way for a broader discussion on the importance of the forest sector to the economic well-being of the
province, its communities and its people, which takes place in the following chapter.
The first two sections of this chapter highlight Ontario’s status and achievements with regard to sustainable
forest management, both through the province’s legal framework and the adherence of forestry practices
to third-party, voluntary standards, known as forest certification. These are followed by an overview of
Ontario’s parks and protected areas network, which provides a foundation for the conservation of biological
diversity. The remaining sections discuss some ongoing developments related to forest policy, specifically,
policies associated with species at risk and forest tenure.

2.1. FOREST MANAGEMENT
Forestry in Ontario is governed by a rigorous regulatory framework that, at its core, promotes the
long-term health of the forest. The following sections explore some of the key concepts and principles of
forest management in Ontario, specifically the provision of sustainability, consultation (e.g. with Aboriginal
communities, the public, and forest stakeholders), and adaptive management. A brief introduction to the
key pieces of legislation that form the basis of Ontario’s forest management system, as well as the forest
management planning process, is also provided.
Throughout this section the reader will be provided with the information needed to assess Ontario’s
standing in a global context and to determine whether the forest is being managed in a fashion that
is consistent with the province’s underlying principles of sustainability.
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2.1.1. ONTARIO IN A GLOBAL CONTEXT
Ontario is recognized as a leader in sustainable forest management, both within Canada and on an
international stage. For example, a recent report commissioned under the Canadian Boreal Forest
Agreement1 found Ontario to have one of the most comprehensive and prescriptive forest management
planning systems in Canada, while an international study from Yale University2 concluded that Canadian
provinces, including Ontario, have some of the most stringent management standards in the world.
Further, a report commissioned by Forestry Innovation Investment3 acknowledged Canadian provinces,
including Ontario, as global leaders in the implementation and achievement of sustainable forest
management. This latter study assessed the ability of various forest regions around the world to provide
sustainable forest management using 16 assessment criteria including harvesting practices, reforestation,
forest conversion, species management (including species at risk), water quality management and public
participation and community involvement/First Nations’ input. Many of these elements are discussed in
more detail in the following sections.

2.1.2. LEGISLATION

3

The legal framework for forest management is provided primarily through the Crown Forest Sustainability
Act (CFSA, 1994)4 and the forest sector’s class approvals under the provincial Environmental Assessment
Act (EAA, 1990)5. Together, these documents set the stage for sustainability by outlining the standards
for forest management planning and forestry activities in the province. The influence of other pieces
of legislation, such as the Endangered Species Act, on forest management is discussed in subsequent
sections.
In Ontario, forest management and forestry practices are provided with ‘evergreen’, or class approvals
under the EAA, one for the Area of the Undertaking (Declaration Order MNR-716) and one for the
Whitefeather Forest (Declaration Order MNR-747). These approvals outline a series of conditions that
must be adhered to by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (OMNRF), and ultimately
the forest sector, during forest management planning and the implementation of commercial operations.
The conditions set out in the Declaration Orders cover recurring activities, such as harvesting and
road construction, and provide direction related to the preparation, review and approval of Forest
Management Plans (FMPs). Forestry is one of the few sectors in the province to receive class approvals
under Ontario’s EAA.
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“Canada (B.C.,
Ontario) and
Australia (New
South Wales)
are the countries
with the most
demanding
legislation on
the studied
elements.”
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	Forestry Innovation
Investment, July 2009
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Management of the Forest – Standards and Practices (cont’d)

2.1.3. FOREST MANAGEMENT PLANNING – AN OVERVIEW
The planning of forestry activities in Ontario takes place at the Forest Management Unit (FMU) level,
which are sub-divisions of the larger areas available for commercial operations. As of April 2014, there
were 42 FMUs in Ontario (see Figure 2.1).
Under Ontario’s regulatory system, each FMU is required to prepare an FMP before any forestry activities
can take place. The purpose of FMPs is to8,9:
• outline the long-term management strategy and objectives associated with a management unit,
for example, what the forest should look like 100 years from now;
• identify the activities that will take place on the management unit in the short-term, including how
much can be harvested and where harvesting can occur, what renewal activities will take place, and
where roads can/will be constructed; and
• prescribe the environmental standards and restrictions associated with various management activities,
such as the identification of mandatory no-harvest reserves around various wildlife features such as
dens and nests.
In essence, FMPs provide the instrument through which the province’s regulatory framework is applied
during planning and on-the-ground activities.
FIGURE 2.1. Forest Management Units in Ontario
Map obtained from 10Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, June 2014.
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FMPs are developed for a ten-year period and are prepared in two distinct phases. The first phase includes
the establishment of the long-term management strategy and the detailed planning of all operations
including harvesting, renewal and road construction, for the first five-year term of the plan (see Figure 2.2).
The second phase includes detailed planning of operations for the second five-year term. The long-term
management strategy applies to the full ten-year term of the plan, provided that it remains consistent
with the government’s policy objectives. For example, new policy direction may require revisions to the
long-term strategy prior to the preparation of the second five-year term of operations. The long-term
strategy is reviewed part way through the first term of operations to ensure it remains relevant.
Forest management planning is a complex, rigorous and time-consuming activity. It generally takes
thirty months to prepare the long-term management strategy and the detailed planning of operations
for first five-year term (first phase) and sixteen to twenty months for the detailed planning of operations
for the second five-year term (second phase). Costs associated with the development of an FMP often
exceed $1 million. Some of the critical elements of forest management planning, including requirements
for multi-stakeholder participation, are discussed in more detail below.
FIGURE 2.2. The First Phase of Forest Management Planning in Ontario
Figure obtained from 9Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, August 2014.
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“These guides deal
with biodiversity
in a holistic manner
in order to ensure
that there is
suitable habitat
across the entire
forest landscape
for wildlife, birds,
fish, plants, etc., as
well as protection
for specific habitat
features (e.g. nests,
species at risk).”
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources, June 2014.
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2.1.4. FOREST MANAGEMENT GUIDES
The protection of Ontario’s diverse forest values, such as wildlife habitat and water quality, during forest
operations is provided largely through the application of forest management guides. These guides
provide direction on acceptable management practices and ensure that various ecological and social
values, such as cultural heritage sites, are adequately planned for and protected during forestry
operations. In doing so, the guides help provide the foundation for forest sustainability11. The following
sections provide an overview of the current forest management guides and the government’s program
to monitor their effectiveness.
2.1.4.1. CURRENT GUIDES
The OMNRF recently merged its various environmental guidelines (previously over thirty existed) into
three comprehensive guides. These include two guides that provide landscape level direction (Forest
Management Guide for Boreal Landscapes13, Forest Management Guide for Great Lakes-St. Lawrence
Landscapes14) and one additional guide that directs management activities at the localized forest level
(Forest Management Guide for Conserving Biodiversity at the Stand and Site Scales15).
The landscape level guides contain direction to help forest managers move the forest towards a more
pre-industrial state and in doing so, help create and maintain a diversity of forest conditions, that is,
a mixture of young and older forests, over time. Using computer simulations, specific targets for each
FMU are established by estimating the natural variability, or range of conditions, that would likely exist on
the landscape in the absence of human influence (commonly referred to as the range of natural variation).
Long-term management strategies are then developed to guide forestry activities and move the existing
condition of the forest towards these established targets. By managing for a natural set of forest
conditions, these guides help provide habitat for the majority of native species of plants and animals
across the province.
This landscape direction is complemented by the localized forest area guide, which is then used to address
the habitat needs of individual species that may not be captured or provided for at the larger landscape
level, for example, the protection of peregrine falcon nests.
As noted in the previous chapter, one of the fundamental principles of forest management in Ontario
is the emulation of natural disturbance. This concept, along with the requirement to move the forest
towards a more natural condition, is central to the management direction provided in the current
guides and is based on the premise that by emulating the pattern, structure, and composition of natural
forest ecosystems, the natural patterns of biodiversity and ecological processes will be maintained.
This approach is integral to the long-term sustainability of the forest.
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2.1.4.2. EFFECTIVENESS MONITORING OF GUIDES
As part of its commitment to sustainable forest management the OMNRF is required to assess and
report on the effectiveness of forest management guides, an initiative supported through scientific
studies and wildlife population monitoring programs. Although these efforts are continuous and
ongoing, there is evidence to suggest that previous and existing management practices are having
the desired effect. For example, a recent review of buffers around red-shouldered hawk nests revealed
the existing standards to be effective16. Similarly, according to the OMNRF State of Ontario’s Forests
(SOF) report (2012)17 monitoring efforts have found that the populations of many provincially featured
species, including white-tailed deer, moose, and pileated woodpeckers, are stable or increasing. As not
all wildlife can be efficiently monitored, featured species are selected to represent a variety of habitat
types, including young and old forest. For other species where findings suggest that modifications to
management practices are needed, the results are utilized to update the standards during guide reviews.
Adaptive management refers to the process of continually improving management standards by monitoring,
and learning from the outcomes of, current operations and practices. The concept of adaptive management
is widely used in natural resource disciplines as a means of linking learning and experience with policy
development and implementation.
In keeping with the principle of adaptive management, forestry guides are reviewed every five years to
ensure they incorporate the most up to date science and to incorporate new knowledge. Opportunities for
public input during guide review are provided through the Environmental Registry18, a website where public
notices related to environmental matters being proposed by provincial government ministries are posted.
With the release of the landscape and localized forest level guides, the OMNRF is in the process of
revising its approach to effectiveness monitoring. A summary of the new approach is outlined in the
recent publication Effectiveness Monitoring of Forest Management Guides Strategic Direction19.

2.1.5. PUBLIC, STAKEHOLDER AND ABORIGINAL CONSULTATION
Ensuring opportunities for Aboriginal communities, the public, and local stakeholders to get involved
is a fundamental component of the forest management planning process and is key in the identification
and protection/management of local values. Opportunities for public and local stakeholder involvement
in the planning process include participation on the Local Citizens Committee (LCC) or through one
of numerous management plan public review periods.
LCCs are made up of representatives who are appointed by the local OMNRF District Manager and
who formally assist in the preparation of individual FMPs. Each management unit will have a unique
LCC membership that will include representatives who live and work in the area and/or who represent
local organizations with a direct and distinct interest in the plan. The LCC may also appoint one of its
members to participate directly on the planning team that is responsible for producing the plan6,8.
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In addition, the public and stakeholders are notified at various stages of plan development and are
provided with ongoing opportunities for review, comment and input during plan preparation and
implementation. In instances where specific concerns are identified, and cannot be resolved through
normal planning protocols or informal discussions, stakeholders can initiate a formal issue resolution
process. Details on the specific process are provided in the government’s Forest Management
Planning Manual8.
Figure 2.3 provides a summary of various measures of LCC effectiveness (fair process, effective LCC,
fair outcomes, process satisfaction) over time, as determined through LCC member surveys17.
All measures show moderate increases over the reported timeframe. Although there are still
opportunities for improvement, these results are positive and suggest that the LCC framework
is providing an important and increasingly effective means for stakeholders to become engaged
in the forest management planning process.
FIGURE 2.3. Measures of LCC Effectiveness
Average agreement or satisfaction ratings by Local Citizens Committee (LCC) members. Based on surveys with ranges from +2 (strongly
agree/very satisfied) to -2 (strongly disagree/very dissatisfied). Data obtained from 17Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2012.
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Current standards require that each Aboriginal community within or adjacent to the management unit
be directly consulted during plan preparation, and further, that each community be provided with
an opportunity for direct representation on the planning team. The planning process also requires
the development of a report for each FMU that identifies and provides for the protection of
Aboriginal values6,8.

20

A Boreal Forum White Paper

According to the provincial government17, the number of Aboriginal communities represented directly
on planning teams has been increasing over the past several years. For example, during the 1999-2003
reporting period, 32 Aboriginal representatives served on planning teams for 48 FMPs, compared with
108 representatives on 44 planning teams from 2004-2008. Although it is recognized that an opportunity
for greater participation exists, the overall trend is viewed to be very positive.

2.1.6. RENEWAL
In Ontario, all harvested areas must be regenerated by law. Examples of regeneration activities include
tree planting and aerial seeding. Under the CFSA, the provincial government has established two
programs/mechanisms to help ensure that the necessary funds exist to regenerate the forest, either
following harvesting operations or natural disturbances – the Forest Renewal Trusts (FRT) and the
Forestry Futures Trust (FFT)4.
Individual FRTs exist for each management unit and were established to ensure that funds are available
to regenerate the forest following harvesting activities. Companies are required to make deposits into
the appropriate FRT at the time of harvest. Following the completion of renewal work, eligible invoices
are submitted to the Trust for reimbursement. The funds in any particular management unit’s account can
only be used for renewal efforts on its associated land base.
The FFT, which provides a complementary function to the FRTs, was established primarily to fund renewal
expenses on Crown land where forests have been depleted or damaged by fire or other natural causes.
Other applications of the FFT are to fund renewal expenses on land where the responsible company
has become insolvent and to fund intensive stand management and pest control activities as deemed
appropriate by the government.
Figure 2.4 provides a provincial summary of FRT deposits and expenditures in recent years in relation
to harvest levels. As illustrated, trends in renewal expenditures closely follow trends in harvest intensity –
that is, when more fibre is harvested, more money is spent on regeneration.
As noted in Figure 2.5, annual renewal activities in the province, such as tree planting, have also kept
pace with harvest levels over the past decade indicating an appropriate level of regeneration.
Although the area being renewed has declined in recent years, this is a direct result of lower harvest
levels resulting from the recent economic downturn (i.e. as less area is harvested, less area needs to be
renewed). Any changes, or reductions, in the area renewed from year-to-year therefore, should not be
interpreted as a decline in the forest sector’s commitment to the post-harvest regeneration of the forest.
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FIGURE 2.4. Forest Renewal Trust Deposits and Expenditures in Relation to Harvest Levels
Data obtained from 10Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, June 2014.
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FIGURE 2.5. Forest Area Renewed – Clearcut Silviculture System
Data obtained from 10Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, June 2014.
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2.1.7. MONITORING AND REPORTING
Forestry activities are monitored through a variety of government regulated programs. These monitoring
programs are in place primarily to assess the compliance of individual activities against the standards and
approved practices described in the FMP. However, they are also used to evaluate the sustainability of
Ontario’s broader forest management framework. For example, renewal activities are monitored to make
sure they are achieving the desired results17,20. Monitoring activities are a key component of adaptive
management.
One of the main monitoring programs related to commercial forestry is the forest compliance monitoring
program. This program is carried out on a year round basis to ensure that forest operations are conducted
in accordance with provincial policies and the approved FMPs. As part of this program, government and
forest industry representatives inspect and report on a variety of activities related to access (e.g. road
construction), harvesting, renewal (e.g. the planting of trees), and maintenance (e.g. controlling competing/
undesirable vegetation)20,21.
A summary of the forest compliance monitoring program over the past several years is provided in
Figure 2.6. The compliance rate across all operations (access, harvest, renewal and maintenance) for both
industry and OMNRF has been 94% or higher for the timeframe reported. The reduction in the number
of reports from 2007 to 2011 is a reflection of the reduction in harvesting and other activities that took
place over this period as a result of the recent economic recession.
FIGURE 2.6. Summary of Forest Compliance Monitoring
Data obtained from 10Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, June 2014.
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Another important component of the province’s monitoring framework is the Independent Forest
Audit (IFA) program. Under the IFA program, audits are conducted on each management unit every
five to seven years to review the performance of both forest managers and the OMNRF in meeting
their forest management responsibilities20. Key elements of audits include examining whether:
• the planning process has followed provincial laws and approved management directions/standards;
• on-the-ground operations have been conducted in accordance with the FMP for the
management unit; and
• forest management activities are achieving the specified management objectives.
In addition, IFAs identify recommended areas for improvement and provide an overall assessment
of forest sustainability for the management unit.
Under the IFA program, audits are performed by independent, multidisciplinary teams. Once completed,
individual audit reports are approved in the provincial legislature and subsequently posted on the
OMNRF website. IFAs were completed for fourteen management units in 2011 (the most recent year
made publicly available), ten of which have been tabled in the legislature. All ten of these audits found the
management unit to be sustainably managed and in compliance with provincial regulatory requirements22.
The province’s Silvicultural Effectiveness Monitoring (SEM) program is used to track forest regeneration
activities and to determine whether renewal efforts are achieving the desired results. In order to allow
for enough time for new trees to become established and grow, renewal success is typically measured
several years after regeneration efforts have been completed20. The most recent OMNRF SOF report
(2012)17 found that 91% of the areas assessed during the associated 2004-2008 reporting period were
successfully regenerated, although it has been recognized that in some cases species composition did not
achieve plan specifications. The results of the SEM program are used to assess and continually improve
regeneration techniques and standards.
Additional information on these and other monitoring programs, including the Forest Health Monitoring
program, are available on the OMNRF website20.
As noted in the following section, most management units in the province have obtained third-party
certification. Certification refers to a voluntary process used by forest companies to obtain independent
verification that forestry activities are being conducted in a sustainable manner. As part of this process,
management activities are subject to annual certification audits.
As part of its commitments to transparency and accountability, the OMNRF prepares public reports that
provide interested parties with information on the current state of the forest and how the resource is
being managed, including information on how much area has been harvested and how much area has
been renewed. Key reports related to commercial operations include the Annual Reports on Forest
Management and the SOF reports. The most recent versions of these documents are available on the
OMNRF website17,21.
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SECTION REVIEW
The purpose of this section was to provide a detailed review of principles and elements of forest
management planning in Ontario and the province’s general approach to achieving sustainability.
This section was also intended to help assess Ontario’s standing, specifically with regard to sustainable
forest management, on the global stage.
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“All standards
promote
responsible forest
management
through the
conservation of
biological diversity,
maintenance of
wildlife habitat and
species diversity,
protection of
special sites, soil
and water, and
sustainable
harvest levels.”
	Forest Products Association
of Canada, 2012
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Management of the Forest – Standards and Practices (cont’d)

2.2. FOREST CERTIFICATION
In many parts of the world, even in countries where rigorous regulatory standards are in place, forest
certification plays an important role in the promotion and recognition of sustainable forest management
practices. Forest certification refers to a voluntary process used by forest managers to obtain thirdparty verification that forestry activities are being implemented in a sustainable manner. In contrast to
regulatory standards developed by governments, certification standards are developed and administered
by objective, independent parties, and as a result provide an additional benchmark against which to
assess sustainable forest management.
The following section provides an overview of the relevant certification systems in Ontario and highlights
the provincial forest sector’s achievements in this area.

2.2.1. CERTIFICATION – AN OVERVIEW
As noted, forest certification is a voluntary process whereby forest managers have their planning and
forestry practices verified against independently developed sustainable forest management standards.
Compliance with standards is determined through third-party audits that assess planning and on-theground activities against pre-defined performance criteria on various issues including harvest levels, the
conservation of biodiversity, wildlife habitat, species at risk and the protection of soil and water resources.
In some cases, obtaining third-party certification may require meeting standards that are above and
beyond regulatory requirements, even in regions such as Ontario with strict regulatory regimes1,2.

2.2.2. CERTIFICATION IN ONTARIO
Within Ontario, there are three primary forest certification systems. These are the Canadian Standards
Association (CSA), the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) and the Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI),
all of which are recognized internationally. A brief overview of these systems and their associated
standards is provided in Table 2.1. Although differences exist between the various systems, all three
are recognized as promoting sustainable forest management.
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TABLE 2.1. Summary of the Canadian Standards Association (CSA), Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)
and Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) Certification Systems
Modified from 2Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2014 .

Certification

Summary

Principles/Criteria/Indicators

CSA – Canadian
Standards
Association

The CSA forest certification standard
is based on the criteria and indicators
of sustainable forest management
developed by the Canadian Council
of Forest Ministers.

•
•
•
•
•
•

Biological diversity
Ecosystem condition and productivity
Soil and water
Role in global ecological cycles
Economic and social benefits
Society’s responsibility

Six criteria are used to assess the
environmental, social and economic
benefits derived from forests.
FSC – Forest
Stewardship
Council

FSC-certified forests are evaluated
against FSC’s Principles and Criteria
for responsible forest management.
The FSC’s Principles and Criteria form
the guiding framework for developing
regional forest stewardship standards
appropriate to local social, ecological
and economic conditions. The following
revised principles were approved in
principle in 2012.

• Compliance with laws
• Workers’ rights and employment
conditions
• Indigenous peoples’ rights
• Community relations
• Benefits from the forest
• Environmental values and impacts
• Management planning
• Monitoring and assessment
• High conservation values
• Implementation of management activities

SFI – Sustainable
Forestry
Initiative

The SFI standard is based on
14 principles and 20 objectives.
Each objective includes performance
measures and indicators.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
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Sustainable forestry
Forest productivity and health
Protection of water resources
Protection of biological diversity
Aesthetics and recreation
Protection of special sites
Responsible fibre sourcing practices
in North America
Avoidance of controversial sources
including illegal logging in offshore
fibre sourcing
Legal compliance
Research
Training and education
Public involvement
Transparency
Continual improvement
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The area of Crown forests certified in Ontario has increased significantly since 2002 and as of 2013,
there were over 24 million hectares of Crown forest land certified within the Area of the Undertaking
(AOU) (Figure 2.7), representing over 70% of the Crown management unit land base in the AOU2.
The minor reductions observed in 2010 and 2012 are attributable largely to the bankruptcy of some
companies previously operating in Ontario. Many of the areas that are not certified are currently
managed by the province.
According to the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry2, there were approximately
340 million hectares of certified forests globally at the end of 2013. Of this, 150 million hectares (44%)
were located within Canada. At the time, Ontario represented over 7% of the world’s certified forests.
It is recognized that Ontario’s forest management framework addresses many of the requirements of
CSA, FSC and SFI, and that this framework provides a strong foundation for forest companies operating
in Ontario to pursue third-party certification.
FIGURE 2.7. Area by Certification System – 2002 to 2013
Data obtained from 2Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2014.
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Figure 2.8 provides a geographical overview of certification in Ontario as of the end of 2013. According
to provincial government statistics2, SFI was the predominant certification system in the Northwestern
region while FSC was the primary certification system in the Northeastern and Southern regions.
As per Figure 2.8, multiple Forest Management Units have been certified to more than one system.
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FIGURE 2.8. Management Unit Forest Certification in Ontario, by Certification System
Map obtained from 2Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2014.

Since the end of 2013, one FSC certificate in the Northwest region of the province, covering two
management units, has been suspended3. However, both forests remain certified under the SFI system,
and as a result, the total area certified in the province was not affected. Two management units in the
Northeast region, totalling over 1.2 million hectares, have been newly certified under FSC in 20144,5.
Neither management unit was certified under any system as of the end of 2013. One management unit
in the Northeast region, covering approximately 850,000 hectares, has been newly certified under SFI
in 20146. As of the end of 2013 this management unit was, and remains, certified under FSC.
A 2009 report from Forestry Innovation Investment7,8 concluded that strict regulatory regimes combined
with adherence to voluntary certification standards have made Canadian provinces, including Ontario,
world leaders in the achievement of sustainable forest management.

2.2.3. CERTIFICATION AND THE GLOBAL MARKETPLACE
Over the past several years, forest certification has become increasingly recognized in marketplaces
around the world as customers look for assurances that products are derived from sustainably managed
forests that protect human health, biodiversity and the economic well-being of forest-dependent
communities. As a result, many companies now include certification requirements as part of their
purchasing policies. In its 2012 Global Market Survey9, FSC found that 80% of respondents saw the
demand for their/FSC certified products increasing or staying the same, further demonstrating the
growing demand for certified and sustainable products. Accordingly, for many companies certification
is viewed as a tool to access domestic and global markets.
A Boreal Forum White Paper
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SECTION REVIEW
This section was developed to introduce readers to the concept of certification and its role in promoting/
verifying various elements of sustainable forest management. The achievements of the Ontario forest
sector in meeting various internationally recognized standards were also explored.
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2.3. PROTECTED AREAS
As discussed in previous sections, Ontario’s rigorous regulatory framework plays a central role in
promoting the sustainability of the province’s forest resources. One additional means, and the focus
of this section, is through the identification and protection of specific forest areas where harvesting
is prohibited.
The following sections are designed to provide the reader with an overview of the two primary means of
protecting forests – parks and protected areas, and the creation of no-harvest reserves during commercial
activities. The summaries presented below were developed to equip the reader with the necessary
information to assess the status of Ontario’s protected areas network and to help illustrate the extent to
which the forest, even within the area where commercial activities are permitted, is off-limits to harvesting.

2.3.1. PARKS AND PROTECTED AREAS
As noted in the recent government publication, State of Ontario’s Forests (2012)1, parks and protected
areas function as critical sources and refuges for biodiversity on a variety of scales – at the ecosystem,
species, and genetic level. The conservation of biodiversity is one of the primary objectives/roles of parks
and protected areas.
2.3.1.1. LEGISLATION
Protected areas in Ontario are governed primarily by the Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves Act
(PPCRA, 2006)2. Under the PPCRA, forestry activities in parks and conservation reserves are prohibited,
with the exception of the Recreation/Utilization zone within Algonquin Park. National parks fall under the
jurisdiction of the Canada National Parks Act (2000)3, which is administered by the federal government.
2.3.1.2. CURRENT EXTENT OF PROTECTED AREAS
Approximately 9.1% of the province’s total area (9.7 million hectares) is located within protected areas4,
the majority of which is under provincial jurisdiction (Figure 2.9). This includes almost 9.5 million hectares
at the provincial level with an additional 208,000 hectares located in national parks. Approximately
9.5% (almost 4.2 million hectares) of the Area of the Undertaking (AOU)4 and 30% (approximately
350,000 hectares) of the Whitefeather Forest4,5 are currently located within regulated parks and
protected areas.
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FIGURE 2.9. Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves in Ontario
Map obtained from 4Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, June 2014.
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The provincial government has committed to the protection of at least 225,000 square kilometres of the
Far North, the area north of the AOU (see Figure 2.10), through the development of an interconnected
series of protected areas. Fulfillment of this commitment, established under the Far North Act (2010)6,
will result in approximately 21% of the province being set aside within protected areas in the Far North
alone (i.e. in addition to protected areas in the AOU and in Southern portion of Ontario) bringing the
percent of Ontario’s total area located in protected areas to a minimum of 25%.
Currently, economic development in the Far North is limited, however, the natural resource potential of the
region is recognized as significant, particularly with respect to mining7. The Far North Act was designed to
ensure the sustainable development of the region through local level, community based landuse planning
that will help identify which areas will be protected and which will be available for development.
FIGURE 2.10. Map Outlining the Far North, Area of the Undertaking (AOU) and the Whitefeather Forest
The Far North is the portion of the province located north of the AOU. Map modified from 8Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
and Forestry, August 2014.
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2.3.1.3. ONTARIO IN A NATIONAL AND GLOBAL CONTEXT
Estimates on the percentage of area that should be set aside as protected areas have varied over time
and are often based upon the region in question. Ontario’s government, along with those of other
Canadian provinces, specifically British Columbia and Saskatchewan, has recognized a target of 12%9,10,
a threshold that was initially proposed as part of the World Wildlife Fund Endangered Spaces campaign
in the late 1980s11. In a more global context, many countries have embraced the International Union for
Conservation of Nature proposed target of 10%9,12. The current global average for allocated protected
areas is approximately 13%13.
Figure 2.11 provides a recent comparison of all thirteen Canadian provinces and territories14.
The percentage of area in protected areas ranges from a low 2.8% in Prince Edward Island to a high
of 15.7% in British Columbia. Figure 2.12 compares the extent of protected areas, by area and percent,
of various countries around the world, including Canada13. As illustrated, Ontario currently ranks fifth
among Canadian provinces and territories, and on a global scale ranks on par with/behind many other
industrial nations. However, it should be noted that these figures represent a single point in time.
Completion of the Far North landuse planning initiative would make Ontario a leading jurisdiction,
both nationally and around the world, with regard to protected areas. Achieving this degree of
protection, however, is contingent on the province satisfying its commitments under the Far North Act.
FIGURE 2.11. Percentage of Terrestrial Area Protected by Canadian Province and Territory
Data obtained from 14Environment Canada, August 2014.
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FIGURE 2.12. Protected Areas in Selected Countries
Data obtained from 13Environment Canada, August 2014.
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2.3.1.4. PROTECTED AREA REPRESENTATION
The extent to which a system of parks and protected areas is effective and complete depends largely on
the degree to which it is able to capture the full range of ecosystems and ecological processes that exist
on the landscape – a concept referred to as representation. The underlying principle of this approach is
that by capturing the full range of ecosystems and ecosystem processes, protected areas will capture the
full spectrum of biodiversity values that they support. Ecosystems and/or ecosystem processes that are
not represented are considered gaps in the protected areas network9,15,16.
In Ontario, ecosystems are identified and classified through the Ecological Land Classification (ELC)
system that categorizes ecosystems at different scales based on unique combinations of landform and
vegetation (L/V) characteristics. At the highest level, the ELC system classifies ecosystems into distinct
regions called ecozones, which are further subdivided into ecoregions and ecodistricts based on the
consideration of additional criteria or elements (see Figure 2.13)15.
Figure 2.13 outlines the extent to which L/V representation has been achieved across Ontario’s ecozones
(Hudson Bay Lowlands, Boreal Shield, Mixedwood Plains), ecoregions and ecodistricts. Minimum thresholds
are set at 1% or 50 hectares, whichever is greater, of each naturally occurring landform/vegetation
association within each of the province’s 71 ecodistricts. As illustrated, there is significant variation across
the province, however, ecological representation in protected areas is highest in the Ontario Shield Ecozone
(10.4%), where the majority of commercial activities take place, followed by the Hudson Bay Lowlands
Ecozone (9.9%), and the Mixedwood Plains Ecozone (0.5%)15.
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FIGURE 2.13. Representation of Ecological Features
Map obtained from 15Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2011.
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2.3.1.5. PARKS AND PROTECTED AREAS OVER TIME
The total area in the province’s parks and protected areas network increased exponentially over the latter
part of the 20th century (see Figure 2.14) as a result of various initiatives. A historical summary of the
provincial protected area network can be found in the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
document State of Ontario’s Protected Areas Report15.
A key effort in the realization of the current protected areas network was the Lands for Life planning
process (1997-1999), which resulted in the identification of 378 new protected areas covering approximately
2.4 million hectares, specifically within the area designated for commercial forestry/the AOU.
A critical factor in the success of this initiative was a government commitment to protect the economic
integrity of the forest industry by ensuring that expansion of the protected areas system would not
negatively impact fibre supply or increase the cost of wood to mills17,18. This commitment was achieved
through the implementation of a series of measures including more effective harvesting of small-diameter
wood, improved growth and yield information, and improved utilization of existing fibre. Overall, this
commitment underscores the potential importance of providing fibre supply security as part of the
continued expansion of the province’s protected areas network in the commercial forest.
For more detailed information on the outcomes of the Lands for Life process (referred to as the Living
Legacy Land Use Strategy), readers are encouraged to visit the government’s website10.
FIGURE 2.14. Growth of Ontario’s Parks and Protected Areas Network Over Time
Data obtained from 15Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2011.
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2.3.2. NON-REGULATED PROTECTION
In addition to prohibitions on forestry operations in protected areas, other factors can significantly
reduce the area available for forestry operations. From an ecological perspective, the most important
considerations are contained within the various guides used during the forest management planning
process. These considerations, along with other factors such as non-productive land and geographical
impediments (e.g. steep slopes), all contribute to the overall reduction in the area available for commercial
forestry operations.
Currently, there is no provincial summary of the area off-limits to harvesting due to non-regulated means.
However, a review of four Forest Management Units (FMUs) in Northwestern Ontario (Figure 2.15)19 reveals
that the land unavailable for harvest operations in commercial areas can range from 18.3% to as high as 75%.
Reserves specifically associated with the protection of ecological values, including riparian reserves and
long-term deferrals for forest-dwelling woodland caribou, can remove anywhere from 8.9% to 67.7% of
an individual FMU from commercial activities over the life of a Forest Management Plan.
As opposed to regulated protected areas, deferred areas and reserves are identified through the
forest management planning process. As new plans are developed, deferred areas may move across the
landscape to reflect changes in forest conditions and to ensure that the appropriate levels of protection
are provided on a continual basis. Although, as with forest-dwelling woodland caribou (see the following
section on Species at Risk), areas may be deferred for extensive periods of time – in some cases, over
one-hundred years. As deferred areas/reserves move, certain areas previously off-limits to commercial
activities may become available for harvest.
However, as noted in the following section, reserves and deferred areas do have the potential to negatively
impact fibre supply and other social and economic values, particularly as forest management guides are
revised and/or as new standards or policy directions are introduced.
FIGURE 2.15. Summary of Areas Not Available for Harvest on Four Forest Management Units
in Northwestern Ontario
The Dog River-Matawin management unit is not within the province’s caribou range. The English River and Black Spruce management units
are partially within the province’s caribou range. The Caribou management unit is located entirely within the province’s caribou range.
Data obtained from 19Resolute Forest Products, August 2014.
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SECTION REVIEW
This section on forest protection was developed to highlight the importance of parks and protected areas
in the conservation of biological diversity. This section also provided insight into the current extent of
Ontario’s protected areas network and a review of the province’s standing with regard to protected areas
on a national and international stage. This section also looked at the potential of non-regulated protection
to reduce the area available for commercial operations.
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2.4. SPECIES AT RISK
Species at risk represents one of the most contentious areas of natural resource policy in Ontario.
While most, if not all, stakeholders and economic development industries support the need to conserve
and recover these species, the current legislative framework is often criticized for being overly restrictive
and inefficient, with many sectors citing significant, negative implications1,2,3,4.
This section explores both the recovery actions and economic repercussions associated with species
at risk in the province. A general overview of the number and classification of species at risk and the
current approach to species at risk policy are discussed, followed by more detailed information related
to forest-dwelling woodland caribou – one of Ontario’s most prominent at risk species. Some of the
known socio-economic impacts of species at risk management are also explored.

2.4.1. LEGISLATION
The protection of species at risk in Ontario is governed primarily through the provincial Endangered
Species Act (ESA)5, which was revised in 2007. Prior to the revision of the ESA, forest-related policy for
many species at risk was developed under the direction and influence of the Crown Forest Sustainability
Act (CFSA, 1994)6. Currently, there are established linkages between the two pieces of legislation to
ensure that any management direction provided under the ESA is followed during the forest management
planning process and adhered to during on-the-ground activities.
At the federal level, species at risk as protected under Canada’s Species at Risk Act (SARA, 2000)7.
Policies and management directions developed under the provincial ESA are typically developed to be
consistent with the requirements of the federal legislation. As a result, this section deals mainly with the
provincial legislation and its associated policies.

2.4.2. SPECIES AT RISK IN ONTARIO – OVERVIEW
Under the provincial ESA, species at risk currently represent less than 1% of the 30,000 species that
call Ontario home. At the time of this report, there were approximately 220 species at risk in Ontario8.
A breakdown of the different classifications of species is provided in Table 2.2.
While species at risk are found across all parts of Ontario, the greatest number of species at risk is typically
found in the southernmost areas of the province where development activities are most concentrated.
For example, Essex, the southernmost census region in the province (approximately 1,851 km2) is home
to 88 species at risk. By contrast, Kenora, the most northern census region (approximately 407,213 km2)
contains 20 species at risk9.
In the context of commercial forestry operations, approximately 23% of threatened or endangered
species in the province, a total of about 40, are located within the Area of the Undertaking (AOU),
many of which are found beyond the AOUs borders10,11. As referenced, endangered and threatened
species are the primary focus of the ESA.
For additional information on the location of various species, readers are encouraged to visit the
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (OMNRF) website9.
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TABLE 2.2. Definitions for the Various Classifications of Species at Risk in Ontario and Number
of Species by Classification
Data/information obtained from 5Government of Ontario, 2007 and 8Government of Ontario, 2014.

Classification

Definition

No. of Species

Extirpated

Lives somewhere in the world, lived at one time in the wild
in Ontario, but no longer lives in the wild in Ontario

15

Endangered

Lives in the wild in Ontario but is facing imminent extinction
or extirpation

102

Threatened

Lives in the wild in Ontario, is not endangered, but is likely to
become endangered if steps are not taken to address factors
threatening to lead to its extinction or extirpation

58

Special Concern

Lives in the wild in Ontario, is not endangered or threatened,
but may become threatened or endangered because of a
combination of biological characteristics and identified threats

49

2.4.3. SPECIES AT RISK – POLICY AND PROTECTION
GENERAL
Under the ESA, species classified as endangered or threatened are protected through the development
and application of a comprehensive series of regulations and policies that includes, among others, habitat
regulations, recovery strategies and government response statements5. Collectively, these documents
identify the habitat for each species, outline the management recovery objectives and activities that the
government intends to pursue, and ultimately, provide specific direction to various economic development
activities around the province to ensure that both species and their habitats are appropriately protected.
To date, policies have been developed and implemented for a variety of forest-dependent species including
wood turtle, peregrine falcon, and forest-dwelling woodland caribou.
As an additional safeguard, activities with the potential to negatively affect individuals of a threatened or
endangered species, or their habitat, must receive special authorization from the government before they
can proceed.
Finally, all endangered and threatened species are provided with automatic habitat protection, as defined
through general criteria in the legislation, while the necessary policies are developed.
Although the ESA focuses largely on endangered and threatened species, provisions for the protection
and recovery of extirpated and special concern species are also contained within the legislation. For more
on the recovery approaches to these species readers are encouraged to consult the ESA5 directly.
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FORESTRY
All applicable policies developed under the ESA are built directly into the sector’s Forest Management
Plans (FMPs) (see the first section in this chapter for more on forest management planning). This includes
the incorporation of the various ESA standards and directions related to harvesting (e.g. location,
timing restrictions, buffers around nests) and other forestry activities such as road construction and the
application of herbicides. In those cases where policy direction has not yet been developed under the
ESA, for example where a new species has been listed, appropriate guidelines must be developed during
plan preparation in consultation with provincial government biologists specializing in species at risk12.

2.4.4. FOREST-DWELLING WOODLAND CARIBOU
Ontario supports two distinct ecotypes of woodland caribou – forest-dwelling, which resides in the Boreal
Forest year round, and forest-tundra, which lives on the tundra during the spring and summer months
and only seeks refuge in the Boreal Forest during the winter13. In Ontario, only forest-dwelling woodland
caribou is listed as a species at risk (threatened) and is the only one found within the area actively
managed for forestry.
In Ontario, 54% of forest-dwelling woodland caribou’s continuous range is off-limits to commercial
forestry activities. Approximately 70% of the combined range of both caribou ecotypes, forest-dwelling
and forest-tundra, is located outside the commercial forest10.
The remainder of this document deals only with forest-dwelling woodland caribou (from here referred to
only as caribou).
Caribou require large areas of continuous conifer dominated forest for their survival. Large areas provide
refuge from predators, as caribou maintain low densities as a safeguard against predation, while conifer
canopies provide shelter during the winter months. Given that the forest industry also relies on large and
predictable quantities of conifer, the management of caribou is of particular interest to the sector13,14.
Caribou were listed as a threatened species in response to a reduction in its provincial range that began
in the late 1800s. This range reduction has been attributed to a variety of inter-related factors including
human settlement and land clearing, historic forest practices, landscape fragmentation, over-hunting,
and predation issues in the past14.
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2.4.4.1. CURRENT CARIBOU MANAGEMENT – CARIBOU CONSERVATION PLAN (CCP)
The overarching policy direction for caribou is contained within a document called the Caribou
Conservation Plan (CCP)13, which outlines the comprehensive suite of actions the government intends
to take with respect to caribou management, conservation and recovery. The CCP satisfies a provincial
requirement to develop a response statement (i.e. an action plan) as per the ESA. Although not a
focal point of this report, it should be noted that the development of the CCP is consistent with the
requirements of the federal SARA7.
The backbone of caribou conservation under the CCP is the development of a long-term, 100-150 year,
schedule that outlines the progression of eligible harvest areas and mandatory habitat deferrals on each
management unit. This approach is called a dynamic caribou habitat schedule (DCHS), or caribou mosaic
(see Figure 2.16)13,15. This schedule ensures that a sufficient amount of habitat is deferred from harvest
activities at all times to provide for caribou populations. As previously disturbed areas, either through forestry
or fire, are regenerated and mature to develop the appropriate habitat characteristics, they become part of
the mosaic, allowing other, typically older deferral areas to be harvested, thereby re-starting the process.
As a result, deferred areas are ‘dynamic’ and move around the landscape. However, they are always
maintained at a minimum level and in a configuration that provides for continuous and continual habitat.
As presented in the previous section, upwards of 60% of a management unit can be in deferred habitat areas.
By concentrating harvest activities in a smaller number of specific areas over an extended period (as per
Figure 2.16), this process also helps to minimize road networks and therefore mitigate the overall impacts
of harvest activities on caribou populations.
Determining the extent of habitat necessary on each management unit is based on an assessment of
pre-industrial forest conditions. This approach is consistent with the broader requirement to emulate
natural disturbance patterns and natural forest conditions under the CFSA and the direction provided
in the Forest Management Guide for Boreal Landscapes16.
Additional requirements of the CCP include the active promotion of conifer regeneration, the
development and implementation of road management strategies, including requirements for road
closures and/or road removal, and the protection of sensitive calving sites.
It is worth noting that a similar mosaic approach to caribou management has been in place in
Northwestern Ontario under the CFSA since the mid-1990s, although not all elements are the same.
For example, the current DCHS is applied in some areas further south than the previous mosaic
management direction. The application of a mosaic approach over a longer timeframe (from the
mid-1990s to the present) however does allow for some insight into whether this approach is working.
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FIGURE 2.16. Dynamic Caribou Habitat Schedule, or Caribou Mosaic for the Lac Seul Forest
in Northwestern Ontario
Time periods in the legend correspond to eligible harvest periods - areas are deferred from harvest in the interim. Map obtained from
the 15Forest Management Plan for the Lac Seul Forest, 2011-2021.
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“Adjustments to
forest management
practices in
northwestern
Ontario since the
early 1990s appear
to have had some
initial success at
retaining caribou
and caribou habitat
near the southern
edge of range.”

2.4.4.2. EFFECTIVENESS OF CARIBOU MANAGEMENT
As part of its commitment to the recovery of caribou, the provincial government has implemented a
caribou monitoring program using aerial survey, Global Positioning System collars and other methods
to help provide baseline data on caribou populations and location, to help assess the effectiveness of
current caribou management approaches, and to allow for the refinement and improvement of policies
going forward14. As both the monitoring program and the policies under the ESA are relatively new,
there is currently no direct, comprehensive information regarding the effectiveness of the DCHS.
In addition, caribou occur at very low densities and have relatively low reproductive rates. As these
characteristics create challenges to the effective monitoring of caribou movements and caribou
populations levels, it is difficult to draw conclusions regarding how effective previous management
activities have been in maintaining caribou on the land base. Reliable evidence to support, or refute,
the mosaic approach will likely take many years.
It should be noted, however, that observations related to the implementation of the mosaic approach
in the Northwest starting in the 1990s do indicate some initial level of success13. These findings are
complemented by OMNRF studies, which found that caribou will return to previously harvested sites,
a position that is supported by three case studies in Ontario – the Lucy Lake, Castlewood Lake, and
South Allely Lake forests14. Although, it should be recognized that all three of these forests were
harvested prior to the implementation of modern management techniques, specifically between
1952 and 1970, and generally used non-contemporary methods such as horse logging.

Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources, 2009

13

2.4.4.3. EMERGING CARIBOU POLICY
As part of its requirements under the CCP, the provincial government is moving towards a system that
will assess the health of caribou and manage their habitat at a population range level17,18. This work is
currently underway and is expected to be released in late 2014. The proposed caribou population
ranges are illustrated in Figure 2.17.
As part of the range management approach, the government will assess the well-being of individual
caribou populations based on four criteria:
• population size;
• population trend;
• total disturbance of habitat within the range; and
• habitat arrangement.
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FIGURE 2.17. Caribou Population Ranges in Ontario
Map obtained from 18Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2013.

Once completed, the results of each assessment, commonly referred to as range conditions, will be used
to inform future management and recovery activities in the associated range and ultimately will be used
to determine whether specific resource management activities, for example forestry or mining, will be
permitted. In ranges that have substantial habitat and/or have been affected by minimal disturbance,
industrial activities will be permitted to continue within the parameters of the previously mentioned
policies, certification requirements and geographical limitations.
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Although this methodology is well-established at the federal level19,20,21 and is recognized as a progressive
approach to caribou management, it has raised several concerns within the forest sector and among other
stakeholders in Ontario22,23,24. Firstly, population ranges are larger than Forest Management Units (FMUs),
which means that multiple management units will be present, at least in part, within a given range. Although
caribou objectives will be set at the range level, achievement of these objectives will still be accomplished
through the forest management planning process. To date, there has been no indication as to how range
level objectives will be divided among affected management units. For instance, if there is insufficient
habitat and additional habitat deferrals are needed, it is currently not clear which management unit(s) will
be affected. Individual management units are under the management responsibility of different companies
and often support a unique group of stakeholders, forest-dependent communities and Aboriginal interests.
As such, the application of any additional constraints on forest management could inadvertently result in
social or economic repercussions that extend beyond the forest industry.
Secondly, some of the underlying science to support the province’s approach, particularly with respect
to assessing the total disturbance within a range, is based on data from other Canadian jurisdictions and
has not been ground tested in Ontario. Total disturbance within a range is used to estimate recruitment
levels (e.g. the less disturbance, the greater likelihood a population will grow) which depends on complex
relationships and models to generate reliable predictions (i.e. how much disturbance of habitat is too much).
The current model being used in the province is based on data from twenty-four caribou populations
across Canada, of which only two were located in Ontario. Recent scientific literature25 has cautioned that
models developed using data from one jurisdiction do not translate well to others. As a result, any future
policies or management decisions based on the use of this model could be ineffective in achieving caribou
conservation objectives, while also having unnecessary impacts on fibre supply.
Thirdly, although some preliminary assessments on range condition have been conducted by the federal
government across the country19,20,21, those related to Ontario have been based largely on only one of
the four criteria outlined above, specifically total disturbance level. This oversimplified approach, not to
mention the limited inclusion of Ontario-specific populations in the development of recruitment models,
suggests that these range assessments were less than comprehensive. Despite the expected arrival
of more complete information in late 2014, some organizations are using these initial assessments to
campaign against harvest operations and other economic development activities27,28. Although limitations
on economic development activities, including forestry, may occur in the event that range assessments
are unsatisfactory, no known socio-economic impact assessments are being conducted as part of this
policy development.
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“In ranges that
are insufficient to
sustain caribou,
there may be
limited flexibility
in approving land
use and resource
management
activities that do
not improve range
condition in the
short-term.”
Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources, August 2013
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“The dip in total
harvest volume can
be attributed to the
current age class
distribution of the
Pic River Ojibway
Forest and new
constraints related
to the woodland
caribou habitat
management.”
31

Forest Management Plan
for the Pic River Forest,
2013-2023.
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2.4.5. SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS
While the protection of species at risk is recognized as fundamental to the ecological well-being of
Ontario, there has been a growing number of concerns since the inception of the ESA with respect
to project delays, increased costs and lost economic opportunities across a number of sectors.
For example, the National Farmers Union estimates that compliance with the ESA is costing individual
farms $4,200 annually, with initial one-time costs of $9,00029. On average, this represents up to 10%
of an individual farm’s gross income. Similarly, the County of Renfrew Public Works Department, which
has tracked the additional costs of complying with the ESA, found an incremental cost impact on road
construction and maintenance of $2,418/km resulting from the application of new species at risk related
standards2.
In 2013, a multi-disciplinary panel, including representatives from various industrial sectors and non-industrial
stakeholders, recommended that the government conduct formal socio-economic assessments during the
development of ESA related policies and that periodic reviews regarding the broader impacts (and benefits)
of the legislation be undertaken4. It was further recommended that all such assessments should be made
available to the public and stakeholders in a timely and transparent fashion. As of the writing of this report,
no comprehensive government effort to assess the impacts associated with species at risk management was
known to have been designed or implemented.
Although the impacts associated with the broader forest sector have not been directly quantified, estimates
from management units in the southern portion of the province indicate that the ESA is resulting in hundreds
of thousands of dollars in increased costs per FMU each year2. In the north, early indications suggest that
new policies, particularly those related to caribou, are having a notable, negative impact on wood supply.
For example, an examination of ten current FMPs30 that have incorporated elements of the CCP reveals
that 60% predict a reduction in wood supply or harvest area when compared to previous plans, resulting,
at least in part, from the application of new caribou guidelines (see Table 2.3). An additional 30% of the
plans expect some level of reduction in wood supply/harvest area, some of which identify the need to
balance various management objectives, including the provision of wildlife habitat, as influencing their
reductions. Only one plan noted an increase in available fibre volumes.
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TABLE 2.3. Trends in Wood Supply Across Sequential Forest Management Plans for Various
Management Units in the Province
Data obtained from individual Forest Management Plans at 30Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, August 2014.

Reduction in Wood Supply/Harvest Area
Management Unit
(year of current plan)

Due to Caribou
Management

Due to Other
Factors

Increase in
Wood Supply

Abitibi-River Forest (2012)
Black Spruce Forest (2011)
Gordon Cosens Forest (2010)
Kenogami (2011)
Kenora Forest (2012)
Lac Seul Forest (2011)
Lake Nipigon Forest (2011)
Pic River (2013)
Nagagami (2011)
Whiskey Jack (2012)

It should be noted that this assessment only considers the impacts of the CCP and associated direction
established since 2009. It does not account for any loss of fibre supply or harvest area impacts as a result
of previously developed management direction related to caribou (as noted previously, in the Northwest
region, caribou management has been ongoing since the late 1990s), or additional limiting factors like
geographical impediments, other conservation objectives and unrelated environmental concerns. As such,
the cumulative impacts of caribou management on wood supply over the past fifteen years are likely much
larger than the incremental impacts noted in current FMPs. Further, it does not account for, or anticipate
the impacts associated with future caribou policy such as the range management approach.
A more comprehensive overview of provincial wood supply trends in the province is provided in the
following chapter.
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“The amended
regulation
will allow for
more efficient
implementation
of the ESA while
continuing to
protect species
at risk and their
habitats.”
34

Environmental
Registry Posting,
June 2013
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2.4.6. AUTHORIZATIONS TO CONTINUE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
ACTIVITIES (EXEMPTION REGULATION)
In 2013, the OMNRF provided authorizations for various economic development related activities,
including forestry, to take place within and around the habitat of certain species at risk. As noted
previously, government authorizations are required where activities have the potential to harm/harass
individual members of a species classified as threatened or endangered, or damage/destroy their habitat.
These authorizations were provided through a regulation, one of four approval mechanisms identified
under the ESA32,33,34.
In recognition of the need for greater efficiencies under the ESA, the regulation provides for a ‘permit
by rule’ system for various development activities. Under this system, recurring, lower risk activities do
not require individual authorizations provided they follow a pre-determined, prescribed set of rules and
conditions outlined by government. These rules are developed specifically to minimize and mitigate any
negative impacts on species at risk.
With regard to forestry, the regulation stipulates that, consistent with the forest management planning
process, government approved safeguards (e.g. buffers around nests, dynamic caribou habitat schedules)
for all species at risk must be in place in order for forestry activities to proceed.
Regardless of the conditions outlined in the regulation, and the explicit need to follow strict government
requirements, the decision to provide the regulation drew criticisms from some organizations34,35,36
that saw this type of authorization as an outright exemption from the ESA (it should be noted that the
applicable section of the Act uses the term ‘exemption’). However, as described, this is not the case.
As per the government’s decision notice on this issue34, the regulation was based largely on recommendations
provided by a multi-stakeholder panel4 as a means to minimize duplicative processes and streamline approvals
without compromising species at risk conservation efforts.
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SECTION REVIEW
Species at risk remain one of the most controversial areas of forest policy in the province. This section
was intended to provide an overview of the policy framework for species at risk in Ontario, with specific
focus on caribou, while simultaneously highlighting some of the social and economic repercussions of
current management practices and emerging standards. This section underscores the need for balance in
the development and application of forestry-related policy.
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2.5. FOREST TENURE
Forest tenure refers to the system that governs such factors as who manages the forests (who prepares
and implements the management plans), how fibre is allocated (to which companies and under what type
of legal instruments), and how fibre is priced. As each of these elements has the potential to influence
wood supply and/or wood costs, any change to province’s tenure system, or any of its elements, is of
direct interest to the forest sector.
In 2011, as part of a broader initiative to reform the tenure system, the province passed new legislation,
which among other things, expanded the number of tenure models in the province. While some elements
associated with this broader initiative were built on principles or elements already in place, others have
created a degree of uncertainty within the forest sector. The following section provides the reader with
a brief history of tenure in the province, the status of tenure reform/modernization efforts, the forest
sector’s concerns, and the ongoing processes that are currently in place to address these issues.

2.5.1. LEGISLATION
Prior to 2011, tenure in Ontario was governed exclusively by the Crown Forest Sustainability Act
(CFSA, 1994)1. While most of the provisions and directions under the CFSA remain intact, in 2011 the
province passed the Ontario Forest Tenure Modernization Act (OFTMA)2, which created a foundation
for the government’s vision of a new tenure framework. Key elements of the legislation include provisions
for new tenure arrangements and increased decision-making powers for government. Most notably,
the OFTMA amends specific sections of the CFSA to provide the government with increased authority
to cancel existing wood supply arrangements, subject to certain conditions.

2.5.2 . TENURE MODERNIZATION – BACKGROUND
Since the development of the CFSA in 1994, the primary method of assigning management
responsibilities and allocating fibre resources has been through a mechanism known as a Sustainable
Forest Licence (SFL). In essence, SFLs provide the holder(s) of the licence the right to harvest the
fibre on a specific management unit, and in return, require the licence holder(s) to plan, and carry out,
forest management activities.
The CFSA provides for two basic SFL arrangements – an SFL that is held by a single company (typically
a company with a processing mill in the province), known as a single entity SFL, and an SFL that is held
by a collective of companies, known as a Shareholder SFL. Under the single entity system, the individual
company holding the licence directly retains the management responsibilities outlined above. Under the
Shareholder model, the various companies involved typically set up a new corporation (of which they are
all shareholders) to hold the licence and represent their collective interests.
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Figure 2.18 provides a current overview of the various SFLs and tenure models across the province
(the map also illustrates Crown Management Units which are under the management of the province;
Crown Management Units include management units that have been returned to the government
following company insolvencies).
FIGURE 2.18. Sustainable Forest Licences in Ontario
Map modified from 3Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, October 2014.

Local Forest
Management
Corporation

Under the CFSA, fibre prices are set by the government on a monthly basis according to tree species
and quality, final product, and market conditions4. In better markets, the price of fibre goes up so that
the government receives a fair return for its resources.
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In 2009, citing desires to provide more flexibility in the way fibre is allocated and priced, to enable new
tenure models, and to create a system that is more responsive to changing economic conditions and better
able to withstand economic downturns, the provincial government announced its intentions to modify/
modernize the tenure system. Stated objectives of the government proposal at the time included5,6:
• creating greater separation between consuming mills and the management of provincial forests;
• providing opportunities for new entrants to access fibre;
• establishing and maintaining competitive market conditions for fibre;
• moving towards a pricing system informed by competitive markets;
• providing opportunities for meaningful involvement by local and Aboriginal communities; and
• creating mechanisms that promote the full utilization of available fibre resources.
The outcomes and elements of this initiative are discussed in the following section.

2.5.3. OUTCOMES
As noted, in 2011 the government passed the OFTMA. At its core, this new legislation provides the
foundation for the government to create two new tenure models. These are:
Local Forest Management Corporations (LFMCs): LFMCs are government agencies designed to
manage the forests and oversee the marketing and sale of wood at a management unit level. Unlike
existing tenure models, LFMCs are governed by a locally based, independent Board of Directors that
have no current ties to industry, thereby creating full separation between mills and forest management
activities. LFMCs are specifically provided with authority to negotiate the sale price of fibre with
consuming mills/customers (i.e. a move towards more open market pricing). Unlike other tenure
models, LFMCs are also able to retain a portion of the Crown charge payments for fibre that are
usually submitted to the province. The LFMC can re-invest these funds directly into the management
of the forest5,6. To date, there is one LFMC in the province – the Nawiinginokiima Forest Management
Corporation (NFMC) (see Figure 2.18).
Enhanced Sustainable Forest Licences (eSFLs): Similar to existing Shareholder SFLs, eSFLs consist
of a number of companies with individual interests in accessing the fibre on a given management unit,
however, with some additional enhancements. Mandatory requirements of eSFLs include5,6:
• providing for meaningful local and Aboriginal community involvement, including representation on
the Board of Directors;
• creating greater separation between mills and the management of the forest through the hiring of
an independent manager to deal with all management decisions in an impartial manner;
• promoting greater utilization of fibre (e.g. if one company cannot use its allocation, make it available
to others);
• creating on-ramps for new entrants (i.e. a mechanism to let new companies become shareholders); and
• enabling a portion of the available fibre to be sold through open markets.
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To date there are no finalized eSFLs although discussions are underway in many parts of the province,
particularly on Crown Management Units that have been returned to the province. Together, these new
models (LFMCs and eSFLs) represent the provincial government’s preferred approach to tenure.
As referenced, the OFTMA also provides the government with the authority to cancel existing company
wood supply commitments/agreements, either to facilitate the development of an LFMC or an eSFL, or to
take back all, or a portion of, the allocation if the current company is not sufficiently utilizing its allotment.

2.5.4. CONCERNS AND CONSIDERATIONS
As noted, the various elements of tenure (e.g. assigning management responsibility, allocation of fibre,
and pricing) have the ability to impact wood costs or individual company fibre allocations. In response
to the province’s tenure modernization efforts, the following are considered by the forest sector to be
critical to any successful tenure model/system7,8,9:
Certainty of supply: Companies unable to obtain the necessary fibre supplies to sustain their
manufacturing operations face lower returns on their capital employed, or in severe cases, are not
able to operate at all10. As such, companies are reluctant to make long-term investments if they do not
feel that they have long-term security of fibre. In order to encourage investment, existing wood supply
commitments need to be maintained and harvest operations need to be implemented in a manner that
ensures mills receive fibre in a timely manner.
Cost of fibre: Any increase in the cost of fibre could affect the viability of the sector (as noted in the
following chapter, Ontario is already a high-cost jurisdiction). Tenure models need to be able to provide
low cost management fees (i.e. the overhead costs associated with forest management planning), ensure
efficient and cost-effective harvest operations, and maintain an overall competitive cost for fibre.
Certification: Third-party certification has become an important tool that allows SFL managers to
demonstrate that operations are conducted in a sustainable manner. All tenure models need to ensure
that the right certification system is in place so that consumers/mills are able to meet customer needs
and access markets.
Overall, how much these various elements will impact the forest sector depends largely on the extent
to which tenure reform proceeds and/or the development of appropriate checks and balances to prevent
unintended consequences.
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2.5.5. MOVING FORWARD
In response to these concerns and considerations, various processes and checkpoints have been
established by government, either directly in the legislation or via additional protocols, to help guide
tenure reform activities. These include:
• the development of a joint industry-government committee to define ‘sufficient’ use of fibre;
• limiting the number of LFMCs in the province to two for an initial period of five years
(starting in 2011 with the passing of the new legislation);
• a commitment to review all tenure models in the province (single entity SFL, Shareholder SFL, eSFL,
and LFMC) and to evaluate and compare their performance against agreed upon criteria11; and
• the development of a principles document to govern the conversion of existing tenure formats
to eSFLs12.
The development of the principles document is particularly noteworthy as it represents the collaborative
efforts of the forest sector, communities, First Nations, and the provincial government to develop a
consensus-based framework to ensure that the positions of all parties are recognized and respected
during any future conversion to the eSFL model. This framework includes, but is not limited to, the
following commitments:
• gradually transition to eSFLs;
• support a locally driven process that reflects the needs and priorities of local participants;
• promote competitive wood costs;
• honour existing wood supply and harvest commitments;
• establish a Board of Directors that represents local parties;
• respect the rights of existing shareholders (where Shareholder eSFLs are being transitioned
to eSFLs); and
• promote the sustainable use of the full available Crown wood supply.
The success of tenure modernization, and to an extent the viability of the forest sector, will likely
depend greatly on the outcome of these processes. It is likely that all current tenure models (LFMC,
eSFL, Shareholder SFL, single entity SFL) will exist on the land base for several years as each system
is evaluated to see how well it meets the objectives of tenure reform.
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SECTION REVIEW
This section was intended to draw attention to some of the recent developments related to forest tenure
in the province and to highlight the associated socio-economic concerns of the forest sector. A review of
the steps being implemented to address these concerns was also provided.
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The Forest Sector
CHAPTER OVERVIEW
The forest sector is an important contributor to the economic and social well-being of the people of
Ontario and hundreds of municipalities across the province. It provides employment, the provision of
royalties and taxes to various levels of government, and the generation of revenues through the sale
and export of forest products. This chapter is intended to highlight some of the economic and social
contributions of Ontario’s forest sector and in doing so, outline its overall importance to the province.
This chapter will also review some of the issues and challenges currently facing the forest sector and
provide a summary of the forest sector’s economic outlook and future opportunities.

3.1. ECONOMIC INDICATORS
3.1.1. FOREST RESOURCE PROCESSING FACILITIES (MILLS)
Currently, 127 forest resource-processing facilities (mills) receive fibre from provincially owned, or Crown,
forests in Ontario (Table 3.1 and Figure 3.1)1. In addition, there are several other mills across the province
that rely entirely on recycled materials, fibre from private lands, or the by-products of other mills to
manufacture new products (not shown on map).
The majority of forest sector mills are located in Southern Ontario, however, these typically represent
smaller mills that serve niche, or specialty markets. Mills located in Northern Ontario tend to be more
commodities based (e.g. lumber, pulp) and account for the majority of fibre harvested from the province’s
forests. Sawmills are the predominant type of processing facilities accounting for approximately 76% of
all mills that consume Crown fibre. Table 3.1 provides a breakdown of all facilities that consume Crown
fibre by mill type.
TABLE 3.1. *Forest Sector Mills in Ontario that Consume Fibre from Crown Lands, by Mill Type
Data obtained from 1Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, August 2014.

Mill Type

Total

Sawmills

97

Pulp & Paper Mills

7

Composite Mills

4

Veneer Mills

1

Other (including Chippers and Fuelwood)
Total

18
127

* 	Mills must have been in operation at some point between April 1, 2014 to March 31, 2015 with a minimum utilization of 1,000 m3
or more of Crown fibre.
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FIGURE 3.1. Map of Forest Resource Processing Facilities in Ontario
Map obtained from 1Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, August 2014.
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3.1.2. EMPLOYMENT AND KEY ECONOMIC INDICATORS
Ontario’s forest sector employed over 55,000 people directly in 2012, with wages and salaries provided
by the forest sector amounting to almost $2 billion in 20112. According to 2006 Canada census data3,
28 communities, primarily in northern Ontario, had 20% or more of their labour force employed by
the forest industry, highlighting the importance of the forest sector at the community level, particularly
in the northern parts of the province. Recent estimates indicate that the forest sector employs over
150,000 people directly and indirectly4.
Figure 3.2 provides an overview of direct employment and wages/salaries over the past several years2.
Direct employment levels in the forest sector dropped continuously between 2004 and 2011, with
a slight rebound occurring in 2012. Similarly, total dollars in paid in wages and salaries fell between
2004 and 2010 before levelling off in 2011.
Although statistics are not readily available for Ontario, other regions have established relationships
between harvest volumes and employment levels. For example, in Quebec, it is estimated that
325 direct and indirect jobs are provided for every 100,000 cubic metres of fibre harvested and
processed5. Although it is not likely that this information is directly transferable to Ontario, it does
provide some level of insight into the employment potential of the sector. Additional discussion on
the importance of maintaining available harvest volumes is provided in the following sections.
FIGURE 3.2. Direct Employment and Wages/Salaries
Data obtained from 2Natural Resources Canada, June 2014.
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Capital expenditures dropped between 2004 and 2010 followed by a notable increase between 2010
and 2012, eventually reaching a level of $426 million (approximately 74% of 2004 levels) (Figure 3.3)2.
The recent increase in capital expenditures is particularly noteworthy as it is recognized that companies
tend to invest when the market indicates a strong future demand for forest products6. Total revenues
for the forest sectors decreased between 2004 and 2010, levelling off in 2011 at $11 billion.
These decreasing trends observed across most economic indicators from 2004 to 2010 are reflective
of a major global economic downturn, which impacted the forest sector over much of the past decade.
Some of the underlying contributors to this downturn are discussed later in this chapter. More recent
trends, including the recent increase in capital expenditures, however, may indicate that a recovery
is underway. Market recovery, including specific market predictions, is discussed in more detail in the
final section of this report.
FIGURE 3.3. Expenditures (Capital) and Revenues
Data obtained from 2Natural Resources Canada, June 2014.
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3.1.3. FOREST DEPENDENT COMMUNITIES
In Ontario, 260 communities are dependent on the forest sector for their economic and social
well-being (see Figure 3.4)4,7. These communities are located across the province, including Southern
Ontario. The majority of communities classified as having very high or high dependency are located
in Northern Ontario. The classification of dependency (very high, high, moderate or low) is determined
through a government calculation and is based primarily on the percentage of the local labour force
employed in the forest industry.
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FIGURE 3.4. Map of Forest Dependent Communities in Ontario
Map obtained from 8Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, June 2014.
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3.1.4. ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO ABORIGINALS AND ABORIGINAL
COMMUNITIES
Aboriginal peoples represent one of the fastest growing, and youngest, segments of the province’s
population. According to the Ontario Ministry of Finance9, Ontario’s Aboriginal population grew five times
faster than the non-Aboriginal population between 2006 and 2011. Currently, a third of the province’s
Aboriginal population consists of children and teenagers aged 19 and under, compared with 24% for
the non-Aboriginal population. Many Aboriginal communities are located in close proximity to Ontario’s
Crown forests with a significant portion of the population located in Northern Ontario. In light of these
facts, there is an increasing desire, as well as a growing opportunity, within Aboriginal communities to
share in the economic benefits associated with the forest sector6.
As part of its legal mandate, the provincial government must consult with Aboriginal communities to
identify, and provide access to, forestry related economic opportunities. Although comprehensive
information is not available, there are signs of progress. For example, the Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry (OMNRF) estimates that in 2009, over 2.7 million cubic metres of fibre was
made available across fifty Aboriginal communities10. Similarly, there is a growing interest within the
private sector to strengthen economic relationships and increase partnerships with Aboriginal peoples.
In 2013, Resolute Forest Products alone provided over $63 million worth of economic opportunities to
Aboriginal communities in the province11.
As the sector recovers from the global recession, there is an expectation that these economic benefits will
not only continue, but also increase. For instance, there is potential for substantive gains in employment
and entrepreneurial opportunities if market conditions and new product development trends continue their
upward swing. Anticipated labour shortages within the forest sector, resulting primarily from competition
from other resource sectors and an aging workforce, could position Aboriginal peoples to make up a
significant portion of forestry’s workforce in the near future12.
Ontario’s forest sector represents an enormous economic opportunity for Aboriginal peoples moving
forward. Collaboration among the province, the private sector and Aboriginal communities will be key
in ensuring this potential is realized.
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3.1.5. CONTRIBUTIONS TO GOVERNMENT – CROWN CHARGE PAYMENTS
AND TAXES
The forest sector makes contributions to the provincial government through two primary means – Crown
charge payments (commonly referred to as stumpage), a royalty paid on every cubic metre used by the
industry, and through the payment of taxes. A summary of the most recently available Crown charge
payments is provided in Table 3.28.
TABLE 3.2. Crown Charge Payments from the Forest Industry
Data obtained from 8Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, June 2014.

Year

Harvest Consolidated
Volumes Revenue Fund
(million m3)
($millions)

Forestry
Forest
Futures Trust Renewal Trust
($millions)
($millions)

Forest
Renewal SPA
($millions)

Total
Payments
($millions)

2007/08

16.0

$ 38.5

$ 21.8

$ 69.3

$ 0.229

$ 129.9

2008/09

12.6

$ 31.6

$ 18.1

$46.2

$ 0.597

$ 96.5

2009/10

10.5

$ 16.8

$ 19.1

$ 31.8

$ 0.721

$ 49.3

2010/11

12.7

$ 27.1

$22.9

$ 42.7

$ 0.699

$ 70.5

2011/12

11.7

$ 32.0

$ 17.6

$45.2

$ 0.581

$ 77.7

The consolidated revenue portions of Crown charge payments become part of the Government of
Ontario’s general revenues and help provide the financial foundation for various provincial programs and
services, including health care and education, and are in addition to the taxes paid to the various levels
of government. The Forest Renewal Trust and the Forestry Futures Trust are retained for specific forestry
related purposes and are discussed in more detail in the previous chapter. Special Purpose Accounts
set up by the OMNRF are used for collecting renewal fees for forests that are managed by the Crown/
government. These fees are used to fund forest renewal.
Historically, Ontario’s forest sector has paid billions of dollars in taxes to all three levels of government
(municipal, provincial, federal) on an annual basis. A 2006 report from the Northwestern Ontario Forest
Council13 estimates that prior to the economic recession, the forest industry in Northwestern Ontario
provided annual tax revenues to the federal government, the provincial government, and municipal
governments in the amounts of $265 million, $220 million and $54 million, respectively. Combined with
the portion of the Crown charge payments directed to the Consolidated Revenue Fund, these taxes help
support various social programs and services across the province.
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3.1.6. AVAILABLE AND ACTUAL HARVEST LEVELS (AREA AND VOLUME)
Available fibre levels, to a large extent, define the economic potential of the forest sector, and in turn,
the social and economic benefits that are available to local communities and the province as a whole.
The more fibre that is available, the more products that can be manufactured, resulting in higher levels
of employment, increased stability for forestry-dependent communities, and higher revenues through
royalties and taxes to government. Reductions in available fibre supply, conversely, reduce the economic
potential of the forest sector and the associated socio-economic benefits it provides.
A comparison of actual to available harvest area is provided in Figure 3.58. A comparison of actual to
available harvest volumes is provided in Figure 3.68. Actual harvest levels (both area and volume) dropped
continuously between 2004 and 2009 due to the economic recession, with actual harvest levels dropping
as low as 10.5 million cubic metres (approximately 35% of allowable harvest levels) in 2009. Actual harvest
volumes and actual harvest area both increased moderately in 2010 and, based on the most recent data,
have remained above 2009 levels since. According to the provincial government Roads Funding Allocation
Matrix14, approximately 12.4 million cubic metres of fibre was harvested in 2012 with approximately
14 million cubic metres harvested in 2013, demonstrating a continued increase in harvest volumes as the
sector recovers. However, actual harvest volumes remain well below allowable harvest levels.
The total allowable harvest volume (i.e. wood fibre available for use in mills) and total allowable harvest
area remained relatively constant over the same period, with only minor reductions for the total province.
Allowable harvest volumes dropped from 31,894,583 cubic metres in 2003 to 30,116,288 cubic metres
in 2011, representing a 5.6 % loss of potential harvest volume. Available harvest area and available harvest
volumes are determined through the forest management planning process, which is designed to provide
a continuous and predictable flow of economic, social, and environmental benefits from the forest.
It should be noted that Figure 3.6 illustrates the available fibre supply over the previous decade.
Concerns regarding future, or predicted, fibre supply, including the associated impacts of new
government policies are addressed in the Continuing Challenges section that follows.
FIGURE 3.5. Harvest Area by System
Data obtained from 8Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, June 2014.
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FIGURE 3.6. Harvest Volume by Species
Data obtained from 8Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, June 2014.
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As with the economic indicators discussed previously, these trends in actual harvest levels correspond
to a significant economic downturn in the forest sector throughout much of the reported period.
The un-harvested fibre volumes (the difference between the available and the actual harvest volumes)
represent a significant loss of economic and social value for the province of Ontario and the
communities that rely on forestry.

“Helping build a
stronger forest
industry is an
important part of
the Open Ontario
plan to create jobs
and support local
economies.”
15

Ontario Ministry of Northern
Development and Mines,
March 2011

Conversely, this unutilized fibre provides a significant opportunity to create jobs and generate wealth
for Ontarians as the economy, and the forest sector, recover from the recent downturn. This concept is
embedded in recent, and ongoing, efforts by the province to increase the utilization of Ontario’s Crown
forest resources. These programs are discussed in more detail in the following sections.

3.1.7. ECONOMIC DOWNTURN IN THE INDUSTRY
As noted previously, the forest sector has been negatively impacted by the recent economic downturn.
While part of this downturn is attributable to the recent global economic recession, other global and
domestic factors have played an influential role, including competition in the global marketplace from
lower cost regions, higher production costs, a higher valued Canadian dollar, reduced housing starts
in the United States, the softwood lumber dispute with the United States, and an expansion of digital
media resulting in a weakened demand for pulp and newsprint6.
To help illustrate the extent of the economic recession, in January 2006, (i.e. prior to the downturn) housing
activity in the United States, which strongly influences the demand for Canadian softwood lumber, peaked
at approximately 2.3 million starts (annual rate). By April 2009, near the bottom of the recession, housing
starts had dropped to under 0.5 million starts, a reduction of nearly 80%16. Despite the economic downturn
being more severe, and longer lasting, than many anticipated, there are signs that the economy and forest
sector markets are recovering. More detail on the market predictions for various forest products is provided
later in this chapter.
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3.2. GOVERNMENT REVITALIZATION INITIATIVES
3.2.1. MINISTER’S COUNCIL ON FOREST SECTOR COMPETITIVENESS
In 2004, the provincial government established the Minister’s Council on Forest Sector Competitiveness
in response to growing concerns over the economic and social challenges facing Ontario’s forest sector.
Made up of municipal leaders, First Nations representatives, forest industry representatives, labour
delegates, environmental delegates, and independent experts, the Minister’s Council was charged with
the task of developing a series of recommendations that would help ensure a secure future for the forest
products industry, forest dependent communities and workers. The Council released its final report in
May of 200517.
Many of the recommendations contained within the Minister’s Council report were aimed at improving
the cost structure of Ontario’s forest sector in order to make it more competitive with other regions.
The following sub-sections provide a summary of some of the government programs and initiatives that
were subsequently established to help achieve this objective.

3.2.2. FOREST SECTOR PROSPERITY FUND AND FOREST SECTOR LOAN
GUARANTEE PROGRAM
The Forest Sector Prosperity Fund (FSPF) and the Forest Sector Loan Guarantee (LG) programs were
established as part of the provincial government’s broader efforts to provide support to the forest sector
and promote investment in the areas of new value-added manufacturing, increased fibre use efficiencies,
improved energy efficiency, and the development of co-generation. Both programs were established in
2005 as temporary, time-limited programs and have since expired6,18.
According to the provincial government8, the FSPF program provided $62 million in grant funding,
leveraging a total $388 million in investments. The LG programs provided approximately $53 million
in support of total investments of $197 million.

“The forest industry
in Ontario is
having difficulty
maintaining the
viability of existing
investment and
attracting new
investment because
its costs are so
out of line with its
major competitors.
Ensuring that there
is a competitive
cost structure today
is an important first
step in ensuring
that there will be a
sustainable industry
for future capital
investment.”
17

3.2.3. NORTHERN PULP AND PAPER ELECTRICITY TRANSITION PROGRAM
(NPPETP) & NORTHERN INDUSTRIAL ELECTRICITY RATE (NIER) PROGRAM
In 2005, the Minister’s Council on Forest Sector Competitiveness recognized high energy costs as a
key barrier to the creation of a competitive forest sector. At the time, the forest products industry was
the largest user of electricity in the province’s manufacturing sector.
In November 2006, the provincial government announced the Northern Pulp and Paper Electricity
Transition Program (NPPETP) to help address this concern. The program, which provided $140 million
for electricity cost relief to northern pulp and paper mills, ran for four years. Participants in the program
were required to demonstrate a commitment to increased energy efficiency6,18.
In March 2010, the government announced the creation of the Northern Industrial Electricity Rate (NIER)
program. Similar to the NPPETP, this program was designed to provide electricity price relief to assist
Northern Ontario’s largest industrial electrical consumers (Class A consumers), including other sectors
beyond forestry, such as mining, while company specific efficiency and sustainability programs were
developed and implemented. The program, initially projected to last three years (ending March 31, 2013),
received on average $150 million of funding per year18.

A Boreal Forum White Paper

69

Minister’s Council on Forest
Sector Competitiveness,
May 2005

3

The Forest Sector (cont’d)

In 2012, the province announced the three-year extension of a revised version of the NIER program,
subject to annual funding approvals. The revised program, funded at $120 million/year, is expected
to reduce industrial electricity prices for program participants by up to 25%19.
In addition to NPPETP and NIER, the provincial government has developed other programs designed
to reduce costs for large industrial consumers, including the Demand Response (DR) and the Industrial
Conservation Initiative (ICI) programs. Under the DR and ICI programs, participating facilities commit
to reducing their energy demands during peak hours, and in return, receive economic incentives in the
form of rebates or reduced pricing20,21.
As outlined in the following section, Ontario has some of the highest electricity costs in North America.
Providing competitive electricity pricing is vital to the long-term success of the forest sector.

3.2.4. PROVINCIAL ROADS FUNDING PROGRAM
A key objective of the Minister’s Council was to bring delivered wood costs in Ontario in line with those
of competing regions. At the time of the Council’s report, Ontario’s delivered wood costs were among
the highest in North America17.
The primary program initiated by the Ontario government with respect to delivered wood costs was the
Provincial Roads Funding Program established in 2005. The fundamental premise of the program was to
recognize that forest roads constructed and maintained by the forest industry provide benefits to both the
public and other resource users and, as such, to ensure that the provincial government pays for its proportional
share of these costs. The provincial government previously downloaded the cost of road construction to the
forest industry in the 1990s. As such, this program represents the province’s commitment to re-assume costs
that are rightfully the government’s responsibility and/or to pay for the benefits provided to other forest users.
In 2005, the program was provided with $28 million in available funding, which was subsequently increased
to $75 million in 2006. Figure 3.7 shows the funding levels from the program’s inception in 2005 to the most
recently completed fiscal year (2013-14)8. In total, the provincial government has provided $571.8 million
dollars in road program funding since it was established.
FIGURE 3.7. Provincial Forest Access Roads Program – Funding Levels
Data obtained from 8Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, June 2014.
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Maintaining road infrastructure is critical to not only the forest sector, but also to local Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal communities, as well as other local stakeholders (e.g. anglers and hunters, tourism operators,
recreationalists), that rely on the established road networks for their social and economic well-being.

3.2.5. ONTARIO WOOD PROMOTION PROGRAM
The Ontario Wood Promotions Program was developed in 2005 to help promote Ontario’s forest
products and wood manufacturing sectors. This program, which provides financial support to a variety
of initiatives, is designed to help companies expand existing markets, to identify non-traditional markets,
and to help build awareness of the environmental benefits of wood18,22. Initiatives and/or organizations
that have been supported by the Ontario Wood Promotion Program include Canadian Wood
Council – Ontario Wood WORKS!, the provision of capital assistance for post-secondary institutions,
FPInnovations – Northern Ontario Value Added initiative, and the University of Toronto.

3.2.6. PROVINCIAL WOOD SUPPLY COMPETITIVE PROCESS &
ONTARIO AVAILABLE WOOD REPORT
In January 2009, the Ministry of Natural Resources initiated the Wood Supply Competitive Process
(WSCP)10,18. The primary purpose of this initiative was to support new investment in Ontario through
the re-allocation of available fibre supply that would subsequently be used to create new employment,
particularly in northern, rural and Aboriginal communities. In addition to making fibre available to
the existing primary manufacturing forest sector, a key objective of this initiative was to encourage
investment in the value-added forest products sector and the emerging bio-economy. As a result of the
WSCP, 42 wood supply offers were accepted by successful applicants, totalling over 5 million cubic
metres of fibre. Of these, nine applicants have recently decided to not move forward with their proposals.
The volume associated with the remaining 33 recipients totals over 3.6 million cubic metres8. The majority
of wood supply associated with these offers consists of hardwood and/or unmerchantable fibre.
As part of its ongoing efforts to attract new forest sector investment and maximize the utilization of
Ontario’s available fibre, the provincial government continues to make un-allocated fibre available to
interested parties through the Ontario Available Wood Report23. The report provides a continuously
updated summary of potential wood supply opportunities for companies interested in pursuing
manufacturing opportunities in Ontario’s forest industry.
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3.3. CONTINUING CHALLENGES
3.3.1. DELIVERED WOOD COSTS
Although the Provincial Roads Funding Program is recognized as having a positive impact, there are
ongoing concerns that Ontario continues to be a high-cost region regarding delivered wood costs.
Figure 3.8 provides a current comparison of delivered wood costs for softwood (e.g. spruce, pine)
roundwood and chips across competing North American regions as reported by Wood Resources
International24 for the second quarter (from April-June) of 2014. As evidenced by this comparison,
Ontario/Quebec (reported as a single region) currently represent one of the highest cost areas
with respect to delivered wood costs, particularly with respect to roundwood.
FIGURE 3.8. Delivered Wood Costs in North America – Softwood
Delivered wood costs for softwood roundwood and chips across various North American regions for the second quarter of 2014.
Data obtained from 24Wood Resources International, August 2014.
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3.3.2. WOOD SUPPLY/ACCESS TO FIBRE
Access to a long-term, predictable supply of fibre is fundamental to the viability of the forest sector and
in attracting new investment to the province. Despite only minor reductions in provincially available fibre
volumes over the past several years, the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry is predicting
additional, and more severe, reductions over the next several decades25,26. These anticipated reductions,
which are based on 2008 data, are expected to occur across numerous species groups (e.g. spruce-pinefir, poplar) and in many areas across the province.
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These anticipated reductions are attributed, in part, to the age-class imbalance that exists in the forest,
however, it is recognized that other factors may have an impact. For instance, some current Forest
Management Plans state that the implementation of new direction for the management of caribou is
having a notable impact on fibre supply. The implementation of new guides/guidelines for wildlife habitat
and the expansion of the provincial parks and protected areas network have been shown to have impacts
on long-term available fibre volumes in the past. These impacts, along with the potential for future
government policies and/or management directions to negatively affect fibre supply (and possibly costs),
suggest the need for a comprehensive strategy to assess the social and economic impacts of existing
and future policy decisions.
A more detailed discussion on the potential impacts of the Endangered Species Act is provided in the
previous chapter.
Figure 3.926 illustrates the anticipated drop in available fibre (and ultimately its recovery) for sprucepine-fir in the Northwest administrative region (dark green line) as well as the long term supply of wood
necessary for industrial processing (light blue line). Although fibre demand has fallen significantly in
recent years, Figure 3.9 indicates that if industrial demand returns to the levels predicted prior to the
economic downturn, there could be a fibre supply shortage. As noted by the provincial government25,
this could create an unavoidable dilemma – either new, sustainable sources of fibre will need to be found,
or mill demand will not be satisfied.
FIGURE 3.9. Northwest Region: Harvest Volume
Historical and long-term fibre volumes for spruce-pine-fir in Ontario’s Northwest administrative region.
Data obtained from 26Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2008.
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Graphical comparisons of available fibre versus long-term industrial demand for spruce-pine-fir in the
Northeast and Southern regions are provided in Figures 3.10 and 3.11 respectively26.
FIGURE 3.10. Northeast Region: Harvest Volume
Historical and long-term fibre volumes for spruce-pine-fir in Ontario’s Northeast administrative region.
Data obtained from 26Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2008.
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FIGURE 3.11. Southern Region: Harvest Volume
Historical and long-term fibre volumes for spruce-pine-fir in Ontario’s Southern administrative region.
Data obtained from 26Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2008.

160

141

cubic metres/year (Thousands)

140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0

199094

199599

200004

200509

2010

2020

2030

2040

2050

2060

2070

2080

■ Historical (Forecast) Crown Supply: SPF

Predicted Wood Supply: SPF

Sharing Threshold: SPF

■ Historical (Actual) Wood Utilization: SPF

Aggregated MROL: SPF

1999 OFAAB Benchmark: SPF

74

2090

A Boreal Forum White Paper

Given that these predictions pre-date more recent policy decisions such as the Caribou Conservation Plan27
and others, it is likely that the predicted drop in fibre supply in the Northwest and Northeast regions will
be more severe than anticipated, potentially amplifying concerns over available fibre supply. Fibre supply
shortages within the forest sector would likely result in lower levels of production for Ontario companies,
which in turn could lead to reduced employment, less economic stability for forestry-dependent communities,
and lost revenues to all levels of government.

3.3.3. ELECTRICITY COSTS
A recent benchmark comparison conducted by the Association of Major Power Consumers in Ontario
(AMPCO)28 shows that Ontario has the highest industrial power rates in North America. Figures 3.12 and
3.13 provide comparisons of Ontario’s industrial rates with regions in Canada and the U.S. respectively.
While the costs illustrated in Figures 3.12 and 3.13 do not reflect the current cost of electricity to the
entire forest sector in Ontario due to the Northern Industrial Electricity Rate (NIER) program, they do
provide an indication of what power could cost once the program expires.
While the development of the various electricity rate programs has been instrumental in keeping energy
costs competitive for the sector’s largest electricity consumers, these initiatives are time limited and only
benefit a small portion of the sector, most notably large-scale pulp/paper and oriented strand board mills.
As a result, the majority of the sector is being subjected to high energy costs, which is affecting their
competitiveness. In addition, even those large mills currently benefitting from the various government
programs are faced with uncertainty once NIER, and other programs, expire. The NIER program is
currently set to expire in 2016.
The concern around high energy costs in Ontario is compounded by the fact that the price of power
is expected to continue to increase going forward. For example, a recent report by Donald N. Dewees
of the Department of Economics, University of Toronto29, concluded that electricity prices in Ontario
will continue to rise due to a variety of factors, including re-investment in transmission infrastructure
and replacement of coal-generation capacity with more expensive alternatives. Citing the most recent
provincial government Long-Term Energy Plan, AMPCO reports that industrial rates in Ontario could
rise by as much as 30% by 201828.
This high cost of power in Ontario, combined with anticipated price increases, suggests the need for
a long-term approach to this issue.
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FIGURE 3.12. Delivered Cost of Power to Industry, Ontario and Selected Provinces
Industrial power rates in Ontario and other Canadian provinces. Ontario Class A - large volume consumers, > 5MW average monthly
demand. Ontario Class B – small volume consumers, < 5MW average monthly demand. Data obtained from 28Association of Major
Power Consumers in Ontario, June 2014.
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FIGURE 3.13. Delivered Cost of Power to Industry, Ontario and US Markets
Industrial power rates in Ontario compared to select regions in the U.S. IESO – Ontario, MISO – Midwest (includes 15 states),
NEPOOL – New England (includes 6 states), NYISO – New York, PJM – District of Columbia plus 13 states, ERCOT – Texas.
Data obtained from 28Association of Major Power Consumers in Ontario, June 2014.
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3.3.4. MARKET PRESSURES
In addition to the economic challenges that have faced the forest sector, the forest industry has also
become subject to significant pressures from external parties through various public and market related
campaigns. While some of these initiatives have focused primarily on specific forest areas, such as
the Boreal Forest, or the promotion of specific non-government performance standards (e.g. specific
certification systems), others have specifically targeted individual companies or their customers.
While the economic and social impacts of these initiatives has not been quantified, it is anticipated that
these campaigns have resulted in lost revenues or additional costs to the forest sector and/or individual
companies as significant time and resources are required to respond to these campaigns.
In 2010, 21 forestry companies and nine environmental organizations signed off on the Canadian
Boreal Forest Agreement (CBFA)30. This agreement, which represents one of the largest conservation
agreements in the world, was designed to provide a platform to strengthen various conservation
initiatives, including the protection of caribou habitat and the creation of new parks and protected areas,
while simultaneously maintaining essential fibre supplies to consuming mills. In doing so, the agreement
was envisioned as a means to replace market based campaigns with constructive dialogue and the
development of pragmatic management solutions.
In 2012, a founding environmental organization (Greenpeace) left the CBFA resulting in a breakdown
in regional discussions in Northwestern Ontario and Quebec. In 2013, a second environmental group
(Canopy) left the CBFA. While CBFA discussions continue to move forward in other parts of the country
with participation from the remaining signatories, the departure of these organizations has resulted in
their return to public and market based campaigns that focus on/target forestry related activities in some
regions and/or that are specific to some companies.
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3.4. FUTURE OUTLOOK
3.4.1. BIO-ECONOMY AND VALUE-ADDED PRODUCTS
Value-added wood products are items where additional processing, beyond the commodity level
(e.g. lumber, veneer) occurs. Value-added processes can create additional employment and income from
the same resource base used to produce primary products, and, in turn, increase the economic and social
benefits associated with the forest sector6. The development of the value-added sector has been a focal
point of various provincial government initiatives, such as the Wood Supply Competitive Process.
The term bio-economy is generally used to describe an economy based on the manufacturing of goods
and services that are derived from renewable resources6. While the bio-economy includes traditional wood
products such as lumber, Ontario’s forest sector is beginning to produce a new range of bio-products such
as bio-plastics, biofuels, bio-chemicals, and biomass-generated energy. It is anticipated that the emergence
of these new products will increase the social and economic benefits provided by the forest sector and,
through diversification, will help make the sector more resilient to economic downturns, such as the one
that was experienced over much of the past decade.
A key element of Ontario’s emerging bio-economy is the use of forest biomass to generate energy. In an
effort to reduce energy costs, many processing facilities in the province have increased their utilization of
bio-energy. In fact, it is widely recognized that forest resource processing facilities across Canada, and in
Ontario, satisfy the majority of their energy needs through internal production31. For example, as early as
2007, 54% of the energy consumed by Ontario’s pulp and paper sector was derived from forest biomass6.
While diversification into new product areas, including new bio-products, will provide new economic
opportunities, it is recognized that the primary manufacturing sector will continue to play a critical role.
More specifically, the maintenance of a strong primary industry will be essential to maximizing
the economic and social benefits, including the number of jobs, provided by the sector. According
to a recent report by the Forest Products Association of Canada32, new bio-product opportunities
are stronger both economically and socially when they are integrated with traditional forest products,
as opposed to on a stand-alone basis.
An integrated sector, with a strong primary industry, provides numerous benefits. For example, existing
primary processing facilities can provide low-cost inputs for existing and upcoming developments/
products. For instance, the residuals from a sawmill can be used by bio-refineries to produce bio-ethanol.
Further, increased utilization – using all parts of the tree to make a variety of products – will reduce
certain operational costs for individual companies, such as road construction, as a greater number of
producers share these costs33.
Integrated operations within individual facilities may also provide economic benefits. For instance,
integrated operations that are able to generate their own power will be able to reduce their
manufacturing costs and improve their economic performance.
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An illustration of what an integrated sector (existing and new bio-products) could look like is provided
in Figure 3.1433. The potential markets for new bio-products are discussed in the following section.
FIGURE 3.14. Bioproducts Synergistic Value to FP Industry
Schematic of what an integrated forest sector could look like. Figure obtained from 33Resolute Forest Products, April 2009.
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3.4.2. MARKET RECOVERY
There are strong signs that the markets for forest products are recovering. For example, Canadian wood
exports were estimated to have increased by 27% in 2013, while the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of
Canada’s forest products industry grew by 3.4%, almost double that of the overall economy34.
Looking forward, continued economic recovery in the United States, along with positive trends in key
U.S. economic indicators (e.g. GDP, housing starts), are expected to result in increased demand for
North American forest products including softwood lumber, hardwood lumber and oriented strand
board35,36,37,38,39,40. The economic recovery in the U.S. is particularly important to Ontario, as the U.S.
is the primary export market for the province’s forest sector (over 90% of total value)35.
Housing starts in the U.S. are particularly important as the demand for many products, most notably
softwood lumber, is intrinsically linked to the construction of new homes south of the border. For example,
single-family residential housing starts combined with home remodeling have historically accounted for an
annual average of 70% of U.S. softwood lumber demand35. As such, recovery in the U.S. housing sector is
a key factor in the recovery of Ontario’s forest sector. As noted in the 2014 pre-budget submission of the
Ontario Forest Industries Association41, several analysts are predicting significant increases in U.S. housing
starts in the near future. Further, some analysts are predicting that North American supply is going to have
a difficult time keeping pace with the increased demand, potentially paving the way for increased capacity
in Ontario and the rest of Canada. However, competition from lower cost regions, such as the Southeast
U.S., is likely to remain.
The projected demand for North American softwood lumber is illustrated in Figure 3.1536. The U.S. market
for softwood lumber is anticipated to grow by 8% through 2014 followed by increases of 7% annually
through 2015 and 2016. This growth will be supported by moderate growth in the Canadian housing market.
On the supply side, both Ontario and Quebec are expected to increase their production capacity
through 2018 in response to this increased demand.
FIGURE 3.15. Demand for North American Softwood Lumber

Ontario Forest Industries
Association, March 2011

35

Projections for North American softwood lumber demand. Data obtained from RISI, 2014.
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Longer term, the increase in demand for North American softwood lumber is expected to be more
moderate as demand will experience some minor retractions due to the cyclical nature of the markets.
However, the overall projections are for long-term growth through 202836,39.
Similarly, as the U.S. economy continues to improve, demand for hardwood lumber will increase, although
at a slower rate than softwood lumber. By 2015, hardwood lumber demand is projected to reach 9.5 billion
board feet (only 16% lower than the pre-recession peak of 2005). Production in both the U.S. and Canada
is expected to rebound to satisfy this increasing consumption35.
Demand for OSB, which is driven largely by the markets for new housing and non-residential construction,
is expected to rise in the near future. It is forecast that the ongoing market recovery for OSB will cause
demand to rise to 23.8 billion square feet in 2015, a 28% increase from 2009 levels35.
Overall, North American markets for graphic paper are expected to continue their recent decline; however,
opportunities for U.S and Canadian producers may be bolstered by a reduction in North American capacity
and potential increases in overseas demand. For Canada in particular, a weak Canadian dollar is expected
to make Canadian exports more competitive than European exports. Further, according to recent analysis,
European mills are reducing their capacity, and as such, any growth in offshore/overseas demand that
requires new supply will likely be satisfied by Canadian producers37.
It is estimated that the global market for new forest bio-products (see previous section – Bio-economy
and Value Added Products) will reach $200 billion by 201532. While international competition will
continue to exist, it is believed that bio-products sourced from well-managed countries, such as Canada,
will have an advantage in the global marketplace.
The provincial government has an important role to play in helping the forest sector take full advantage
of recovering markets. To date, the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry has supported
the sector by supplying the industry with market intelligence, facilitating relationships between Ontario
manufacturers and potential buyers, promoting the province’s world-class management standards,
addressing market access issues (e.g. softwood lumber trade disputes) and generating capacity through
training initiatives42. The long-term success of the forest sector will require a continuation of these efforts.
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CHAPTER REVIEW
This section highlighted the contributions of the forest sector to the social and economic well-being
of the province. It also explored the impacts of the recent economic downturn on the forest sector
and further explored some of the key challenges still facing the industry. This section was intended
to provide the reader with a better understanding of the potential of the forest sector, as well as the
information necessary to understand the economic benefits that could be lost if a balanced approach
is not maintained/restored.
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CONCLUSION
Ontario is home to a large and healthy forest resource that supports a broad range of ecological,
social and economic values. It provides habitat for numerous species of wildlife, including species at risk,
and supports valued recreational opportunities for a variety of stakeholders. It also provides the basis
for a strong, integrated forest sector that produces a diverse array of forest products.
Ontario is a recognized leader in sustainable forest management. In addition to a world-class legal
framework that governs forest management and forestry related activities, the province is in the
process of establishing a parks and protected areas network that will help set a new global benchmark.
These regulatory achievements are supported by the forest sector’s strong commitment to third-party,
independently audited certification standards, which verify the sustainable nature of forestry practices
in the province.
The province’s forest industry is integral to the long-term survival and growth of hundreds of Aboriginal
and non-Aboriginal communities across the province, the economic security of hundreds of thousands
of people employed within the sector, and the overall well-being of the province as a whole. As markets
for Ontario forest products continue to grow, so does the potential of the forest sector.
Despite these accomplishments, and the ability of the province to maintain a relative balance between
social, economic and environmental objectives to date, there are concerns that recent policy decisions,
often made in the absence of comprehensive socio-economic impact assessments, could be jeopardizing
the future viability of the forest sector. At the same time, successful government programs that were
developed to provide Ontario with a competitive cost environment, and which are vital to assuring
forest sector investment, are being curtailed or are close to expiring.
Sustainable forest management requires the consideration of all forest values – social, ecological and
economic. In order for Ontario’s forest sector to fully realize its potential, there is a strong need to
ensure that the appropriate balance is maintained.
Ontario has a remarkable opportunity in front of it. The forest sector is diversifying, demand for forest
products is increasing, and employment levels are beginning to rise. If these trends are to continue,
and if Ontario is truly going to capitalize on the situation at hand and maximize the potential of the
forest sector, then short-term action is required.
It is hoped that this document has been able to shed some light on the challenges currently facing
forestry in Ontario, and that it will help create informed dialogue as the province, the forest industry,
Aboriginal and forest-dependent communities, and other affected stakeholders look for solutions.
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