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Dear Lacy; 

 

Thank you for forwarding a copy of your critique of Dr. Euler’s paper. Dr. Euler will be 

responding direct to you with regard to his paper, but in the meantime I will comment briefly 

regarding certain aspects of forest management in Algonquin Park. 

 

The fact that “all forestry on crown land in Ontario is legally bound to several pieces of 

legislation that ensure perpetuation of the resource for future generations” does not in practice 

always mean that perpetuation is guaranteed, or that the legislation cannot be improved upon. 

Our purpose is not to repeal legislation, but to improve it where feasible. Moreover, we feel that 

not only our suggested changes are constructive in nature but that “best practice” can always be 

improved upon, particularly in Algonquin Park, which should be setting the standard for Ontario, 

but unfortunately is not. 

 

Recently, you were forwarded copies of “Requests for Review”, submitted to the MNR through 

the Environmental Commissioner of Ontario. I strongly recommend that you carefully read the 

Requests for Review of the Parks and Conservation Reserves Act, and the Stand and Site Guide. 

I sincerely believe that under present management guidelines, the future of Algonquin Park 

headwaters and self-sustaining brook trout lakes is seriously jeopardized – in other words, 

unsustainable. If certain obvious shortcomings, highlighted in our submission were adopted, 



sustainability could be ensured without compromising the viability of the logging industry, in 

which case everybody would win. 

 

By continuing to consider that permanent old growth stands are not necessary within the Area of 

Operation – R/U Zone in the Park, because “sufficient old growth is present in protected areas 

such as AOC’s, wilderness areas etc.”, managers neglect to take into account the vast upland 

areas (particularly in the pine forest) that will ultimately be without permanent old growth 

stands. Non-permanent old growth trees such as those resulting in the latter stages of the uniform 

shelterwood (U/S) harvest system occur singly (rather than in stands) and are harvested soon 

after reaching the old growth stage. This is an unsustainable trend and denies those wildlife and 

bird species which prefer dense old growth stands, the opportunity of establishing “permanent” 

home ranges that can be utilized annually and by subsequent generations.* Timber harvest within 

managed U/S areas, without the provision of permanent old growth stands, can result in 

displacement of these species to distant areas where conflicts will arise with individuals that 

already are utilizing established home ranges. This is most likely in areas where suitable habitat 

is not nearby and introduces stress, which in turn can result in reduced reproductive rates and 

unsustainable population levels. This is a philosophical management concept that goes beyond 

the restrictions normally considered in forest management, but is nonetheless of extreme 

importance and deserves serious consideration. 

 

I would welcome the opportunity of discussing these concerns with you at your convenience. I 

will forward an original signed copy of this letter via land mail. 

 

Finally, Lacey, I congratulate you on fulfilling your commitment to Dr. Euler. Your knowledge 

and research of the subject illustrate your commitment to your profession. 

 

 

 

 

 

     Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

     Mike Wilton, 

     Director. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* Picture for instance the spring migrant that returns to its long-term home range, to find that it is 

no longer habitable, and there is no satisfactory vacant alternative site within reasonable 

distance. 


