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Response to “An Analysis of Forest Management’s Impact on Migratory Bird Habitat in 
Algonquin Provincial Park” as prepared by David Euler 

Lacey Rose, RPF 
Forester, County of Renfrew 

 
 
As requested by David Euler at the August 18, 2011 Algonquin Eco Watch Annual General Meeting, this 
review includes comments and additional information to consider along with the review of the paper 
prepared by Mr. Euler.  The County of Renfrew’s concern is the portrayal of forest management in 
Algonquin Park as unsustainable, when all forestry on Crown land is legally bound to several pieces of 
legislation that ensure perpetuation of the resource for future generations.  Algonquin Park represents 
an important area of ecological, recreational and economic value that residents of Renfrew County 
depend on and allegations of unsustainable management should be carefully evaluated.  Algonquin Park 
is held to more constraints than the average Crown forest management unit and is a model for 
sustainable forest management worldwide.  In a landmass as vast as the Algonquin Park ecosystem, 
forestry plays an important role in emulating natural disturbance in the absence of fire and manages for 
ecosite and age class diversity that is often lost in unmanaged forest areas. 
 
Forest management planning on Crown land in Ontario is designed to be a transparent and defendable 
process.  Assumptions and standards used from the start of any plan are based on the best available 
peer-reviewed science endorsed by the province of Ontario.  Legislated manuals and guides must be 
used.  These documents are reviewed by highly regarded professionals of various related fields, as well 
as the general public before approval.  Forest management plans are reviewed constantly during the 
planning process by multiple levels of the OMNR, First Nations, Local Citizen’s Committees and the 
general public.  The opportunities for input and participation are vast and required by the Forest 
Management Planning Manual.  The MNR is ultimately responsible for ensuring a FMP is sustainable and 
approving it for implementation.   
 
In recent years, population variances in migratory bird species have attracted attention from many 
forest scientists and ecologists.  For example, an entire edition of The Forestry Chronicle (March 2009, 
Volume 85, Number 2, http://pubs.cif-ifc.org/toc/tfc/85/2) was dedicated to the relationship between 
forest birds and forest management.  One article of particular interest analyzed population trend of 
Ontario’s forest birds and found the trends of most forest birds as stable or positive at the Ontario-wide 
scale1. There is some evidence that increases in fragmentation due to development and deforestation in 
southern Ontario has had an effect on forest-dependant species2

                                                 
1 Blancher, P. et al. 2009. Population trend status of Ontario’s forest birds. The Forestry Chronicle. 85(2).  

.  A study of the effects of group 

2 Austen, M.J.W. et al. 2001. Landscape Contect and Fragmentation Effect on Forest Birds in Southern Ontario.  The Condor 103 (4): 701-
714,  
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selection harvesting on breeding birds in tolerant hardwood forests in Algonquin Park showed no 
difference in abundance of 73% of species analyzed; all other species increased in abundance one or two 
years post-harvest, except for a small decrease in one species in the second year3

 

.  A large volume of 
studies exist, yet the general consensus of most forest professionals is there is no strong data to link 
forest management in Canada to a decline in bird populations.   

This review is designed to follow the same structure as Mr. Euler’s report, with comments and additional 
information under similar headings.  
 
Comments on Introduction 
 
It is true that most people are unaware that forestry occurs in Algonquin Provincial Park.  This can be 
attributed to careful planning and additional constraints placed on logging operations to manage noise 
and visual impact on recreationalists’ experience and the high level of protection that occurs to maintain 
the natural ecosystems and values within.  Complaints received from recreationalists concerning logging 
are rare and are measured under the annual reporting system that measures compliance with the 3rd 
party certification system – Certification for Sustainable Forest Management (CSA).  From 2007-2010, no 
complaints were received from Park visitors related to logging operations4

 

. It should be noted that there 
is no effort is made to hide the fact that logging occurs in the Park – the Visitor’s Centre and Logging 
Museum both feature information on modern forestry practices that take place within the Park, the 
Algonquin Forestry Authority maintains a website with current, pertinent information and the OMNR 
has published the 2010 Forest Management Plan and recent Annual Work Schedules and Annual Reports 
online.   

With respect to the area within the Park on which forest management can occur, Table 1 below provides 
a complete picture.  Since many percentages can be derived from these numbers to demonstrate 
different results, the data is provided for the reader to draw their own conclusions.   
 
Table 1. Algonquin Park Land Summary* 
  Area (ha) 
Total Crown area in Algonquin Park 762,881 

Total Non-productive land (water, bog, rock, islands, protection 
forest, etc)  154,259 
Production Forest Area (total) 608,622 
Managed Production Forest (e.g. forest in Recreation-Utilization 
Zone) 481,478 
Area  within Managed Production Forest that is unavailable for 
forest management due to reserves (lakes, rivers, portage, wildlife 
values, etc)  

60,092 

Area available for forest management in Algonquin Park 
421,386 

*Source: 2010-2020 Algonquin Park FMP – Tables 1 and 4  
 
 

                                                 
3 Tozer, D.C. et al.  2010. Short-term effect of group selection harvesting on breeding birds in a northern hardwood forest.  Forest Ecology 
and Management. 259(8), 1522-1529.  
4 Algonquin Forestry Authority.  2009-2010 Annual Sustainable Forest Management Report.  July 2011. 
http://certification.algonquinforestry.on.ca/pdf/2009-2010%20Annual%20SFM%20Report%20Final%20Complete.pdf  

http://certification.algonquinforestry.on.ca/pdf/2009-2010%20Annual%20SFM%20Report%20Final%20Complete.pdf�
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Comments on Results 
 
Changes in all habitat occurs as a result of natural succession, natural disturbance, human intervention 
and fire suppression.  Ecosystems are constantly changing, sometimes gradually (e.g. natural aging, 
overmaturing and succession of a poplar-dominated stand to other forest types) and sometimes 
abruptly (e.g. high-intensity fire, blowdown or forest management activities).  Forest management 
strives to manage for a healthy, diverse forest that provides habitat to a wide variety of species that rely 
on different forest types and seral stages.  Changes in a forest habitat are not a “consequence of 
logging”, but rather a planned result.   
 
Line 106 states “The 2010-2020 approved Forest Management Plan for Algonquin Park will permit a high 
harvest of conifer trees, particularly Eastern Hemlock and White Pine, which will result in the 
degradation of habitat for the suite of migratory birds that are commonly associated with these trees”.  
First, the wording “high harvest” is ambiguous and provides little meaning.  Secondly, there is no 
referenced evidence that harvesting degrades habitat.  
 
Hemlock 
 
Hemlock is harvested in Algonquin Park using a partial harvest system, called Group Selection, where 
small openings are created to encourage hemlock regeneration and allow subsequent return harvest to 
the same stands within approximately 25 years, to release established regeneration and to create more 
openings.  Page 84 of the 2010 Algonquin Park FMP provides details about the harvest system and 
regeneration efforts.  
 
The Ontario Crown Land Survey (1858-1893) composition of hemlock was recorded at 3.3% as opposed 
to 4.3% in the 2005 forest resource inventory for Algonquin Park5.  This snapshot in time provides a 
glance at a similar composition of hemlock that is present today, although this was after logging had 
commenced in Algonquin.  Logging red and white pine for square timber started in about 1830.  
Hemlock was harvested locally for its bark for use in the tanning industry in the early 1900s but the 
majority of harvest started in the 1950s when hemlock was targeted for construction of the Toronto 
subway system.  This conflicts with Euler’s statement that “...Eastern Hemlock was once a major 
dominant species in the Park, forest harvesting over the last four centuries has reduced it...”.  An 
extensive review on the history of hemlock in the Park notes that it became a minor component of the 
forest about 4,800 years ago, long before European influence6

 
.   

Given that a 25 year return interval is forecast for hemlock area and the area available for forest 
management in the hemlock forest unit (HEsel) is 25,990 hectares, a simplified calculation that could 
determine the level of harvest that can be sustained over that period is 1,040 ha/year.  On Crown land, 
harvest is allocated based on area, not volume, after the careful consideration of other forest values.   
The allowable harvest level of the hemlock forest unit (HEsel) in the 2010 plan is 1,038 ha per year, 
essentially unchanged from the level determined in the 2005 FMP (1,019ha/year).  Forest Management 
Plans in Ontario are intended to prescribe the sustainable harvest level, regardless of predicted market 
conditions.  “Available” harvest level defines the area that could be harvested, remaining within the 
bounds of sustainability as defined by the FMP objectives.  “Actual” harvest is the area or volume that is 

                                                 
5 Table 1.  2010 Algonquin Park Forest Management Plan. http://www.appefmp.mnr.gov.on.ca/eFMP  
6 Vasiliauskas, S.A. 1995. Interpretation of age-structure gaps in hemlock (Tsuga canadensis) populations of Algonquin Park. Thesis 
complete for requirements of a degree of Doctor of Philosophy.  

http://www.appefmp.mnr.gov.on.ca/eFMP�
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reported (e.g. actually harvested) in mandatory annual reports, reflecting the operations that are carried 
out.  Table 2 demonstrates the total area in hemlock forest within the Park, and the area that falls within 
the Recreation/Utilization zone (65%).  It also illustrates that the annual available harvest is 2.5% of the 
total hemlock area, or 4% per year of the hemlock area available for forest management.  Actual harvest 
over the past 5 years has been 1.2% of the total hemlock area or 2% of the hemlock area available for 
management.  2005-10 numbers were used for comparison since actual data is available for that time 
period7.  Figure 1 shows planned and actual harvest levels of the hemlock forest unit (HEsel) from 1990-
20108

 

.  No actual harvest data is yet available for the current plan. The reason for the increase from 
2000 FMP to the 2005 FMP in planned harvest area was a change in prescribed silviculture system.  
While previously managed using the shelterwood harvest system, a change was made to manage using 
the selection harvest system.  A lower proportion of trees removed (lower volume harvested) and 
shorter return cycle means a more frequent harvest and higher allowable harvest area.  To put the 
harvest area into context on how much this represents of the total area harvested annually from the 
Park, the total available harvest area of all forest types was 13,357 ha/yr in the 2005 FMP (12,309 ha/yr 
in the 2010 FMP) and actual harvest area was 7,166 ha/yr.  

Table 1. Comparison of Total HEsel area to Available HEsel area, Allowable Harvest and Actual Harvest 

 
Area (ha) 

Hemlock (Hesel) Forest total 40,001 
Hemlock (Hesel) Forest in landbase available for forest management 25,990 
Hemlock area ALLOWABLE for harvest annually (2005-10) 1,019 
ACTUAL harvest area of hemlock forest annually (2005-10) 498 

 
 

 
Figure 1. Planned vs. Actual Hemlock Harvest Area from 1990-2010 (hectares/year) 

                                                 
7  Year 10 Annual Report for the Algonquin Park Forest.  2010.  Algonquin Park District, Southern Region, Algonquin Forestry Authority.  
8 Year 10 Annual Report for the Algonquin Park Forest.  2010.  Algonquin Park District, Southern Region, Algonquin Forestry Authority. 
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In terms of volume, 36,187m³/year of hemlock was available for harvest in 2005-10 and an average of 
13,131m³/year was actually harvested for that time period, representing 36% of what was determined 
to be a sustainable harvest level9.  The actual harvest level supports Euler’s reference “...150,000m³ is 
needed to supply all the demand for hemlock to the mills surrounding the Park” – this number, derived 
from table FMP-19 in the Forest Management Plan, equates to about 15,000m³/year. Table AR-2 in 
Algonquin Park’s Annual Reports10

 

 from 2008-09 and 2009-10 (those available online) show that all 
actual volume harvested has gone to local mills.  

It is worth noting that harvest is approved and carried out on an area-basis and volumes included in the 
FMP are estimations based on yield curves, inventory species compositions and models.  If volume 
targets are not met, additional area is not allocated.  The volumes in Table FMP-19 of the Algonquin Park 
plan show the “forecast volume”, that is what the harvest volume is predicted to be based on yield 
curves for all available harvest area in all forest types for a ten year period.  The “planned volume” is the 
result of a yield curve model for the selected harvest blocks for the first 5 year period of the plan.  For 
hemlock, this value is 59,644m³/year for the first 5 years of the 2010 FMP.  It is very common for actual 
volumes harvested to be far below estimates, especially for a species such as hemlock that occurs in 
patches or as individual trees in other forest types.  Models cannot predict the result of tree marking - 
each partial harvest stand is marked by a certified tree marker prior to harvest to ensure retention, 
quality and wildlife objectives are achieved on an operational level.  Hemlock trees are targeted for 
retention in other forest types as solitary conifers in hardwood stands (10 required for retention per 
hectare when available), veteran trees in shelterwoods (10 required per hectare when available in final 
removal cuts), and conifer patches for wildlife cover value11

 

.  The practicality and economic value of 
harvesting scattered hemlock in off-site conditions is low since wood quality is poor (prone to shake), 
and tree markers and woodsworkers recognize its value is higher left standing as a wildlife tree. This is 
evident in the “actual volume” of hemlock harvested from 2005-2010 referenced above.   

There are specific operational criteria laid out in the FMP (see p. 139 of the main text) that identify 
hemlock and hardwood selection stands that exhibit old-age characteristics before harvest and modify 
harvest operations so that old growth conditions are maintained including: retaining a higher residual 
basal area, applying a specific silvicultural ground rule for old growth, increasing the cutting cycle length, 
doubling the normal cavity tree retention requirements, and retaining some dead and dying trees.  
Going by the age of the stand alone, more than 75% of the total HEsel area in the Park is above the age 
on onset for old growth, and 19,407ha of the managed hemlock forest portion is above the old growth 
age.  Figure 2 below, taken directly from the recently approved Forest Management Guide for 
Landscapes (2010), illustrates the current condition of hemlock in the Algonquin Park Forest12

 

.  The 
green dot shows the 2006 level of hemlock forest classified as “old”.  The “box and whiskers” shows the 
Simulated Range of Natural Variation derived for the Landscape Guide by taking the current forest 
condition, turning off human intervention and influence and letting the forest naturally develop for over 
900 years.  This demonstrates that old growth hemlock in the Algonquin Park forest is not lacking, and 
may in fact be higher than “natural” conditions.   

                                                 
 
10 Table AR-2, Annual Reports for Algonquin Forest.  http://www.appefmp.mnr.gov.on.ca/eFMP   
11 Appendix 6.2.5, Tree Marking Prescriptions.  2010 Algonquin Park FMP.  
12 OMNR. March 2010. Forest Management Guide for Great Lakes - St. Lawrence Forests. Toronto: Queen’s 
Printer for Ontario. Science Package B. http://www.olt.tbayteldirectit.com/  

http://www.appefmp.mnr.gov.on.ca/eFMP�
http://www.olt.tbayteldirectit.com/�


 

6 

 
Figure 2. Current vs. Projected Natural Condition of Hemlock Forest in Algonquin Park.  

The data above is not in agreement with Euler’s statement that most hemlock is too young to sustain a 
harvest, nor is Figure 7 of the FMP text.  The information provided above clarifies that “available” 
volumes and harvest area are not a valid indication of harvest activities that actually do take place.  They 
are an interpretation of the available harvest area and the species composition, age and height indicated 
by the forest inventory, extrapolated using yield curves place – they do not take markets, stand 
variables, terrain, wildlife AOCs and tree marking direction into consideration.  Even so, the available 
harvest area represents the sustainable level according to the Crown Forest Sustainability Act and Forest 
Management Planning Manual.  As far as statements made in Euler’s paper about the regeneration of 
hemlock post-harvest, the AFA has put a considerable amount of consideration and commitment behind 
regeneration efforts in hemlock.  Group selection is selected as the preferred harvest systems because it 
maintains the forest in mature condition while stimulating regeneration and releasing existing 
regeneration in the harvested gaps.  Additional effort is expended scarifying soil in the openings to 
create an optimal seedbed for natural regeneration, and a commitment is also made to hand seed areas 
if required to meet regeneration standards as defined by Silvicultural Ground Rules (SGR).  There are 
objectives that measure regeneration success and it is not acceptable in any Crown forest to harvest an 
area without planning and implementing a regeneration program to the desired forest unit.  The SGR for 
HEsel defines the future forest condition as hemlock, meaning that harvest must facilitate hemlock 
regeneration to be a silvicultural success.  Objectives are included in the FMP that measure this success 
over time.  For hemlock present in non-hemlock forest units, the FMP requires that any patch greater 
than 0.04 hectares is to be treated using the group selection harvest system to recruit future hemlock 
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establishment.  As discussed above, tree marking direction preferentially retains hemlock as scattered 
trees for wildlife and structural value in other forest units.   

The interpretation of hemlock harvest illustrated in Euler’s paper is incomplete and leads to a false 
conclusion that “total habitat for migratory birds that depend on hemlock will be reduced significantly if 
this plan is carried out as approved”.  Available hemlock harvest area remains constant in the short (10 
year), medium (20 year) and long (100 year) time horizons of the plan13

White and Red Pine Habitat 

, indicating that the area of 
available hemlock remains constant over time.  There is no indication that the implementation of the 
Algonquin Park Forest Management Plan will lead to a decrease in hemlock area, or reduce 
representation of hemlock on the landbase.   

Red and white pine forests are of high value ecologically, economically and spiritually.  Historic logging 
practices starting in the early 1800s removed a large proportion of the large white pine in Central 
Ontario and as a result, there is little area in old growth still to this day.   Still, to say pine is a “negligible 
amount” of the Algonquin Park forest is misleading.  There is almost 103,000ha of pine-dominated forest 
in Algonquin Park – about 21% of the forested landbase area.  Approximately 73,000ha is available for 
forest management.  The Thompson et. al (2006) paper referenced by Euler illustrates a reduction in the 
number of white pines in mixed and deciduous stands from about 3 to >8 pines/ha to <1 pine/ha.  As for 
the cause of this reduction, Thompson states: Aside from early over logging, the continued low density of 
white pine in all forest types can be attributed in part to intense post-logging fires in the 1800s and to the 
past 60 years of fire suppression, which have eliminated seed sources and seedbeds. We suggest that a 
program using several silvicultural techniques will be necessary to restore the white pine in forest types 
that existed historically; and also the evidence for a decline in white pine in pine-dominated stands 
remains an open question14

 
. 

The statement “There is very little attempt to maintain pines within the western half of the Park where 
they were once abundant” has no rationale or evidence behind it.  The western half of the park is 
dominated by tolerant hardwood ecosystems.  There may be less scattered incidental pines within these 
stands than before the squared pine era, but these practices are not comparable to forest management 
today.  The tree marking prescriptions discussed in the “Hemlock” section above also apply to pine – 
incidentals are usually retained for diversity, seed source and wildlife value when encountered in a 
tolerant hardwood stand.  There are several measurable objectives in the FMP (Table FMP-13) to 
maintain and increase pine on the Algonquin Park landscape.  It is illustrated that area in pine forest has 
already increased since the 2000 FMP (78,656 ha in 2000 vs. 83,176 ha at the start of the 2010 FMP)15

 The age-of onset for old growth white pine is approximately 125 years and red pine approximately 140 
years

.   

16

                                                 
13 See Table FMP-13 of the Algonquin Park FMP. 

.  A large majority of red and white pine forest is in the 100-120 age class at the present time and 
is expected to naturally age into old growth during the course of the plan.  This accounts for the almost 
doubling of white pine old growth (PwUS) area (11,637ha to 21,907ha) and more than doubling of red 
pine (PrCC) old growth area (58ha to 169ha) from 2010 to 2020.  These projections take planned harvest 
area into account.  The 2010 FMP projects much higher white pine old growth levels than the 2005 FMP.  
The “current” level of PWUS4 illustrated in Figure 3 is the 2006 level – 4,612 ha.  The level projected for 

14 Thompson, I.D. et al.  2006.  Historical Changes in White Pine (Pinus Strobus L.) Density in Algonquin Park, Ontario, During the 19th 
Century.  Natural Areas Journal, 26 (1).   
15 See Table FMP-13 of the Algonquin Park FMP. 
16 OMNR. 2003. Old Growth Policy for Ontario’s Crown Forests.  
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2010 in the current FMP is, as stated above, 11,637ha.  The projected level for plan end is 21,907ha.  
This makes significant progress towards the lower range in one of the white pine classes in the 
Landscape Guide referenced by Euler, PWUS4, shown below in Figure 3.  There are several other white 
pine landscape classes included in the landscape guide – none of which are directly comparable to the 
PwUS forest unit of the Algonquin Park FMP.  For example, PWUS4 has a >50% composition of white and 
red pine; PwUS of the FMP has a >40% composition of white and red pine.  Another white pine 
landscape class – PWST (white pine seed tree) has a higher level of old growth currently than the 900+ 
year projected Simulated Range of Natural Variation contained in the Landscape Guide (Figure 4). In all 
projected white pine landscape classes, area in mature forest is currently higher than “natural” – this is 
as a result of the relatively skewed age class structure of the Park (and Central Ontario in general) 
caused by historic logging practices and settlement that occurred over 100 years ago.  A large proportion 
of this area is on the cusp of aging into the “old’ age category, explaining the projected large increase in 
old growth in the next 30 years.  It is important to keep in mind that old growth forest cannot be created 
overnight.  The FMP balances an impressive increase in white pine old growth and a sustainable harvest 
to support the economy of central Ontario.  

 

Figure 3. Landscape Guide Projections of a White Pine Uniform Shelterwood 4-cut Landscape Class 
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Figure 4. Landscape Guide Projections of White Pine Seed Tree Landscape Class 

Euler makes reference to “over the long term the amount of old growth white pine decreases because of 
a high harvest of pine...”. This is a false assumption with no evidence provided.  Figure 3 in Euler’s paper 
does not include the natural benchmark white pine projection (shown below in Figure 5) that illustrates 
a similar oscillating pattern, demonstrating the up-and-down dynamic is a result of the current age class 
structure of the white pine forest – heavy to mature, little area in young, immature and old. The 
unbalanced age class structure for the Crown productive forest in the Park is shown in Table 2.  It is 
ecologically impossible for area in old growth to remain constant over time given the current forest 
condition.  Area does not remain in old growth for perpetuity – MNR’s Old Growth Forest Definitions for 
Ontario (2003) predicts that by age 255, a white pine stand will no longer function as old growth and will 
have succeeded to younger development stages (usually in species other than white pine, in the absence 
of a disturbance such a logging).  

Habitat for Migratory Birds 

There is no information provided on what the “historical amount of breeding habitat for conifer-nesting 
warblers” is.  There is no evidence that habitat for these birds is limiting, or that forest management has 
an effect (positive or negative) on population trends, nor what those population trends are.  Migratory 
birds require a wide variety of habitats – young and old, conifer, hardwood, and so on.  It is not clear 
what the concern is for hemlock and pine in particular with respect to bird habitat and what, if any, the 
substantiated evidence is that migratory bird habitat is being reduced. Of greater concern to 
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ornithologists is the loss of winter habitat and fragmentation caused by deforestation for development, 
neither of which can be affected by forest management in Algonquin Park.  

 

Figure 5. PWUS Old Growth over Time17

 

 

Table 2. Age Class Structure of PWus over Time18

 

 

 

  

                                                 
17 Source: Algonquin Park FMP Analysis Package, Appendix L.  
18 Source: FMP-7 Projected Forest Condition for the Crown Productive Forest, Algonquin Park FMP.   
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Comments on Defective Habitat Analysis in the Forest Management Plan 

All wildlife habitat models carried out in SFMM are based on habitat descriptions as defined by Holloway 
et. al19

The misinterpretation of the “habitat modeling” that has been carried out in FMPs for the last few 
planning cycles is one of the factors that has lead to a reduced reliance on modeling after preferred 
wildlife habitat with the implementation of the Landscape Guide (starting with 2011 FMPs).  While 
originally intended to attach representative habitats to a species for ease of understanding, it led to 
false conclusions being drawn, such as “if this graph has a downward trend, there will be less pine 
martens in the forest”.  The models have never represented populations of wildlife or their abundance 
on the landscape, merely the area of their preferred habitat types. The trends also do not consider 
carrying capacity of wildlife or how much habitat is necessary to sustain a target population.  The natural 
benchmark is not related to “too much” or “too little” habitat for a species.  It is simply the result of 
growing the forest from its current condition 150 years into the future without harvesting or fire 
suppression.  In future, habitats will be modeled based on Landscape Classes (e.g. White Pine 
Mixedwood).  There are a few carry-over wildlife species that continue to be mandatory for modelling 
due to commitments in legislation (e.g. the Old Growth Policy).   

.  Modeling is not based on “tree-level” – it is based solely on ecosites and development stages 
(e.g. presapling, sapling, immature, mature, overmature, old, uneven and two-storied).  Each species is 
also given a “reliability index” which reflects the amount and applicability of data the habitat matrix is 
based on.   

Euler’s analysis of various bird species habitats modeled in the Algonquin Park FMP does not describe 
the Ecosites or development stages the habitat is based on.  For example, the bay-breasted warbler 
prefers immature and mature development stages of spruce/pine, cedar/other conifer and poplar/birch.  
The boreal chickadee prefers immature/mature forest types and hermit thrush prefers 
presapling/sapling/immature.  Young forest is created by forest management and it is not surprising that 
the managed scenario would have a higher area of these habitats.  Blackburnian warbler is a habitat 
generalist – it prefers immature/mature/old/uneven and two-storied development stages of Ecosites 
11-15, 18-20, 23-29 and 35.  It is understandable that its habitat remains constant in the natural 
benchmark and managed scenario since it is suited to use almost all forest types.   

The statement, when discussing pine siskin habitat, “The logging plan, however, will reduce the habitat 
for this bird to about 70,000 hectares, which is consistent with the goal of the plan to harvest 
considerable numbers of cone bearing trees in the Park” is a blatant attempt to portray forest 
management in direct conflict with wildlife management.  There is no goal that states “harvest a 
considerable number of cone-bearing trees” in the FMP.  The overarching goal for Ontario’s Crown 
forest is to "to ensure the long-term health of our forest ecosystems for the benefit of the local and 
global environments, while enabling present and future generations to meet their material and social 
needs".  It is misleading and irrelevant to discuss decreases and increases in habitat preferred by bird 
species unless there is data suggesting that its habitat is limiting the presence of the species.   
 
It is not constructive to dissect the model results based on tree-level preferences of birds – that level of 
consideration is out of the scope of SFMM and there are a considerable number of Area of Concern 

                                                 
19 Holloway, G.L., B. J. Naylor, and W. R. Watt, Editors. 2004. Habitat relationships of wildlife in Ontario. Revised habitat suitability models 
for the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence and Boreal East forests. Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Science and Information Branch, Southern 
Science and Information and Northeast Science and Information Joint Technical Report #1. 110p. 
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prescriptions, wildlife tree and tree marking standards that micro-manage bird habitat on an operational 
level.   

The sources listed by Euler as “...considerable evidence attesting to the role of forest management in 
Canada contributing to this habitat loss” do not draw a direct connection.  Schmiegelow & Monkkonen 
(2002) explicitly states that “system- and species-specific considerations are important when assessing 
the potential outcome of habitat loss and fragmentation on regional biota”.  The paper speaks to the 
importance of detailing the composition and structure of benchmark communities in reference sites and 
comparative sites, and provides null models for use in specific geographical areas to assess the effects of 
fragmentation on species occurrence, emphasizing that their findings should not be applied on a broad 
level.  Wedeles & Donnelly (2004) support that managing to minimize effects on birds is consistent with 
sustainable forest management, by maintaining variability in the forest at multiple scales in terms of 
tree species, seral classes, landscape patterns and structural elements.  There is no conclusion drawn 
between forest management and habitat loss, but several management recommendations are made 
that are in line with provincially mandated direction for forestry on Crown land in Ontario including: 
Management strategies designed to achieve sustainable forest management must involve trade-offs 
between the ecological, economical and social values of the forest.  The optimal solution for one element 
of sustainable forest management may not be optimal for the other elements; Management strategies 
cannot be developed to manage for all the species, in all places, at all times; and Don’t do the same thing 
everywhere.  Variability is the key; management strategies should endeavor to maintain the 
heterogeneity of forest landscapes.  

Canadian forest managers do have a responsibility to conserve habitat for migratory birds as part of the 
forest management planning process, along with ungulates, fur-bearing mammals, fish populations, 
raptors, species at risk and the economic and social well-being of the people of Ontario.  The Algonquin 
Park Forest Management Plan modeled for many more species than provincially required at the request 
of Algonquin Eco Watch, meaning more values were considered and balanced during the development 
of the Plan than other forest management units.  To say “The current forest management plan for 
Algonquin Park seems to put harvest of wood as the most important objective with very little 
consideration for the migratory birds that nest in the Park area” undermines the level of effort the forest 
management planning team put into developing a well-balanced plan.  There are almost 20 objectives 
for wildlife species habitat, 10 for old growth forest types, 6 for mature and old forest classes, 2 for 
young forest types and 11 spatial ecological objectives. The deductive assumption of Euler’s paper that 
“This undoubtedly contributes to the general loss of migratory bird populations as they continue to 
decline throughout their ranges” is unfounded.   
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