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Reflections on 30
Years of
Addressing Fish
and Wildlife
Concerns During
Planning and
Operations in
Ontario’s Crown
Forests

Brian Naylor, PhD

Forest Management Guide Biologist

Forest Guides and Silviculture Section

Crown Forests and Lands Policy Branch, Ministry of
Natural Resources and Forestry

When | began my career with Ministry of Natural
Resources (and Forestry) about 30 years ago,
integrating fish and wildlife concerns into forest
practices was easy. Forest managers only had to
consider the needs of moose (or deer depending
where you worked), game fish, and a handful of ‘non-
game’ species such as the peregrine falcon, bald
eagle, osprey, and great blue heron. And yes, there
was a whole series of ‘resource manuals’ covering
everything from bats to waterfowl, but these were
rarely considered in planning or day-to-day
operations.

With the conclusion of the Class Environmental
Assessment for Timber Management and the
subsequent release of the Crown Forest
Sustainability Act (CFSA) in the early/mid 1990s, the
job of forest managers got a whole lot more
complicated. Instead of considering the needs of
(primarily) big game and sport fish, the CFSA
mandated that forests be managed to sustain
biodiversity and minimize adverse effects on plant
and animal life. This meant a shift from addressing
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In the 1980s MNR used a Featured Species approach which

involved considering the needs of moose or deer, game fish, and

a handful of ‘non-game’ species such as the peregrine falcon,
bald eagle, osprey, and great blue heron.

the needs of roughly 10 species to addressing the
needs of tens of thousands of species. And that was
just for the species component of biodiversity.
Ecosystem and genetic diversity are, for all practical
purposes, infinite. What a daunting task!

MNR quickly realized that this task couldn’t be
tackled with a species by species approach. No two
species have identical niches. What’s good for moose
is not necessarily good for martens (and what’s good
for martens is not even necessarily good for other
old forest inhabitants such as pileated
woodpeckers!). Like other jurisdictions facing the
same seemingly intractable problem, MNR realized
the only practical solution was to use an ecosystem-
based approach. This approach assumed that
providing a diversity of ecosystem conditions at a
variety of spatial and temporal scales would ensure
sufficient habitat to support healthy well-distributed
populations of most plants and animals. A key
question remained. How much of each type of habitat
was enough? For example, how much young versus
old forest? How much conifer versus hardwood
forest? How much residual material should be left in
recent harvest areas? The CFSA directed MNR to
use an Emulate Nature approach. The rationale being
that plants and animals have evolved (at least since
the last glaciation) to exploit the shifting mosaic of
ecosystem conditions created by natural disturbance
processes. Thus, using forest practices to create
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The CFSA directs MNRF to emulate natural patterns and
processes (such as the effects of wild fires) to conserve
biodiversity, including within shoreline areas.

landscapes and stands with a composition and
structure (and hopefully function) as similar as
possible to that created by natural processes should
theoretically maintain a natural level of biodiversity
(good news - this hypothesis seems to be supported
by empirical evidence).

This thinking gave rise to MNR’s coarse filter
approach which has evolved from providing habitat
for martens and pileated woodpeckers (mid-1990s)

B. Naylor

MNRF’s current coarse filter approach includes
retention of residual material within all harvest areas,
such as these wildlife trees, that provide immediate nest,
perch, roost, and feeding sites for a wide range of
wildlife species and a future supply of downed woody
material as the new stand regenerates.

to meet the needs of old forest-dependent species
(young forest-dependent species were assumed to be
addressed by management for moose and deer) to
the more truly ecosystem approaches described in
the Natural Disturbance Pattern Emulation Guide
(early 2000s) and the current Landscape and Stand
and Site Guides (post-2010). The current guides
provide coarse filter direction that ranges from
targets for the composition (amount of different
forest types and ages) and structure (size of young
forest patches, pattern of mature forest) of large
landscapes (forest management units that are
typically around 1 million hectares in size) to
direction that maintains the integrity of lakes,
streams, and wetlands, to direction that retains
residual patches, wildlife trees, and downed woody
material within harvest areas.

Along the way MNR realized that some species might
not be fully addressed by the coarse filter alone. For

example, some species need the habitat components

created by the coarse filter in a very specific pattern.
Thus, there is direction to provide specific landscape
configurations suitable for caribou, moose, and deer.
Similarly, for many rare species, including many
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MNRF’s current fine filter approach incorporates species-
specific direction for a wide range of species, including for
nests of all birds ranging from large birds like eagles,
ospreys, and herons to small birds such as ducks, grouse,
and songbirds.

habitat somewhere on the landscape. It must be
located where the species currently exists. Thus,
there is species-specific direction that retains

(Continued on page 5)
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Ontario’s
Managed Forests
as Wildlife
Habitat: The

1970s and Earlier

— A Happy
Accident

Kandyd Szuba, PhD, R.P.F. (Ret.)

Reprinted with permission from Forestory (Volume 9,
Issue 2, Fall, 2018), the journal of the Forest History
Society of Ontario.

In 1971, in a move well ahead of its time on this
continent, Ontario enacted its first Endangered
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Map 1: Map of the region of study in north-eastern Ontario.

Dots (left to right) represent the towns of White River,

Species Act (ESA). The early ESA required protection
of individual nesting occurrences of endangered
species such as the peregrine falcon and bald eagle,
whose populations had dropped to critically low
levels. The impact on forest management was small
over most of the Area of the Undertaking, however,
because "endangered species" were relatively rare.
The focus in forestry in the 1960s, 70s and early
1980s was timber and silviculture; habitat was an
afterthought. The 1988-1992 Class Environmental
Assessment for Timber Management on Crown
Lands in Ontario (the Class EA; Environmental
Assessment Board 1994) summarized the provincial
government's view of managed forests as habitat up
to that time:

"It is MNR's position that wildlife species in
our boreal and Great Lakes-St. Lawrence
forest are equipped to survive logging
because they have adapted to periodic
natural disturbances" (Environmental
Assessment Board 1994, p. 177).

Most wildlife would probably "survive logging". The
idea that forestry could be used to intentionally
produce habitat, or even enhance it, was new.

The government's view changed in 1988 when the
first Timber Management Guidelines for the
Provision of Moose Habitat came into effect, with
their requirements to adjust clearcut sizes and
shapes as a matter of course during forest
harvesting, specifically to enhance conditions for
moose (OMNR 1988). The Ministry of Natural
Resources (MNR) had identified a "moose program
objective" with a target of doubling the provincial
moose population from 80,000 in 1988 to 160,000 by
the year 2000. Forest management was to be a key
tool to make this happen. By the end of the Class EA
process, it was clear to the provincial government
that the link between forest management and
habitat must be recognized and formalized. The
progressive Crown Forest Sustainability Act (CFSA)
of 1994 did just that by requiring forest management
on Crown land to "conserve biological diversity".

The CFSA and the moose guidelines focussed our
thinking about how forestry might be used actively in
a positive way to benefit wildlife. But forestry was
having positive effects long before that, not because
of a grand design, but owing to a happy accident.

In the 1980s, Dr. Jim Bendell and students from the

Chapleau, Gogama, Kirkland Lake and Cochrane (top right).
Numbers indicate degrees west longitude and north latitude.
From Szuba and Bendell (1983, p. 200).
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Kandyd Szuba worked for more than 40 years in
Ontario as a student, a researcher, a forester and a
habitat biologist, undertaking projects for the MNR,
the forest industry, and independent auditing firms.
She also taught courses in conservation biology and
environmental science at Nipissing University
between 1990 and 2001. To this day she remains
optimistic about the overwhelmingly positive link
between forest management in Ontario and wildlife
habitat.
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