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SLS 2021 FMP 

Workshop & Public Input & Reponses 

1 Overview 

This document provides detail on the input and responses from (a) workshops that SLS carried out as 
part of the SLS FMP 2021 public engagement process and (b) input and responses provided during the 
public engagement process (outside of workshops). 
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2 Workshop Input & Responses 

2.1 Cochrane: Values and Objectives 

Subject:  Spray Lake Sawmills Mixed Use Forest Management Session: DFMP Values and Objectives 

Date: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 

Time: 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM 

Venue: Spray Lake Sawmills Boardroom, Cochrane, Alberta 

 

List of Participants 

Gord Lehn (Spray Lake Sawmills) 

Matt Denney (Spray Lake Sawmills) 

Dwight Wolfe (Tesera Systems Inc. – Facilitator) 

Bruce MacArthur (Tesera Systems Inc. – Notetaker) 

Doug Collister  

Adrianne MacDonald  

Karen Laustsen 

Connie Beaton  

Bruce MacDonald  

 

List of Acronyms:     

SLS - Spray Lake Sawmills (1980) Ltd. 

SFM - Sustainable Forest Management 

IRM - Integrated Resource Management 

PAG - Public Advisory Group 

FMA - Forest Management Agreement 

DFMP - Detailed Forest Management Plan  

SSRP - South Saskatchewan Regional Plan 

BG - Breakout Group 

MD - Municipal District 

AAC - Allowable Annual Cut 

EBM - Ecosystem-based Management   

B9 – Forest Management Unit 

VOITs - Values, Objectives, Indicators, and Targets 

 

Introductory Discussion (Gord Lehn and Matt Denney) 

Spray Lake Sawmills Limited (SLS) forest operations operate under a Forest Management Agreement 

(FMA) issued by the Alberta government.  Under the FMA, SLS is responsible for developing and 

renewing the Detailed Forest Management Plan (DFMP) for the area specified in the FMA.  The next plan 
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is due for submission to the Alberta government by September of 2018.  The DFPM is a 20-year plan that 

is renewable every 10 years. 

As part of the DFMP renewal process, SLS is seeking your input into values and objectives at tonight’s 

session. Other opportunities are also available for individuals or groups to communicate their views and 

perspectives on the values and objectives, such as, SLS Public Advisory Committee meetings, SLS 

website, SLS blog, letters, email, phone calls, face-to-face meetings, Etc.     

A summary of your feedback will be prepared and shared with you for review and feedback. SLS will 

summarize all of the public input as the basis for further discussion.  SLS wants to listen to what you 

have to say – so it can be considered in the development of the DFMP.  

PowerPoint Presentation: backgrounder on the Alberta Forest Industry);  

Video on SLS FMA and PowerPoint Presentation on Forest Management Planning 

SLS’ DFMP forest operations conform with both Federal and Provincial legislation and regulations, as 

well as higher level land use frameworks, statutory planning requirements.  SLS has also willingly 

embraced various sustainable forest management initiatives in managing and operating across the 

DFMP. Some examples highlighted were: 

• Higher Order Plans; 

• Federal Acts; 

• Alberta Provincial Legislation; 

• Higher Level Land Use and Resource Management Frameworks;  

• Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard; 

• Forest Stewardship Council Certification Standards (voluntary); 

• Alberta Forest Products Association Forest Care (voluntary)  

• etc. 

SLS does not have management responsibility for all resources values.  In particular, the Alberta Ministry 

of Environment has responsibility for managing wildlife.  SLS does however consider resource values 

such as wildlife habitat in the development of its management plans.  SLS is required to monitor and 

report on the values, objectives, indicators and targets in the DFMP.  

• Example of a full Values, Objectives, Indicators, and Targets (VOITs) 

• Overview of the draft Values and Objectives under consideration for the new DFMP. 
The primary focus of this evening’s session is to solicit your input on draft DFMP Values and Objectives 

for consideration in the development of the next DFMP which is due by 2018. 

FACILITATED DISCUSSION ON VALUES AND OBJECTIVES 

Value: Water Quality / Water Quantity 

Objective:   

• Concerned about protecting water, wetlands, streams when doing harvesting or access on the 
FMA.  Need to be aware of potential for damage. 
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• Watersheds are complex, need more knowledge of these sensitive systems, upper watersheds, 
hydrology and downstream slopes.  

• Clearcut logging on steep slopes is disturbing.   

Discussion Notes: 

• Q. – Are there alternative methods for logging on steep slopes? 
o SLS: Maximum slope percent is 45%, debris left in place to minimize surface flow, 

regeneration surveys used to guide reforestation program. 
o SLS: Regeneration performance is used in the growth projection modelling estimates – 

to ensure that the modelling is based on actual performance. 

• Q. – What are the problems that SLS has experienced on steep slopes.  
o SLS: In most cases there are not problems.  Most debris is left on site – some exceptions 

for wildfire (permanent fire breaks) concerns, or recreation 

Value:  Effective Riparian Habitat 

Objective:  

• Concerned about impacts of harvesting on wetlands and would like to see wetlands left alone 
and/or bigger buffers. 

Discussion Notes: 

• Q. – Does not understand why the government does not regulate and protect wetlands to a 
greater extent.  Why is government not concentrating more on water protection? 

o SLS:  Most wetlands are avoided, acknowledges that in the past there have been some 
technical challenges classifying what are wetlands and what are their relative value. 

Value:  Public Input and Discussion 

Objective:  

• Interest expressed in the understory structure associated with the various seral stages – and the 
species that are dependent on that understory.    

Discussion Notes: 

• Q. – Has there been any studies associated with the variation of the understory? – and whether 
the distribution of the understory vegetation before logging is similar afterwards and into the 
future?  Is a similar diversity of understory vegetation replaced that contributes to biodiversity? 

• Q. – When regenerating stands could other species such as understory plants be artificially 
replaced (native plants).  

o SLS: Understand that the issue is a desire to ensure that the stands are regenerated 
within the range of species that occur naturally across the stands / landscape. 

Value:  Protected Areas 

Objective:  

• Wants to see protected areas now and going forward into the future.     
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• Concern about the amount of time to have impacts in the design of plans – and receive input 
from local residents such as the Ghost Watershed and provide input about public safety 
concerns with SLS vehicle traffic. 

Discussion Notes: 

• Q. – What is SLS’s current strategy for protected areas and how does a company do that? 
o SLS: Protected areas are located explicitly and have restrictions in terms of acceptable 

activities. 
o SLS: Explained consultation with stakeholder networks to identify areas to be protected 

across the landscape. 
o SLS:  Government has identified percentage targets across the landscape and SLS is 

working with stakeholders to review and achieve those objectives. 

Value:  Reforest Harvest Areas 

Objective:   

• None Identified 

Discussion Notes: 

• Q. – How quickly are areas reforested after logging? 
o SLS: Most areas, treatment for reforestation starts in the spring/summer following 

harvest. 

Value: Control Invasive Species 

Objective:   

• Would like SLS to minimize the occurrence of invasive species. 

Discussion Notes: 

• SLS:  SLS practices include routine cleaning of machinery to minimize the potential to spread 
invasive species across the landscape. 

• SLS:  Forest Stewardship Certification means that SLS is not using any herbicides. 

Value: Wildfire Risk 

Objective:   

• None Identified 

Discussion Notes: 

• Debris on the ground, keeps soil moisture, reduces erosion, concern with fire risk of these debris 
left behind after logging.  Wants to see the debris cleared up. 

• The debris left on site is important for the biodiversity. FireSmart buffers are appropriate at 
some level.   Too much removal can be detrimental. 

o SLS:  Debris loading is assessed on a stand by stand basis. Ground fires are easier to 
manage than crown fires. 
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Value:  Forest Landbase 

Objective:   

• Maintain the forest landbase to sustain the timber supply. 

Discussion Notes: 

• Would like to see the forest landbase maintained so that the timber supply can be sustained. 
o SLS:   Some minor areas are removed due to oil & gas, gravel pits, major highways.    
o Areas harvested by forestry companies are reforested after one-two year of harvest. 
o SLS: SSRP removed some areas by expanding Provincial rec areas as well as Wildland 

parks. 

Value: Sustainable Timber Supply 

Objective:  

• Move their logging operations up north?  Why does SLS have to log in K-Country? 

Discussion Notes: 

• Q. – What does sustainable timber supply mean?  Scaling back on the timber supply? Or could 
there be a requirement for SLS logging companies to go elsewhere? 

o SLS:  There is a significant amount of planning, analysis, and approvals by Registered 
Professionals that goes into determining what the province approves as a sustainable 
timber supply area and plans for the DFMP. 

• Q. – Ask about the sustainability of the landbase due to the MPB? 
o SLS:  Planning is done to reduce risk (MPB stands are sequenced earlier, fire susceptible 

stands are sequenced earlier….20 years plan renewed every 10 years means that the 
readjustments are incorporated – a conservative approach that should allow for 
adjustments. 

• Q. – Is SLS operating sustainably? 
o SLS:  The company redoes the calculation of the sustainable harvest rate as part of the 

DFMP to ensure that new information is incorporated – so the current landbase and 
tree growth information is reflected in the calculation of a sustainable timber supply. 

Value:  Public Involvement 

Objective:   

• Opportunities to provide input, and if missed feels that ideas need to be shared to improve the 
planning process and outcomes – more continued involvement. 
 

Discussion Notes: 

• Why have not more people come out to the SLS public involvement process? 
o SLS:  The company has advertised in many local papers and through other means such 

as the website. 
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Value:  Public Safety 

Objective:   

• More enforcement of safety regulations on roads on the FMA. 

Discussion Notes: 

• Wants to see more public input on log hauls on residential roads and bad highways (poor 
secondary roads). Too many loaded and unloaded logging trucks on roads with public residences 
– narrow roads that are not designed to handle it. 

• Public awareness of where logging trucks are operating – active hauling areas that are tied to 
recreational use. 

o SLS:  Public access is a big problem as many roads are private – and users ignore access 
restrictions – signs are vandalized. 

• Seems that there is a lack of people on the ground – to monitor and track. 

• Concerned about the entrance to Jameson Road and/or Hwy 1A (lack of shoulder means that 
there is no way for a driver to get out of the way) or proper intersections (log trucks on Hwy 22). 

Value:  Aesthetics 

Objective:   

• Concerned about seeing clearcuts when winter/summer hiking in the Bragg Creek, Sundre, 
Kananaskis areas…finds these harvest areas visually ugly. 
 

Discussion Notes: 

• Germany seems to be doing a better job at Forest Management – they don’t clearcut. 
o SLS:  2/3rd Lodgepole Pine requires a harvest method that enables reforestation 

objectives to be met. 

• Can SLS use smaller blocks? 
o SLS: Various techniques are being used to try and break up line of sight.  As well trade-

off need to be addressed with other values as smaller blocks mean more roads are 
needed. 

Value: Climate Change 

Objective:  

• Minimize the negative effects of climate change on other values in the DFMP. 

Discussion Notes: 

• Are we reforesting with the correct species given climate change?   
o SLS:  The province sets standards that govern how far seed can be moved from where it 

was collected.   There are seed collection programs, monitoring and research that 
support provincial reforestation efforts.  Climate change is a relatively new 
phenomenon with respect to potential for species migration over time.  Perhaps 
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research into changing climate conditions will identify potential opportunities to ensure 
that species are well suited to survive and thrive in the future. 

Value:  Carbon Sequestration 

Objective:   

• Consider more alternatives to clearcutting 

Discussion Notes: 

• Would like SLS to use smaller cutblocks – winter/summer logging. 
 

Value:  Sawmill Air Quality 

Objective: 

• SLS to try and time the composting with the weather conditions to minimize odour. 

Discussion Notes: 

• Concerned with the odour from the SLS sawmill. 
o SLS:  The company utilizes 100% of the residue from the milling process.  Residue is used 

in the Top Spray landscaping product. Sometimes there is an odour (depending on the 
atmospheric conditions including temperature and prevailing winds) when the residue 
organic material is turned over or mixed as part of the composting process. 

Summary Remarks:  

SLS will document the feedback comments and share the summary with the participants for their review 

and feedback.   While SLS will respond to each concern noted through the public consultation process, 

the company may not be able to accommodate each and every concerns (if not, SLS will provide the 

rationale explaining why this is the case and if needed and pass it on to the appropriate authorities). 

However, SLS is committed to try and accommodate the concerns to the extent possible.  Transparency 

is an objective in responding to the concerns noted through this public input process.   SLS extended an 

invitation to the public participants and/or other interested individuals or groups to provide their 

feedback on values and objectives for the DFMP via email, telephone, voicemail, fax, arranging face-to-

face meeting, letter, SLS website or other means available.  
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2.2 Waiparous: Values and Objectives (Ghost Watershed) 

Subject:  Spray Lake Sawmills DFMP Values and Objectives Workshop: Ghost Watershed  

Date: Thursday, November 5, 2015 
Time: 6:30 PM to 9:00 PM 

Venue: Beaupre Hall, Waiparous, Alberta  

 

List of Participants 

Gord Lehn (Spray Lake Sawmills) 

Matt Denney (Spray Lake Sawmills) 

Dwight Wolfe (Tesera Systems Inc. – Facilitator) 

Bruce MacArthur (Tesera Systems Inc. – Facilitator) 

Jean Blackstock 

Debby Brotzell-Betts 

Jude Cartwright 

Olivier Du Tre 

Sharlene Fritz 

Adam Kleitsch  

David Lertzman 

Lee Long 

Sharon MacDonald 

Bill Motherwel 

Jill Nickel 

Hugh Pepper 

Andreas Schneider 

Fritz Seidel  

Richard Walthall 

 

List of Acronyms:     

SLS - Spray Lake Sawmills (1980) Ltd. 

SFM - Sustainable Forest Management 

IRM - Integrated Resource Management 

PAG - Public Advisory Group 

FMA - Forest Management Agreement 

DFMP - Detailed Forest Management Plan  

SSRP - South Saskatchewan Regional Plan 

BG - Breakout Group 

MD - Municipal District 

AAC - Allowable Annual Cut 

EBM - Ecosystem-based Management   

B9 – Forest Management Unit 

VOITs - Values, Objectives, Indicators, and Targets 



SLS 2021 FMP 
Workshop & Public Input & Reponses 

 

Revised: January 07, 2020  10 

Introductory Discussion (Gord Lehn and Matt Denney) 

Spray Lake Sawmills Limited (SLS) forest operations operate under a Forest Management Agreement 

(FMA) issued by the Alberta government.  Under the FMA, SLS is responsible for developing and 

renewing the Detailed Forest Management Plan (DFMP) for the area specified in the FMA.  The next plan 

is due for submission to the Alberta government by September of 2018.  The DFPM is a 20-year plan that 

is renewable every 10 years. 

As part of the DFMP renewal process, SLS is seeking your input into values and objectives at tonight’s 

session. Other opportunities are also available for individuals or groups to communicate their views and 

perspectives on the values and objectives, such as, SLS Public Advisory Committee meetings, SLS 

website, SLS blog, letters, email, phone calls, face-to-face meetings, Etc.     

A summary of your feedback will be prepared and shared with you for review and feedback. SLS will 

summarize all of the public input as the basis for further discussion.  SLS wants to listen to what you 

have to say – so it can be considered in the development of the DFMP.  

PowerPoint Presentation: backgrounder on the Alberta Forest Industry); W 

Video on SLS FMA and PowerPoint Presentation on Forest Management Planning 

SLS’s DFMP forest operations conform with both Federal and Provincial legislation and regulations, as 

well as higher level land use frameworks, statutory planning requirements.  SLS has also willingly 

embraced various sustainable forest management initiatives in managing and operating across the 

DFMP 

Some examples highlighted were: 

• Higher Order Plans; 

• Federal Acts; 

• Alberta Provincial Legislation; 

• Higher Level Land Use and Resource Management Frameworks;  

• Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard; 

• Forest Stewardship Council Certification Standards (voluntary); 

• Alberta Forest Products Association Forest Care (voluntary)  

• etc. 
SLS does not have management responsibility for all resources values.   In particular, the Alberta 

Ministry of Environment has responsibility for managing wildlife.  SLS does however consider resource 

values such as wildlife habitat in the development of its management plans.  SLS is required to monitor 

and report on the values, objectives, indicators and targets in the DFMP.  

• Overview of Values, Objectives, Indicators, and Targets (VOITs) 

• Overview of the draft Values and Objectives under consideration for the new DFMP. 

The primary focus of this evening’s session is to solicit your input on draft Values and Objectives for 

consideration in the development of the next DFMP which is due by 2018. 
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FACILITATED DISCUSSION ON VALUES AND OBJECTIVES 

BREAKOUT GROUP 1 (BG1): 

BG1 Value: Sustainable Timber Supply 

Objective: Smaller sale logging in sub-alpine forests instead of clearcutting.  

Objective: Maintain older seral forests in sub-alpine 

Objective: Account for slow growth in sub-alpine forests 

Objective: Account for cumulative effects 

Objective: Account for micro-climate effects on growth 

 

BG1 Value:  Public Safety 

Objective: Compensation for damage to MD roads. 

Objective: Do a better job sitting down with the municipalities to discuss the flow of wood to the mill. 

Objective: Address target shooting in the bush through changes in management authority and ability to 

control and report access, increased awareness, neighbourhood watch programs. 

Objective: Better quality access maps that take into account local traffic conditions and behaviors. 

Understand the local impacts regarding time of day and traffic volume. 

Objective: Better driver education for the public and company drivers. What is the role of the provincial 

government in public safety? 

Objective: Set priorities for infrastructure improvements. 

 

BG1 Value:  Public Involvement 

Objective: Involve the public in thinking about or designing their own process. Ask the public how they 

would like to be involved. Understand community dynamics such as demographics, adult education and 

assessing meaningful input. 

Objective: Establish a better knowledge of your user base and tailor the meeting to fit the audience 

(timing / scheduling). Have pre-consultation focus groups. Build diversity into the consultation and 

practice adaptive engagement. 
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BG1 Value:  Allowable Annual Cut 

Objective: A higher safety margin with a reduced scale and volume of AAC. 

 

BG1 Value:  Aboriginal Involvement 

Objective: More effective engagement and fill the regulatory gap between effective and mandatory. 

Establish an Aboriginal liaison person. 

Objective: Facilitate conversations about sharing perceptions of the landbase. 

Objective: Engage and draw from first nations traditional land use values, knowledge and expertise in 

forest planning and conservation. 

 

BG1 Value: Climate Change 

Objective: Ensure that forest management addresses different scenarios and responses to the effects of 

drought, flood, fire, insects and disease. 

Objective: More research into cumulative effects, carbon sequestration, and ecological footprint.  

 

BG1 Value: No Clearcuts 

Objective: Look at values related to social and environmental to balance. Reforestation improvements. 

No Tree Farming . Mimic nature. 

 

BG1 Value: Research 

Objective: Social science of forestry. Understanding the human role in forest ecosystems.  

Objective: More research into fire ecology - good long-term research at different spatial scales. 

Objective: More ecosystem-based management including large retention patterns to allow for research 

plots. 

Objective: Creation of an independent research hub to drive objective research into topics like social 

science, natural science, ecosystem-based management and First Nations traditional use (suggested 

name: The Trans-Disciplinary Ecosystem Based Management (EBM) Research Hub for Social and Natural 

Sciences)  
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BG1 Value: Soil Conservation 

Objective: Minimize sediment outflow into streams. 

Objective: Merge soils and hydrology and understand the interplay. 

Objective: Maintain soil diversity. 

 

BG1 Value: Water Quantity / Quality 

Objective: Look at Hydrology in the forest to maintain water quantity and quality for downstream use. 

Objective: Maintain the area to minimize the impacts of flood and drought effects. 

Objective: A better understanding of cumulative effects with all industries collaborating to maintain 

water quality and quantity in the headwaters.  

Objective: A better conversation on Headwaters management focusing on attributes, spatial scale, 

wetlands policy. Understanding that the definition of headwaters is evolving - depending on where you 

are. 

Objective: Set Watershed management as the highest priority, understanding the extent of the water 

resource, capture more site-level details and share more information with stakeholders, more staff 

training and more consultation with locals on wetland values. 

 

BREAKOUT GROUP 2 (BG2): 

BG2 Value:  Planning Process / Context Setting 

Objective: Consider broader scale values and influences at the landscape level within which the DFMP 

resides.  

Discussion Notes: 

• look at all influences on the landscape. 

• examine cumulative effects using science, empirical studies (local basin-specific values). 

• holistic study and systems thinking (refer to 1998 Integrated Resource Plan and policy related to 
SSRP and other higher level plans). 

• considering interconnectivity of values (i.e.:  groundwater). 

• study relationship between fish and siltation. 

• identifying critical areas /  critical watersheds upstream of population centers. 
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BG2 Value:  Prioritization of Values 

Objective: Ensure that timber planning is in alignment with social, environmental and economic values 

and that some values are more important than others. 

  

BG2 Value:  Function and Integrity of Watershed 

Objective: Identify hydrologically sensitive areas to determine natural historic mean or state (standard 

deviation). 

Discussion Notes: 

• Place emphasis on outflows and the recharge areas (hydrologic modelling and connectivity). 
  

BG2 Value: Soil Conservation 

Objective: Understand historic norms (standard deviation from the mean) as a function of cumulative 

effects on the landscape. 

Objective: Maintain soil structure and soil retention across the landscape. 

  

BG2 Value: Public Involvement 

Objective: SLS recognition that logging is different when in close proximity to local residences (i.e.: B9). 

Consultation scope should include all who are hydrologically affected  

Discussion Notes: 

• timely, meaningful and ongoing public consultation and dialogue. 

• SLS to be a good neighbor. 

• define public stakeholders. 

• use social media to engage technically savvy audiences. 

• SLS to review the concepts of Synergy groups (www.synergyalberta.ca) community-based 
groups formed to address the pressures of oil and gas development.  This initiative or something 
like it may have applicability and utility to better engage stakeholders, and local residents, 
interested, individuals, community for SLS and the Alberta forest industry.   

• Rural and urban communities are interrelated and linked. 
  

BG2 Value:  Indigenous Traditional Land Use Rights 

Objective: Strive to broaden the depth of consultation with in the First Nations leadership band 

members and communities. 

http://www.synergyalberta/
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Objective: Build understanding of the DFMP within the First Nations band membership and 

communities. 

 

BG2 Value:  Wildlife Habitat 

Objective: Undertake an inventory of Keystone high value species across the FMA (science- based 

decisions) and (area wildlife studies considered in DFMP design). 

Objective: Engage the community to share information (if possible) with SLS so sensitive wildlife habitat 

can be considered in the DFMP. 

Objective: Maintain habitat of keystone high value species. 

  

BG2 Value:  Science 

Objective: Use and apply holistic unbiased objective science and scientific empirical study in assessing 

aspects of the FMA (e.g.:  academic institutions, non-governmental organizations, governments, 

industry and citizen science). 

 

BG2 Value:  Local Economy 

Objective: Recognize the nature of the local economy and the relationships to land use and their 

impacts in the development of the DFMP. 

Objective: Consider local businesses and residents in the design of logging plans to minimize visual 

impact and local use (undertake inventory of local businesses). 

   

BG2 Value:  Property Values and Security of Residents 

Objective: Acknowledge the relationship of forestry, safety values and the integrity of hydrologically 

adjacent landowner property values (collaborative planning with local residents). 

Objective: Share in the costs of assets and replacement for impacts from logging activities. 

Discussion Notes: 

• Traffic: school bus scheduling and logging trucks. 

• Windthrow onto private land 
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GG2 Value:  Climate Change 

Objective: Plan to preserve ecological function in the region. 

Objective: Use a hydrological model that takes climate into account in the DFMP (accounts for peak 

instantaneous discharge - extreme weather events). 

Objective: Plan to maintain ecological integrity in the region. 

  

BG2 Value: Openness and Transparency 

Objective: Technical information accessible to the community to facilitate greater understanding and 

meaningful dialogue. 

Objective: Incorporate community ecological knowledge (citizen science) as a means of demystifying 

scientific language. 

Discussion Notes: 

• Refer to local municipal development plans for more information 
 

Summary Remarks: 

SLS will document the feedback comments and share the summary with the participants for their review 

and feedback.   While SLS will respond to each concern noted through the public consultation process, 

the company may not be able to accommodate each and every concerns (if not, SLS will provide the 

rationale explaining why this is the case). However, SLS is committed to try and accommodate the 

concerns to the extent possible.  Transparency is an objective in responding to the concerns noted 

through this public input process. SLS extended an invitation to the public participants and/or other 

interested individuals or groups to provide their feedback on values and objectives for the DFMP via 

email, telephone, voicemail, fax, arranging face-to-face meeting, letter, SLS website or other means 

available.  
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2.3 Turner Valley: Values and Objectives 

Meeting Purpose: SLS Forest Management Session: Values and Objectives development 
Date: April 7, 2015 

Time: 1:00 to 4:00 PM 
Venue: Turner Valley Flare`n’ Derrick Community Hall  
 
List of Participants 
 
Gord Lehn (Spray Lake Sawmills) 
Matt Denney (Spray Lake Sawmills) 
Dwight Wolfe (Tesera Systems Inc – Facilitator) 
Bruce MacArthur (Tesera Systems Inc – Facilitator) 
Alf Skrastins (Greater Bass Creek Trails Association) 
Flora Griesbrecht (Elbow River Watershed Partnership) 
Suzanne Ole (MD Foothills) 
Katie Morrison (CPAWS) 
Gordon Cartwright (Rancher – Pekisko Area) 
Brittany Verbeek (Alberta Wilderness Association) 
 
Discussion 
 
Gord Lehn – Introductions (round table) 
 
Matt Denney – PowerPoint Presentation (backgrounder on Alberta Forest Industry) and Video on SLS 
FMA and PowerPoint Presentation on Forest Management Planning (Handouts paper copies of 
presentation materials: 

• Overview of Higher Order Plans 

• Overview of Values Objectives Indicators Targets  
 

Flora Griesbrecht – Water Quality and Quantity was on the previous list but missing from the current 

list. Concerned about the protection and maintenance of water resources including groundwater and 

wetlands.  Need to consider climate change and adaption.  Concerns with watershed stability (Water 

quantity and quality) – max transpiration, max retention, forest protection, flood control, riparian 

health, fisheries. 

Suzanne Ole – SSRP framework integration, water and wastewater strategies – service water protection, 

headwaters, and SLS DFMP fitting within the SSRP (BMPs, cumulative effects) 

Gord Lehn – What do you mean by protection? 

Suzanne Ole – Referring to management practice, retention, riparian – noted there is grant money 

available for development of Best Management Practices. 

Gord Lehn – SLS will review ground rules for consistency with higher level plans, will also sit down with 

the Alberta Forest Service to review BMPs. 



SLS 2021 FMP 
Workshop & Public Input & Reponses 

 

 

Revised: January 07, 2020  18 

Matt Denney – Will also consider Alberta watershed & stream mapping information in planning - stream 

flows, stream locations, riparian buffers. 

Gord Lehn – Also SLS will have a new high-resolution inventory – using LiDAR provided by Alberta 

government, wet areas mapping, net down process to refine set asides.  

Brittany Verbeek – Are you looking at ephemeral streams? 

Matt Denney – The Province provided SLS with access to its LiDAR which is use to generate various 

digital layers such as Digital elevation models (DEM), wet areas mapping, detailed forest vegetation 

information.  Water courses are identifies on a much higher resolution than previously available for 

operational implementation of the plan.   

Alf Skrastins – Value # 8 (Managing of Visual Quality & Recreational Benefits) and Value # 17 

(Integration of other Values and Non-commercial Uses) refer to the issue of concern related to 

protecting recreational benefits, recreation inventory / built features / non commercial uses such as 

trails, built features – and consideration of buffers to protect these areas 

Katie Morrison – Value #17 (Integration of other Values and Non-commercial Uses) seems like “catch 

all” – may be difficult to provide more definition, could be problematic for objectives and indicators. 

Gordon Cartwright – Value #8 (Managing of Visual Quality & Recreational Benefits) – it is important to 
protect the visual aesthetics on the southern slopes to keep as much as possible. 
Brittany Verbeek – Please clarify Value #7 (Protected Areas) protected areas and existing values. 

Gord Lehn – SLS needs to demonstrate avoidance of protect areas that are imbedded and adjacent to 

the defined forest area.  Additionally, through the net down process, about a 1/3 of the total area of the 

FMA is not eligible for forest operations e.g. Sensitive soils, inoperable areas, access constraints.    

Suzanne Ole – Does Value #11 (Conservation of Biodiversity) does it include protection of wildlife 

values, wildlife corridors, summer / winter range, life cycle, temporal aspects, wildlife guilds /habitat 

supply, fragmentation, human activity, patch size distribution, and indicator species?  

Gord Lehn – Last plan SLS did habitat supply modeling out several hundred years – also looked at 

fragmentation 

Suzanne Ole – At what point does SLS human activity potentially impact wildlife? 

Gord Lehn – It varies by species and the configuration of the forest matrix changes over time.  SLS tries 

to maintain a balance of forest types over time and space - the landscape. 

Katie Morrison – Has SLS completed any studies to identify the natural range of variability assessment 

for wildlife? 

Matt Denney – SLS has studied the natural range of variability for vegetation and fire regime 

(simulations).   Fire scientists identify target seral stages area but this is difficult to achieve – given all the 
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fire protection and suppression across the landbase.  Risks of letting fire go (human risk and property) 

are often unacceptable because there would be too much impact on the landscape.  Trying to emulate 

natural range of variability at a landscape level.  Fire cycle is based on ecological region and historic fire 

cycles – good link to indicators and targets. 

ACTION: Matt to forward a copy of the Marie Pierre fire study to Katie Morrison. 

Gordon Cartwright – really appreciates comments of managing the landscape and protection of 

grassland communities and soil protection.  A lot of the areas have been degraded as invasive Aspen 

have taken over – the landscapes should be looked at regenerative assets integrated with other 

commercial users – with more mindfulness of working together and integration of practices to benefit 

these values.    

Gord Lehn – have Grazing Timber Agreements helped between the two sectors?  Have they had any 

benefits?  Ranchers use the FMA – overlapping disposition – some fences, some natural barriers. 

Suzanne Ole - #9 (Historical Resources & Unique Values) what is meant by this value? 

Gord Lehn – First Nations practices and sensitive sites, historical values, visuals – work with Golder & 

Associates to assess specific sites, and utilizes a predictive model that looks at potential for Historical 

Resources. 

Brittany Verbeek – don’t see any values that relate to restoration – Restoring the Landscapes? 

Flora Griesbrecht – how does this related to the operating guidelines? 

Gord Lehn – the Province defines the reforestation guidelines, SLS prepares and submits operational 

plans, also prepare a 5-year stewardship report to report how well SLS is doing in relation to the last 

forest management plan.  Roads – 95% reclamation due to time of operations and logistics of built vs 

reclamation.     

Matt Denney – Operating ground rules – values and objectives define what the link to the management 

plan is explicitly – negotiated with the province – similar ground rules across the province.  A new set of 

ground rules is defined after the plan is approved 

Gord Lehn – explained the difference between reclaiming roads vs site reclamation 

Gord Lehn – SSRP vs FMA challenges due to timing of plans.   The incorporation of sub-plans is subject to 

availability.   SLS normally does not redo their FMA plan until the next 10 years submission.   SLS is trying 

to manage the forest which takes 100 years to regrow.  There is a continual recalibration process 

through re-doing forest management plans. 

Draft Values and Objectives  

1. Forest Health & Productivity  
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(Soil productivity & Carbon sequestration was added to this) 
Objective identified:  Improve Forest health; Achieve a Natural Range of Variability (Best Management 
Practices – based on targets and activities; Impacts of development on Soil Productivity (drainage and 
reclamation); minimize soil erosion, intact grassland communities, healthy grasslands, maintain a range 
of seral stages to protect against disease / pests resilience.  Manage a healthy and diverse forest 
ecosystem. 
 
2. Protection & Maintenance of Fisheries Habitat 
Objective identified:  Healthy riparian area; water quality; vegetation on stream banks to avoid soil 
erosion; appropriate water temperature; maintaining natural flow rates (avoiding extreme peak flows 
that causes erosion), room for river functioning connected and resilient riparian landscapes, resiliency 
within a watershed to respond to a range of possible flood conditions – capacity to accommodate 
natural flows across a range of conditions. 
 
3. Protection & Maintenance of Water Resources 
Objective identified:  Also includes Objectives referenced under Values 1 & 2 above; Effects of 
transpiration losses and ability to trap snow; wildfire risk and hazard – management under prescriptive 
conditions (Fire Smart); mix of seral stages; grassland management; higher levels of soil carbon; no net 
loss of wetlands; protection of groundwater resources (identify locations). 
 
4. Sustainable Timber Supply 
Objective identified:  A balance of uses on the land.  Stable Timber Supply Economic, Workforce, other 
values (watershed integrity, rangeland activities.  Maintain a social licence to manage an ecological and 
social basis.   Improved trust of the public for forest management.  A more informed public.  Maintaining 
ecological goods and services – a catalyst.  Better integration of plans on the landbase.  Better 
understanding scope of forest management on the DFA under licence agreements. 
 
5. Public Safety 
Objective identified:  Road use; harvesting activities; fire protection; safety programs (other users); 
access management; reducing liabilities; communication with contractors and public; broadening safety 
discussions (SLS needs to look beyond work sites across the entire FMA); maintain a Partners in Injury 
Reduction (PIR) program; Improve signage; media / open houses. 
 
6. Public Involvement 
Objective identified:  Continued Public Involvement; Increasing notice timelines for public meetings / 
open houses; providing a range of public involvement opportunities; include Calgary residents; 
transparency of how public input is used including data and map availability; meaningful engagement – 
really listening and incorporating input into decision making and improved feedback loop.  
 
7. Protected Areas (Landbase Exclusions) 
Objective identified:  May not be the proper phrase; land excluded from the timber harvesting landbase 
– sensitive slopes – riparian areas; formal protected areas; areas outside the timber harvesting landbase 
(landbase exclusion); pro-active assessment with Government of Alberta about potential candidate 
protected area and targets; riparian; rangeland resiliency and diversity; wetlands 
 
8. Managing of Visual Quality & Recreational Benefits 
Objective identified:  buffer around recreation trails and recreational sites and recreation features; 
Ongoing public engagement in recreation management; design of blocks and roads to follow topography 
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and natural landscapes; aesthetics of cutblocks adjacent to established recreation trails; managing for 
visual impacts on the landscapes for both the far (background) and close (foreground) transition areas; 
 
11. Conservation of Biodiversity 
Objective identified: Consider wildlife corridors (consider needs of wildlife cycle), Natural range of 
variability for wildlife habitat values 
 
4 new Values were identified in general discussion at start of workshop.   
 
18.  Climate Change and Adaptation 
Objective identified:  Climate change modelling and landscape change; resilience & contributes to 
climate adaptation.   
 
ACTION: Katie Morrison to provide Gord Lehn with some ideas and research on climate change 
 
19. Water Quality and Quantity 
Objective identified:  Also includes Objectives referenced under Values 1 & 2 above; Headwaters; whole 
watershed; flood resilience; room for river functioning, fire proofing 
 
20. Watershed Stability 
Objective identified:  Also includes Objectives referenced under Values 1 & 2 above; plus Objectives 
referenced under Value 19 above; sedimentation; retain soils; snow trapping; top cover and grassland; 
stream bank stability 
21.  Restoring the Landbase 
Objective identified: restoring to previous natural state in an efficient manner; invasive species; 
reforestation seral stage natural range of variation; access management; reclamation 
 
Items not covered because time ran out  
9. Historical Resources & Unique Values 
10. Forestry Research Science & Technology (Adaptive Management was added to this) 

12. Integration with other Commercial Users 
13. Access Management 
14. Community Timber Program 
15. Forest Protection (fire) 
16. Forest Landbase 
17. Integration of other Values and Non-commercial uses 
 
Of Note: 
 
SLS has two open houses in May. 
 
May 7 - Crowsnest Pass 
May 13 - Cochrane  
 
Participants are more than welcome to attend these events as well. 
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2.4 Water Valley: Values and Objectives 

Subject:  SLS Mixed Use Forest Management Session: Values and Objectives 
Date: April 8, 2015 
Time: 1:00 PM to 4:00 PM 
Venue: Water Valley Community Hall 
 
List of Participants 
Gord Lehn (Spray Lakes Sawmills) 
Matt Denney (Spray Lakes Sawmills) 
Dwight Wolfe (Tesera Systems – Facilitator) 
Bruce MacArthur (Tesera Systems – Facilitator) 
Tim Dietzler (Rocky View County) 
Reid Thomas (None) 
Judy Sterner (Ghost Watershed AS) 
Kathy Calvert (Ghost Watershed AS) 
Jim Stitt (FTR) 
Gordon Cartwright (FTR) 
Mark Bennett (Bow River Basin Council) 
Scott Kjarsgaard (Calgary Snowmobile Club) 
Bill Luka (MD of Bighorn) 
 
Discussion 
Gord Lehn – Introduction (Number of ways to provide input (PAG, website, blog, etc)  In a few weeks will 
present results as a start point for further discussion. 
Matt Denney – PowerPoint Presentation (backgrounder on Alberta Forest Industry) and Video on SLS 
FMA and PowerPoint Presentation on Forest Management Planning (Handouts paper copies of 
presentation materials 

• Overview of Higher Order Plans 

• Overview of Values Objectives Indicators Targets  
 

Tim Dietzler – Is Kananaskis is of the FMA? 

Matt Denney – Yes Kananaskis part protected area and part of the green zone working forest? 

 

Judy Sterner – Is the Tsuu Tina First Nations Reserve part of the FMA 

Matt Denney – No.  The Tsuu Tina First Nations Reserve is not part of the FMA 

 

Mark Bennett – Requested the “Sustainability diagram (3 intersecting circles 

environment/economy/social) to be changed with the environment being the largest circle 

ACTION:  Mark to send a copy of the diagram to Matt/Gord 

 

Reid Thomas – sees the DFMP as part of a higher-level plan that is then incorporated into lower level 

plans 

Matt Denney – the DFMP is a strategic level plan 
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Judy Sterner – is there going to be a Strengths and Weaknesses assessment of the previous DFMP going 

to be done. 

Matt Denney – not the DFMP but the 5-year plan is formally assessed  

 

Tim Dietzler – where are watershed management plans included in the Higher Order Planning? 

Matt Denney – not sure 

Gord Lehn – the watershed management plans are not formally part of the planning standard.  Todays 

discussions are at a higher-level discussion of the values and objectives 

Tim Dietzler – the watershed management plans within the SSRP do have values and objectives 

 

Mark Bennett – Watershed Management Plan relates more to Integrated Management Plan 

 

Reid Thomas – Likes the way that the values and objectives are laid out should follow format in the 

planning standard for greater easy of understanding  (Annex 4).   Look at replicating the format of the 

planning standard for protection. 

Matt Denney – Felt that the approach is user friendly – but will take a look at this layout 

 

Tim Dietzler – should there be a statement related to Flood Mitigation and Upstream Effects - flood 

storm surges / climate change? 

 

Mark Bennett – feels that water should be the first importance 

 

Scott Kjarsgaard – why is the term wildlife not used ?  Is it missing ? 

Gord Lehn – SLS does not manage wildlife directly rather manage habitat (flora fauna) 

 

Bill Luka – Reclamation, public infrastructure, restoration,  

Gord Lehn – access management is part of the FMA, not responsible for managing other user groups 

 

Judy Sterner – soil productivity (under forest health and productivity) now but feels “Soil conservation” 

is a better term 

 

Tim Dietzler – wondering if 11. Conservation of Biodiversity be changed to “Protection and Conservation 

of Biodiversity” 

 

Gord Lehn – suggests SLS restate “We value…”  because this would improve the readability down the 

road 

 

Mark Bennett – Recommendation that SLS be allowed to make changes to respond to changing 

circumstances – currently very difficult 
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Gord Lehn – SLS uses the Alberta Vegetation Inventory nd is in the process of implementing a new and 

improved HRIS inventory using LiDAR using wet areas mapping which is of higher resolution and better 

data will be used in the planning 
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Draft Values VOIT  13, 3, 11, 10, 4, 8, 6, 7, 14, 15, 12 / 17 

1. Forest Health & Productivity  

(Soil productivity & Carbon sequestration was added to this) 

Objective:   
 
2. Protection & Maintenance of Fisheries Habitat 
Objective:  Consider combining Value #2 & #3 into water quality and quantity or Watershed Resources 
(water, fisheries habitat); Keep fisheries as a separate value; make Value #3 a watershed value; 
Minimize impacts to fisheries habitat at stream crossings; minimize siltation; species specific 
improvement (recovery plans and links to DFMP) 
3. Protection & Maintenance of Water Resources 

Objective:  Consider combining Value #2 & #3; Define types of water resources (wetlands / riparian 
areas inventory and data), areas are mapped (meta data), buffer zones based on habitat management, 
understanding the nature and state of ground water resources, FMA is a transition area for the 
transition of surface to groundwater; flexible buffer zones – topography; water quality and quantity Not 
too much not too little (mimicking natural flows)  
 
4. Sustainable Timber Supply 
Objective:  Link with Value #1 & #3 (consider combining Value #1 & #3 is in the best interest of the 
public and SLS business interests); a mixture of best practices to the best use of the timber supply; 
efficient reforestation; sustainable supply over the short and long term; minimize loss from fire and 
pests; sustainable rate of harvest; address to climate change adaptation in developing plans for a 
sustainable timber supply; healthy water courses; sustainability of the publics resource – profitability / 
economics 
 
5. Public Safety 
Objective:  Change to Health and Safety of the public and contractors (workers); training programs; 
safety programs; activities and best practices; consider this from a restoration and habitat perspective 
 
6. Public Involvement 
Objective:  Better communication; meaningful public participation; better use of graphics; transparent, 
succinct, crisp, timely; relevant;  reduce use of acronyms in public documents; consideration of writing 
the document for consumption by the public including government.  Consider a communication 
consultant to prepare a executive summary for use by the public (at-a-glance) 
 
Note: 1200 pages of reading with two weeks notice. 
Note: Consider using Friends of Water Valley to access public. 
 
7. Protected Areas (Landbase Exclusions) 
Objective: (Value needs better wording - consider reworking) Based on net downs protocols to 
determine the Timber Harvesting Land Base; areas protected in a operational context; consider 
presenting these protected areas visually to build greater understanding; potential overlap with Value 
#8; a better fit for Value #16; transparency of net landbase over time - additions and deletions;  
 



SLS 2021 FMP 
Workshop & Public Input & Reponses 

 

Revised: January 07, 2020  26 

 
 

8. Managing of Visual Quality & Recreational Benefits 
Objective:  Consider separating into 2 values Managing Visual Quality and Managing Recreational 
Benefits; managing the operation plans along with recreational activities to maximize potential 
opportunities; managing along with recreational activities on the same landscape - overlapping areas; 
balancing uses - fire protection; no loss of property values / enjoyment aesthetic values / viewscapes 
adjacency; SSRP has enhancement of recreation and tourism values (may or may not be available); 
improved communication is key (perhaps consider as a separate Value); minimal disturbance to 
aesthetic values 
 
9. Historical Resources & Unique Values 
Objective:  Golder & Associates examines known and potential areas of significance (provincial 
databases) in the DFA; communications (w first nations); training contractors to spot sites; Incorporating 
BMPs into planning 
10. Forestry Research Science & Technology (Adaptive Management was added to this) 

Objective:  Scientific studies (case studies) - applied research to study how large buffers need to be 
(variable width); SLS will be a leader in applied research; SLS will be a top leader in science based 
research; SLS values collaborative science based research, stay informed and implement the latest 
research related to values on the FMA (Foothills Research Institute / UofC / UofA / NRCan); aware of 
new research and adapting new understanding where applicable on the FMA; needs to be transferable; 
use and application of the best available research, knowledge and practices. 
 
11. Conservation of Biodiversity 
Objective:  Protecting and enhancing (potentially rename this value) ; manage the environment to 
increase biodiversity; reduction in the species at risk; protection of native species; protection native 
species and avoid invasive plants); more science based ecological integrity / resilience / emulating 
natural disturbance; restoration of habitat to encourage species reestablishment; look at Kananaskis 
vegetation management plan for other values 
 
12. Integration With other Commercial Users 
Objective:  link to value 17 consider combining; better integration with other users; better planning and 
integration; minimizing disturbances with other users; GENERAL COMMENT:  Consider development a 
fewer number of value statements to be simpler and clearer – and develop sub-categories 
(environmental value, social value and economic value 
 
13. Access Management 
Objective:  General public, livestock grazing, general public using the FMA, SLS business interests to have 
access to the FMA – but may be too limited, should minimize access to protect the environment through 
management practices – increase access should minimize impacts on other values, develop more road 
use agreements to minimize impacts, more combine use of roads, integrated use of road, in a least cost 
manner, timing summer and winter road are taken into account at an operational level.  Recreation 
noted. 
 
Gord - there may or may not be an access management plan as part of SSRP (timing issue) 
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14. Community Timber Program 
Objective:  Consider renaming this value to: Valuing the rights of all land users in the FMA Appropriate 
amount; allocated volume to timber sales program, honouring commitments, make sure the SLS 
allocated sufficient volumes to take into account small community users – eg private log home builder; 
Consider combining with Value #12 
 
15. Forest Protection (fire) 
Objective: Maintain supply of timber; requirement for training of staff and contractors to take action; 
fire training; fire preparedness; Fire smart; fuel loading management to minimize risk and rate of spread; 
baseline level of responsibility; assets at risk; human risk; forest practices to reduce hazard and reduce 
loss; sequencing of harvest; Consider combining with Value 5; value the value of timber and support 
efforts to suppress fire to reduce losses; cooperation with government; link to Value #1 – forest health & 
productivity 
 
16. Forest Landbase 
Objective:  Link to value #1 & 3 & 4; consider merge in value #1; SLS Contractual Obligation; SLS 
maintaining forest landbase to sustain a even flow of timber for commercial and non-commercial 
purposes; compensation for forest land areas removed from FMA by government (only as a last resort) 
 
17. Integration of other Values and Non-commercial uses 
Objective:   
 
New:  Public Infrastructure 
Objective:  Link to Value # 12, 13, 17 assurance that public infrastructure will be maintained and 
restored; public safety; road user agreements; road use permitting; loss reduction and mitigation; SLS 
values access to FMA - listen/ respond to concerns, vindicate and validate 
 
New: Flood Mitigation 
Objective:  Links to Value #1 and #3; buffers, timber yields; riparian; block size; timing of harvest; 
reforestation; SLS should consider recent / existing studies on water courses / flooding and evaluate 
recommendations within those studies. 
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2.5 Waiparous: VOIT Workshop 

Subject: Spray Lake Sawmills Forest Management Plan Renewal VOIT Workshop 

Date: Monday, December 10, 2018 
Time: 6:30 PM to 9:30 PM 

Venue: Beaupre Hall, Waiparous, Alberta 

List of Participants 

Heinz Unger - Ghost Watershed Alliance Society, Alberta Wilderness Association, Ghost resident 
Hugh Pepper - Ghost Watershed Alliance Society, Ghost resident 
Sharon MacDonald - Ghost resident, Ghost Valley Community, Beaupre Community Association, 
Summer Village of Waiparous 
Connie MacDonald 
Bruce MacDonald 
Adrienne MacDonald-Smith Village of Ghost Lake 
Pat Macmillan - Ghost resident, Ghost Watershed Alliance Society  
Reid Thomas - Jamieson Road resident 
Andreas Schneider - FMA neighbor, Ghost resident Ghost Watershed Alliance Society 
Gabriele Schneider - FMA neighbor, Ghost resident Ghost Watershed Alliance Society 
Cal Hill 
Grace Wark - Alberta Wilderness Association 
Joanna Skrajny - Alberta Wilderness Association 
Sharlene Fritz - Ghost Watershed Alliance Society  
Jude Cartwright - Bragg Creek resident 
Jacquie Richards - FMA neighbor, Saddle Peak Trail Rides, Ghost resident 
Dave Richards - FMA neighbor, Saddle Peak Trail Rides, Ghost resident 
Fritz Seidel - FMA neighbor, Ghost resident 
Bob Miller - Ghost Watershed Alliance Society 
Stacy Duffy - FMA neighbor, Whispering Pines Bible Camp 
Brent Anda - FMA neighbor, Whispering Pines Bible Camp 
Tom Daniels - West Fraser 
Stan Masters - Back to Nature Retreat 
Keltie Masters - Back to Nature Retreat 
Rod Wallace - FMA neighbor, Ghost resident, Ghost Watershed Alliance Society 
Mike Petersen - FMA neighbor, Grazing Association member 
Don Petersen - FMA neighbor, Grazing Association member 
Cody Cap - FMA neighbor, Grazing Association member 
 
Workshop Staff 
Matt Denney, Forester, Spray Lake Sawmills 
Jason Mogilefsky Forester, Spray Lake Sawmills 
David Almanza (Facilitator) 
Cameron Barr (Note taker) 
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Landscape Biological Diversity 

VOIT 1 (1.1.1.1) 

Comment: All OGR target references are insufficient. Ranges and specifics must be included rather than 

x/y/z %. Summarize the targets at a landscape level using analysis based on forestry inventory protocols 

by provincial forest ecologist.  

Response: There are no OGR references present in the first three VOITs (1.1.1.1, 1.1.1.2a & b).  OGR 

references are however included in subsequent VOITs.  Specific targets will replace the x/y/z when the 

preferred forest management scenario is developed.  Targets will be set for 10 years into the future and 

are designed to track progress of the FMP as it is implemented.  As suggested in the feedback, these 

targets are landscape level and are derived as part of the trade-offs between different forest level values.  

The provincial ecologist recommended the indicators and will review the outcomes. 

Objective: Retain full range of cover types defined by prior to harvest which will define replanting 

efforts; species composition, densities, and structure.  

Response: Reforestation species composition is based on the pre-harvest stand. 

Comments: What is the current obligation to replant? 

Response: Provincial reforestation standards are set and all harvest sites are surveyed against the 

standards within specific timelines. Planting is one of the methods used to meet reforestation 

requirements. 

Objective: Insurance that a monoculture will not occur after harvest. 

Response: Seedlings are grown from seed based on Provincial seed zones and from seeds left on site 

from stump side processing. 

Comments: Replanting taking age class and species composition taken into account.  

Response: Reforestation species are based on the pre-harvest stand composition. 

Comment: Planting was done adjacent to our place; the planters did a good job and the seedlings and 

regrowth are doing well, there is a diverse mix of regrowth. 

Response: The harvested areas naturally regenerate a diverse mix of grasses, forbes, sedges, shrubs, 

hardwoods and conifers. The Company also plants native, locally sourced, lodgepole pine and spruce 

seedlings to supplement the diverse species of natural regrowth. 

Objective: Age classes should be determined and calculated within area that SLS can cut and not include 

protected areas.  

Response: Protected areas are not included in the sustainable harvest level calculations. 
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Comments: Which specific studies will be completed as a means to identify the specific targets? Will this 

create a disproportionate bias towards the creation of younger forest or park plans for forest?  

Response: The targets will be informed by various FMA research such as the Evaluation of the Pre-

industrial Forest Condition and the Protected Areas Representation Gap Analysis reports. The preferred 

forest management scenario, which will be approved by the government, will require a balance of a wide 

range of different values identified in the Values Objectives Indicators and Targets document. 

 

Conservation of old growth and the diversity of trees should occur as they are important for the 

watershed.  

Response: The headwaters of the Sheep and Highwood Rivers are formally protected in Parks. 

Downstream, where the Forest Management Agreement is located, the timber supply model will attempt 

to cut the oldest timber first; however, harvest levels will be constrained with recognition of non-timber 

values such as old growth and Barred Owl nesting habitat.  

Comment: Due to aggressive fire fighting since the 50's, Alberta forests are so out of whack compared to 

what would have been there naturally had fires been allowed to burn. There’s an unnatural amount of 

old forest on the landscape. It is important to set targets that will attempt to bring forest ages into a 

more natural condition to ensure that the ecosystem meets all biodiversity needs not just those needs 

of species needing old forests. Set targets to bring this in line. 

Response: The scientific literature supports the comment, that the natural pre-industrial forests of South 

Western Alberta were younger and that there was significantly less forest than today. The timber supply 

model will attempt to cut the oldest timber first, moving age classes towards pre-industrial conditions; 

however, harvest levels will be constrained for example in recognition of meeting non-timber value 

targets for Barred Owl Habitat and American Martin habitat suitability.  

VOIT 2, 3, 4, 5 (1.1.1.2 & 1.1.1.3) 

Objective: Integration of DFMP into the sub-regional planning process. 

Comments: Specifically, the Kananaskis-Ghost Management plans. Thresholds for linear and spatial 

footprints must be included within these.  

Response: The FMP approval will be based on conditions such as compliance with higher order land use 

plans and sub-regional plans. 

VOIT 4 & 5 (1.1.1.3) 

Objective: Road density targets must be within Alberta provincial limits 

Comment: i.e. 'x' should be 0.6km/km2 
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Response: Road density thresholds will likely stay the same and will likely be based on meeting the 

Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan guidelines. 

Objective: Reduction in road-building.  

Response: Road density thresholds will likely stay the same and will likely be based on meeting the 

Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan guidelines. 

Comments: Hardened surfaces from roads lead to increased runoff resulting in siltation occurring in 

watercourses which is hard on native fish species. 

Response: Best Management Practices (BMPs) are required as indicated in the Timber Harvest Planning 

and Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s). The regional scientific literature demonstrates the application of 

BMPs, minimizes sediment delivery to water courses and protects water quality. 

Objective: Minimize access to forestry roads as access leads to increased usage from other users. 

Response: Currently the Company fully reclaims approximately 100% of its forestry roads.  

Comments: Difficult to manage, but forestry must work hard to enforce. Non-logging traffic may be 

reduced through barriers, signage, and gates. Logging roads open up access to uncontrolled use within 

the area; controlled recreation use areas.  

Response: Currently the Company fully reclaims approximately 100% of its forestry roads. FMP road 

density thresholds will likely stay the same and will likely be based on the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan 

guidelines. 

Objective: Closure of forestry roads after harvest occurring in a timely manner.  

Response: Roads are typically reclaimed within the same year sites are accessed by tree planting 

operations. Currently the Company fully reclaims approximately 100% of its forestry roads. FMP road 

density thresholds will likely be based on the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan guidelines. 

VOIT 5 (1.1.1.3) 

Objective: Time period for when road closures will occur post logging 

Comment: Closures of roads occurring sooner than later upon harvest completion. 

Response: Roads are typically reclaimed within the same year sites are accessed by tree planting 

operations. Currently roads are closed approximately 1.5-2 years after harvest. 

VOIT 7 (1.1.1.5) 

Objective: Adequate ground-truthing to ensure that unique habitats are retained. 
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Response: Current practices are to flag such areas during layout. Loggers attend required annual 

training to be on the lookout for special sites potentially missed during layout. 

VOIT 9 (1.1.1.6) 

Objective: Watercourse buffers, understanding what these are and how are they protected. Comments: 

Buffers within the OGR are insufficient for ephemeral stream. 

Response: Wetlands are protected, and water source areas are buffered.  The scientific literature 

demonstrates that Alberta has some of the most restrictive water course buffers in North America.  

Objective: Watercourse buffers, specifically pertaining to ephemeral streams and wetlands, are not 

sufficient within the OGR. 

Response: Wetlands are protected, and water source areas are buffered.  The scientific literature 

demonstrates that Alberta has some of the most restrictive water course buffers in North America.  

Comments: Increased buffers pertaining to these areas. Buffers should fall within Federal mandate 

rather that what is lain out in the OGR. 

Response: Wetlands are protected, and water source areas are buffered.  The scientific literature 

demonstrates that Alberta has some of the most restrictive water course buffers in North America.  

Objective: OGR buffers around wetlands and ephemeral streams are inadequate and should be 

increased. 

Response: Wetlands are protected, and water source areas are buffered.  The scientific literature 

demonstrates that Alberta has some of the most restrictive water course buffers in North America.  

VOIT 11 (1.1.2.1) 

Comment: Too much coarse woody debris remaining after harvest without precedence in natural 

process. Remaining CWD does not mimic natural biodisturbances. The increased amount left will not rot 

at the rate normal amounts will given the climate where the harvesting is occurring.  

Response: The residual coarse woody debris enhances reforestation success as it promotes moisture 

retention, nutrient cycling, and provides protection from Chinook winds. The residual coarse woody 

debris also provides wildlife habitat and increases forest health and productivity. 

Objective: Reduce hazard from debris and blow-down. 

Response: There are Provincial regulations the Company is required to follow concerning the 

management of logging slash. 

Comment: Currently too many jurisdictional controls in dealing with cleanup. 

Response: SLS is regulated by Alberta Agriculture and Forestry concerning slash management. 
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Objective: Remove more debris to protect areas from fire. 

Response: There are Provincial regulations the Company is required to follow concerning the 

management of logging slash. 

Objective: Remove some small trees that will not survive, be turned into blowdown. 

Response: There are Provincial regulations the Company is required to follow concerning the 

management of logging slash. Trees that blowdown are used by wildlife and provide down woody debris. 

Objective: A method to protect “unwanted” trees in a cut area. 

Response: Comment noted. 

VOIT 19 (1.1.2.1) 

Objective: Retain stand level structure, minimum of 20% within harvested areas (EMEND: between 10-

50% stand retention) within a 5-year period. 

Response: The EMEND research is completed in the boreal forest, significantly different from Southern 

Alberta forests. From an ecological standpoint, given the forests natural disturbance regime is 

predominately characterized by stand replacing wildfires fires, within block structure retention targets 

will average at least 3% per year. More applicable research, concerning structure retention is available 

from the Forest Research Institute (FRI). 

VOIT 13 (1.1.2.3) 

Objective: Creation of buffers around wetlands and ephemeral streams in order to maintain aquatic 

diversity  

Response: Wetlands are protected, and water source areas are buffered.  The scientific literature 

demonstrates that Alberta has some of the most restrictive water course buffers in North America.  

Objective: Monitor precipitation events to prevent sedimentation and washouts. 

Comments: There have been incidents where bridge construction and sediment barriers have not been 

adequate. 

Response: Best Management Practices (BMPs) are required as indicated in the Timber Harvest Planning 

and Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s). The regional scientific literature demonstrates the application of 

BMPs, minimizes sediment delivery to water courses and protects water quality. 

VOIT 14 (1.2.1.1) 

Objective: High values species within the FMP must be consistent with provincial and federal species 

recovery plans with particular attention to grizzly bears, at-risk aquatic species (bull trout, West Slope 

cutthroat trout), white bark pine, and the migratory bird convention act. 
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Response: The FMP approval will be conditional on the Company adhering to listed species recovery 

plans. 

Objective: Timber harvest must take into account streams identified as possessing native trout and 

avoid harvest design that increases likelihood that streams will become “flashing”. 

Response: The FMP approval will be conditional on the Company adhering to listed species recovery 

plans. Response: Best Management Practices (BMPs) are required as indicated in the Timber Harvest 

Planning and Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s). The regional scientific literature demonstrates the 

application of BMPs, minimizes sediment delivery to water courses and protects water quality. 

Objective: Adjacent protected areas should not be included in target calculation in the DFA. 

Response: Adjacent protected areas are not included in target modeling for the FMP. 

There are a number of public recreation areas and other administrative sites located within the DFA, 

these areas are withdrawn from the contributing or active land base. 

VOIT 17 (1.4.1.1) 

Comment: VOIT is unclear, specifically the indicator, thus public cannot be clearly comment on.  

Response: This VOIT is about integrating values of the adjacent protected areas along the FMA boundary 

where forest management operations may be taking place. 

Local/Stand Scale Biodiversity 

VOIT 15 (1.3.1.1) 

Objective: Concern is lacking pertaining to retaining wild forest populations with an emphasis on native 

species, stand composition, and retention. 

Response: Reforestation species are based on the pre-harvest stand composition. The Company utilizes 

natural regrowth as well as natural/wild planted seedlings. 

Objective: Increase size of wind breaks/wildlife stands. 

Response: Wind break concerns are addressed at the operational planning level Forest Harvest Plans 

(FHP). The Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard and the FMP/VOITs provide a sustainable 

forest management planning model. The plan promotes a diverse mix of wildlife habitat. 

Comments: Current sizes are too small frequently becoming blow down. 

Response: Wind break concerns are addressed at the operational planning level (FHP). 

 

Species (plant, animal, fish, etc.) Biodiversity 
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Objective: Decreased or prevention of disruption and/or disturbance to wildlife habitat. 

Response: Most of the regions forest remains in old forest habitat. Disturbance is needed to regenerate 

the forest creating deficit young forest habitat. Specific wildlife depend on renewing and young forests 

habitat that is lacking on the landscape. 

Comments: e.g. Nesting areas, wolf management, regional limited wild flowers (coral root orchids) 

Response: Most of the regions forest remains in old forest habitat. Disturbance is needed to regenerate 

the forest creating deficit young forest habitat.  

VOIT 14 (1.2.1.1) 

Objective: Lower targets for b, c, and d below 15% with zero reduction where breeding pairs occur.  

Comment: Targets should be minimized and not 'to be determined'. 

Response: Targets have been established by provincial biologists. 

Objective: Provide habitat for Barred Owls 

Comment: Requires old mixed-wood forests. How is SLS going to create young mixed wood stands at the 

point in time in order to perpetuate old mixed wood in the future? Old forests now will not be here in 

the future. 

Response: The Company would need to be harvesting mix-wood stands to promote renewal of Barred 

Owl habitat. 

Objective: Monitor species at risk and protect them, this is critical. 

Response: It’s the Province’s responsibility to monitor species at risk and SLS follows the Timber Harvest 

Planning and Operating Ground Rules designed to Species at Risk. 

 

Protected Areas Ecosystem Diversity 

Comment: Plan to protect ecosystem functions.  

Response: Specific VOITs have been established to accomplish protection of ecosystem functions. 

Comment: Look at using ecosystem-based planning to identify functions that are valuable to community 

and protect them. 

Response: The Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard is an ecosystem-based planning 

approach. 
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Ecosystem Productivity and Resilience 

 

VOIT 18 (2.1.1.1) 

Objective Replanting of harvested areas should occur immediately post harvest. 

Comments: Current replanting efforts do not occur within a timely manner.  

Response: Most of the harvesting is completed during the winter months. Sites are scarified in the 

summer, seeds are stratified in the fall and seedlings are grown in late winter/Spring. Trees are planted 

during the rainy season in June. Given all of the necessary steps, typically, the earliest a site can be 

planted is approximately a year and a half after harvest. To learn more, the Company has a reforestation 

web page at https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/reforestation/ 

Objective: There must be minimum % target for meeting or exceeding the RSA. 

Comment: Currently there is no minimum percentage indicated under the target. 

Response: The percentage referred to in this VOIT has to do with reporting the percentages of openings 

that meet or exceed the Reforestation Standard of Alberta and aligns with required provincial RSA 

reporting. 

Objective: Retention of old growth deciduous trees in addition of a variety of conifers, rather than being 

harvested. 

Response: Deciduous trees are not harvested.  

Objective: Replanting efforts should be regulated and supervised by a third party. 

Response: The Province regulates reforestation requirements known as the Reforestation Standard of 

Alberta (RSA). 

Objective: Replanting efforts to occur with climate change in mind. 

Comments: Unusual temperatures may mandate that different species should be planted as native and 

traditional tress species are migrating to different altitudes and latitudes.  

Response: Based on the input received, the Company will request to address climate change 

considerations within the FMP document. 

Objective: Replanting should occur sooner than 8 years 

Comments: What specifically is replanted? Are trees diverse or only lodgepole pine. In large clearcuts, 

only one species has been observed (monoculture) 
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Response: The harvested areas naturally regenerate a diverse mix of grasses, forbes, sedges, natural 

shrubs, hardwoods and conifers. The Company also plants native, locally sourced, lodgepole pine and 

spruce seedlings to supplement the diverse species of natural regrowth. Planting typically occurs within 

1.5 years to 2 years after harvest. The Province regulates reforestation requirements known as the 

Reforestation Standard of Alberta (RSA).  

Comment: Indicator percentages have the ability to sum to greater than 100%. 

Response: Indicators a, b, and c are to be reported separately. The indicator assignment percentages are 

hierarchical, and blocks can only be assigned once, hence it should total 100%. 

VOIT 21 (2.1.2.2) 

Comment: Focus on preventing disturbance, creation of a monoculture, and old forests has allowed for 

the creation of a “perfect storm” for mountain pine beetle. Action must occur to slow the spread of 

mountain pine beetle into Alberta. 

Response: To address the Mountain Pine Beetle threat, the timber supply model will evaluate scheduling 

oldest pine stands first to be harvested. 

 

Soil Quantity and Quality 

VOIT 26 (3.2.2.1) 

Objective: Riparian buffers should be increased. 

Comments: Current buffers in OGR are not adequate with respect to ephemeral streams and wetlands.  

Response: The scientific literature supports, that Alberta has some of the most restrictive water course 

buffers in North America. Best Management Practices (BMPs) are required as indicated in the Timber 

Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules. The regional scientific literature demonstrates the 

application of BMPs minimizes sediment delivery and protects water quality. 

VOIT 23&24 (3.1.1.1) 

Objective: Important to protect the soil and minimize damage with the heavy machinery, cut roads, and 

erosion after the cut. 

Response: Best Management Practices (BMPs) are required as indicated in the Timber Harvest Planning 

and Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s). The regional scientific literature supports the application of BMPs 

minimizes sediment delivery and protects water quality. BMP’s as outlined in the OGR’s also protect soils 

and site productivity. 
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Water Quantity and Quality 

Objective: Decrease silt and over spray off resulting from working around lakes. 

Response: to learn how Spray Lake Sawmills protects water, please visit our website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/. Best Management Practices (BMPs) are required as 

indicated in the Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s). The regulations were 

developed to protect water quality. 

Objective: Protect source water. 

Comment: How to protect the source waters as people down river that depend on the water. 

Response: to learn how Spray Lake Sawmills protects water, please visit our website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/. Best Management Practices (BMPs) are required as 

indicated in the Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s). The regulations were 

developed to protect water quality. The regional scientific literature demonstrates the application of 

BMPs protects water quality. 

VOIT 25 (3.2.1.1) 

Objective: Consideration needs to be taken into account with regards to water retention, water quality, 

water quantity and the changes in the watershed due to the effects of climate change. 

Response: Based on the input received, the Company will request from Alberta Agriculture and Forestry 

(AAF) to include climate change considerations within the FMP document. 

Objective: Determine impact to water quality by clear-cutting, resulting in silt and debris blocking 

streams and the watershed. Provide better protection around creeks and streams to prevent this. 

Response: Wetlands are protected, and water source areas are buffered.  The scientific literature 

demonstrates that Alberta has some of the most restrictive water course buffers in North America. Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) are required as indicated in the Timber Harvest Planning and Operating 

Ground Rules. The regional scientific literature demonstrates the application of BMPs protects water 

quality. 

Comment: there are a lot of wells we know of around here going dry which is likely caused by the 

harvesting. 

Response: The scientific literature demonstrates that timber harvesting over a shallow aquifer or 

perched water table may slightly increase the amount of ground water availability.  

Comment: Logging should occur in Banff and Jasper National parks to manage mountain pine beetle and 

wildfire in those areas. 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/
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Response: So far, were not aware of any Parks Canada timber licenses but would certainly be interested 

in a forest management model for the Parks. 

VOIT 26 (3.2.2.1) 

Objective: Roads should not be constructed anywhere along a creek. 

Comment: Creeks, tributaries (underground and seasonal) require the utmost protection.  

Response: Wetlands are protected, and water source areas are buffered.  The scientific literature 

supports, that Alberta has some of the most restrictive water course buffers in North America.  

Objective: Increased buffers around watershed, all creeks, streams, rivers, etc. 

Response: Wetlands are protected, and water source areas are buffered.  The scientific literature 

supports, that Alberta has some of the most restrictive water course buffers in North America.  

Comment: If you engage with operators of Calgary's water treatment system regarding the City’s water 

quality you will get a very different message than what is being heard at this meeting. The threat they 

have identified around source water quality is associated with the negative impacts resulting from 

wildfire, not forestry. 

Response: The Fire Management Branch will be providing their expertise to prioritize harvest of high-risk 

forested stands that present a risk to water quality. 

Comment: How will multiple users and forestry activities affect the public, all stakeholders, health of the 

ecosystem especially water quality and quantity? 

Response: There are 32 FMP VOITs that address a wide range of values including water quality and 

quantity, communities and sustainability and ecosystem diversity. 

 

Communities and Sustainability (wildfire risks, recreation, aesthetics, jobs, etc.) 

VOIT 28 (5.2.1.1) 

Comment: General concern with wildfires and the potential for as a result of large slash areas. Look at  

how it is cleared and what is done with it. Understanding that some needs to be left, but an overall 

concern with what has been left. 

Response: Scientific literature demonstrates, the residual coarse woody debris supports reforestation 

success, promotes nutrient cycling, and enhances soil nutrition increasing forest health and productivity. 

There are Provincial forestry regulations the Company is required to follow concerning fire hazards and 

the management of residual logging debris. After harvest there is considerably less fire hazard when 

compared to the un-harvested stand. 
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Comment: Why are large areas of slash left as these pose a large wild ire hazard in addition to making 

areas impassable for animals.  

Response: The residual coarse woody debris enhances reforestation success as it promotes moisture 

retention, nutrient cycling, and provides protection from Chinook winds. The residual coarse woody 

debris also provides wildlife habitat and increases forest health and productivity. There are Provincial 

forestry regulations the Company is required to follow concerning fire hazards and the management of 

residual logging debris. After harvest there is considerably less fire hazard as compared to the un-

harvested stand. 

VOIT 29 (5.1.1.1) 

Objective: Residence safety concerns must be taken into account where timber harvest accesses public 

roadways. 

Response: VOIT 29 states the Values as the participation in use and management and the objective as 

integration with other users. The Company tracks its consultation with interested parties concerning 

safety etc. These items are consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest Planning (FHP) level.  

Objective: Where timber harvest adjoins private property, private land owners must be consulted with 

meaningful workable solutions achieved to prevent blowdown and other types of damage along 

property lines as a result of timber harvest. 

Comment: Larger buffers should occur along private lands. 

Comment: Some landowners have not had any logging along their fence lines, but still have blowdown 

issues. 

Response: VOIT 29 states the Values as the participation in use and management and the Objective as 

integration with other users. These items are consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest Planning 

(FHP) level. The Company tracks its consultation with interested parties concerning blow down etc. 

Objective: Logging occurring in close proximity to where people live must be treated differently than 

other areas.  

Comments: Buffers should be increased in these areas and consulted with the landowner. e.g. Ghost 

consultation provided brochures with landowners with no maps or timelines post flag up. 

Response: VOIT 29 states the Values as the participation in use and management and the Objective as  

integration with other users. These types of items are consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest 

Planning (FHP) level. The Company tracks its consultation with interested parties concerning adjacent 

private property etc. 

Objective: Willingness by SLS to assist with damages to private property and safety issues on road 

allowances that may occur as a result of timber harvest planning. 
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Response: VOIT 29 states the Values as the participation in use and management and the Objective as 

integration with other users. These types of items are consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest 

Planning (FHP) level. The Company tracks its consultation with interested parties concerning public 

safety and adjacent private property etc. 

Objective: Increased buffers along private land 

Comments: Decrease in blowdown affecting private land, such as damages to established fence lines 

and right of way paths. 

Response: VOIT 29 states the Values as the participation in use and management and the Objective as 

integration with other users. These types of items are consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest 

Planning (FHP) level. The Company tracks its consultation with interested parties concerning  public 

safety and adjacent private property etc.  

Objective: Decrease/minimize amount blow-down occurring around lake edge (Whispering Pines Bible 

Camp) and distance from lake edge. 

Response: VOIT 29 states the Values as the participation in use and management and the Objective as 

integration with other users. These types of items are consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest 

Planning (FHP) level. The Company tracks its consultation with interested parties concerning public 

safety and adjacent private property etc. 

Objective: Respect for historical trails within the OGR 

Response: The OGRs indicate both designated and known non-designated trail users are to be consulted. 

At the operational Forest Harvest Plan (FHP) level, The Company consults with Known trail users to 

integrate land use. Integration means, both trail use and forestry will occur, rather than preventing 

forestry near trails or preventing trail use near forestry.  

Objective: Do not interfere with existing riding trails. 

Comments: Outfitters along with other tourism and recreation users depend on these trails to make 

their living and enjoyment of the outdoors. Aesthetics are an important consideration.  

Response: At the operational Forest Harvest Plan (FHP) level, The Company consults with known trail 

users to integrate land use. Integration means, both trail use and forestry will occur, rather than 

preventing forestry near trails or preventing trail use near forestry. The OGRs indicate both designated 

and non-designated trails users are to be consulted.  

Forest aesthetics are currently addressed under integration in the Timber Harvest Planning and 

Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) and identified as a resource management objective in the current DFMP.  

A Visual Quality Management Strategy will be included as part of the 2020 FMP.  Based on the input 

received, the Company will request from AAF to address forest aesthetics and trails in the 2020 FMP 

VOITs. 
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Objective: Aesthetics must be a value added as recreation and tourism have a high economic value. 

Comment: Aesthetics are a huge economic driver of the real estate market for the entire Calgary area. 

Response: Forest aesthetics are currently addressed under integration in the Timber Harvest Planning 

and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) and identified as a resource management objective in the current 

DFMP.  A Visual Quality Management Strategy will be included as part of the 2020 FMP.  Based on the 

input received, the Company will request from AAF to address forest aesthetics in the 2020 FMP VOITs. 

Objective: Consultation with other land uses, particularly those making their living on this landscape 

must be thorough, specific, and result in meaningful, workable solutions for those leaseholders and 

users. Consultation should go beyond a large meeting to sitting down with individuals.  

Response: Every spring, the Company hosts an operational plan open house. The Company advertises 

public consultation events in the local newspapers, on our website, on our Facebook page and by 

emailing our consultation contact list. We encourage any individuals or groups wanting to be consulted 

to email subscribe to our website: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/. VOIT 29  

states the Values as the participation in use and management and the Objective as integration with 

other users.  These items are consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest Planning (FHP) level.  

Objective: Increased willingness to walk proposed cut-blocks with adjacent landowners (if applicable) 

and landowners, stewardship groups, outfitters, leaseholders. 

Response: Its standard operating procedure for the Company to meet with stakeholders in the field. The 

Company advertises public consultation events in the local newspapers, on our website, on our Facebook 

page and by emailing our consultation contact list. We encourage any individuals or groups wanting to 

be consulted to email subscribe to our website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/.  

Every spring the Company holds an operational open house. VOIT 29 states the Values as the 

participation in use and management and the Objective as integration with other users.  These items are 

consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest Planning (FHP) level. The Company tracks its 

consultation with interested parties concerning adjacent private property etc. 

Objective: Important to protect the landowners, small businesses in the area adjacent to or part of a cut 

area. More planning and communication with the locals in a cut region. 

Response: VOIT 29 states the Values as the participation in use and management and the Objective as 

integration with other users. These types of items are consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest  

Planning (FHP) level. The Company tracks its consultation with interested parties concerning adjacent 

private property etc. 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/
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Comment: Public wants SLS to be a good neighbour and work together with other users, showing 

respect for other users and their need to make their livelihood off the land base, usually a far smaller 

land base than SLS works on. 

Response: Its standard operating procedure for the Company to consult with interested parties. The 

Company advertises public consultation events in the local newspapers, on our website, on our Facebook 

page and by emailing our consultation contact list. We encourage any individuals or groups wanting to 

be consulted to email subscribe to our website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/.  

VOIT 29 states the Values as the participation in use and management and the Objective as integration 

with other users.  These items are consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest Planning (FHP) level. 

The Company tracks its consultation with interested parties concerning adjacent private property etc. 

Objective: Balance aesthetics with harvesting of lumber. 

Response: Forest aesthetics are currently addressed under integration in the Timber Harvest Planning 

and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) and identified as a resource management objective in the current  

DFMP.  A Visual Quality Management Strategy will be included as part of the 2020 FMP.  Based on the 

input received, the Company will request from AAF to address forest aesthetics in the 2020 FMP VOITs. 

 

Indigenous Treaty Rights and Forest Values 

Comment: The FMP lacks specifics pertaining to indigenous treaty rights. 

Response: The Company follows provincial requirements publicly available on the web at: 

https://www.alberta.ca/indigenous-consultations-in-alberta.aspx 

 

Public Participation and Information for Decision making 

Comment: DFMP becomes a cyclical process and the public would like to provide specific feedback on 

OGR targets.  

Response: This facilitated FMP/VOIT workshop was held to explain the FMP/VOIT process and to collect 

Value, Objective, Indicator and Target feedback. 

VOIT 27 (5.1.1.1) 

Comment: Public unable to provide input as indicator refers to “Annex 1” we don’t know what that even 

is, rather than providing specifics within the FMP. 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/
https://www.alberta.ca/indigenous-consultations-in-alberta.aspx
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Response: The Provincial Forest Management Planning Standard including the annex documents are 

publicly available at: 

https://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/ForestManagementP

lanningStandard-2006.pdf. 

VOIT 29 (5.2.2.1) 

Objective: Provide an effective forum/means/dispute resolution process for 

residents/leaseholders/users may have in relation to/as a result of timber harvest. 

Response: The FMP Public Participation Program Document including a dispute resolution process (pg. 5) 

is available at https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-

Participation-Program.pdf. 

VOIT 32 (6.2.1.1) 

Objective: Public participation must be held in the communities during non-work hours, so that the 

public can attend, making use of community networks to spread the word, not merely a local paper.  

Comment: Rural residents may not receive the newspaper for a week after urban residents. 

Response: This session was held specifically for the community, rather than in Cochrane (15 minutes 

away). The location and time was coordinated with the Ghost Valley Community Facebook Group 

representative and was held after hours from 6:30 pm to 9:30 pm. 

Objective: Increased public consultation, specific attention paid at meetings to hear stakeholder's 

concerns. 

Response: The FMP Public Participation Program Document is available at 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-

Program.pdf. The document outlines how the Company will consult on the Forest Management Planning 

process. The meeting notes herein demonstrate how the Company has captured and listened to 

stakeholder concerns.  

Comments: Change how the public is consulted as newspapers are inadequate with the maps often 

being illegible or too vague. Collaborative posting should occur. Workshops are often mid-day which 

does not work for the majority of stakeholders. Additions (such as blocks) are made without the 

consultation of the public. Public consultation to occur annually, meaningfully, and be independently 

mediated with a specific emphasis on continual consultation.  

Response: Its standard operating procedure for the Company to consult with all interested parties. The 

Company advertises public consultation events in the local newspapers, on our website, on our Facebook 

page and by emailing our consultation contact list. We encourage any individuals or groups wanting to 

be consulted to email subscribe to our website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/. This session was coordinated with the 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/
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Ghost Valley Community Facebook Group representative and held after working hours in your 

community.  

Objective: Provide geo-referenced maps, AOPs and approvals, permanently and immediately available 

upon approval.  

Response: Forest Harvest Plan maps are available on our Company website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/forest-management-planning/harvest-plans/ 

The maps contain Alberta Township Survey (ATS) system information and existing roads and streams for 

reference points. Pre-harvest boundaries and roads are also designated on the ground with flagging 

tape. 

Objective: Make the FHP available to the public upon request without requiring an office visit. 

Response: FHP maps are available on our Company website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/forest-management-planning/harvest-plans/. 

Objective: Meaningful consultation between industry and small businesses and explain if there is a need 

for logging. 

Response: As promised, the Company is sharing its plans, asking for input, carefully considering the input 

and responding to the input. Changes to the FMP VOITs as a result of public input are being recorded by 

SLS and communicated back to interested parties. The Company advertises public consultation events in 

the local newspapers, on our website, on our Facebook page and by emailing our consultation contact 

list. We encourage any individuals or groups wanting to be consulted to email subscribe to our website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/. 

Comments: Provide readable maps, decreased use of acronyms, with meetings in during hours that 

work best for the public. 

Response: FHP maps are available on our Company website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/forest-management-planning/harvest-plans/ 

A list of Acronym definitions were provided in the information package provided at the workshop and are 

provided within the information package on the Company website:  

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/FMP-Renewal-Update-Value-

Objective-Information-Package-Summer-2018.pdf. This session location and time was coordinated with 

the Ghost Valley Community Facebook Group representative and was held after hours from 6:30 pm to 

9:30 pm. 

The detailed Forest Harvest Plan (FHP) maps tend to be harder to read than trail maps as additional 

forestry information is required by the Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) such 

as:  

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/forest-management-planning/harvest-plans/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/forest-management-planning/harvest-plans/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/forest-management-planning/harvest-plans/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/FMP-Renewal-Update-Value-Objective-Information-Package-Summer-2018.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/FMP-Renewal-Update-Value-Objective-Information-Package-Summer-2018.pdf
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• the approved forest inventory at a minimum 1:20,000 scale; 

• approved SHS and variances to the SHS and compartment boundary;  

• all Class I – III roads within harvest areas and harvest area boundaries for all timber operators; 

• all inter block Class IV roads and all watercourse crossings except for ephemeral crossings  

• current dispositions and reserves (e.g., registered trapline boundaries, permanent sample plot 
locations); 

• watercourses, their classifications and protective buffers; 

• springs, water source and seepage areas; 

• road corridors and DLO numbers and classes for both existing and proposed roads. Locations of 
access control measures existing and proposed; and 

• boundary and opening numbers;  

• available seismic lines, power lines, pipelines, access routes existing trails and designated trails. 
Comment: VOITs addressed by public group or independent email replies are not enough. 

Response: Comment noted. 

Comment: Hire an independent professional third-party facilitator. 

Response: As with past workshops, the Company hired an independent contractor to facilitate the 

workshop.  

Comment: Better way of communicating and consulting the public. Important for timely, adequate, and 

meaningful consultation. 

Response: The workshops were designed to be another consultation/communication tool. At the 

operational level the Company also holds collaborative planning sessions to consult on harvest areas 

prior to submitting the plans to Alberta Agriculture and Forestry. The collaborative planning sessions 

were also designed to be another consultation format option. The Company advertises public 

consultation events in the local newspapers, on our website, on our Facebook page and by emailing our 

consultation contact list.  

We encourage any individuals or groups wanting to be consulted to email subscribe to our website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/. This session was coordinated with the 

Ghost Valley Community Facebook Group representative and held after working hours in your 

community (15 minutes away from Cochrane).  Spray Lake Sawmills encourages anyone with an interest 

in our operations to contact us. The FMP Public Consultation Program Document is available at 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-

Program.pdf. 

 

Open  

Objective: Road safety in residential areas with hauling traffic 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/
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Comments: Roads are too narrow in these areas. Increased safety when hauling through Water Valley 

where children/adults walk/play. 

Response: The Company uses provincially designated truck routes for log haul.  

Objective: Consideration of climate change with respect to harvest practices, replanting efforts.  

Comment: How will CO2 emissions change as a result of cutting, harvesting, and clearing of forest? How 

is this being accounted for within the 20-year FMP? 

Response: Based on the input received, the Company will request from Alberta Agriculture and Forestry 

(AAF) to address climate change considerations within the FMP document. 

Objective: Define amount, type, and areas of equipment use for summer and winter seasons. 

Response: Comment noted.  

Objective: Deviation requests granted need to be published in clear language regarding SAR. 

Response: Comment noted.  

Comment: In regard to the Highwood Pass, why are British Columbia companies logging in the area and 

exporting timber rather than Alberta companies harvesting? 

Response: The B.C. Company has an Alberta Quota license to operate there. 

Comment: Where does the mill waste go? Does it go into the Bow/Elbow 

Response: There is no wood fiber mill waste, all of the wood fibre is 100% utilized. Similar to any 

business, the mill does not put anything into the river; any unrecyclable refuse is properly disposed of. 

Comment: Why does clear cutting occur when selective logging can be used? Is this an option within the 

areas to be harvested? 

Response: The harvesting practices selected, best emulate natural disturbance regimes that support 

forest renewal. 

Comment: Has SLS considered climate change in its logging plan? With the changes to climate, SLS needs 

to plan for this over the next 20 years as changes will occur. Cutting and planting methods need to 

change. 

Response: Based on the input received, the Company will request from Alberta Agriculture and Forestry 

(AAF) to address climate change considerations within the FMP document. 

Comment: Unhappy with components of the workshop such as clearly providing coffee, tea, and baked 

goods to the group. 

Response: Comment noted. 
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General Questions 

Q: In 2012, the 5-year stewardship plan was released. Where is the current one?  

Response: The next stewardship report will be completed five years from the date Alberta Agriculture 

and Forestry decides is the official start date of the new FMP. The 2020 FMP document will also contain 

a landscape assessment that provides a detailed FMA update, based on the new landbase information 

and the Alberta Forest Inventory.  

Q: Who establishes the values? Is there active consultation with communities? Why are aesthetics not 

directly listed as a VOIT? Why is climate change not listed as a particular set of VOIT(s)? 

Response: A standardized set of VOITs were provided by the Forest Management Branch. The  

Company has been and continues to engage interested parties on the development of the FMP. Forest 

aesthetics are currently addressed under integration in the Timber Harvest Planning and Operating 

Ground Rules (OGRs) and identified as a resource management objective in the current DFMP.  A Visual 

Quality Management Strategy will be included as part of the 2020 FMP.  Based on the input received, the 

Company will request from AAF to address forest aesthetics in the 2020 FMP VOITs and climate change 

within the FMP document. 

Q: Pertaining to the 2015 meeting, what level of feedback has been listened to and implemented? 
A: A record is made of comments provided, participants are then replied to, to determine that the 
information captures is correct.  
Q: Why are specific targets missing? 
A: They are still under construction or being determined. 
Q: Is the database available on what was said at the 2015 meeting? 
A: This is an internal document that is not available to the public. 
Q: What will happen with the information from this session? 
A: The input will be carefully considered and responded to. Any changes to the plan as a result of the 
input will be communicated to participants. 
Q: How long will the old plan be used before switching? 
A: The old plan will be followed until the new one is approved by the government.  
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2.6 Black Diamond: VOIT Workshop 

Subject: Spray Lake Sawmills Forest Management Plan Renewal VOIT Workshop 

Date: Thursday, December 13, 2018 
Time: 1:00 PM to 4:00 PM 

Venue: Griffiths Senior Centre, Black Diamond, Alberta 

List of Participants 

Alf Skratins - Greater Bragg Creek Trail Association 
Jane Toews - Take a stand for Kananaskis, Take a stand for the Upper Highwood  
John Carmichael - Take a Stand for Kananaskis, Take a stand for the Upper Highwood  
Shirley Pickering - Bow River Basin Council 
Peter Ward - resident of Turner Valley 
Gillean Daffern - Bragg Creek Resident 
Tony Daffern - kananaskistrails.com 
Suzanne Oel - Counselor MD Foothills 
Mady Thiel-Kopstein - Take a Stand for Kananaskis, Take a stand for the Upper Highwood  
Richard Toews - Take a Stand for Kananaskis 
Victor Bond - Take a Stand for Kananaskis, Take a stand for the Upper Highwood  
Dave Klepacki - Take a Stand for The Upper Elbow (CPAWS), Take a Stand for Kananaskis, Take a stand 
for the Upper Highwood  
Sheila Virgo - Millarville Resident 
Gerry Rooke - Director Emergency Management, Captain Turner Valley Fire Department 
Neil Williams - Take a Stand for Kananaskis, Take a stand for the Upper Highwood  
Carol Williams - Take a Stand for Kananaskis, Take a stand for the Upper Highwood  
Workshop Staff 

Matt Denney, Forester, Spray Lake Sawmills 
Jason Mogilefsky Forester, Spray Lake Sawmills 
David Almanza (Facilitator) 
Cameron Barr (Note taker) 
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Landscape Biological Diversity 

VOIT 1 (1.1.1.1) 

Objective: Replant clearcut areas with a healthy variety of trees. 

Comment: Replants should not be 75% lodgepole pine. 

Response: The harvested areas naturally regenerate a diverse mix of grasses, forbes, sedges, natural 

shrubs, hardwoods and conifers. The Company also plants native, locally sourced, lodgepole pine and 

spruce seedlings to supplement the diverse species of natural regrowth. Please visit our reforestation 

website page to learn more https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/reforestation/. 

Comment: Which variety of trees species and age classes are planted to ensure that a monocrop 

situation does not occur? Is there a location where this is specifically done that can be readily viewed? 

Response: The harvested areas naturally regenerate a diverse mix of grasses, forbes, sedges, natural 

shrubs, hardwoods and conifers. The Company also plants native, locally sourced, lodgepole pine and 

spruce seedlings to supplement the diverse species of natural regrowth. 

Objective: Protect Old-growth sections within the ecosystem. 

Response: The value of landscape scale biodiversity including the number of hectares of old growth 

forests have been identified with VOIT 1 and VOIT 3. 

Objective: Include wild horses within wildlife plan 

Response: Provincial biologists consider the horses as feral animals, rather than wildlife. The province 

has a feral horse question and answer website at: https://www.alberta.ca/feral-horse-faqs.aspx. 

VOIT 9 (1.1.1.6) & VOIT 26 (3.2.2.1) 

Objective: Standardization of all buffers. 

Comment: What are the specific limits for buffers (i.e. Around watercourses, riparian zones, high value 

species) 

Response: The scientific literature demonstrates that Alberta has some of the most restrictive water 

course buffers in North America. To learn more about stream buffers, see section 6 Watershed Protection 

of the Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules 

http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-

16.pdf. 

Objective: Better buffers around streams and all tributaries leading into watercourses. 
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Response: The scientific literature demonstrates that Alberta has some of the most restrictive water 

course buffers in North America. To learn more about stream buffers, see section 6 Watersheds 

Protection of the Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules 

http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-

16.pdf. 

VOIT 14 (1.2.1.1) 

Objective: Protection of wildlife habitat 

Response: Protection of wildlife habitat is addressed with VOITS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13.  

Objective: Set aside the Upper Highwood area of K-Country as a protected wildness park in SLS's legacy. 

Response: Land use designation occurs at the provincial regional planning level. To learn more about the 

provincial land use framework please visit: 

https://landuse.alberta.ca/Governance/PurposeofregionalPlans/Pages/default.aspx. 

Objective: Protect and conserve the Upper Highwood River in its current condition as these are critical 

headwater areas. 

Response: Land use designation occurs at the provincial regional planning level. To learn more about the 

provincial land use framework please visit: 

https://landuse.alberta.ca/Governance/PurposeofregionalPlans/Pages/default.aspx 

Objective: Sheep River Valley should not be logged. 

Comment: Wild areas with the Sheep River Valley should be protected. SLS should focus less on the 

capitalistic values of lumber within the area and take into non-intrinsic values. The biologists didn’t even 

know the bull headed trout were in the Sheep River. Stay the hell out of the Sheep River. 

Response: The Sheep River is formally protected in the Blue Rock Wildland Park and Sheep River 

Provincial Parks. 18,889 hectares of timber quota areas were voluntarily contributed by SLS and 

incorporated into the Sheep River Provincial Park and adjacent Bluerock Wildland Provincial Parks in 

2000.  

Objective: Protection of Sheep River Bull Headed Trout spawning streams.  

Comment: Decreasing siltation disturbances to spawning areas. Previous siltation events have occurred 

and impacted these areas, although it was unsure if this was naturally occurring or result of forestry. 

Origin of the cause was conflicted between fisheries biologists (slumping) and logging companies 

(natural occurring event) 

Response: The Sheep River is formally protected in the Blue Rock Wildland Park and Sheep River 

Provincial Parks. 18,889 hectares of timber quota areas were voluntarily contributed by SLS and 
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incorporated into the Sheep River Provincial Park and adjacent Bluerock Wildland Provincial Parks in 

2000.  

VOIT 14 (1.2.1.1) 

Objective: Stay out of the Sheep River valley  

Comment: “Thee mountain at Whimby Point has the largest Big Horn Sheep in the world and one of 

those poor sheep was rundown on the highway West of Longview a couple years ago. It was the biggest 

sheep anyone had ever seen, no one thought that sheep could grow this large and it had survived an old 

rifle shot to the horn. The Sheep River is a special place as it is the last wild river in Alberta, it produces 

the biggest Bullhead Trout that anyone can imagine. It is quite a wonderful place, and I would hope that 

you people such as you capitalist sawmill people who look at everything as a value to be traded that it's 

worth money. SLS, snowmobile and ATV users need to be kept out of the Sheep River valley.”  

Response: The Sheep River is formally protected in the Blue Rock Wildland Park and Sheep River 

Provincial Parks. 18,889 hectares of timber quota areas were voluntarily contributed by SLS and 

incorporated into the Sheep River Provincial Park and adjacent Bluerock Wildland Provincial Parks in 

2000.  

Local/Stand Scale Biodiversity 

Objective: Maintain fungal network health to help replanted trees. 

Comment: Fungal substrate/network aids in tree prorogation. Has this been completely destroyed 

during harvest or at what level does this remain post-harvest? How does the fungal network impact tree 

regrowth? If replant occurs soon enough, will this maintain the health of the fungal network? Ground 

disturbance and soil compaction from vehicles and machinery may play an important role in the success 

of the network. 

Response: Section 6 of The Timber Harvesting and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) outline best 

management practices to protect soils: 

http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-

16.pdf. 

Objective: Old Growth areas need to be identified and protected for future generations to enjoy. 

Response: The value of landscape scale biodiversity including the number of hectares of old growth 

forests have been identified with VOIT 1 and VOIT 3. Land use designation occurs at the provincial 

regional planning level. To learn more about the provincial land use framework please visit: 

https://landuse.alberta.ca/Governance/PurposeofregionalPlans/Pages/default.aspx. 

Objective: Set aside a percentage of area within the Eastern Slopes that are valued for their carbon-

reducing abilities. 

http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-16.pdf
http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-16.pdf
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Comment: These areas that would never be cut. 

Response: Land use designation occurs at the Provincial regional planning level. To learn more about the 

provincial land use framework please visit: 

https://landuse.alberta.ca/Governance/PurposeofregionalPlans/Pages/default.aspx. 

VOIT 10 (1.1.2.1) 

Objective: Manage forest harvesting to minimize loss of structure and prevention of siltation from 

occurring. 

Response: Structure retention targets will be set with VOIT 10. To learn more about how the company 

keeps the water clean visit our website: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/. Another option is 

to watch the stump side processing video on our website: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/about-

us/videos/. 

Species (plant, animal, fish, etc.) Biodiversity 

Comment: Corridor areas preserved for movement under cover 

Response: Land use designation occurs at the provincial regional planning level. To learn more about the 

provincial land use framework please visit: 

https://landuse.alberta.ca/Governance/PurposeofregionalPlans/Pages/default.aspx. 

Objective: Better policing for siltation events along logging roads and spring run-off in intermittent 

creeks into river redds. 

Response: The Company monitors its operations and keeps our water clean. To learn more about how 

the company keeps the water clean visit our website: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/ 

VOIT 4 & 5 (1.1.1.3) 

Comment: Highway 40 is closed through the winter to the spring to protect wildlife privacy and for snow 

removal. How will SLS get around this in the Upper Highwood as the public is not allowed? Why is SLS 

allowed and not the public? 

Response: Most of Highway 40 (the forestry Trunk Road) is kept open throughout the year. The portion 

perhaps being referred to is the winter closure at Highwood House. When this portion of road is needed 

to access active forestry sites during the winter closure period, the Company requests a permit from the 

Department of Transportation and enters into a road maintenance agreement. During the closure 

period, the Company maintains the closure by keeping the gates locked. 

VOIT 14 (1.2.1.1) 

Objective: Monitor impacts on wildlife from logging activities 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/about-us/videos/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/about-us/videos/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/
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Response: The province is responsible for wildlife management including wildlife monitoring. To learn 

more visit: https://www.alberta.ca/wildlife-management.aspx. 

Objective: Increased monitoring of wildlife populations and distributions. 

Response: The province is responsible for wildlife management including wildlife monitoring. To learn 

more visit: https://www.alberta.ca/wildlife-management.aspx. 

Comment: Particular attention paid to Mustang Hills. There is no current grizzly/ wolverine/fisher/bull 

trout distribution/population count. Believe the last surveys were conducted in 2001. Would like to see 

better recognition of public science and reporting. Government can draw upon public knowledge and 

reporting. 

Response: The province is responsible for wildlife management including wildlife monitoring. To learn 

more visit: https://www.alberta.ca/wildlife-management.aspx. A landscape ecologist, fisheries biologist 

and terrestrial biologist are members of the Forest Management Plan’s Planning Development Team. 

 

Protected Areas Ecosystem Diversity 

 

Ecosystem Productivity and Resilience 

Objective: Ensure a wildlife count max 5 years before a cut. 

Comment: Who has responsibility for wildlife counts? (Forestry – AEP, DFO?) 

Response: The province is responsible for wildlife management including wildlife monitoring. To learn 

more visit: https://www.alberta.ca/wildlife-management.aspx. 

Objective: Change the cycle of planting/growing/replanting to no cutting at all. 

Response: Land use designation occurs at the provincial regional planning level. To learn more about the 

provincial land use framework please visit: 

https://landuse.alberta.ca/Governance/PurposeofregionalPlans/Pages/default.aspx. 

 

Water Quantity and Quality 

Objective: Limit cattle access to watercourses to protect water quality. 

Comment: Cattle have unlimited access to creeks, streams, and rivers. This needs to change to protect 

water quality 
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Response: Grazing and range management is managed by the province. To learn more, please visit: 

https://www.alberta.ca/grazing-and-range-management.aspx. 

Objective: Wildlife movement maintained along watercourses 

 

Response: The province is responsible for wildlife management including wildlife monitoring. To learn 

more visit: https://www.alberta.ca/wildlife-management.aspx. 

Objective: Keep noisy recreational vehicles out of the East Kananaskis. 

Comment: This would avoid damage from erosion of roads into streams. 

Response: Land use designation occurs at the provincial regional planning level. To learn more about the 

provincial land use framework please visit: 

https://landuse.alberta.ca/Governance/PurposeofregionalPlans/Pages/default.aspx. 

Objective: Increased monitoring of siltation during spring runoff.  

Comment: Although DFO monitors these areas, a better plan is needed to police the runoff events. 

Damages to siltation fences were observed and reported by fly fishermen, why were these first noted by  

a member of the public rather than through monitoring by SLS? 

Response: The Company monitors its operations and keeps our water clean. To learn more about how 

the company keeps the water clean visit our website: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/. 

Objective: Identify and study the impacts of sedimentation and erosion occurring as a result from 

designated and undesignated trails and decrease the number of trails causing issue. 

Comment: Certain trails have existed for a substantial period of time (e.g. An old trail used 1000 years 

ago) and may have not caused sedimentation or erosion problems in the past, but current sections along 

these are. These areas should be address.  

Response: FMP, VOIT 4 all-weather forestry roads and VOIT 5 open seasonal/temporary forestry roads 

establish road density thresholds to protect bio-diversity.  The Company currently only builds class IV 

temporary forestry roads, which are promptly reclaimed. Permanent forestry roads are maintained to 

minimize sediment delivery to water courses. Non-forestry roads/trail designation and management are 

outside of the scope of the FMP/VOIT process and are under the jurisdiction of  Alberta Environment and 

Parks Public Lands Department.  

VOIT 25 (3.2.1.1) 

Objective: Monitoring programs associated with logging projects to verify that water yields and quality 

targets are being met or are correct. 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/
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Comment: Concern that results from poor monitoring are being used to calculate water yields. SLS 

should provide clarity on actual monitoring that is occurring and how the watershed is being affected. 

Preferential to actual data rather than using modelling and forecasting. Where is the real data? 

Particular interest should be paid to the Sheep River, namely 3 Point Creek (where 1/3 is within the 

harvested area) as it supplies (25-30%) of the water in this watershed. 

Response: The Sheep River is formally protected in the Blue Rock Wildland Park and Sheep River 

Provincial Parks. As part of the Special Places 2000 program of which SLS was a member, 18,889 

hectares of timber quota areas were voluntarily contributed by SLS and incorporated in to the Sheep 

River Provincial Park and adjacent Bluerock Wildland Provincial Parks.  

The Company relies on modelling as establishing research programs for hundreds of sub basins is 

impractical and unnecessary.  There have been decades of forest hydrology research within instrumented 

experimental watersheds demonstrating the impacts on water yield from forestry. Hydrologic recovery is 

predicated on forestry research that leaf area index (LAI) explains 85-96% of the variation in above 

ground net primary production of forests in the western US. Net primary production coincides with 

evapotranspiration relationships that equate to hydrologic recovery.  

The province requires forestry companies to base the hydrologic disturbance evaluation on an analysis 

called ECA-AB prior to acceptance of its forest management plan. Annually, the province requires the 

Company to reconcile its harvest levels and submit the information for review to ensure harvest area 

tolerances are met. The harvest levels coincide with meeting ECA target thresholds. This process is built 

into the legislatively required General Development Plan submission, to ensure the precautionary 

hydrologic recovery thresholds are met. 

Other forest hydrology research is being done in the Bow Basin that supports the ECA research. In fact, 

the research is significantly more sophisticated than the ECA work and indicates the ECA model is overly 

precautionary in terms of predicting water yield. 

In 2012, Sensitivity of Snowmelt Hydrology research was published by the University of Saskatchewan 

Centre for Hydrology. The research was based on over 40 years of data collected within the instrumented 

Marmot Creek Research Watershed. Over 40 years ago, Kananaskis’ s Marmot Creek basin had several 

large clear-cuts installed, along with the installation of dozens of stream gauges, snow measurement 

sites, weather stations and ground water wells designed to study the interaction of forest cover and 

water yield.  

The data was used to build the Cold Regions Hydrological Model (CRHM) that was used to simulate clear-

cutting the Marmot Creek Basin, a 3rd order, 900-hectare watershed. The research indicated very low 

increases in water yield even when combined with extreme levels of forest cover removal. There have 

been over 100 research publications completed within the world class, Kananaskis Marmot Creek 

instrumented watershed. To learn more about this research visit: 

https://www.usask.ca/hydrology/papers/Pomeroy_et_al_2012_2.pdf. 

https://www.usask.ca/hydrology/papers/Pomeroy_et_al_2012_2.pdf
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Objective: Avoid logging in areas that would be prone to flooding if logged. 

Comment: Flooding causes immediate damage and can result in drought later in the year. 

Response: SLS used the “ECA-Alberta” hydrologic model to assess the potential effect of harvest 

operations on water production within the FMA for the existing detailed Forest Management Plan 

(DFMP). Equivalent clear-cut area is an area-based representation of the “hydrologically effective 

disturbance” area that either new or older-recovering disturbances represent on the landscape. 

Equivalent clear-cut areas were projected over a 200-year planning horizon. Water yield projections 

based on ECA estimates outlined in the Spray Lakes DFMP were below 15% increases in average annual 

water yield over the 200-year planning horizon. For the 2020 FMP, SLS will complete a re-assessment of 

ECA values base on refined data inputs. 

Objective: Baseline monitoring of water yields and quality prior to logging project followed by post 

logging monitoring 

Response: Alberta Environment and Parks and its partners collect surface water quality samples in rivers, 

lakes and other waterbodies across the province. To learn how Spray Lake Sawmills keeps our water 

clean, please visit our website: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/. 

Objective: All monitoring should be completed in a timely manner and become public. 

Response: Alberta Environment and Parks and its partners collect surface water quality samples in rivers, 

lakes and other waterbodies across the province. To learn how Spray Lake Sawmills keeps our water 

clean, please visit our website: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/. 

Objective: 5-year minimum measurement be AEP to check changes in water flow. 

 

Response: Alberta Environment and Parks and its partners collect surface water quality samples in rivers, 

lakes and other waterbodies across the province. To learn how Spray Lake Sawmills keeps our water 

clean, please visit our website: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/. 

Objective: Regular monitoring of all creek and river crossing by paid personal who are responsible to the 

Agriculture and Forestry Department for protection of water quality. 

Response: Alberta Environment and Parks and its partners collect surface water quality samples in rivers, 

lakes and other waterbodies across the province. To learn how Spray Lake Sawmills keeps our water 

clean, please visit our website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/. 

VOIT 26 (3.2.2.1) 

Objective: Enlarge setbacks along the Sheep River and all streams that feed into the Sheep. 
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Comment: This should be done to protect erosion from enter the river and related watercourses. “The 

sheep is an essential spawning river for Bull Trout”. 

Response: The Sheep River is formally protected in the Blue Rock Wildland Park and Sheep River 

Provincial Parks. As part of the Special Places 2000 program of which SLS was a member, 18,889 

hectares of timber quota areas were voluntarily contributed by SLS and incorporated in to the Sheep 

River Provincial Park and adjacent Bluerock Wildland Provincial Parks.  

VOIT 28 (5.2.1.1) 

Objective: Decrease fire risk resulting from debris and blowdown. 

Comment: Concern of wildlife from debris/blowdown remaining in harvested areas. Will have an impact 

on watercourses (sloughing and silting), loss of structure. Further information of SLS's policy regarding 

debris remaining after a cut has occurred. Increased brush clearing and debris removal could be 

implemented to decrease the fuel load post-harvest. 

Response:  The objective of VOIT 28, is to assist the government to reduce the wildfire threat potential 

by reducing fire behavior and the threats to values at risk. By harvesting the trees, the Company is 

removing the fuels that threaten public and private resources including water, wildlife and private 

property. Scientific literature demonstrates, the residual coarse woody debris supports reforestation 

success, promotes nutrient cycling, and enhances soil nutrition increasing forest health and productivity. 

There are Provincial forestry regulations the Company is required to follow concerning fire hazards and 

the management of residual logging debris. After harvest there is considerably less fire hazard when 

compared to the un-harvested stand. 

Objective: Harvesting and use of lumber to closer mimic wildfire activity. 

Response: From an ecological standpoint, given the forests natural disturbance regime is predominately 

characterized by landscape level stand replacing wildfires fires, the harvested blocks would have to be 

much larger to mimic wildfire activity. 

Objective: Improve treatment of logged off areas to reduce the fuel potential for forest fires 

Response: There are Provincial forestry regulations the Company is required to follow concerning fire 

hazards and the management of residual logging debris. After harvest there is considerably less fire 

hazard when compared to the un-harvested stand. 

 

Objective: Retain broadleaf (Aspen/Popular) for fire retardant properties rather than plant lodgepole. 

Comment: It was read that lodgepole is replanted up 75% in areas of Bragg Creek and that following 

natural stand succession over 100 years will lead to an area that has increased Fire Smart potential. 



SLS 2021 FMP 
Workshop & Public Input & Reponses 

 

Revised: January 07, 2020  60 

 

Response: Broadleaf species are not harvested. The objective of VOIT 28 is to assist the government to 

reduce the wildfire threat potential by reducing fire behavior and the threats to values at risk designed to 

maintain the pre-harvest species composition. By harvesting the trees, the Company is removing the 

fuels that in the event of a wildfire, threaten public and private resources including water, wildlife and 

private property.  

Objective: Protecting our forests, private property, communities and water quality from a mega fire 

event.   

Comment: I’m representing my constituents from Foothills and our top priorities are managing the 

wildfire risk that presents a real threat to our property and communities and protecting water quality. 

We wouldn’t be having this conversation about biodiversity and protecting trails etc. if the whole forest 

burns due to a catastrophic wildfire. 

Response: The objective of VOIT 28 is to assist the government to reduce the wildfire threat potential by 

reducing fire behavior and the threats to values at risk. By harvesting the trees, the Company is removing 

the fuels that in the event of a wildfire, threaten public and private resources including water, wildlife 

and private property. 

Comment: I’m a local fire fighter and concerned about the wildfire threat the existing forest condition 

presents and I’m generally satisfied with forest management as a tool to reduce fuel loads. 

Response:  The objective of VOIT 28 is to assist the government to reduce the wildfire threat potential by 

reducing fire behavior and the threats to values at risk. By harvesting the trees, the Company is removing 

the fuels that in the event of a wildfire, threaten public and private resources including water, wildlife 

and private property. 

Objective: Assessment of wildfire impacts and potential to spread from British Columbia into Alberta. 

Comment: Large scale fires have not occurred in Alberta and there is huge potential for this to occur. 

Management of wildfire should encompass integration between populated areas/ agriculture/ 

forestry/all stakeholder interests. 

Response: The objective of VOIT 28 is to assist the government to reduce the wildfire threat potential by 

reducing fire behavior and the threats to values at risk. By harvesting the trees, the Company is removing 

the fuels that in the event of a wildfire, threaten public and private resources including water, wildlife 

and private property. 

 

Communities and Sustainability (wildfire risks, recreation, aesthetics, jobs, etc.) 

VOIT 29 
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Objective: Creation of a VOIT specific for longer term human health. 

Comment: Outdoor recreational activities are important and essential to the physical, social, spiritual, 

mental well-being of humans. There is very little dialogue regarding peoples health.  

Comment: Wilderness regions are essential for mental health, physical and emotional wellness, of an 

increasingly stressed out and densely populated area. 

 

Response: Forest recreation, tourism and trails are currently addressed in the Timber Harvest Planning 

and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs). Based on input received, The Company will request from Alberta 

Agriculture and Forestry (AAF) to address recreational trails in the 2020 VOITs. 

Comment: What is the point of leaving debris lying around in the harvested areas as it is difficult to 

traverse on foot. 

Response: Scientific literature demonstrates, the residual coarse woody debris supports reforestation 

success, promotes nutrient cycling, and enhances soil nutrition increasing forest health and productivity. 

Objective: Protection of designated tourist areas. 

Response: VOIT 17 deals with protecting protected areas adjacent to the FMA boundaries. VOIT 29 

states the Values as the participation in use and management and the Objective as integration with 

other users.  These items are consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest Planning (FHP) level.  

Objective: Minimization of decreased aesthetics along highways. 

Comments: Many of these routes are tourist areas and the view is drastically impacted when harvesting 

occurs close to the highway. 

Response: Forest aesthetics are currently addressed under integration in the Timber Harvest Planning 

and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) and identified as a resource management objective in the current 

DFMP.  A Visual Quality Management Strategy will be included as part of the 2020 FMP.  Based on the 

input received, the Company will request from AAF to address forest aesthetics in the 2020 FMP VOITs. 

Objective: Scale and layout of harvest blocks should be designed to maintain a reasonable level of 

aesthetics in the short and long term in these areas due to tourism and recreation. 

Response: Forest aesthetics are currently addressed under integration in the Timber Harvest Planning 

and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) and identified as a resource management objective in the current 

DFMP.  A Visual Quality Management Strategy will be included as part of the 2020 FMP.  Based on 

theinput received the Company will request from AAF to address forest aesthetics in the 2020 FMP 

VOITs. 

Objective: Pursue selective logging to reduce visual impact 
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Comment: Concern over the visual impact on popular tourist/recreation highway routes (541, 546, 66, 

etc) 

Response: Forest aesthetics are currently addressed under integration in the Timber Harvest Planning 

and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) and identified as a resource management objective in the current 

DFMP.  A Visual Quality Management Strategy will be included as part of the 2020 FMP.  Based on the 

input received, the Company will request from AAF to address forest aesthetics in the 2020 FMP VOITs. 

Comment: Could SLS change their practices of clear cut logging and become more selective? Yes this is 

more expensive, but in the long run loggers keep their jobs in the future. 

Response: Forest aesthetics are currently addressed under integration in the Timber Harvest Planning 

and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) and identified as a resource management objective in the current 

DFMP.  A Visual Quality Management Strategy will be included as part of the 2020 FMP.  Based on the 

input received, the Company will request from AAF to address forest aesthetics in the 2020 FMP VOITs. 

Objective: Restriction of logging along highway 40 so that it is not visible from the highway. 

Comment: Highway 40 has tremendous tourist potential, restriction of harvest along the route would 

decrease aesthetic impact. This area has a unique view, perhaps screening may help. 

Response: Forest aesthetics are currently addressed under integration in the Timber Harvest Planning 

and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) and identified as a resource management objective in the current 

DFMP.  A Visual Quality Management Strategy will be included as part of the 2020 FMP.  Based on the 

input received, the Company will request from AAF to address forest aesthetics in the 2020 FMP VOITs. 

Comment: What is being done to reduce visual impacts? What are the impacts on tourism and quiet 

recreation? 

Response: Forest aesthetics are currently addressed under integration in the Timber Harvest Planning 

and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) and identified as a resource management objective in the current 

DFMP.  A Visual Quality Management Strategy will be included as part of the 2020 FMP.  Based on the 

input received the Company will request from AAF to address forest aesthetics in the 2020 FMP VOITs. 

Objective: A better process for determination of undescribed trails with a focus on mitigating impacts to 

popular trails.  

Comments: There is a fundamental problem with the fact that the AEP and SRP that the current process 

is not smooth and that there is an absence of a comprehensive plan for the determination of unofficial 

trails. Many of the trails have been used for a long time, some resulting from first nation use and other 

from previous logging and mining. Disturbance to undescribed trails impacts the individual. The belief is 

that nothing has been done with undescribed trails in the past as “SLS does not see undescribed trails”. 

Increased public consultation, particularly near Cataract Creek, should be done in-house and happen 

within the new year prior to the election. 
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Response: VOIT 29, states the Value as the participation in use and management and the Objective as 

integration with other users.  In common with the current Detailed Forest Management Plan (DFMP), 

VOIT 29’s integration is specified under Recreation and Tourism within the Timber Harvest Planning and 

Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s).   

At the operational Forest Harvest Plan (FHP) level, The Company consults with known trail users to 

integrate land use. Integration means, both trail use and forestry will occur, rather than preventing 

forestry near trails or preventing trail use near forestry. The OGRs indicate both designated and non-

designated trails users are to be consulted. 

Some Trail Facts: 

• There are two types of trails within the FMA 1) designated trails and 2) undesignated trails. 

• Most all of the FMA trails, both designated and undesignated are not purpose built recreational 
trails, but are the result of historic industrial activity. 

• Generally undesignated trails are not maintained or managed and pose a risk to water quality 
and wildlife security. 

• To minimize the disturbance footprint, the Company is encouraged by the province to use 
existing designated and undesignated trails as a priority for operational access. 

• FHP, operational tactics to mitigate impacts on recreational trails may include restoration or 
reclamation of non-designated trails. 

• Formal trail designation is completed by the Province. 
 

 

Comment: Value in having wilderness areas where there is no logging, no designated trails, or 

“recreation areas” 

Response: Land use designation occurs at the provincial regional planning level. To learn more about the 

provincial land use framework please visit: 

https://landuse.alberta.ca/Governance/PurposeofregionalPlans/Pages/default.aspx. 

Objective: Protection of undesignated trails. 

Comment: Public lands needs to accept that there are many recreational trails that are very popular, but 

undesignated, and that these trails should be protected during logging operations 

Response: VOIT 29, states the Value as the participation in use and management and the Objective as 

integration with other users.  In common with the current Detailed Forest Management Plan (DFMP), 

VOIT 29’s integration is specified under Recreation and Tourism within the Timber Harvest Planning and 

Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s).   

At the operational Forest Harvest Plan (FHP) level, The Company consults with known trail users to 

integrate land use. Integration means, both trail use and forestry will occur, rather than preventing 
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forestry near trails or preventing trail use near forestry. The OGRs indicate both designated and non-

designated trails users are to be consulted. 

Some Trail Facts: 

• There are two types of trails within the FMA 1) designated trails and 2) undesignated trails. 

• Most all of the FMA trails, both designated and undesignated are not purpose built recreational 
trails, but are the result of historic industrial activity. 

• Generally undesignated trails are not maintained or managed and pose a risk to water quality 
and wildlife security. 

• To minimize the disturbance footprint, the Company is encouraged by the province to use 
existing designated and undesignated trails as a priority for operational access. 

• FHP, operational tactics to mitigate impacts on recreational trails may include restoration or 
reclamation of non-designated trails. 

• Formal trail designation is completed by the Province. 
Objective: Protection of designated trails in the South end and East side of K-Country 

Comment: A better process is needed for identifying relatively popular (but unofficial) recreation trails 

and mitigating impact on those trails. AEP should “level up” in a proper recreation plan for the FMA 

areas.  

Response: VOIT 29, states the Value as the participation in use and management and the Objective as 

integration with other users.  In common with the current Detailed Forest Management Plan (DFMP), 

VOIT 29’s integration is specified under Recreation and Tourism within the Timber Harvest Planning and 

Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s).   

At the operational Forest Harvest Plan (FHP) level, The Company consults with known trail users to 

integrate land use. Integration means, both trail use and forestry will occur, rather than preventing 

forestry near trails or preventing trail use near forestry. The OGRs indicate both designated and non-

designated trails users are to be consulted. 

Some Trail Facts: 

• There are two types of trails within the FMA 1) designated trails and 2) undesignated trails. 

• Most all of the FMA trails, both designated and undesignated are not purpose built recreational 
trails, but are the result of historic industrial activity. 

• Generally undesignated trails are not maintained or managed and pose a risk to water quality 
and wildlife security. 

• To minimize the disturbance footprint, the Company is encouraged by the province to use 
existing designated and undesignated trails as a priority for operational access. 

• FHP, operational tactics to mitigate impacts on recreational trails may include restoration or 
reclamation of non-designated trails. 

• Formal trail designation is completed by the Province. 
Comment: It is a little ironic that logging roads (certainly in the past) have become recreation trails. 

These roads should be reclaimed.  
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Response: Most of the existing trails were originally built for oil and gas exploration, mineral exploration 

and forestry. Currently the Company is reclaiming 100% of its forestry roads. 

Comment: What is the process where logging roads can become a trail in a recreation area? 

Response: The FMP VOITs address the potential impact forestry roads may have on biodiversity. The 

FMP, VOIT 4 all-weather forestry roads and VOIT 5 open seasonal/temporary forestry roads establish 

road density thresholds to protect biodiversity.  The Company currently builds class IV temporary forestry 

roads, which are promptly reclaimed.  

VOIT 29, states the Value as the participation in use and management and the Objective as integration 

with other users.  VOIT 29’s integration is specified under Recreation and Tourism within the Timber 

Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s). The OGR’s state: Potential exists for increased 

public awareness and for increased recreational opportunities through co-ordination with forest 

management operations practices. Alberta and the Company may explore opportunities to upgrade or 

relocate existing trails through normal timber operations. At the operational Forest Harvest Plan (FHP) 

level, The Company consults with Known trail users to integrate land use.  

Comment: Public lands appear to have no plan for trails. 

Response: VOIT 29, states the Value as the participation in use and management and the Objective as 

integration with other users.  In common with the current Detailed Forest Management Plan (DFMP), 

VOIT 29’s integration is specified under Recreation and Tourism within the Timber Harvest Planning and 

Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s).  

At the operational Forest Harvest Plan (FHP) level, The Company consults with Known trail users to 

integrate land use. Integration means, both trail use and forestry will occur, rather than preventing 

forestry near trails or preventing trail use near forestry. The OGRs indicate both designated and non-

designated trails users are to be consulted. 

Objective: Discussion of recreational aspects of logging with recreational groups. 

Comment: AEP (public lands) working in conjunction with SLS to facilitate discussion between all groups.  

Response: Every spring the Company holds an operational plan open house. The Company advertises 

public consultation events in the local newspapers, on our website, on our Facebook page and by 

emailing our consultation contact list.  

We encourage any individuals or groups wanting to be consulted to email subscribe to our website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/. VOIT 29 states the Values as the 

participation in use and management and the Objective as integration with other users.  These items are 

consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest Planning (FHP) level.  

Objective: Better education and management of logging truck drivers from all companies. 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/
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Comments: Higher fines, less invasive routes with tourist routes, better training of truck drivers, better 

maintenance of roads (fixing wear and tear of roads), less damage to forest routes used to haul logs out, 

higher respect for waterways. 

Comment: Who hires the drivers and how are the managed? 

Response: Comments regarding driver training and enforcement etc. are outside the scope of the 

FMP/VOIT process. 

Comment: Who addresses the increased wear and tear on roads from forestry activities?  

Response: Logging trucks (like any other legal freight haulers) are licensed and permitted to be on their 

routes. Alberta Transportation establishes maximum vehicle weight and dimension limits to preserve 

highway infrastructure and to ensure the safety of the travelling public.  

This includes legal limits for any registered vehicle for travel on any public road, as well as the provision 

for movement of oversize loads under permit. To learn more about commercial vehicle operation in 

Alberta visit: https://www.alberta.ca/about-applications-permits-and-prorate-for-commercial-

vehicles.aspx 

Comment: Concern that the Sheep River Road will be heavily affected.  

Response: VOIT 29 states the Values as the participation in use and management and the Objective as 

integration with other users.  These items are consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest Planning 

(FHP) level.  

Objective: Ensure that multi-use (un/designated trails) occurs while ensuring that harvest practices do 

not affect slopes (sloughing, erosion,) or watercourse. 

Response:  VOIT 29, states the Value as the participation in use and management and the Objective as 

integration with other users.  In common with the current Detailed Forest Management Plan (DFMP), 

VOIT 29’s integration is specified under Recreation and Tourism within the Timber Harvest Planning and 

Operating Ground Rules (OGR’s).   

At the operational Forest Harvest Plan (FHP) level, The Company consults with Known trail users to 

integrate land use. Integration means, both trail use and forestry will occur, rather than preventing 

forestry near trails or preventing trail use near forestry. The OGRs indicate both designated and non-

designated trails users are to be consulted. 

Some Trail Facts: 

• There are two types of trails within the FMA 1) designated trails and 2) undesignated trails. 

• Most all of the FMA trails, both designated and undesignated are not purpose built recreational 
trails, but are the result of historic industrial activity. 

• Generally undesignated trails are not maintained or managed and pose a risk to water quality 

https://www.alberta.ca/about-applications-permits-and-prorate-for-commercial-vehicles.aspx
https://www.alberta.ca/about-applications-permits-and-prorate-for-commercial-vehicles.aspx
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and wildlife security. 

• To minimize the disturbance footprint, the Company is encouraged by the province to use 
existing designated and undesignated trails as a priority for operational access. 

• FHP, operational tactics to mitigate impacts on recreational trails may include restoration or 
reclamation of non-designated trails. 

• Formal trail designation is completed by the Province. 
 

The Timber Harvesting and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) outline best management practices to 

protect soils and watercourses. To learn how soils are protected visit section 9 and section 6 addresses 

watershed protection: 

http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-

16.pdf 

Comment: Logging practices from 100 year ago used primitive equipment and impacted the landscape 

in different ways than current methods. An improvement to equipment has allowed for faster harvest, 

but it is believe that there are new pressures on the landscape as a result of the machinery, ie soil 

compaction and overall harvest speed. 

Response:  The Timber Harvesting and Operating Ground Rules (OGR) outline best management 

practices to protect soils. To learn how soils are protected visit section 9 of the OGR’s: 

http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-

16.pdf. Another option is to watch the stump side processing video on our website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/about-us/videos/. 

Comment: As population increases in the area, there is increased pressure from recreational use. Will 

SLS take into consideration this increased use? As interest increases within specific sections of K-

Country, is it possible to change the land use designation, to a PRA, to reflect this or is this outside of the 

scope of this discussion? 

Response: Land use designation occurs at the provincial regional planning level. To learn more about the 

provincial land use framework please visit: 

https://landuse.alberta.ca/Governance/PurposeofregionalPlans/Pages/default.aspx. 

 

Indigenous Treaty Rights and Forest Values 

Objective: Identification and protection of cultural/archaeological sites. 

Comment: All areas under discussion contain important historical, cultural resources. Locating these 

sites should be part of the broad overview and evaluation of all proposed harvesting areas. This should 

be a first step completed in consultation with first nations if possible. This overview would ultimately 

http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-16.pdf
http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-16.pdf
http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-16.pdf
http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-16.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/about-us/videos/
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lead to identify cultural sites in need of protection. The archaeological society of Alberta needs to be 

involved during all steps. 

Comment: Archaeological sites were ignored in the Cataract Creek on the road north of the creek. 

Archaeological survey information is not trickling down to the operators.  

Response: Spray Lake Sawmills works to identify and protect unique resources within our planning areas. 

Historic features, sites with archaeological potential, rare plants or plant communities and other unusual 

natural attributes are considered during planning and operations. Timber Harvest Planning and  

Operating Ground Rule 5.6 Historical Resources, pursuant to the Forest Act, Timber Management 

Regulations requires:  

• A process to identify and protect historical resources protected under the Historical Resources 
Act and;  

• That historical resource records be confidential and not shared with the public.  
 

To learn more about the requirements of the Historical Resources Act including the Historical Resources 

Impact Assessments (HRIA) process, please visit the Alberta Culture and Tourism website: 

https://www.alberta.ca/historic-resource-impact-assessment.aspx.  

 

Public Participation and Information for Decision making 

VOIT 32 (6.2.1.1) 

Objective: Improved timely communications on process of logging projections.  

Comment: This would avoid unnecessary alarm by new stakeholders or those who have forgotten, 

particularly given project plans can un-solve several years of implementation. 

Response: Every spring, the Company hosts an operational plan open house.  The Company advertises 

public consultation events in the local newspapers, on our website, on our Facebook page and by 

emailing our consultation contact list. We encourage any individuals or groups wanting to be consulted 

to email subscribe to our website: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/. 

VOIT 29 states the Values as the participation in use and management and the Objective as integration 

with other users.  These items are consulted on at the operational or Forest Harvest Planning (FHP) level.  

Objective: Creation of a formal procedure for public participation when logging areas where there is a 

high concentration of recreational trails to ensure that there is participation by people who really know 

the trails. 

https://www.alberta.ca/historic-resource-impact-assessment.aspx
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Response: It’s standard operating procedure for the Company to consult with interested parties on its 

forest harvest plans. The Company advertises public consultation events in the local newspapers, on our 

website, on our Facebook page and by emailing our consultation contact list. We encourage any 

individuals or groups wanting to be consulted to email subscribe to our website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/. 

Comment: Determination of who will sit down with SLS is vital. Alberta Hiking Association is not an 

expert in the area, yet it is the body consulted with for routing and trail identification. e.g. Public 

members closely associated with the Highwood or Moose Mountain should consulted given their 

knowledge of the areas. 

Response: Every spring, the Company hosts an operational plan open house. The Company advertises 

public consultation events in the local newspapers, on our website, on our Facebook page and by 

emailing our consultation contact list. We encourage any individuals or groups wanting to be consulted 

to email subscribe to our website: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/. 

Comment: Clear maps should be presented at public input events that clearly show public roads, 

unofficial and official trails, names, rivers, and landmarks to allow participants to more easily orient with 

respect to location. These should be easier to read and find, with more detailed maps found on the 

website. 

Response: The detailed Forest Harvest Plan (FHP) maps available on our website show landmarks and 

trails. The maps tend to be harder to read than trail maps as additional forestry information is required 

by the Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules (OGRs) such as:  

• the approved forest inventory at a minimum 1:20,000 scale; 

• approved SHS and variances to the SHS and compartment boundary;  

• all Class I – III roads within harvest areas and harvest area boundaries for all timber operators; 

• all inter block Class IV roads and all watercourse crossings except for ephemeral crossings  

• current dispositions and reserves (e.g., registered trapline boundaries, permanent sample plot 
locations); 

• watercourses, their classifications and protective buffers; 

• springs, water source and seepage areas; 

• road corridors and DLO numbers and classes for both existing and proposed roads. Locations of 
access control measures existing and proposed; and 

• boundary and opening numbers;  

• available seismic lines, power lines, pipelines, access routes existing trails and designated trails. 
Comment: Have AVI polygons (ecozone distribution) available for public viewing in a timely manner to 

ensure feedback from the public. 

Response: The AVI is a standardized program that must meet provincial standards and be approved by 

Alberta Agriculture and Forestry prior to being used for the Forest Management Plan (FMP). The Public 

Participation Program document outlines the FMP consultation milestones and timelines: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
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Program.pdf. AVI polygons are shown on the FHP maps available at the annual operational plan open 

house and on the Company’s website: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/forest-

management-planning/harvest-plans/. 

Comment: Increased public knowledge and interaction in the northern area of the FMP. Is there a 

change to change or alter the plan? Chance to scale back cut-block area and increase stream buffers? 

Response: Operational plan, open house, public consultation sessions are held every spring. The 

Company advertises public consultation events in the local newspapers, on our website, on our Facebook 

page and by emailing our consultation contact list. We encourage any individuals or groups wanting to 

be consulted to email subscribe to our website:  

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/.It standard operating procedure for the 

Company to consult with interested parties. The Company advertises public consultation events in the 

local newspapers, on our website, on our Facebook page and by emailing our consultation contact list. 

We encourage any individuals or groups wanting to be consulted to email subscribe to our website: 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/. The scientific literature demonstrates that 

Alberta has some of the most restrictive water course buffers in North America. 

Objective: Input from the public on operational ground rules. 

Comment: Ground rules should be ecozone orientated (e.g. avoidance of steep South slopes in the 

Sheep River, ecozone specific buffers to protect redds below. This buffer increasing in size as it nears the 

redds. 

Response: The ground rules address site specific best management practices and protections concerning 

steep slopes and Species at Risk. The ground rules are reviewed annually by AEP and AAF. To learn more 

about the ground rules visit:  

http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-

16.pdf. 

Comment: Where are documents containing public participation and consultation located? 

Response: The FMP information package and the Public Participation Program document are located on 

our website at: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/forest-management-planning/. 

Comment: Who completes the approvals necessary for the FMP and where are they located? 

 

Response: The ministry of Agriculture and Forestry: https://www.alberta.ca/ministry-agriculture-

forestry.aspx. 

Comment: Font is too small in the handouts provided at the workshop. 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/
http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-16.pdf
http://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/formain15749/$FILE/sls-ogr-post-june-1-16.pdf
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Response: The facilitators and hosts explained the workshop handout information. It was also stated at 

the workshop that the workshop handout information is available online and can be viewed on a smart 

phone and enlarged as needed at the workshop. 

 

Open 

Comment: What are the specific requirements of trees when determining what they will be used for? 

e.g. Using small trees as chipboard. 

Response:  The Company has a 100% utilization program. Trees that are large enough to make 

dimensional lumber are sent to the sawmill. Smaller trees go to the post peeler. Bark and sawdust waste 

are made into garden mulch. The specific tree utilization requirements are a minimum diameter of 15 cm 

outside bark at stump height (30 cm) and a usable length of 4.88 m to an 11 cm top diameter (inside 

bark). 

Comment: We need to take a longer-term view of the whole process of forestry management rather 

than just focus on the short-term disturbance of the landscape.  

Response: The Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard is a long-term ecosystem based planning 

approach. For example, VOITS 1, 2, 3, 14 and 25 set Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets based on 

a 200-year planning horizon. 

Comment: “Forest Management” becomes a more modern approach of better handling the forests. 

Forestry and logging companies should not look at wildlands in economic terms, but as areas that need 

protecting. Tourism brings in bigger money than logging! 

Response: Land use designation occurs at the provincial regional planning level. To learn more about the 

provincial land use framework please visit: 

https://landuse.alberta.ca/Governance/PurposeofregionalPlans/Pages/default.aspx. 

Comment: Does SLS have land within the Castle area to give up?  

Response: The FMP/VOIT workshop is for the Forest Management Agreement Area as indicated on the 

map in the information package. https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-

content/uploads/2019/03/FMP-Renewal-Update-VOIT-Information-Package-Winter-2019.pdf. 

In the Fall of 2015, Alberta announced its plans to establish the Castle Provincial Park and Castle 

Wildland Park, as a consequence the Company’s Beaver Mines timber licenses were cancelled. 

Comment: Has SLS looked at logging opportunities near the alpine zone within the Don Getty land area? 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/FMP-Renewal-Update-VOIT-Information-Package-Winter-2019.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/FMP-Renewal-Update-VOIT-Information-Package-Winter-2019.pdf
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Response: The forest management plan is for the Forest Management Agreement Area (FMA) as 

indicated on the map in the information package. https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-

content/uploads/2019/03/FMP-Renewal-Update-VOIT-Information-Package-Winter-2019.pdf. 

Forestry operations are based at or below the sub-alpine natural sub-region areas.  

Comment: SLS may have more empathy from the public if they can understand the returns and margins 

on public lands. Although SLS is a private company and the public does not have access to the “balance 

sheet”, SLS should be more forthcoming with the costs, advantages, and benefits that SLS personally 

sees. This may result in the crowd being less adversarial.  

 

Response: The forest industry is one of the most important sectors of the Alberta economy. Today, 

forestry contributes over $7 billion annually to the economy, employs 40,000 Albertans and generates 

over $750 million in provincial and municipal taxes. To learn more about the economic importance of  

the forest industry please visit the Alberta Forest Products Association website 

http://albertaforestproducts.ca/ 

Comment: Attendants at the workshops are speaking on behalf of many people. 

Response: Comment noted. 

Comment: Cuts are not always to plan, undesignated trails have been cut down in the past. 

Response: Every spring, the Company hosts an operational plan open house.  The Company advertises 

public consultation events in the local newspapers, on our website, on our Facebook page and by 

emailing our consultation contact list. We encourage any individuals or groups wanting to be consulted 

to email subscribe to our website: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/. At the 

operational, Forest Harvest Plan (FHP) level, The Company consults with Known trail users to integrate 

land use. Integration means, both trail use and forestry will occur, rather than preventing forestry near 

trails or preventing trail use near forestry. The Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground Rules 

(OGRs) indicate both designated and non-designated trails users are to be consulted. 

Comment: Long term thinking is needed. Rather than in a 2-5 year span, thinking what the landscape 

and how it will be effected in 20+ years, focusing on biodiversity, run off problems, and when re-

vegetation occurs. The current view of forest management is too short sighted. 

Response: The Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard is a long-term ecosystem-based planning 

approach. For example, VOITS 1, 2, 3, 14 and 25 set Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets based on 

a 200-year planning horizon. 

General Questions/Comments 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/FMP-Renewal-Update-VOIT-Information-Package-Winter-2019.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/FMP-Renewal-Update-VOIT-Information-Package-Winter-2019.pdf
http://albertaforestproducts.ca/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/subscribe/
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Q: Is it possible to obtain a copy of the audio recording of the workshop? 

A: Rather than distribute the recording, the purpose was to ensure we captured the input correctly. 

Q: What is the length of time between logging and the return on it? 

A: The sustainable harvest levels are based on an 80-year return. 

Q: Does replanting occur within the first 3 years? 

A: Planting typically occurs within 1.5 years to 2 years after harvest. 

Q: What is the rotation period? How is this assessed and at what time intervals? (Survival studies and 

growth rates).  

Response: Generally, the rotation length is 80 years. The Alberta Vegetation Inventory (AVI) is an aerial 

photo interpreted vegetation inventory. Field measurements are collected to support interpreted 

information. Broad vegetation groups such as forest, non-forest, shrubland and grassland etc. are 

classified. Forest types are further delineated by crown coverage, height, leading tree species and origin. 

The forest growth, field sampling program measures tree volume. This information is used with the AVI 

information to determine sustainable harvest levels. The reforestation performance data collected for 

the Reforestation Standard of Alberta program are used to determine tree growth for previously 

harvested stands. Cutblocks are monitored at 3-5 years and 14 years. Permanently established plots 

track the long-term growth of the forest. 

Q: What is happening about undesignated trails, particularly in the Highwood area, how these are 

identified and acknowledged as they are important for recreational users. 

A: At the operational, Forest Harvest Plan (FHP) level, The Company consults with Known trail users to 

integrate land use. Integration means, both trail use and forestry will occur, rather than preventing 

forestry near trails or preventing trail use near forestry. The Timber Harvest Planning and Operating 

Ground Rules (OGRs) indicate both designated and non-designated trails users are to be consulted. 

Comment: Talk about what is required by law (i.e. Vegetation inventory) and what is not required by 

law, but what SLS completes that is over and above the requirements.   

A: A suggestion would be to visit our forest certification section of our website. There are number of 

instances where the Company has been acknowledged for notable practices that go beyond the 

requirements: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/certification/. 
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3 Public Input Detailed Responses 

 
Date 
Received 

Description of Input Interested 
Party 

Date 
Responded 

How the Input was Addressed 

08-Apr-
2015 

CPAWs requested additional information about the work SLS has 
done on determining a natural range of variability 

Canadian 
Parks and 
Wilderness 
Association 

09-Apr-
2015 

Emailed the Pre-Industrial Condition Analysis Report. 

21-Apr-
2015 

Will there be an opportunity to review the values and objectives 
prior to submission to the govt. 

Saddle Peak 
Trail 
Adventures 

21-Apr-
2015 

Emailed that the information is available on the Company website. 

13-May-
2015 

Value and Objectives should include protection of trails. 50m 
buffer around all trails is a minimum, however in some cases 
when a view can be achieved, a buffer may not be required, or 
when blowdown is a big issue. 

Eric Loyd 
Greater 
Bragg Creek 
Trail 
Association 

 Comments will be added in Value and Objective input documents 
and become apart of that process. 

17-Mar-
2017 

Inquiry regarding the FMP PowerPoint presentation given March 
8/17. 

Nick Pink 
Alberta 
Wilderness 
Association 

17-Mar-
2017 

Response email provided. 

18-Jul-
2018 

There are two values missing from the VOITs: 
1. Reduce the visual impact on tourism. 
2. Reduce impact of logging in areas of high-density motorized 
and non-motorized trails. 
Who is representing the local non-motorized recreation 
community on the FMA Public Advisory Committee? 

Tony Daffern 18-Jul-2018 We will add a forest aesthetics VOIT. The Value being aesthetic 
values and the objective being to mitigate the impact of 
operations on visual resources or something to that effect. 
The Operating Ground Rules (OGRS) state: Operational tactics to 
mitigate impacts on recreation and tourism shall be described in 
the General Development Plan (GDP) and the Forest Harvest Plans 
(FHP) this may include restoration/reclamation of non-designated 
trails; Further, operators shall restore designated trails. Our 
standard operating procedure is to meet with trail groups to plan 
operations to protect trails. Rather than the FMP, the OGR's and 
consultation with stakeholders at the GDP/FHP planning level will 
likely continue to be the tool to address site specific trail 
protection measures. As far as PAC membership, we have ran 
advertisements in the paper to fill vacancies and have had varied 
interest. It can be challenging with non-motorized representation 
as skiers, hikers and mountain bikers often have differing 
viewpoints on things. We will ask our PAC if they feel there are 
any gaps in terms of representation that may need filled. 
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20-Jul-
2018 

Its hard to tell what the plan is from a “piece of paper” we should 
meet and discuss in person. 

Saddle Peak 
Trail 
Adventures 

23-Jul-2018 We’re in the preliminary stages of plan development and do not 
have the future harvesting areas defined yet. The on the ground 
discussion (as you indicated in your voicemail) is done at the 
Forest Harvest plan (FHP) level that we consult on every spring. 

20-Jul-
2018 

Looking over the current management plan, I wasn't able to 
determine if future timber harvests were aligned with our 
community fire break. Our community is in extreme Wildfire 
danger and I wonder if there would be a way to accommodate 
this concept in upcoming harvests? 

Rob Bartlett 25-Jul-2018 It’s the government of Alberta's role to identify 
areas/communities with high wildfire risk and the planning 
development team (PDT) hasn't worked on that segment of the 
plan yet. A Wildfire Management and FireSmart Specialist is a 
member of the PDT and their role is to ensure the FMP is in 
alignment with provincial wildfire management policy.  There will 
be opportunities to revisit this topic again, once we begin working 
on the fire management segment of the plan. My estimate is that 
will be in the Spring of 2020. 

23-Jul-
2018 

Not clear how to provide meaningful input. 
the FMP should address: 
1. Optimal snow retention and groundwater recharge through 
harvest block design; reducing linear disturbance and edge to less 
than 0.4 km/km2 within 100 meters of trout streams and less 
than 0.6 km/km2 over the rest of the FMA; include 100-meter 
forested buffers for stream habitat containing threatened native 
trout; scenic integrity needs to be a consideration in locating 
cutblocks; not focus fire risk measures on regional-scale fuel 
reduction but on targeting areas adjacent to fixed assets and 
communities; design the future forest so that it captures and 
retains snow  and minimizes crowding; climate change measures 
to include restocking Douglas-fir and western larch. 

Yukon to 
Yellowstone 
Initiative 

25-Jul-2018 Thanks for email subscribing to our Woodlands news, events and 
consultation opportunities notifications. Your input has also been 
cataloged, and as we work through the specifics we will keep you 
informed with the development of the VOITS. This fall, we are 
anticipating having a FMP/VOIT informational workshop, to 
review the FMP planning process, provide a FMP update and to 
gather input from our stakeholders. The provincial planning 
standard requires forestry operations to minimize any significant 
increases in water yield. Over 70% of the forested Bow 
headwaters are designated as formally protected areas. The 
current FMP hydrological analysis indicates that our sustainable 
harvest levels are not large enough to have a significant impact on 
increasing water yield, nor is our operation large enough to 
change the timing of water yield.  Particular to fish, and 
watercourse buffers, one of the plans VOITs speaks to retaining 
ecological values and functions associated with riparian zones. 
Aesthetic values will be addressed in the FMP. A Wildfire 
Management and FireSmart Specialist is a member of the planning 
development team to ensure the FMP is in alignment with 
provincial wildfire management policy. 

10-Sep-
2018 

Insufficient old growth; SLS created linear disturbances are 
completely reclaimed. Linear disturbance thresholds (km/km2) 
and human footprint impacts adhere to requirements under the 
Biodiversity Management Framework and thresholds for grizzly 
bear and other species of concern. Minimum 20% retention of 
the harvested area. Sensitive site protection strategies to 
maintain consistent with provincial guidelines/OGR. For native 
trout watercourses total water crossings per kilometer from all 

Alberta 
Wilderness 
Association 

03-Oct-
2018 

VOIT 3, Old Interior Forest, will set a target for old interior forest 
for each cover class. Presently 100% of the Companies forestry 
roads being 100% reclaimed that’s likely to continue. No critical 
fish habitat is disturbed with our operations. The Companies road 
density numbers are currently the lowest, of the mix-use green 
areas in Alberta and in compliance with the Provincial Grizzly Bear 
Recovery Plan. The Company retains individual trees, snags, 
groups of trees and woody debris to promote habitat 
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cutblocks, trails, seismic lines and roads must not exceed targets 
established by the Code of Practice for Water Course Crossings, 
species Recovery Plans or Species at Risk Act. Provincial and 
federal habitat guidelines are adhered to for all species at risk. 
soil stabilization measures are routinely inspected and 
maintained. Minimum 6 m buffer for intermittent and ephemeral 
water bodies. Minimum 10 m buffer for intermittent and 
ephemeral wetlands, greater for permanent wetlands. Minimum 
30 m buffer if the water body is fish bearing or where the riparian 
vegetation is tree dominated. 

opportunities, microsite variability and potential for biodiversity 
within the cut blocks. SLS will consider the AWA targets in light of 
the relevant available structure retention research. Watercourses 
are protected by installing bridge structures at crossings. SLS will 
continue to follow the Provincial and federal recovery plans for all 
species at risk. The current levels of protection include 10 or 15 
meter buffers for transitional watercourses; 20 meter buffers for 
water source areas; 30 meter buffers for small permanent 
watercourses; 60 meter buffers for large permanent 
watercourses; 

10-Jan-
2019 

Received approximately 110 written responses from forest 
industry community in favor of the VOITs and current forest 
management practices. 

   

8-Oct-
2019 

How will the GDCT be protected? David 
Hockey 
Great Divide 
Trail 
Association 

8-Oct-2019 Trails are protected with the OGR’s. There may also be a VOIT 
updated to include trail protection. Thanks for your input, the 
draft FMP will be available for public input in June of 2020. 

8-Oct-
2019 

I like the SLS forest management approach. Keep up the good 
work. 

Aimee 
O’Neill 

8-Oct-2019 Thanks for your input, the draft FMP will be available for public 
input in June of 2020. 
 
 
 

8-Oct-
2019 

Concerns where mountain bike trails may be near future 
harvesting. 

Jeff 
Woodgate 
Moose 
Mountain 
Bike Club 

8-Oct-2019 Trails are protected with the OGR’s. There may also be a VOIT 
updated to include trail protection. Thanks for your input, the 
draft FMP will be available for public input in June of 2020. 

8-Oct-
2019 

Concerns with protection of the Ghost watershed and 
biodiversity 

Connie 
Beaton, 
Ghost 
Watershed 
Alliance 
Society 

8-Oct-2019 There are several VOITs that address watershed and biodiversity 
values. Thanks for your input, the draft FMP will be available for 
public input in June of 2020. 

8-Oct-
2019 

Concerns with protection of the Ghost watershed and 
biodiversity 

Karen 
Lausten, 
Ghost 
Watershed 
Alliance 
Society 

8-Oct-2019 There are several VOITs that address watershed and biodiversity 
values. Thanks for your input, the draft FMP will be available for 
public input in June of 2020. 
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8-Oct-
2019 

Supports forest management and would like to see more areas 
managed for timber. 

Jason 
Newman 

8-Oct-2019 Thanks for your input, the draft FMP will be available for public 
input in June of 2020. 

8-oct-
2019 

I support the FMP and forest management. Keep up the good 
work. SLS is not doing enough to telling its story. SLS does so 
much for Cochrane and the forests. SLS is a great corporate 
citizen. 

Lyle Balmer 8-Oct-2019 We have updated our website and have been running ads in the 
paper. Thanks for your input, the draft FMP will be available for 
public input in June of 2020. 

16-Dec-
2019 

Prefer the previous version of VOIT 2 (Aug. 2018). We believe a 
target for “conserve” and definition of “uncommon plant 
communities” is required to provide further clarity. AWA does 
not support salvage logging from natural disturbances, including 
wildfire and blowdown. S increase the target for structural 
retention within harvest areas to a minimum of 10 percent. AWA 
does not support SLS’ removal of “cold water fish” from the list of 
high value species within VOIT 14. AWA supports the addition of 
whitebark and limber pine, saplings and seedlings to the VOIT 14; 
however requests a change from “a minimum of 95% protection 
of all Whitebark and Limber Pine trees, saplings and seedlings” to 
the 100% protection. 

Alberta 
Wilderness 
Association 

17-Dec-
2019 
 
 
 
 
15-May-
2020 

We have shared AWA’s Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets 
(VOITs) comments with Alberta Agriculture and Forestry (AAF) and 
will thoughtfully consider the input and a provide a response. Any 
changes to the VOITs as a result of the input will be recorded and 
communicated to the AWA. 
December 16, 2019 AWA Input and SLS Response: The modelling 
used to determine patch size and the establishment of patch size 
targets have not changed. The draft FMP will include the 200-year 
patch size analysis results. As fuel levels accumulate on the 
landscape, they can be very challenging to firefighters during a 
wildfire event. Wildfires become intensely hot, making them very 
difficult to suppress and damaging to soils and wildlife habitat 
releasing a multitude of contaminates into the watershed. Our 
goal as forest managers is to try and keep up with fuel loading by 
replacing the natural process of wildfire with responsible timber 
harvesting and reforestation. Timber  
harvesting not only provides jobs and renewable building 
products, but also creates natural capital in the form of healthy 
young forests. The draft FMP will include a structure retention 
strategy that explains the approach in detail. GoA structure 
retention thresholds range from 3% to 5% of the AAC. No other 
coniferous forestry operations that we know of are retaining 
levels that high. Our current retention targets of 1% have been 
reviewed by 3rd party forest certification auditors that have 
accredited our sustainable forest management practices; 
sfiprogram.org may be of interest to learn more about sustainable 
forestry. High value species are identified by provincial biologists. 
Native Trout species are considered high value species. The draft 
FMP will contain a Westslope Cutthroat and Bull Trout 
management strategy. The number changed to 95% as its 
unreasonable to assume 100% protection. The draft FMP includes 
a Whitebark and Limber Pine management strategy. 

03-Apr-
2020 

Concerns around some of the VOIT targets- not leaving enough 
within stand retention and buffers along streams. Lack of 
protection of burned forests, grizzly bears and cold water fish. 

Alberta 
Wilderness 
Association 

04-Apr-
2020 
 

We have shared AWA’s Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets 
(VOITs) comments with Alberta Agriculture and Forestry (AAF) 
including VOIT 14 and 25 target deviations and will thoughtfully 
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AWA has a number of outstanding concerns regarding the Values, 
Objectives, Indicators and Targets (VOITs) and the anticipated 
deviations from VOITs 14 and 25. 

 
 
 
 
15-May-
2020 

consider the input and a provide a response. Any changes to the 
Forest Management Plan as a result of the input will be recorded 
and communicated to the AWA. 
 
As fuel levels accumulate on the landscape, they can be very 
challenging to firefighters during a wildfire event. Wildfires 
become intensely hot, making them very difficult to suppress and 
damaging to soils and wildlife habitat releasing a multitude of 
contaminates into the watershed. Our goal as forest managers is 
to try and keep up with fuel loading by replacing the natural 
process of wildfire with responsible timber harvesting and 
reforestation. Timber harvesting not only provides jobs and 
renewable building products, but also creates natural capital in 
the form of healthy young forests. The draft FMP will include a 
structure retention strategy that explains the approach in detail. 
AAF structure retention thresholds range from 3% to 5% of the 
AAC. No other coniferous forestry operations that we know of are 
retaining levels that high. Our current retention targets of 1% 
have been reviewed by 3rd party forest certification auditors that 
have accredited our sustainable forest management practices; 
sfiprogram.org may be of interest to learn more about sustainable 
forestry. 
High value species are identified by provincial biologists. Native 
Trout species are considered high value species. The draft FMP 
will contain a Westslope Cutthroat and Bull Trout management 
strategy. The draft FMP will include a grizzly bear strategy along 
with a Grizzly Bear model discussion that addresses the outputs. A 
more detailed discussion will be provided in the draft FMP. Any 
AAF watersheds with greater than 30% ECA will have mitigation 
measures also discussed in the draft FMP. 
 

20-Apr-
2020 

Please confirm whether CTQB090001 lands are being included in 
the current SLS FMP renewal – and if so, please explain why, and 
provide a copy of Certificate CTQB090001 so that the terms and 
conditions of the Certificate are transparent and clear. Please 
provide a copy of the “updated list” showing changes from the 
April 2006 Performance Standards. (current version published on 
the GoA website). When will the remainder of the VOIT 
framework be completed and presented to the public for 
comments? ? It is not clear that SLS intends to develop the 
performance framework beyond Value, Objective, Indicator and 

Reid Thomas 21-Apr-
2020 
 
 
 
15-May-
2020 

We have shared your comments with Alberta Agriculture and 
Forestry (AAF) and will thoughtfully consider the input and a 
provide a response. Any changes to the Forest Management Plan 
as a result of the input will be recorded and communicated with 
you. 
 
Yes, the quota is being included in the FMP just as was done with 
the current DFMP. The B9 quota has been managed no differently 
than any of the other FMA compartments outlined in the FMP. 
This was GoA’s approach to incorporate that area into the FMP for 
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Target. When in the planning process will SLS be determining the 
blank VOIT variables and will they be sent to the public for 
comment before the FMP is submitted to AAF for approval? What 
they really need to hear is that the forest harvest companies and 
AAF have agreed on a clear, transparent action plan to address 
this matter and are committed to managing the situation with a 
suite of measurable objectives and attendant monitoring & 
reporting measures. Companies should develop their FMPs and 
conduct their required performance assessments on lands within 
forest management agreements and tenure quotas such as 
CTQB090001. It’s not clear if SLS intends to assess its 
performance related to achieving these objectives and 
communicating the results to the public as part of, and prior to, 
the submission of this FMP for renewal (a vital step in the 
Adaptive Management process. Wants maps that clearly display 
harvest areas and harvest dates of all existing clearcut areas 
within the DFA --along with the approximate locations/decades of 
the proposed 2021-2040 SHS. appears deciduous trees are being 
unnecessarily wasted in the process of harvesting merchantable 
coniferous stands. deciduous trees should not be intentionally 
felled and left to rot and/or used for wet area crossing material. 
Deciduous tree species (especially mature stands) provide vital 
habitat for cavity nesters and should be acknowledged in the 
VOITs and respective biodiversity conservation objectives, 
indicators and targets should be set accordingly. 

forested lands that had a pre-existing grazing disposition. When 
we started the formal consultation process in March of 2015, the 
updated Alberta VOIT table was not available. SLS was seeking 
input on the existing DFMP VOITS called Issues and management 
Strategies. At PDT meeting #2 held on May 9, 2018, SLS was first 
introduced to the GOA standardized VOITS (The VOITS were dated 
March of 2018).  After SLS internally reviewed the VOITs and when 
it became clear that SLS would be required to adopt the 
standardized VOITS, SLS posted the March 2018 standardized 
VOITS on July 13, 2018. By and large the VOITS covered the same 
values contained in the DFMPs Issues and management Strategies. 
The completed VOIT table including the numerical targets will be 
populated into VOIT spreadsheet and incorporated into the draft 
FMP. Yes, as noted above, the complete VOIT package will be 
available in the draft FMP and made available for public comment 
this June. The VOIT table columns will be completed and 
incorporated into the draft FMP. The draft FMP will include a 
Grizzly Bear strategy along with a Grizzly Bear model discussion 
that addresses the modelled outputs. The draft FMP will also 
include a watershed model discussion that addresses the AAF, ECA 
outputs. The VOITs have been worked on with the 
interdisciplinary planning development team, the results will be 
made available in the draft FMP. The draft FMP will include an 
ECA discussion that addresses the analysis. Comment noted. Some 
points for further study/consideration: The Company relies on 
modelling as establishing research programs for hundreds of sub 
basins is impractical and unnecessary.  There have been decades 
of forest hydrology research within instrumented experimental 
watersheds demonstrating the impacts on water yield from 
forestry. Hydrologic recovery is predicated on forestry research 
that leaf area index (LAI) explains 85-96% of the variation in above 
ground net primary production of forests in the western US. Net 
primary production coincides with evapotranspiration 
relationships that equate to hydrologic recovery. The province 
requires forestry companies to base the hydrologic disturbance 
evaluation on an analysis called ECA-AB prior to acceptance of its 
forest management plan. Annually, the province requires the 
Company to reconcile its harvest levels and submit the 
information for review to ensure harvest area tolerances are met. 
The harvest levels coincide with meeting ECA target thresholds. 
This process is built into the legislatively required General 



SLS 2021 FMP 
Workshop & Public Input & Reponses 

 

Revised: January 07, 2020  80 

 

Development Plan submission, to ensure the precautionary 
hydrologic recovery thresholds are met. Other forest hydrology 
research is being done in the Bow Basin that supports the ECA 
research. In fact, the research is significantly more sophisticated 
than the ECA work and indicates the ECA model is overly 
precautionary in terms of predicting water yield. In 2012, 
Sensitivity of Snowmelt Hydrology research was published by the 
University of Saskatchewan Centre for Hydrology. The research 
was based on over 40 years of data collected within the 
instrumented Marmot Creek Research Watershed. Over 40 years 
ago, Kananaskis’ s Marmot Creek basin had several large clear-
cuts installed, along with the installation of dozens of stream 
gauges, snow measurement sites, weather stations and ground 
water wells designed to study the interaction of forest cover and 
water yield. The data was used to build the Cold Regions 
Hydrological Model (CRHM) that was used to simulate clear-
cutting the Marmot Creek Basin, a 3rd order, 900 hectare 
watershed. The research indicated very low increases in water 
yield even when combined with extreme levels of forest cover 
removal. There have been over 100 research publications 
completed within the world class, Kananaskis Marmot Creek 
instrumented watershed. To learn more about this research visit: 
https://www.usask.ca/hydrology/papers/Pomeroy_et_al_2012_2.
pdf. The VOIT modeling analysis was done solely within the DFA 
and did not include data from adjacent protected areas. VOIT 1 
and 3 address landscape scale biodiversity. The FMA is connected 
to thousands of hectares of protected old forest and mature 
forest with unnaturally low numbers of younger age classes. This 
greater landscape scale age class distribution should be taken into 
consideration when reviewing age class targets established for the 
FMA. The VOIT 1 & 3 targets will be shown with more detail in the 
draft FMP. Comment noted, the VOIT modeling analysis was done 
solely within the DFA and did not include data from adjacent 
protected areas. This will be made clearer in the draft FMP 
document. Comment noted. The Management Objectives and 
Strategies work for current DFMP has been replaced with 
standardized GoA VOITS and models. A time zero benchmark will 
be provided for the FMP along with modelled outputs into the 
future. This VOIT reporting will be available in the draft FMP. 
VOITs 2 & 3 address fragmentation in terms of the distribution of 
harvest area sizes that will result in a patch size pattern over the 
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200- year planning horizon that are increasing in patch size. This 
information will be made available in the draft FMP. Comment 
noted.  There will be more maps in the draft FMP. Yes, the OGR’s 
apply to the B9 quota. A structure retention strategy will be 
incorporated into the draft FMP. Our roads and landings avoid 
wetlands, however sometime crossing wetlands in Alberta is 
unavoidable. Crossing a wetland to avoid a greater wetland 
network or watercourse makes sense and is what the ground rules 
are referring to. Log fill is an acceptable crossing structure as per 
OGR table 5, 11.4.1. According to third party forest auditors, Spray 
Lake Sawmills forest management practices around water courses 
and wetlands are second to none. To learn more about our 
environmental performance visit our forest certification website 
at: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/certification/ 

22-Apr-
2020 

Could you please explain why B10 changed to B12? The FMA 
(O.C. 013/2015 page 21) the Forest Management Area does not 
include Coniferous Timber Quota B090001. However, in both the 
2018 and 2020 maps of the Forest Management Planning Area, 
this quota is included. Could you please explain why this 
changed? Since the current FMA (commenced in April 2015) 
expires in April 2035, does the Decade 2 map assume a renewal 
of the FMA? What will be considered in the FMA renewal process 
between AAF and SLS with respect to this Decade 2 map? a finer 
scale map would be helpful. Also, would SLS be able to provide a 
map to the public showing the 2021 Forest Management Plan for 
Decade 1 (2021-2030) and Decade 2 (2031-2040) in addition to 
the SHS for the previous Forest Management Plan? means of 
achieving objective and target, monitoring and measurement, 
and reporting are included in Annex 4. Will SLS communicate this 
information in the final FMP in the summer of 2020? What (if 
any) AVI data sharing agreements would SLS consider for non-
proprietary groups? Would mutually beneficial agreements for 
data sharing be possible? When will SLS release its next 
Stewardship Report? For example, a 2013-2018 Stewardship 
Report would be a very helpful document for the public to 
understand recent performance related to sustainable yield and 
other factors. How will current stewardship reporting inform this 
new FMP? Will the new Stewardship Report contain information 
related to the changing methodology in obtaining the updated 
AVI? Why are the old forest retention targets to be informed by 
“the large amount of regional protected areas within and 

Sharlene 
Fritz 

27-Apr-
2020 
 
 
 
 
15-May-
2020 

We have shared your comments with Alberta Agriculture and 
Forestry (AAF) and will thoughtfully consider the input and a 
provide a response. Any changes to the Forest Management Plan 
as a result of the input will be recorded and communicated with 
you. 
 
FMU B10 to B12 was simply an administrative update and doesn't 
result in a forest management change. The quota still exists 
separate from the FMA and is included in the FMP under FMA 
10(3). Nothings changed in terms of forest management. Yes. The 
FMA renewal is under FMA 2(2), 2(3). There will be more maps in 
the draft FMP. The draft FMP will be on our company website this 
June. Yes, it will be in the draft FMP. It would likely depend on the 
data requested and the cost to develop the data, and if 
compensation to reimburse SLS for the data is agreeable. There 
will be a report within the draft FMP. No, the stewardship report 
results are supporting our current forest management approach. 
VOIT 1 and 3: Are at the landscape scale. The FMA is connected to 
thousands of hectares of protected old forest and mature forest 
and unnaturally very low numbers of younger age classes. This 
landscape scale age class distribution should be taken into 
consideration when reviewing age class targets established for the 
FMA. SLS works with the PDT and GoA to find a balance between 
biodiversity and other VOITs trade-offs when agreeing to a target. 
VOIT 1 & 3 targets will be in the draft FMP. Road densities will be 
reported in the draft FMP. Minimum retention level targets are 
established as provincial policy. The draft FMP will include a 



SLS 2021 FMP 
Workshop & Public Input & Reponses 

 

Revised: January 07, 2020  82 

 

adjacent to the DFA 6-1”? What obligation does SLS have to 
retain a full natural range of ages within the DFA boundaries 
themselves, excluding protected areas? why will this target be 
informed by regional protected areas as opposed to the area 
strictly within the DFA? When will road density and length values 
(variable “X”) be determined? To what extent will road density be 
informed by regional linear density values (i.e. cumulative effects 
of fragmentation)? How did SLS determine the value of 3% for 
residual retention value? The draft directive for 10% stand 
retention put forward by the GoA in recent years gave evidence 
based rationale for a higher percentage.  The deviation from the 
stated VOIT to “maintain or increase the number of hectares of 
primary and secondary habitat...” are given as areal extent. Could 
these values be given to the public as a percent of total? SLS aims 
to meet the VOIT of increasing the number of hectares of primary 
habitat (1700 ha) but deviates from maintaining secondary 
habitat by reportedly decreasing this amount by 4000 ha. How do 
the VOITs relate to primary sink habitat? A 4700-ha increase in 
primary sink habitat (higher grizzly mortality) is concerning. VOIT 
14d: Why were 5 songbird species reduced to 3? 
VOIT 14e: Why were cold-water fish removed from this species 
diversity list? How will SLS address critical habitat of westslope 
cutthroat trout and protect bull trout?  VOIT 15: When does SLS 
anticipate that the number (X) of required genetic reserve areas 
will be determined in coordination with the GoA? Are there plans 
by either SLS or the GoA to release the “net change of the gross 
forested land base area within the DFA? Are these calculations 
done every 10 years? What watersheds within SLS’s FMA are 
among those 15 AAF watersheds have an ECA values between 31-
49% for the preliminary 10-year ECA model? And for the 24 AAF 
identified watersheds that have 
ECA values between 31-49% in the preliminary 20-year ECA 
model? Could SLS and/or AAF explain ECA models. Will GoA seek 
assistance from SLS to carry out wetland mapping? 

structure retention strategy that explains the approach in detail. 
The draft FMP will include a grizzly bear strategy along with a 
Grizzly Bear model discussion that addresses the outputs. The 
original provincial VOIT wording included species that are not 
found on the FMA. The draft FMP will contain a Westslope 
Cutthroat and Bull Trout management strategy. This will be in the 
draft FMP. Yes, the updated version will be provided in the draft 
FMP. The deviation refers to ECA’s using AAF watersheds. A more 
detailed discussion and maps will be provided in the draft FMP. 
Any AAF watersheds with greater than 30% ECA will have 
mitigation measures also discussed in the draft FMP. Wetlands are 
protected, and water source areas are buffered.  The scientific 
literature demonstrates, that Alberta has some of the most 
restrictive water course buffers in North America. Not that we’re 
aware of. Wetland areas observed in the 2017 photography were 
included in the new AVI, smaller source water areas are generally 
identified when the block is planned for operations (FHP). 

22-Apr-
2020 

Timelines laid out in the information package above are going to 
be affected by Covid? Extend the timeline for participation. 
concerned about the deviations from VOITs 14 and 25 and would 
urge you to pursue planning measures that would avoid the 
negative outcomes. 

Canadian 
Parks and 
Wilderness 
Society 

27-Apr-
2020 
 
 
 
 
15-May-

We have shared your comments with Alberta Agriculture and 
Forestry (AAF) and will thoughtfully consider the input and a 
provide a response. Any changes to the Forest Management Plan 
as a result of the input will be recorded and communicated with 
you. 
 
Yes, summarized comments will be incorporated into the FMP 
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2020 document. The current process we`ve had to gather input on the 
website has been in place since July 13, 2018. On the forest 
management planning tab the wording states: to provide us with 
your input, click here. That link opens the Woodlands page where 
it states:  If you have questions, comments or concerns. Please fill 
out the contact form below. The contact form asks for your name 
and other details along with a dialogue box for input. Then it asks 
if you would like to be notified when there’s news, events & 
consultation information posted on the website? By clicking on 
the submit button we receive the input.  Alternatively, you can 
always email me or any of the Woodlands staff you may have 
been in communication with for example, at workshops, 
collaborative planning sessions or open houses etc. Yes, the draft 
FMP will be available on our website this June. Spray Lake 
Sawmills has been formally consulting on the FMP since March 
2015. Since then we have been reaching out to interested parties, 
keeping them updated on FMP development and seeking their 
input. We are also obligated to meet Forest Act regulatory 
requirements and are required to submit the FMP on time. The 
draft FMP will address outstanding VOIT deviations. 

22-Apr-
2020 

How much time will stakeholders have to review the FMP? 
Whom does the interdisciplinary plan development team consist 
of? Does it include stakeholder groups? The map is rather low 
resolution. Many of the VOITs (1a, 1b, 3b, 4a, 5b,15) do not yet 
have target values. How and when will these be determined? Will 
they be included in the draft FMP? For those VOITs where target 
values are listed, it is not clear how these were arrived at. Will 
the VOIT table be expanded to include these columns in the draft 
FMP? What is the data set that is being used as the benchmark 
for the current state of biodiversity? Is it publicly accessible? How 
will biodiversity be monitored? would SLS consider adding a 
wetlands VOIT? A wetland buffer should be considered. Explain 
what is meant by targets ‘informed’ by protected areas. Can you 
please explain how 3% structure retention was selected and how 
will it be to achieved? Could you please explain how the Grizzly 
Bear model results were completed and the justification to 
deviate from the original VOIT target? Could you explain how the 
reduction of 15% was arrived at and what data/monitoring will be 
used to evaluate performance to this target? bull trout and 
westslope cutthroat trout seem to be missing from the list of 
indicators under VOIT 14? Why is the Whitebark and Limber pine 

Ghost 
Watershed 
Alliance 
Society 

27-Apr-
2020 
 
 
 
 
 
15-May-
2020 

We have shared your comments with Alberta Agriculture and 
Forestry (AAF) and will thoughtfully consider the input and a 
provide a response. Any changes to the Forest Management Plan 
as a result of the input will be recorded and communicated with 
you. 
The draft FMP will be available this June.  
 
The draft FMP will be on our website and there will be 20 GoA 
working days to review the document. The Planning Development 
Team consists of GoA interdisciplinary specialists, SLS and quota 
holders. More maps will be included in the draft FMP. Horse Lake: 
There’s a potential harvest area approximately 350 m from the 
lake. The potential harvest area does not provide surface flow or 
drainage to the lake. SLS will connect with GWAS in 2022 to 
discuss the preliminary operational plan prior to AAF submission. 
These potential operations will have no impact to the lake, as 
buffers will be in place as per the OGR’s. Our records indicate, 
GWAS came into the office in Nov 2019 to discuss the now-
approved Atkinson Creek FHP. SLS indicated that would be the last 
plan within the scope of the current DFMP and that the new 
modelled SHS for the 2021 FMP had not been finalized. The data is 
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protection target set at 95% rather than be 100% Has this value 
been selected because of instances where the removal of these 
trees is unavoidable as described in the OGR? Have surveys of 
whitebark and limber pine been completed? 
• VOIT 17: 
o How could consultation with relevant stakeholders be 
considered an indicator and target to protect areas with minimal 
human disturbances? While consultation is certainly an important 
element, it does not seem to be an appropriate indicator and 
target for this value. 
• VOIT 18: 
o Will the reports on indicators a), b) and c) be available publicly? 
At what time intervals will these indicators be reported on? We 
support the new watershed assessment process developed by 
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry for ECA. Given Bull Trout and 
Westslope cutthroat trout populations, we consider it of great 
importance to apply the precautionary principle to all land-use 
activities that could affect watershed resilience. It would be of 
concern to GWAS if a level of 30% ECA was to be exceeded in this 
watershed. 

generated from the nontimber assessment modelling and will be 
available in the draft FMP. The full VOIT table will be included as 
well. The current benchmarks are also modelled outputs. 
Wetlands are protected, and water source areas are buffered.  
The scientific literature demonstrates, that Alberta has some of 
the most restrictive water course buffers in North America. Is at 
the landscape scale. The FMA is connected to thousands of 
hectares of protected old forest and mature forest and 
unnaturally very low numbers of younger age classes. This 
landscape scale age class distribution should be taken into 
consideration when reviewing age class targets established for the 
FMA. Minimum retention level targets are established as 
provincial policy. The draft FMP will include a structure retention 
strategy that explains the approach in detail. The draft FMP will 
include a grizzly bear strategy along with a Grizzly Bear model 
discussion that addresses the outputs. The 15% reduction is the 
standardized provincial VOIT wording. The draft FMP will also 
contain a Westslope Cutthroat and Bull Trout management 
strategy. GoA has conducted some Whitebark Pine and Limber 
Pine surveys and the AVI has identified several potential areas as 
well. The draft FMP includes a discussion on management of these 
species. The number changed to 95% as its unreasonable to 
assume 100% protection. This VOIT uses standardized provincial 
VOIT wording and has to do with protecting parks within and 
adjacent to the FMA. The reports are completed as part of the 
provincial reforestation regulations and submitted to GoA. A more 
detailed discussion and maps will be provided in the draft FMP. 
Any AAF watersheds with greater than 30% ECA will have 
mitigation measures also discussed in the draft FMP. 

22-Apr-
2020 

Confused on were to submit feedback. This format for collecting 
feedback doesn’t work well. I understand the challenges with the 
ongoing pandemic, but please search for more meaningful ways 
to gather feedback. Concerned to see the map of preliminary 
SHS, the amount of cutblocks for the coming decade has 
increased dramatically. 

Michael 
Glasser 

27-Apr-
2020 
 
 
 
 
15-May-
2020 

We have shared your comments with Alberta Agriculture and 
Forestry (AAF) and will thoughtfully consider the input and a 
provide a response. Any changes to the Forest Management Plan 
as a result of the input will be recorded and communicated with 
you. 
 
We have received your input as indicated in our email 4-27-20 
response. The current process we`ve had to gather input on the 
website has been in place since July 13, 2018. On the forest 
management planning tab the wording states: to provide us with 
your input, click here. That link opens the Woodlands page where 
it states:  If you have questions, comments or concerns. Please fill 
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out the contact form below. The contact form asks for your name 
and other details along with a dialogue box for input. Then it asks 
if you would like to be notified when there’s news, events & 
consultation information posted on the website. By clicking on the 
submit button, we receive the input.  Alternatively, you can 
always email me or any of the Woodlands staff you may have 
been in communication with for example, at workshops, 
collaborative planning sessions or open houses etc. Were always 
looking for new tools to communicate. To learn more about our 
consultation program please visit our public involvement page on 
our website: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-
involvement-process/ 
The 20-year spatial harvest sequence (SHS) is updated 
approximately every 10-years and is a strategic harvest map 
rather than an operational plan. Operational plans are submitted 
in the form of Forest Harvest Plans (FHP) and Annual Operating 
Plans (AOP). The sustainable FMP harvest levels are based on a 
rigorous scientific process, regulated by Alberta Agriculture and 
Forestry. Harvest levels change as important baseline information 
is updated such as: The Alberta Vegetation inventory was updated 
in 2017; Alberta Agriculture and Forestry nontimber assessment 
models (not used for existing DFMP); The landbase has been 
updated and The yield curves have been updated. 
 

22-Apr-
2020 

Problems with: age structure, footprint, retention, fire risk fire, 
and climate change 
climate change implement a radical reduction in Annual 
Allowable Cut. 
 

Ralph Cartar 27-Apr-
2020 

We have shared your comments with Alberta Agriculture and 
Forestry (AAF) and will thoughtfully consider the input and a 
provide a response. Any changes to the Forest Management Plan 
as a result of the input will be recorded and communicated with 
you.  

26-Apr-
2020 

My input has been ignored in the past. Biodiversity is really an 
important issue.  
 
 

Ralph Cartar 27-Apr-
2020 
 
 
 
 
15-May-
2020 

We have shared your comments with Alberta Agriculture and 
Forestry (AAF) and will thoughtfully consider the input and a 
provide a response. Any changes to the Forest Management Plan 
as a result of the input will be recorded and communicated with 
you. Combine response with above. 
 
The age structure metrics identified with VOIT 1 will be provided 
in the draft FMP which will be available for review on our website 
this June. SLS likely has one of the smallest linear footprints of any 
forestry operation in North America. Our road density metrics will 
be provided in the draft FMP for your review. GoA structure 
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retention thresholds range from 3% to 5% of the AAC. No other 
coniferous forestry operations that we know of are retaining 
levels that high. Our current retention targets of 1% have been 
reviewed by 3rd party forest certification auditors that have 
accredited our sustainable forest management practices; 
sfiprogram.org may be of interest to learn more about sustainable 
forestry.  Large areas, of disproportionately old forest, containing 
significant levels of dead and dying trees are creating the potential 
to be dangerous wildfire fuel. As fuel levels accumulate on the 
landscape, they can be very challenging to firefighters during a 
wildfire event. Wildfires become intensely hot, making them very 
difficult to suppress and damaging to soils and wildlife habitat 
releasing a multitude of contaminates into the watershed. Our 
goal as forest managers is to try and keep up with fuel loading by 
replacing the natural process of wildfire with responsible timber 
harvesting and reforestation. Timber harvesting not only provides 
jobs and renewable building products, but also creates natural 
capital in the form of healthy young forests. Young forested stands 
provide wildfire/watershed resiliency and needed wildlife habitat 
that move the forest age class distribution closer to natural 
conditions. The literature supports harvesting mature and old 
forests, reduces fuel loading and reduces watershed damage 
caused from high severity wildfire fires. Our draft FMP will be 
available on our website in June. Chapter 5 may be of interest as it 
details the 17 biodiversity values incorporated into the FMP. 
 

19-May-
2020 

One of the responses in particular was puzzling: the suggestion 
that old forest increase fire risk. The evidence shows otherwise, 
in our world where, in the absence of fire, production and 
decomposition are roughly matched (not true of many forests to 
the south of us, and one forest type to the west of us: ponderosa 
pine; in which fuel loading increases with forest age).  Might you 
point me to any papers, for boreal or foothills forests, showing 
greater fire risk from older forests? 

Ralph Cartar 20-May-
2020 

Thanks for sharing your views on old growth forests and wildfire 
risk which we have shared with Alberta Agriculture and Forestry. 
Your FMP milestone 2 input and our responses will be recorded in 
the draft FMP. The draft FMP will have further discussion 
regarding wildfire and be available in June for further review and 
input. 

9-June-
2020 

SLS is again asking for public input into its detailed forest 
management plan, with a month’s notice period. From much past 
personal experience in providing SLS with researched, organized 
and detailed responses to such requests, yet never once seeing 
my suggestions/concerns reflected in the final plans, I now ask: 
“has the leopard changed its spots”? Is SLS any more 
interested/willing to seriously consider/incorporate public input, 

Vivian Pharis 22-Sept-
2020 

The consultation period was originally set for 20 Alberta Working 
days and then was extended for 10 more Alberta working days. 
SLS has been consulting on its FMP process since March of 2015. 
SLS is committed to its public involvement process. To learn the 
specifics around how SLS works with recreational trail integration 
please visit our website at:  
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-integration/
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either substantive or small and local, into its management plans 
and practices than it was 10, 20 or 30 years ago? In other words, 
is there any point in members of the public making any effort 
towards trying for a truly balanced approach to East Slopes forest 
management through influencing a timber company?  
 
 
 
 
 
Aerial views of Alberta’s Eastern Slopes show how clearcuts have 
come to totally dominate the landscape outside of truly 
protected areas. This shows that Alberta’s overall forest 
managers no longer work on behalf of the public to ensure a 
balanced, sustainable approach to a critical public resource. 
Instead, they expect industry to do much of the job of managing 
water production, wildlife habitat, CO2 sequestration, recreation, 
aesthetics and sustainable health as well as timber production.  
Industry cannot do all of this nor should it be expected to; on the 
other hand industry has long lobbied for more and more controls 
over forest management, and has gotten them.  
 
 
 
 
 
Undoubtedly it lobbied hard for this year’s announced 13% 
increase in AAC. Certainly the public was not consulted or even 
alerted.  
My fear is that Alberta’s elected members and civil servants have 
largely abdicated their responsibilities for care of our forests, 
turning them over to industry with the proviso of obligation that 
companies “consult with the public owners” but no proviso to 
actually incorporate public concerns into management practices. 
My fear is also that, like what some scientists are now declaring 
for the vast Amazon rainforests - they have already been 
converted beyond the “tipping point” of recovery - and that the 
world’s vast boreal forest is fast being pushed in the same 
direction. Certainly a 13% increase to Alberta’s ACC is going to 
only increase the patchwork forest effect that is rapidly 
transforming Alberta’s forests into a fragile mass of young 

integration/ 
SLS’s public involvement process is in alignment with the 
provincial Forest Management  
Planning standard and is available on our corporate website at: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-
involvement-process/ 
Our FMP specific public consultation plan can be found at: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf 
A combined team of Spray Lake Sawmills’ staff, AAF resource 
professionals, and Alberta Environment and Parks resource 
professionals steered the development of the Plan. Other timber 
disposition holders (Quota holders & CTPP programs) were 
involved as the Plan was developed. Spray Lake Sawmills 
maintained a Public Advisory Committee (PAC) throughout the 
development of the FMP to review key components and 
consultation milestones. 
At Spray Lake Sawmills we believe the forest is our future. We are 
driven by our commitment to quality and have a deep 
understanding that people are our foundation.  These 
fundamental values, embraced by SLS, have been incorporated 
into the FMP. We believe this 2021 Forest Management Plan, 
provides exemplary forest ecosystem conservation, while 
providing sustainable employment and economic growth for 
future generations.  
Information communicated to the forest industry, related to a 
potential 13% AAC increase, was purely conceptual and has not 
been added to SLS’s AAC or incorporated into the FMP. 
We believe the 2021 Forest Management Plan, provides 
exemplary forest ecosystem conservation, while providing 
sustainable employment and economic growth for future 
generations. SLS’s reforestation practices utilize natural seed 
sources, originating from the harvested sites, along with locally 
sourced, native tree seedlings. These reforested sites, enhance 
watershed and ecosystem resiliency. To learn more about our 
reforestation practices, please visit our website at 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/reforestation/ 
 
 
 
 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-integration/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
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monocultures.  
What do I want to see from both my overall forest managers and 
those industries like SLS that operate on my forest base? 
1. Broad scale planning by Alberta’s Forest Service on the basis of 
the original forest districts, in order to ensure the sustainable 
balancing of water, wildlife habitat, CO2 sequestration ability, 
aesthetics, recreation and timber harvest.  
 
2. Watershed management returned as the primary management 
force for Alberta’s Eastern Slopes forests - with managers able to 
enforce water quality and quantity standards first and foremost, 
and would have final authority over industry planning. 
3. Legislated requirement for inclusion of legitimate public input 
into forest industry planning and management.  

 
The Alberta Forest Management Planning Standard guides 
planning of Albertas forests. To learn more about the provincial 
planning approach, please review our FMP milestone 3 
information package at  https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-
Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf 
Protection of watersheds and water quality are addressed with 
VOITS 9, 13, 25, 33, 34. To learn how SLS protects water 
resources, please visit: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/ 
The Forest Management Planning Standard, under the Forest Act, 
requires public consultation. 
 

17-July-
2020 

Following previous submissions by AWA, we have outstanding 
concerns regarding a number of timber and non-timber values, 
foremost the removal of cold water fish from SLS’ Values, 
Objectives, Indicators and Targets (VOITs) and the expected 
deviations for Equivalent Clearcut Area (ECA) in the 10 and 20- 
year spatial harvest sequences (SHS). Related to the draft FMP, 
AWA also requests that SLS detail if and how the May 4, 2020 
announcement by Alberta Forestry has impacted annual 
allowable cut (AAC) within the SLS DFA. The sections that follow 
detail timber and non-timber values identified by AWA that 
require further attention by SLS in the management planning 
process, including the relevant chapters and annexes in the draft 
2021 FMP. 
As detailed in the draft FMP (Chapter 7), SLS is well-aware of the 
current condition of threatened native trout in the southern 
eastern slopes region, within which the SLS defined forest area 
(DFA) resides. AWA has outstanding concerns regarding the 
removal of cold water fish, in particular SARA-listed populations 
of westslope cutthroat trout and bull trout, from the listed 
species in the FMP’s Values, Objectives, Indicators and Targets 
(VOITs; Chapter 5). Although SLS has drafted a Westslope 
cutthroat trout and bull trout recovery strategy (Chapter 7), AWA 
has found that the recovery strategy, and additional measures 
included in SLS’ 2020 Operating Ground Rules, do not provide 
sufficient detail on how native trout population recovery will be 
monitored and reported over the 10 and 20-year spatial harvest 
sequences (SHS). Monitoring and reporting are necessary 

Alberta 
Wilderness 
Association 

22-Sept-
2020 

SLS has addressed AWA’s previous concerns as indicated above. 
 
 
 
Information communicated to the forest industry, related to a 
potential 13% AAC increase, was purely conceptual and has not 
been added to SLS’s AAC or incorporated into the FMP.  
 
 
 
 
In the absence of the Plan Development Team, establishing a 
measurable cold-water fish habitat target, the PDT determined a 
cold water fish implementation strategy would better address 
protection of cold water fish habitat, rather than a VOIT. The 
resulting Westslope Cutthroat Trout and Bull Trout Habitat 
Strategy is in chapter 7, section 8.2.5 page 59. 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch7_PlanImplementation-1.pdf 
There are other VOITs (such as 13, 24, 25, 26) with associated 
targets, along with operating ground rules, that do address 
mitigation of potential impact to fish habitat and will be reported 
on in the next Stewardship Report. Its SLS’s responsibility to 
mitigate potential impacts on fish habitat and the 
GoA’s responsibility for monitoring fish populations. 
 
 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch7_PlanImplementation-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch7_PlanImplementation-1.pdf
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components of native trout population recovery to ensure that 
populations are stable and unaffected by timber harvest 
processes. They also are essential to ensure the effectiveness of 
mitigation and avoidance strategies proposed by SLS. AWA 
believes excluding cold water fish from VOITs means there are no 
measurable targets in place to assess fish habitat recovery. 
AWA requests a written explanation as to why the Planning 
Development Team (PDT) removed cold water fish from the 
VOITs, AND that SLS detail how monitoring and reporting will 
take place to ensure that SARA-listed native trout species are not 
impacted negatively by timber harvest over the 10 and 
20-year SHS. AWA requests that monitoring requirements be 
included within the Westslope cutthroat trout and 
bull trout recovery strategy (Chapter 7), in addition to reinstating 
cold water fish (including westslope cutthroat trout and bull 
trout) within VOIT 14 (Chapter 5). Further to AWA’s concerns, the 
Recovery Strategy for the Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus), 
Saskatchewan-Nelson Rivers populations, in Canada has been 
drafted and is currently pending final approval. Consistent with 
AWA’s recommendations for the federal bull trout recovery 
strategy, AWA recommends that SLS implement a minimum 
riparian buffer of 100m. Internal records obtained by 
Fluker and Mayhood (2020) indicate that federal fisheries officials 
believe the minimum riparian buffer for westslope cutthroat 
trout (which have similar habitat requirements and occupy many 
of the same watercourses as bull trout) should be 100m. 2 
Relevant sections/recommendations: 
Chapter 2, Section 3.13 (Non-Timber Assessments): Cold water 
fish excluded. 
AWA recommendation: Add cold water fish to the non-timber 
assessment. 
Chapter 3, Section 6.9.1.3 (Fisheries Hydrologic Unit Code): FSIs 
are developed and 
selected for cold water fish species based on the HUCs. 
AWA recommendation: Publish the Fish Sustainability Indexes 
(FSI) in the 2021 FMP. 
Chapter 5, Table 2-1 (VOIT Summary Table), VOIT 14 (Species at 
Risk), and Section 4.1.8 
(Species at Risk): Cold water fish removed from the High Value 
Species in VOIT 14 
AWA recommendation: Reinstate cold water fish within VOIT 14 

Monthly, water quality monitoring, has been completed 
downstream of the FMA, for over twenty years. The water quality 
data indicates, water flowing out of the FMA is in good to 
excellent condition. Water quality monitoring is the responsibility 
of GoA rather than an individual company.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The literature indicates that a 15-meter buffer, on either side of a 
water course, protects water quality. Alberta’s water course 
buffers are currently among the largest in North America.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The PDT included a Senior Fisheries Biologist and the PDT didn’t 
recommend adding the FSI’s to the FMP.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the absence of the Plan Development Team, establishing a 
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and add measurable 
objectives and targets for monitoring and reporting westslope 
cutthroat trout and bull trout 
recovery. 
Chapter 7, Westslope cutthroat trout and bull trout habitat 
recovery strategy 
AWA recommendation: Add measurable objectives and targets 
for monitoring and reporting westslope cutthroat trout and bull 
trout recovery. 
Annex III, Water Quality/Quantity and Fisheries Resources: 
AWA recommendation: Water quality monitoring of Fish Creek, 
Fisher Creek, Mclean Creek, 
Prairie Creek, Quirk Creek, and Silvester Creek should continue 
during the 10 and 20-year 
Spatial Harvest Sequences (SHS); reports of these studies should 
be published regularly on the SLS website. 
Grizzly Bears 
As noted in the SLS FMP, Grizzly bears are designated as a 
threatened species in Alberta. A substantial portion of the SLS 
DFA (88 percent) falls within grizzly bear core and secondary 
habitat (Chapter 3, Table6-8), which underscores SLS’ 
responsibility to support the recovery of the species. 
AWA supports SLS’ approach to implement access management 
protocols along active resource roads and maintain road densities 
below the thresholds prescribed by the Alberta Grizzly Bear 
Recovery Plan. However, AWA requests clarification on whether 
the total reported road densities (Chapter 5, Table 4- 
12) include roads and linear features not owned by SLS. 
Cumulative road disturbance needs to be measured and reported 
in order to assess the full impacts of forestry roads to grizzly bear 
populations. While not listed within the FMP, AWA does not 
support the proposed deviations from VOIT 14 (Chapter 
5, Table 2-1), where SLS intends to decrease grizzly bear 
secondary habitat and increase primary sink 
habitat over the 10 and 20-year spatial harvest sequences (SHS). 
AWA believes that creating more primary sink habitat will 
increase mortality risk within the populations located within the 
DFA and significantly contribute to declining population trends. 
We request that SLS avoid primary and secondary grizzly bear 
habitat entirely. Where that is impossible, SLS should implement 
measures to achieve no-net loss3 of primary and secondary 

measurable cold-water fish habitat target, the PDT determined a 
cold water fish implementation strategy would better address 
protection of cold water fish habitat, rather than a VOIT. The 
resulting Westslope Cutthroat Trout and Bull Trout Habitat 
Strategy is in chapter 7, section 8.2.5 page 59. 
 
 
 
 
The province is responsible for water quality monitoring. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Total road density is reported in VOIT 4. The preferred 
management scenario is considered to be low risk to Grizzly Bears. 
Further, it has been noted by the fRI Grizzly Bear Program lead, 
that in Alberta, there is no evidence of Grizzly Bears being limited 
by habitat supply, but rather by human caused mortality, so 
focusing on motorized access control is the best mitigation action, 
to pursue when new areas are planned.  
 
Road density calculations were based on a composite road layer, 
which combined AltaLIS base features with designated and non-
designated trails, as well as operations roads from SLS (see Annex 
VI – Timber Supply Analysis: Appendix I). Roads considered 
impassable to vehicle traffic because of reclamation or gates were 
classified as closed. 
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grizzly bear habitat by restoring primary and secondary sink 
habitat. Relevant sections/recommendations: 
Chapter 5, Table 2-1 (VOIT Summary Table) 
AWA recommendation: AWA does not support the proposed 
deviation from VOIT 14 in the 10 and 20-year SHS to decrease 
grizzly bear secondary habitat and increase primary sink 
habitat. Chapter 5, Section 4.1.8.1 (Grizzly Bear): Grizzly Bear 
Habitat: Total road densities, including closed and temporary 
operational roads, in the portions of the grizzly bear population 
units overlapping the DFA, were between 0.285 and 0.412 
km/km2. AWA recommendation: AWA requests clarification on 
whether the total reported road densities (Chapter 5, Table 4-12) 
include roads and linear features not owned by SLS. 
Cumulative road disturbance needs to be measured and reported 
in order to assess the full, cumulative impacts of forestry roads to 
grizzly bear populations. Chapter 7, Section 8.2.1 Grizzly Habitat 
Management Strategy AWA recommendation: SLS should remove 
the excerpt citing personal communication with Gordon 
Stenhouse (June 03 2020). The statement “that there is no 
evidence of Grizzly Bears being limited by habitat supply” does 
not cite peer-reviewed literature, and diminishes the importance 
of high quality grizzly bear habitat and the impacts of cumulative 
land-use on habitat loss. AWA believes the 3 to 5 percent 
structure retention target set by SLS and Alberta Agriculture and 
Forestry (AAF) is considerably below what the best available 
evidence on adequate structure retention levels maintains is 
needed for biodiversity and increasing connectivity within 
regenerating stands. AWA is also concerned that windthrow and 
edge effects of smaller patches may considerably reduce the 
potential biodiversity benefits of current structure retention 
measures. In 2016, Alberta Agriculture and Forestry proposed 
that retaining at least 10 percent of the harvest area would 
ensure that forest management planning “demonstrates Alberta’s 
clear commitment to using sound science and implementing 
sustainable management principles.” That government conclusion 
was based on an “extensive body of scientific evidence” citing 
International and Alberta-based research, 
including the EMEND experiment and the Healthy Landscapes 
Program. AWA requests that SLS and Alberta Forestry undertake 
a review of the requirements for structure 
retention, and respect the scientific justification behind the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Alberta literature supports a structure retention target of 1% 
retention, currently the structure retention target, for our DFMP. 
The 2021 FMP, structure retention target is 3%. Alberta has one of 
the largest structure retention targets, established for forestry 
operations in North America.  
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minimum 10% target set by the 2016 Structure Retention 
Directive (Appendix I). Relevant sections/recommendations: 
Chapter 1, Section 4 (Forest Management Issues & Values) 
AWA recommendation: This section should be revised to 
adequately capture concerns raised around structural retention 
by AWA and other stakeholders on multiple occasions (Chapter 
2, Table 6-3). Chapter 5, Section 2.4.4, VOIT 10 (Structure 
retention) AWA recommendation: Increase structure retention 
target to a minimum of 10 percent by area. AWA has outstanding 
concerns regarding the forecasted hydrologic impacts to 
watersheds exceeding 30 percent Equivalent Clearcut Area (ECA) 
in the 10 and 20-year Spatial Harvest Sequences (SHS). AWA is 
especially concerned that 15 watersheds are expected to deviate 
from VOIT 25 (Water Yield Impacts) as detailed in SLS’ March 
2020 Milestone 2 FMP Information Package. AWA requests that 
SLS take action to prevent all watersheds in the SLS DFA from 
exceeding 30 percent ECA in the 10 and 20-year SHS. 
Relevant sections/recommendations: Chapter 5, 4.2.1 (VOIT 25 – 
Water Yield Impacts [forecasted]) AWA recommendations: 1) 
AWA requests that SLS take action to prevent all watersheds in 
the SLS DFA from exceeding 30 percent ECA in the 10 and 20-year 
spatial harvest sequences (SHS). 2) In this section, AWA requests 
that SLS draw greater attention to the watersheds forecasted to 
exceed 30 percent ECA and the impacts of exceeding this 
threshold. More focus is applied to the watersheds forecasted to 
exceed 50 percent, which SLS states are unlikely to 
occur. Chapter 7, Section 7.2 (Watershed Management) 
AWA recommendations: In this section, SLS should draw greater 
attention to the watersheds forecasted to exceed 30 percent ECA 
and the impacts of exceeding this threshold. Related to the draft 
FMP, AWA requests that SLS detail if and how the May 4, 2020 
policy changes announced by Alberta Forestry6 have impacted 
annual allowable cut (AAC) within the SLS DFA. Relevant 
sections/recommendations: Chapter 7, Section 8 (Biodiversity): 
AWA recommendation: SLS should add the “protection and 
recovery of species at-risk within the DFA” as a biological diversity 
goal. Relevant sections/recommendations: 
Chapter 7, Section 4.10 (Seismic Lines): “The decision is a 
precautionary approach as several of the linear features are used 
by ATVs when the Public Land Use Zone (PLUZ) permits 
motorized recreation. Operationally, SLS will evaluate seismic 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Equivalent clear-cut area modelling (ECA), is a coarse filter 
indicator, describing how forest harvesting may impact a 
watershed. Alberta Agriculture and Forestry’s (AAF) watershed 
assessment process, utilizes AAF delineated watersheds, restricted 
to 10,000 hectares within the ECA model. AAF’s watershed 
assessment, is an extremely precautionary and very coarse, 
watershed disturbance footprint analysis, rather than a reliable 
tool to predict water yield. The presumption is that a watershed 
with greater than 30% ECA could exceed a 15% increase in water 
yield. The ECA process uses rules of thumb, based on forest 
hydrology research completed within forested, snow dominated 
watersheds much larger than the AAF watersheds. ECA’s of less 
than 30%, are assumed to not increase, average annual water 
yield, by more than 15%, within the watershed unit for which the 
analysis is completed. The FMP calculated ECA based on two 
different scales; the AAF watersheds and the provincial Hydrologic 
Unit Code 10 watershed layer. Watersheds exceeding modelled 
thresholds, have identified mitigation strategies to further protect 
watersheds. 
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lines on a case-by-case basis and reforest seismic lines that are 
not active trails as practicable.” AWA recommendations: SLS 
should recover all seismic lines regardless of active trail use, 
given the ongoing contributions of seismic lines to forest 
fragmentation. SLS can work with the Government of Alberta and 
recreational groups to establish more enjoyable and less 
ecologically damaging trail systems (within the regional 
thresholds for linear disturbance).  
Relevant sections/recommendations: 
Chapter 7, Section 5.2.1 (Silviculture Systems): “The amount of 
light, moisture, and frost exposure of the forest floor following 
harvest are key factors that can affect reforestation 
success.” AWA question: Is the amount of wind exposure 
considered in planning harvest areas and future reforestation 
success? Relevant sections/recommendations: 
Chapter 8, Section 1.1 (Activities) 
AWA recommendation: Are the results of SLS’ research publicly 
available to view and download online? Studies such as the 
Aquatic Ecosystem Baseline Studies would be a beneficial public 
resource. Relevant sections/recommendations: 
Chapter 5, 2-1 (VOIT Summary Table), VOIT 8 (Landscape Scale 
Biodiversity) AWA recommendation: AWA does not support 
salvage logging on lands affected by natural 
disturbances, including wildfire and blowdown. The target to 
leave a minimum of 10% unsalvaged in areas of significant 
blowdown, allowing up to 90% salvage, will likely impair 
ecosystem recovery7, contradicts Objective 1.1.1.5, and evades 
any plans to maintain unique successional habitats created by 
wildfire. 

 
SLS doesn’t have authority to reclaim all seismic lines as some are 
popular recreational trails. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Information communicated to the forest industry, related to a 
potential 13% AAC increase, was purely conceptual and has not 
been added to SLS’s AAC or incorporated into the FMP. 
 
 
 
Yes, wind can also be a factor. 
 
 
SLS has shared research with AWA in the past. We have uploaded 
some of the research to our website. 
 
 
 
 
From a landscape perspective, approximately 70% of the forested 
ecosystem surrounding the FMA excludes forestry. The unique 
successional habitats mentioned, will not likely be threatened by 
potential FMA salvage logging. Salvage activities, promote 
ecosystem recovery, as salvaged areas are required to be 
reforested. 

21-July-
2020 

While we thank SLS for extending the public consultation period, 
we will once again stress that this is not a transparent and open 
process. In the past, stakeholders have not felt their input was 
used in the formation of SLS plans. Moving forward, we would 
like to see a clear plan of how stakeholder input is used. 
Additionally, given the current circumstances around the COVID-
19 crisis, we believe that the consultation period should have 
been extended by one month. Like many of our community 
partners, and stakeholders who will provide the input they can 
into this process, we had to prioritize our input. For this reason, 
we focused most of our effort on reviewing Chapter 5 – Values, 

Canadian 
Parks and 
Wilderness 
Society 

22-Sept-
2020 

Our corporate public involvement process, is publicly available on 
our website at: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-
involvement-process/ 
Our FMP specific, Public Participation Plan, is also publicly 
available on our website at:  
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf 
Chapter 2 of the final FMP details the public consultation efforts 
and results. 
 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
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Objectives, Indicators, and Targets (VOITs) in relation to the 
execution of the FMP. Please see our comments below.  
General comments on the FMP:  
The exclusion of aquatic species, particularly our two threatened 
native trout species, in both the Government of Alberta (GoA) 
models used for non-timber assessments, and the VOITs is an 
oversight that needs to be addressed. The science clearly points 
to forestry impacts on these species, which need to be clearly 
addressed and mitigated. The removal of aquatic species from 
the VOITs section is alarming and shows a lack of regard for these 
values. While we note that trout are addressed in the 
implementation plan, these threatened species deserve more 
attention.  
To echo the comment above regarding public consultation, a 
clear plan needs to be developed that will involve all stakeholders 
in the development of harvest plans. The open houses that SLS 
has conducted in the past have not been adequate, and 
stakeholders have not felt their input was welcomed or 
incorporated into plans. As a company that is conducting work on 
public land, SLS has a responsibility to conduct open, transparent 
public consultation that is actually used and reflected in the 
planning processes. Values, Objectives, Indicators, and Targets 
(VOITs):  
The comments below on SLS’s stated VOITs are organized by 
CCFM Criterion:  
Criterion One: Biological Diversity  
While the stated objectives are commendable, these mean 
nothing if not backed by strict criteria, plans, and monitoring put 
in place to ensure they are met. For most of the listed objectives, 
additional information is required.  
Value: Landscape scale biodiversity  
SLS needs to describe what they view as “sound science”. Peer-
reviewed science should guide all aspects of decision-making, 
unless on-the-ground monitoring suggests a higher 
environmental standard. In the absence of peer-reviewed 
research, all decisions should be made in accordance with the 
precautionary principle.  
While the target percentages listed for maintaining cover types 
and seral stages are a good start, we recommend that the 
percentages targeted for the gross landbase should be extended 
to the active forested landbase as well. We argue that targeting 

 
 
 
In the absence of the Plan Development Team, establishing a 
measurable cold-water fish habitat target, the PDT determined, a 
cold water fish implementation strategy, would better address 
protection of cold water fish habitat, rather than a VOIT. The 
resulting Westslope Cutthroat Trout and Bull Trout Habitat 
Strategy is in chapter 7, section 8.2.5 page 59. 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch7_PlanImplementation-1.pdf 
 
There are other VOITs (such as 13, 24, 25, 26) with associated 
targets, along with operating ground rules, that do address 
mitigation, of potential impact to fish habitat and will be reported 
in the next  
Stewardship Report. Its SLS’s responsibility to mitigate potential 
impacts on fish habitat and the GoA’s responsibility for monitoring 
fish populations. 
 
We have a process to work collaboratively with stakeholders prior 
to submission of harvest plans to GoA. The collaborative planning 
process has been in place since 2013. To learn more about the 
process and how to participate, please visit our website 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-
involvement-process/collaborative-planning-sessions/ 
 
 
 
 
Agreed- sound science includes peer reviewed science. 
 
 
 
 
 
Targets have been established for both active and passive 
landbases. When it comes to the active landbase, old growth 
targets were set at 10%. Four, old growth wildlife indicator species 
habitats, were also modelled, for 200 years on the active 
landbase, to ensure a diversity of old growth habitat is available, 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch7_PlanImplementation-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch7_PlanImplementation-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/collaborative-planning-sessions/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/collaborative-planning-sessions/
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any less than 36% in certain areas does nothing to protect old-
growth forest on a landscape scale.  
The target linear density of < 0.038 km/km2 is commendable and 
falls within suggested density limits for grizzly bear and westslope 
cutthroat trout in the peer-reviewed literature. While this target 
is commendable, we again reiterate the need for additional 
description and strict plans. Minimizing access and linear density 
is extremely important for a plethora of ecological reasons. SLS 
should commit to strict timelines for road closures, and 
reclamation to ensure that this target is met. Closing roads at the 
end of the FMP timeline is not an adequate measure; this needs 
to be conducted throughout the process. Strict criteria should be 
included for what linear disturbances will count toward this 
target density; we recommend that closed roads, unreclaimed 
areas, and reclaimed areas that are not yet fully established 
should all count toward the density calculation. If not, this density 
value is unrealistic and does not provide an accurate view of the 
landscape following harvest.  
We are pleased to see a target of 100% of known uncommon 
plant species conserved. However, additional information is 
required to understand how rare plant surveys will be conducted 
and to make clear how these species will be conserved, whether 
monitoring will take place, and whether buffers will be enacted 
for rare plant species.  
While it is important to maintain habitats following fire and 
blowdown events, it is unclear how these objectives reconcile 
with salvage logging practices that SLS undertakes. Strict target 
percentages are likely required to ensure that post-wildfire sites 
maintain their ecological integrity following disturbance. 
Additionally, any salvage logging that is conducted should count 
toward the AAC. Otherwise, salvage logging should not be 
conducted. Compliance with OGR and 100% protection of 
riparian buffers is the bare minimum that could have been 
identified to protect these important ecological components. 
While we acknowledge that changing OGR is outside the 
responsibility of SLS and the scope of the FMP, CPAWS would like 
to once again reiterate that the current OGR riparian buffers are 
inadequate. There should be, at minimum a 100 m buffer put in 
place on all fish bearing streams, which should be adaptive to 
wider buffers where necessary to ensure protection of aquatic 
species at risk, especially in areas of designated critical habitat. 

throughout the FMA, over time. 
 
SLS promptly reclaims its forestry roads following reforestation. To 
learn how SLS reclaims its roads please visit our website 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/reclamation/ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At the pre-operational level, provincial rare plant databases are 
reviewed and preharvest surveys are conducted prior to harvest. 
 
 
 
 
Salvage harvesting of burned stands counts toward AAC depletion 
and AAC’s would be reduced if a wildfire event is significant 
enough to reduce yield projections.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The literature indicates that a 15-meter buffer, on either side of a 
water course, protects water quality. Alberta has some of the 
largest streamside buffers of any forestry jurisdiction in North 
America.  

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/reclamation/
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Additionally, in areas where songbirds are present, we suggest a 
minimum 200 m buffer, as determined in the scientific literature.  
Value: Local/stand scale biodiversity  
The identified target of 3% to be left representative of pre-
harvest stand composition is inadequate. This target needs to be 
increased to at least 10%. Although, we note with concern that 
10% is the bare minimum, and 40% is preferred.  
The target to comply with provincial guidelines regarding 
sensitive sites is the minimum that SLS could be doing in this 
regard. Acknowledging again that OGR and provincial guidelines 
are outside the scope of this FMP consultation, we note with 
caution that the description of sensitive sites in the OGR requires 
review. The disregard for species at risk critical habitat, as well as 
aquatic or riparian species needs to be addressed.  
Finally, we recommend that all watercourse crossings require 
bridges, and are built to the standards required of species at risk 
critical habitat in all crossings within a watershed that contains 
threatened native trout. Value: Viable populations of identified 
plant and animal species  
By considering all types of “high value species” together, SLS 
demonstrates a lack of commitment to conservation. 
Economically valuable, socially valuable, species at risk, and 
species of management concern are different groups of species 
that require different levels of attention. As such, these should be 
separated out and considered in their own groups. By conflating 
these, SLS is doing no favours to any of them. These species 
require different management considerations and practices.  
Once again, we raise our concern about the disregard for aquatic 
species in general, and threatened native trout specifically. These 
need to be addressed in this section as well.  
Criterion Two: Ecosystem Productivity  
Value: areas with minimal human disturbances within managed 
landscapes  
While it is positive to see a commitment to trans-boundary 
collaboration and integration of protected area values, we are 
concerned this is an empty promise. To ensure that this occurs, 
strict criteria and a plan is required. It is unclear what 
stakeholders will be contacted, how they will be defined, and 
how these values will be incorporated into management.  
Value: Reforested harvest areas Here we will stress, as we have 
done in our recommendations to both SLS and the GoA previously, 

 
 
 
 
Alberta literature supports a structure retention target of 1% 
retention, currently the structure retention target, for our DFMP. 
The 2021 FMP, structure retention target is 3%. Alberta has one of 
the largest structure retention targets, established for forestry 
operations in North America.  
 
 
 
 
 
SLS uses bridges for its water course crossings. To learn more 
about how SLS protects water, please visit our website at: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/ 
 
 
 
 
 
Separate, high value species modelling, and management 
strategies have been completed in the FMP. Modelling results 
have been provided in chapter 5 and chapter 6. Separate 
management strategies are outlined in chapter 7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Strict criteria and enforcement are in place to protect adjoining 
lands outside the FMA. 
 
 
Sites are reforested with the native tree species that grow 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/water/
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that harvested areas need to be replanted with the species, and 
composition, that existed on the site before harvest. Replanting 
the most economically valuable species is not an adequate 
reforestation strategy. Additionally, all reforestation plans need 
to include climate change considerations.  
Value: Maintenance of forest landbase  
Additional information is required on what will be done with the 
information after lands with insects, disease or natural calamities 
are identified. Simply being aware of these areas is not an 
adequate objective. Natural disturbances should be incorporated 
into overall harvest plans and AAC, not considered a threat to 
forest harvest.  
Value: Control invasive species  
While an invasive plant program is a positive commitment, it is 
unclear what the program will entail, what species will be 
managed for, and what management actions will be 
implemented. While we recognize this may be outside the scope 
of the FMP, additional information is required to ensure that 
invasive species are being properly managed.  
Criterion Three: Soil and Water  
Value: Soil productivity  
The target of “less than 5%” for the objective to minimize the 
impacts of roads and bared areas is extremely vague. Additional 
description is required on what this 5% refers to, whether it 
includes both roads and bare areas, and how bared areas are 
defined. Soil erosion needs to be accounted for in all aspects of 
forest harvest. For example, there is no clear statement regarding 
how sedimentation from roads and cutblocks will be mitigated. As 
this is a common problem regarding harvest, this needs to be 
addressed.  
SLS has had issues with road washouts in the past. This also needs 
to be addressed in this section.  
Value: Water quantity and quality  
The objectives and additional fields for this value are extremely 
vague. Additional information is required on how these objectives 
will be managed for during operation. We recommend that no 
harvest should occur at elevations greater than 1700 m; the 
science points to the non-linear relationship with elevation and 
the impacts of harvest on water.  
The stated objective to “minimize” operations in riparian areas is 
inadequate. There should be no impact in riparian areas, and, as 

naturally on the site. We plant Lodgepole pine and White spruce, 
which are arguably the most resilient species to plant, in 
consideration of climate change, on the eastern slopes. To learn 
more about our reforestation program, please visit our website at 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/reforestation/ 
 
Forest health is monitored by the province. As significant forest 
health issues are identified, the province works with forest 
management companies to craft management strategies to 
mitigate potential damages. AAC’s would be reduced, if a natural 
calamity is significant enough, to result in reduced forest growth. 
 
There are operating ground rules pertaining to invasive species 
control. To learn more about the control of invasive species, 
please review section 10.2 page 76 of the Timber Harvest Planning 
and Operating Ground Rules at:  
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/05/2020-SLS-Operating-Ground-Rules.pdf 
 
 
 
 
Alberta is one of the only jurisdictions in North America to set a 
bared area restriction. It is defined as, less than 5% of the harvest 
area, that is allowed to be disturbed by roads etc. Additional text 
has been added to Chapter 7 to specify what contributes towards 
the 5%. As indicated above, all roads including bared areas, are 
promptly reclaimed. No other jurisdiction in North America, 
reclaims all of its roads and barred areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Stands eligible for harvest, have met a timber productivity 
thresholds, based on age and height relationships.  
 
 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/2020-SLS-Operating-Ground-Rules.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/2020-SLS-Operating-Ground-Rules.pdf
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stated previously, the 100 m buffer width identified in the OGR 
needs to be increased, especially in areas of critical habitat.  
Criterion Four: not listed  
Criterion Five: Multiple Benefits to Society  
Value: Sustainable timber supplies  
CPAWS SAB once again stresses our concern regarding the GoA’s 
recent announcement to increase AAC by up to 13%. Our forests 
in Alberta are over-allocated as it is. The current allocations are 
not sustainable, both ecologically and likely financially as well. 
AAC should not be increased. We recommend a reduction in AAC.  
Value: Risk to communities and landscape values from wildfire is 
low  
CPAWS SAB has serious concerns about the use of forest harvest 
as a fire management tool. The science points to this being 
ineffective, and states that in some instances forest harvest can 
actually increase the risk of fire. While this is a commendable 
goal, it requires serious consideration and may only be applicable 
in very specific instances. There are more effective ways of 
managing fire risk to communities that may involve improved 
land use planning, prescribed burning, and possibly thinning 
around townsites. However, we caution both SLS and the GoA 
against using this as a blanket tool for fire mitigation, and have 
concerns about fire management being used as an exercise in 
public relations for the company, rather than a serious 
commitment.  
Value: Provide opportunities to derive benefits and participate in 
use and management  
To echo previous statements, the current process of public 
consultation is inadequate. It is unclear how, if at all, consultation 
results are used to reassess harvest plans. A clear plan, with 
specific criteria that holds the company accountable is required. 
Otherwise, the consultation is for naught.  
Additional information is required on how recreational trails will 
be integrated. It is unclear what is meant by this. We recommend 
that buffers of 100 m be planned around all recreation trails in 
harvest plans. Additionally, forestry roads should be closed and 
reclaimed, not simply turned into trails. We have concerns about 
the vagueness of this indicator and what that may mean for 
landscape planning.  
Value: Forest productivity  
Additional information is required on how forest productivity is 

The literature indicates that a 15-meter buffers on either side of a 
water course, protects water quality. Alberta’s water course 
buffers, are currently among the largest in North America. 
 
 
 
Information communicated to the forest industry, related to a 
potential 13% AAC increase, was purely conceptual and has not 
been added to SLS’s AAC or incorporated into the FMP. 
 
 
 
Alberta and Canada have some of the best Fire scientists in the 
world, who helped develop the Forest Management Planning 
Standards and integration of fire and forest management. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To learn the specifics of recreational trail integration, please visit 
our website at:  
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-
integration/ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-integration/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-integration/
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defined. The productivity of a forest must be measured in terms 
of ecological variables, not as a measure of timber or economic 
yield. Measuring a forest in this manner is not ecologically 
sustainable, nor appropriate.  
Criterion Six: Accepting society’s responsibility for sustainable 
development  
Values: Compliance with government regulations and policies, 
AND meaningful public participation is achieved  
We commend SLS on implementing an Indigenous consultation 
plan, and urge the company to use the results of this consultation 
in all aspects of planning. To reiterate previous sentiments: the 
consultation means nothing if it is not adequately used in the 
planning. Otherwise, it is simply an exercise in public relations 
and nothing more. 

The FMP values and associated nontimber assessment modelling 
have been defined in chapter 5. Approximately 53% of the FMP’s 
defined FMP values are biodiversity values compared to 
approximately 18% that are defined forestry values. 
 
 
 
 
 
There is a First Nations consultation plan in place for the 
development of the FMP. To review the plan please see page 109 
Appendix III by visiting our website at 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch2_FMP-Development-1.pdf 
 

21-July-
2020 

There are several aspects of the plan that GWAS finds positive 
such as: 
SLS does not use herbicides, or pesticides, e.g. to control 
deciduous growth. GWAS strongly supports this decision. The use 
of a harvest system that incorporates variable-edge patch harvest 
designed to mimic natural patterns. Use of stump side processing 
to maximize retention of nutrients from limbs and other woody 
debris back into the soil. The commitment to maintain a 
percentage of old growth timber on the landscape within the 
defined forest area (DFA). GWAS would strongly encourage 
including areas within the active land base that have historically 
been immune to wildfire because of topography and other 
local conditions. GWAS also agrees with the opportunity to 
restore seismic lines that are not part of a designated trail system 
or known non-motorized trails when they transect harvest areas. 
This will have the positive outcome of reducing linear features on 
the landscape. Chapter 3 (3.3.4) – Landscape Assessment: It is 
noted that there are only 19 hectares of wetlands identified 
within the entire DFA and none within the Ghost Watershed. 
Protection of wetlands, for example those within the Horse Lake 
– Aura Sand Hills area has been a focus of GWAS for some time 
(see Ghost River State of the Watershed Report, 2018). There are 
numerous examples within the Ghost Watershed that alone 
would exceed 19 hectares. GWAS strongly believes more 
protection must be provided to wetlands along the east slopes 
including adequate buffers. However, protection of wetlands 

Ghost 
Watershed 
Alliance 
Society 

22-Sept-
2020 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch2_FMP-Development-1.pdf
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starts with recognizing their existence and completing an 
inventory. Maps within the FMP are not sufficiently detailed or 
complete in showing wetlands or moist areas. 
Chapter 5 – VOITs – 1.1.1.1: Could you confirm that ‘Gross Land 
base’ only includes area within the boundaries of the DFA? 
Chapter 5 – VOITs – 1.1.1.3: The note under the target says “: 
Target will be informed by the large amount of regional protected 
areas functioning within and adjacent to the DFA” How is 
this done? Why isn’t the target only informed by lands within the 
DFA? As it stands, this would suggest the target is only informed 
by protected lands primarily adjacent to the DFA on 
the west side. Using this logic, why isn’t the DFA also informed by 
unprotected lands to the east of the DFA? Chapter 5 – VOITs: 
VOITs should be added to cover; 
a. Drinking water resources, 
b. Source water protection (City of Calgary Source Water 
Protection Plan, Water for Life 
Strategy, South Saskatchewan Regional Plan) 
c. Flood and drought mitigation 
d. Wetland protection 
e. Westslope cutthroat and bull trout protection (not specifically 
covered under VOIT 14) 
All of these are important values for Albertans and should be 
included.  
Chapter 3 & 7 – Wildfires: More detail on how SLS intends to 
manage wildfire risk would be useful. Specifically, maps showing 
proposed harvest areas superimposed on maps of fire 
risk, what strategies (other than harvesting) are being used to 
reduce fire risk, and how fire risk will be managed in regenerating 
cut blocks with high densities of coniferous species. As 
stated in the SSRP (2017), strategies such as thinning “support 
meeting community and landscape-level Fire Smart objectives”. 
In addition to harvesting, we believe that thinning is an important 
tool that should be used to address wildfire risk in the Ghost 
Watershed. 
 
 
Many of the maps in the FMP are not at a scale that allows clear 
resolution of information. For example, figure 3-6 in Chapter 3 
does not show tributaries to the Ghost River or 
Waiparous Creek, many of which are critical habitat for westslope 

A discussion on wetlands will be added to Chapter 7. Chapter 3 
has been updated to clarify the purpose of the AVI. 
 
 
The gross landbase, includes all of the land within the DFA 
boundary, see Annex V with maps showing the DFA area. 
The target reported, is based on the areas within the DFA, not 
areas outside the DFA. 
The FMA is connected to thousands of hectares of protected 
old/mature forest and unnaturally very low numbers of younger 
age classes. This landscape scale, age class distribution, should be 
taken into consideration when reviewing age class targets 
established for the FMA. 
 
 
We are exploring the possibility of adding drinking water values 
into the VOITs. 
Mitigation of potential localized flooding, related to, forest 
management has been addressed in the FMP. Broader flood and 
drought discussions, are topics potentially addressed with higher 
level GoA plans. 
A discussion on wetlands will be added to Chapter 7. 
Westslope Cutthroat Trout and Bull Trout were addressed with 
specific management strategies. 
 
SLS will continue to collaborate with ongoing FireSmart initiatives. 
FMP details, including maps, on fire behavior potential, historical 
wildfires, and natural subregions can be found in Chapter 3 – 
Landscape Assessment (Section 5.5 for wildfire history, including 
fire behavior potential and Section 2.7 for natural subregions). 
Additional information, on the forecasted potential fire behavior 
impacts of the PFMS, are provided in Chapter 7 – Plan 
Implementation and Monitoring Section 6.1. As mature forests are 
harvested, over the next twenty years, the fire behavior potential, 
across the landscape is reduced. Pre commercial thinning is 
something the company is exploring and was mentioned in 
chapter 7 section 8.2.4 (referred to as silviculture treatments) in 
relationship to promoting old forest development.  
The spatial harvest sequence areas provided are designed to be 
interpreted at a coarse scale. Refinements to the SHS, occur at the 
Forest Harvest Plan level. We can arrange a time to go over the 
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cutthroat trout and bull trout. Splitting the North and South DFAs 
on to separate more detailed map sheets would be beneficial. 
 
As noted in the GWAS response to the Milestone 2 document, 
evaluating the ECA on the HUC 8 level, and even the HUC 10 
level, is a concern. We support the new watershed assessment 
process developed by Alberta Agriculture and Forestry. While the 
FMP is focused on the harvest over the next 20 years, we 
understand that the ECA calculations are 
based on projections of harvesting over a 200-year timeframe.  
Table 4-18, the ECA percentages for each watershed and key time 
period, indicates that at year 100 several watersheds within the 
Ghost Watershed show an ECA percentage of 40% to 48%. This is 
of concern to GWAS, especially since these percentages apply to 
sensitive watersheds such as the upper reaches of Waiparous 
Creek as well as Johnson Creek, Meadow Creek, and the 
South Ghost River. These watersheds play a critical role in flood 
mitigation and the recovery of native trout species. Given the 
potential impacts of climate change, it would be prudent not 
to exceed a level of 30% ECA, which is the level described under 
VOIT 25 as the target to limit the impact of timber harvesting on 
water yield in Chapter 5. Since the last 5-year stewardship report 
was released in 2012, no updates have been made available on 
the regeneration performance of harvested cut blocks. Based on 
observation of areas harvested in the Ghost since 2007, regrowth 
has been slower than expected. Therefore, growth assumptions 
and rotation periods will likely need to be revised for those 
areas with poor growing conditions. For the FMP to be “open, 
transparent and accessible” (SLS Public Participation Program for 
renewal of the 2020 FMP. 2018. p. 3), it would be helpful to 
reduce the use of acronyms (e.g. in map legends) and revise the 
language so that the FMP can be meaningfully reviewed by the 
general public and non-experts. In addition to the points noted 
above, and recognizing the FMP is intended to be a strategic 
document, it would benefit from more specific detail in several 
areas. Some examples 
include: 
a. Water crossings, especially on streams identified as critical 
habitat for native trout, 
b. Unique features and sensitive sites, 
c. Linear disturbance, and assessment (including designated 

finer detail maps and the actual harvest designs at our 
collaborative planning sessions. 
 
 
 
 
 
The HUC 10 projections are also modelled out to 200-years, using 
the same criteria as the AAF watersheds but at a larger scale.  This 
is done to balance harvesting at multiple scales.  
The collective watershed analysis and the associated water quality 
mitigations, identified in the draft FMP, indicate forestry as low 
risk to causing flooding.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To learn about our reforestation program and how we survey 
reforested sites please visit: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/reforestation/  
The updated stewardship report is located in chapter 4, on page 
10; page 40 details a summary of our reforestation program 
including survey data summaries. 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch4_PreviousDFMP-1.pdf 
 
Acronym definitions were provided in the information package on 
page 7: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-
Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf 
A glossary will be provided in the final FMP. 
 
 
Comments noted for 10 a-i. Some of the items noted, relate to 
areas that are outside the scope of the FMP. Permitted land use 
activities and cumulative effects are addressed at the SSRP level. 
Operational considerations will be addressed as part of the 
collaborative planning sessions. In Alberta, this process begins 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/reforestation/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch4_PreviousDFMP-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch4_PreviousDFMP-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf
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motorized trails), 
d. Non-motorized trails (equestrian and hiking), 
e. Discussion of important research currently in progress, 
f. Soil compaction mitigation procedures, 
g. Source water risk management. 
h. Cumulative impact assessment of all land-uses within the DFA, 
i. Availability of higher resolution maps. 

with the development of Forest Harvest plans (FHP’s). The 
provincial planning hierarchy is outlined in figure 1-1, on page 1 of 
the Milestone 3 Forest Management Plan Information Package at 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-
Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf 
 

21-July-
2020 

Administration --- Chapter 1 – Document Outline. Section 1.1 
Structure of the 2021 FMP. Sub-section 1.1.1.10 indicates there is 
a Glossary. I was unable to find a Glossary but assume there is 
one/will be one. I suggest that “Defined Forest Area” be included 
in the Glossary (with a reference to the appropriate GoA planning 
standard). A reference to the SLS Forest Management Agreement 
and the SLS B12 Coniferous Timber Quota Certificate should also 
be provided -- and a copy of the Certificate should also be 
included in the FMP document. The document contains several 
references to “B9 Quota Lands” and making these suggested 
changes/additions would improve clarity and transparency. 
The addition of a detailed index would greatly facilitate efficient, 
effective review and ongoing use of the document – it is 
frustrating to have to scroll through various chapters to find 
subjects of interest. A Search Function would also be very helpful. 
 
Forest Age Classes – Chapter 3 Landscape Assessment. My 
understanding of Figure 4-4 (P.58) is that the differences in the 
two AVI surveys (conducted about 25 years apart) show that 
forest age classes representing stand ages of 51-81 years have 
been reduced from about 30% of the DFA to about 3%. The text 
seems to infer that this difference is an actual change in forest 
condition and not attributable to better (or differently applied) 
AVI technology. Even if one assumes that SLS harvested 2,000 
ha/yr for the past 25 years and that they harvested only these 
specific age classes (which of course, they did not), reduction in 
these age classes would be 50,000 ha – and not 100,000 ha as 
illustrated by Figure 4.4.(.3x 334,244). I suspect that new AVI 
technology/procedures have created this surprising result and 
that these “new” forest conditions existed previously. (re-aged 
appropriately). If this assessment is anywhere close to being 
accurate, I would encourage SLS to provide a more meaningful 
explanation of AVI results and associated planning implications 
resulting from the 2018 age class profile. I would also suggest 

Reid Thomas 22-Sept-
2020 

 
The Glossary will be available in the final FMP. A list of acronyms 
provided in the FMP. The list of acronyms is on page 7 of the 
information package: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-
Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf 
Quota certificates are held by GoA. We find the search function in 
adobe useful on a pdf.   

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

The classified landbase was developed with the approved AVI 
dataset. The AVI is the primary dataset from which the FMP and 
resulting PFMS are developed. In the old AVI, some of the forest 
ages were underestimated and the forest has grown 
approximately 25 years older- these two factors led to the 
changes noted. There have been major advances in AVI 
technology in the last 25 years; now we have digital imagery and 
sophisticated software to assist in measuring forest attributes. We 
also have Lidar. Comprehensive field checks were completed and 
the AVI was thoroughly inspected by AAF specialists.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf
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that SLS and the GoA conduct a comprehensive field survey (if 
not already done) to verify the current AVI modelling results. This 
information could have a very profound effect on biodiversity 
conservation considerations, now, and in the future. 
Wetlands – Chapter 3. Section 3.3.4 (P.45). I am very surprised to 
learn that there are only 19 ha of wetlands in the entire SLS DFA. 
This most certainly cannot be correct if full consideration is given 
to the Alberta Wetland Policy and the associated technical 
support documents relating to wetland identification and 
classification. SLS has conducted some very productive 
Collaborative Operational Planning sessions in the past where the 
public has shown significant interest in wetland locations and 
adjacent locations of previous and proposed harvest locations. 
Reasonably accurate and complete wetland information is vital to 
ensure that exemplary forest ecosystem conservation can be 
achieved. 
Seral Stage – Chapter 6, Preferred Forest Management Scenario. 
Figure 5-8. (P. 35) (Active landbase seral stages for FMU B12). 
Excerpt from FMP document -- “The forecasted seral stage 
distribution on the active landbase is relatively constant after 
some initial variation within the first 30 years. The mature and old 
stages are a significant portion of the area during this time, while 
the young and immature stages dominate most of the planning 
horizon (Figure 5-8)”. In my view, Figure 5-8 clearly reflects the 
fact that the SLS DMA active land base is fast becoming 
(ecological time) a very large forest plantation with all the 
associated concerns related to degradation of biodiversity and 
ecosystem integrity (myriad published research papers). This is 
not the “desired future state” that I think is appropriate or 
necessary.  And this ultimate outcome will be accelerated by the 
“new” AVI planning information that I earlier addressed.  
This situation is not unique to the SLS DFA. This forest 
management planning approach is being used throughout much 
the eastern slopes region. Looking at several other FMPs, there 
has been/and will continue to be a dramatic shift (over about 
100years) to much younger, homogenous, simple forests 
throughout the region. While there are a host of concerns about 
this forest management approach the most critical ecosystem 
conservation issue is the fact that post-harvest ecological 
recovery time is far greater than commercial timber harvest 
rotation periods. Sections 4.6.1 (Forest patches) and 4.6.2 (Old 

 
 
 
 
A discussion on wetlands will be added to Chapter 7. The FMP 
focuses on the location of productive upland forested areas and 
the associated potential impacts from harvesting. Chapter 3 has 
also been updated to clarify the purpose of the AVI. Please refer 
to chapter 6, table 2-1 and figure 2-1, indicating areas excluded 
from the contributing landbase, some of which are considered too 
wet at: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch6_PFMS.pdf 
For example, areas in hectares, excluded from the active landbase 
include: 

• 11,700 for stream buffers 

• 12,622 naturally, non forested (a large portion being 
wetlands) 

• 5,100 for operational deletions (often related to areas 
being too wet) 

• 2,640 forested areas that are too wet 

• 20,388 forested areas that have a low timber 
productivity rating (a portion being areas that are too 
wet) 
 
 
 
 
 

Approximately 70% of the forests, surrounding the FMA exclude 
forest management. All things being equal, it will take 
approximately 40 more years to have a regulated forest on 
approximately 70% of the FMA and approximately 30% of the 
forest will remain unharvested. When our harvest levels are 
compared to modelled pre-industrial conditions, old growth forest 
levels, greatly exceed natural conditions, when compared to the 
preferred forest management scenario. Even under a fully 
regulated forest, 200 years into the future, our average stand 
harvest age is projected to be approximately 90 years. These 
stands will also likely have, many of the same structural attributes 
such as, species composition, diameter and height, as current old 
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Interior Forest) are a great start to using proxies for 
understanding ecological conditions and for establishing a 
planning framework and providing operational “rules” for specific 
objectives. This information also provides a clearer understanding 
of the rate of change in forest conditions – for example, the 
3500% increase in area young forest patches in the last 25 years 
or so. (Table 4-7). Performance Monitoring -- While paying 
attention to things like old interior forest and young forest 
patches is important, it’s also important to actually look at 
(monitor and assess) the ecological recovery trajectory of post 
clearcut harvest areas. I appreciate that historical silviculture 
treatment records are likely in very poor shape (data missing, 
inaccurate and so on) so linking treatment methods to how well 
regenerating is occurring is not possible at this time. However, it 
should be very possible to look at the ecological conditions of 
historical cutblocks – especially in the context of habitat 
availability and suitability (especially connectivity) within the 
landscape/region. (and with new/updated ecosite classification 
information available, field survey work should be even more 
fruitful). The GoA has held workshops, funded research (eg 
EMEND) and developed regulations/directives to encourage and 
achieve better ecosystem management. One very relevant 
example is the draft Stand Retention Directive that was 
developed in about 2016 and that was based on international 
best practices and associated published research. The draft 
document was endorsed by several large forest harvest 
companies in northern Alberta but, apparently, soundly rejected 
by others. While I appreciate  this approach would require some 
adjustments to current harvesting practices and would no doubt 
have some negative effect on harvest companies’ NPV, adoption 
of meaningful stand retention targets should be seriously re-
considered (together with the quantity and distribution of forests 
that have old growth characteristics). A few years ago, SLS shared 
a paper titled “Differentiating mature and old-growth forests in 
the Upper Foothills and Subalpine Subregions of west-central 
Alberta. Although the paper was not peer reviewed and the 
research location was not in the SLS DFA, I believe the results are 
relevant: forests remain very simple structurally until they are 
about 150 years old; and many species depend on complex 
structural attributes. Going Forward -- We could kick the can 
down the road and dismiss the unfolding forest plantation 

growth stands. Harvested stands are naturally regenerated from 
seeds found onsite, as well as planting native seedlings, grown 
from FMA collected seed. Please refer to chapter 7 section 8.1.3 
page 51 for details: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch7_PlanImplementation-1.pdf 
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situation because biodiversity degradation and ecosystem 
integrity conditions take time and effort to monitor and assess. 
Because most us will likely not be around to deal with the matter 
in 50 years, it’s easy to lay this matter off on the next generation. 
But I submit this is the right time to start addressing the situation 
(ways and means for achieving exemplary ecosystem 
conservation) before it becomes even more difficult to deal with.  
I believe there are many stakeholders (members of the public, 
ENGO organizations, Watershed Stewardship Groups, etc) who 
are sincere about working with the GoA and forest harvest 
companies like SLS to improve public land management. Reviving 
development efforts to create a meaningful Alberta Forest 
Strategy would be an excellent start that could productively 
engage all public lands users. I also think the forestry sector 
would benefit greatly by allowing the public to directly engage in 
discussions and provide input to Operating Ground Rules which 
are critical in determining the outcome of ecosystem 
conservation objectives. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Comment noted. We are always interested in learning about new 
ideas and viable management practices.  

 

21-July-
2020 

I am very concerned about the clear-cut logging proposed in the 
SLS 2021 DFMP for the West Bragg Creek (WBC) area. I was also 
very surprised to see logging proposed for 2026 for WBC given 
the extensive logging conducted by SLS in WBC in 2012-14. I 
request you postpone any proposed WBC logging until at least 
2034 to allow a full 20 years for regeneration. I believe that is a 
requirement under section 5.9.5 (page 52) of the Alberta Forest 
Management Standard. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Eric Loyd 
Greater 
Bragg Creek 
Trail 
Association 

22-Sept-
2020 

Forest management within a mixed-use area is a balancing act of 
meeting multiple objectives. The potential new harvest areas are 
simply rough outlines of possible harvest patterns and have not 
been operationalized. New blocks will not necessarily adjoin to the 
2012-14 harvest areas. In the case of West Bragg Creek, the threat 
of high severity wildfire is high. As such, forest management is a 
benefit to the West Brag Creek recreational area and the 
community of West Bragg Creek.  
As indicated in the 2012 Greater Bragg Creek Wildfire Mitigation 
Strategy:  

• The Wildland fuels and fire weather data indicates that 
the potential for High to Extreme wildfire behaviour 
exists in the Greater Bragg Creek planning area. The plan 
recommended: 

The MD should work closely with Sustainable Resource 
Development to investigate the goal of establishing firebreaks 
within the lands south and west of the Plan area. The lands 
referred to in Policy 8.2.1(h) are forested Provincial crown lands 
within the Spray Lake Sawmills (1980) Ltd. Forest Management 
Agreement (FMA) area. The Spray Lake Sawmills detailed forest 
management plan (DFMP) (SLS, 2006) identifies the need to 
manage for multiple objectives including forest management and 
fire management on the Forest Management Agreement lands 
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I request that trail, creek and ephemeral buffers be increased to 
100 meters in width to provide better protection against negative 
impacts to trails, fish and the Elbow watershed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I fully support the input of the Alberta Wilderness Association 
and the Greater Bragg Creek Trails Association on the SLS 2021 
DFMP. 
 
SLS needs to provide meaningful maps so that SLS logging plans 
can be easily interpreted by the public and trail users. Your 
current maps in the 2021 DFMP are not acceptable. 
 
I believe proper public consultation needs to be conducted 
before any new logging in the WBC and Moose Mountain areas. 
These areas are extremely high value for both recreation and 
watershed protection. 
 
 

within the planning area. Based on the hazard and risk assessment 
and values at risk in the Greater Bragg Creek planning area, 
preliminary planning for two containment areas on the Forest 
Reserve lands south and west of Bragg Creek is ongoing. The 
intent of the containment areas is to provide fire managers with 
operational fuelbreaks to deploy defensive strategies and tactics 
to reduce wildfire intensity and rate of spread before it reaches the 
developed areas. 
These operational considerations will be addressed as part of the 
collaborative planning sessions and hopefully within the West 
Bragg Creek land use group discussions, assuming SLS will be 
invited to join. In Alberta, the operational planning process begins 
with the development of Forest Harvest plans (FHP’s). The 
provincial planning hierarchy is outlined in figure 1-1, on page 1 of 
the Milestone 3 Forest Management Plan Information Package at 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-
Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf 
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
As we have done in the past, we can work with the West Bragg 
Creek Land Users Group to provide satisfactory maps. 
 
 
To learn the specifics around how SLS works with recreational trail 
integration please visit our website at:  
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-
integration/ 
 
SLS’s public involvement process is in alignment with the 
provincial Forest Management  
Planning standard and is available on our corporate website at: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-
involvement-process/ 
 
Our FMP specific public consultation plan can be found at: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-integration/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-integration/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
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Spray Lake Sawmills initiated the 2011 West Bragg Creek Land 
Users Agreement with the GBCTA and others to:  
Promote better management, coordination and sustainability of 
their respective activities on the land for mutual benefit in the 
West Bragg Creek All Season Trail Plan area and 
To commit and agree to work towards a better understanding of 
each other’s needs, roles, and responsibilities, as we operate and 
recreate on this working landscape.  
The parties are committed to working collaboratively toward a 
signed multi-party agreement to ensure all concerns and potential 
issues are identified for each land user, effective mitigation 
strategies and actions are identified and carried out, and 
appropriate monitoring of results is completed. This will enable 
the parties to operate and recreate proactively while ensuring 
that this working landscape remains functional, healthy and 
sustainable for future generations. Our understanding is there 
may be a January 2020 version of the West Bragg Creek Land 
Users Agreement for which Spray Lake Sawmills would like the 
opportunity to be a signatory participant. 

21-July-
2020 

There are a lot of materials and documentation to review for the 
Forest Management Plan. Unfortunately, our organization does 
not currently have the capacity to make a comprehensive 
assessment or review the management plan in detail or to review 
it as a board. Some members did however have a cursory look 
and have subject to comment on.  
Wetlands- Our organization is currently writing a State of the 
Watershed Report for the Elbow Watershed. Based on our report 
research, we are aware of the following datasets that contain 
wetland information within the Elbow watershed: Alberta 
Biodiversity Monitoring Institute (ABMI) wetlands mapping, 
Alberta Merged Wetland Inventory (AMWI) and Grassland 
Vegetation Index. Based on the ABMI dataset and ground 
truthing, we know there are wetlands in the SLS Defined Forest 
Area in the Elbow watershed; we hope that these wetlands are 
captured and reflected in the Forest Management Plan. We had 
trouble finding wetlands on your maps and did not see wetlands 
included in the Values Objectives Indicators and Targets (VOITS). 
Perhaps we missed this in our preliminary review of the Forest 
Management Plan.  Creeks and tributaries – It would be 
beneficial to include small creeks and tributaries on your maps 

Elbow River 
Watershed 
Partnership 

22-Sept-
2020 

A discussion on wetlands will be added to Chapter 7. The FMP 
focuses on the location of productive upland forested areas and 
the associated potential impacts from harvesting. Chapter 3, has 
also been updated to clarify the purpose of the AVI.  Please refer 
to chapter 6, table 2-1 and figure 2-1, indicating areas excluded 
from the contributing landbase, at: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch6_PFMS.pdf 
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and to capture the importance of the creeks and tributaries in the 
VOITs, particularly creeks that contain species at risk. If we did 
indeed miss information on wetlands, creeks and tributaries, we 
would appreciate if you could show us where we can find it in the 
documents. We recommend that all wetlands, creeks and 
tributaries are included on all maps and graphics and that the 
value of wetland protection and creeks containing species at risk 
is captured in the VOITs for the Forest Management Plan. We 
support any activities or practices that maintain water quality and 
water quantity as well as biodiversity and riparian habitat. 

The spatial harvest sequence areas provided are designed to be 
interpreted at a coarse scale. Refinements to the SHS occur at the 
Forest Harvest Plan level. We can arrange a time to go over the 
finer detail maps and the actual harvest designs at our 
collaborative planning sessions. 
 
The spatial harvest sequence areas provided are designed to be 
interpreted at a coarse scale. Refinements to the SHS occur at the 
Forest Harvest Plan level. We can arrange a time to go over the 
finer detail maps and the actual harvest designs at our 
collaborative planning sessions. 
 

21-July-
2020 

Measures outlined to protect biodiversity and forest health are 
insufficient and should include analysis of, and management for, 
landscape-level cumulative effects in the South Saskatchewan 
Region where the SLS-DFMP 2021 is situated. 
 
 
Measures to protect Species at Risk -- particularly native trout 
species and grizzly bears – should be more clearly identified 
 
Measures to ensure the protection of Alberta’s headwaters 
should be made more explicit. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cumulative effects analyses and management planning are 
outstanding needs within the SSRP sub-regional planning process. 
Analyses of the density of both linear disturbances and spatial 
human footprints, as well as subsequent planning that 
incorporates defensible thresholds, are required to maintain the 

Yellowstone 
to Yukon 
Initiative 

22-Sept-
2020 

SLS followed provincial standards to model biodiversity values; 
Cumulative effects analysis is not within scope of Spray Lake 
Sawmills responsibilities under its forest management agreement. 
It should be noted, that over 70% of the forests adjacent to SLS’s 
overall operating areas, are formally designated as parks and 
protected areas which exclude forest management.  
There are specific species at risk management strategies outlined 
in chapter 7.  
 
As indicated in Chapter 3, figure 2-14, the headwater areas of the 
Bow, Elbow and Highwood Rivers have predominately been 
designated as parks and protected areas. Equivalent clear-cut area 
modelling (ECA) was used as a coarse filter indicator, describing 
how forest harvesting may impact a DFA watershed. Alberta 
Agriculture and Forestry’s (AAF) watershed assessment process, 
utilizes AAF delineated watersheds, restricted to 10,000 hectares 
within the ECA model. AAF’s watershed assessment, is an 
extremely precautionary and very coarse, watershed disturbance 
footprint analysis. The FMP calculated ECA based on two different 
scales; the AAF watersheds and the provincial Hydrologic Unit 
Code 10 watershed layer. Watersheds exceeding modelled 
thresholds, have identified mitigation strategies, as indicated in 
chapter 7 section 7.2. 
 
Cumulative effects analysis is not within the scope of Spray Lake 
Sawmills responsibilities under its Forest Management 
Agreement. 
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integrity of ‘working forests’ on public lands. Among the values 
cumulative effects analyses should consider are biodiversity, 
landscape connectivity, habitat security for fish and wildlife 
species (including Species at Risk), soil health, watershed 
hydrology, and non-timber land-uses (e.g. nature-based 
recreation). Context is key: consideration of the impacts of 
forestry activities on a landscape cannot occur in a silo, and must 
be expanded to include the impacts of other user groups on the 
same and adjacent lands.  
The SLS-DFMP 2021 does not adequately recognize the need for 
protection of at-risk native salmonids, including westslope 
cutthroat trout and bull trout. As per the directives of the 
Westslope Cutthroat Trout Recovery Strategy and the proposed 
Bull Trout Recovery Strategy, SLS 2 should explicitly address how 
these species will be monitored and how practices will be 
adjusted to ensure population-level recovery of both species.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Grizzly bears are designated as a Threatened species in Alberta. 
The SLS-DMFP 2021 does not include an indication of how large 
landscape connectivity will be maintained for wide-ranging 
carnivores such as grizzly bears, nor the need to retain the 
security of core and secondary grizzly bear habitat zones as per 
the Draft Alberta Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan.  
Cumulative road disturbance, inclusive of forestry roads, should 
be measured and reported to ensure that total linear disturbance 
remains below density thresholds for grizzly bears.  
SLS should address these omissions in the SLS-DFMP 2021 to help 
ensure the recovery of grizzly bears in Alberta.  
 
The headwaters of Alberta’s major rivers are located on the 
Eastern Slopes of the Rocky Mountains and provide clean 
drinking water to millions of Albertans. The SLS-DFMP 2021 
should clearly state what actions will be taken to prevent all 
watersheds in the Defined Forest Area (DFA) from exceeding 30% 
Equivalent Clearcut Area in the 10- and 20-year spatial harvest 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the absence of the Plan Development Team, being able to 
establish measurable cold-water fish habitat targets, the PDT 
determined a cold water fish implementation strategy would 
better address protection of cold water fish habitat, rather than a 
VOIT. The resulting Westslope Cutthroat Trout and Bull Trout 
Habitat Strategy is in chapter 7, section 8.2.5 page 59. 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch7_PlanImplementation-1.pdf 
There are other VOITs (such as 13, 24, 25, 26) with associated 
targets, along with operating ground rules, that address mitigation 
of potential impacts to fish habitat and will be reported in the next 
Stewardship Report. Its SLS’s responsibility to mitigate potential 
impacts on fish habitat and the GoA’s responsibility for monitoring 
fish populations. 
Grizzly Bear modelling indicates the PFMS, presents low risk to 
Grizzly bear. 
 
 
 
 
Forestry roads are and will continue to be measured. In fact, our 
forestry road footprint is found to be very low and consistent with 
recovery plan recommendations.  
 
 
 
The headwater streams providing drinking water in our area, have 
predominately been designated as parks and protected areas. The 
watershed analysis and the water quality mitigations identified in 
the draft FMP indicate forestry as low risk.  
 
 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch7_PlanImplementation-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch7_PlanImplementation-1.pdf
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sequences.  
The impact of timber harvesting on the hydrology and water yield 
of all watersheds in the DFA should be modeled alongside 
impacts from other land uses in a cumulative effects model and 
managed accordingly. 
 
How and where SLS will be addressing the Ministry of Agriculture 
and Forestry’s recently-announced 13% increase in Annual 
Allowable Cut within SLS’ Defined Forest Area, and also within the 
C5 Forest Management Unit. 

 
Cumulative effects analysis is not within scope of Spray Lake 
Sawmills responsibilities under its Forest Management 
Agreement. 
 
 
 
Information communicated to the forest industry, related to a 
potential 13% AAC increase, was purely conceptual and has not 
been added to SLS’s AAC or incorporated into the FMP. 

21-July-
2020 

We look forward to working with SLS on the details of all logging 
planning for West Bragg Creek (WBC) to ensure impacts to our 
trail network is minimized. (WBC) to ensure impacts to our trail 
network is minimized. Below are our expectations of SLS: 
Discussions and agreements on all proposed logging between SLS 
and the GBCTA will be conducted with all interested WBC Land 
Users (LU) as per the current WBCLU Agreement. 
Moose Mountain Bike Trail Society (MMBTS) will be invited to 
join the WBCLU Group. SLS will follow the Alberta Forest 
Management Standards for all logging and related 
planning, and not seek any exceptions to those standards. 
SLS will follow all current Alberta Environment and Parks 
Operating Ground Rules that apply to the protection and 
mitigation of impact on recreational trails. SLS will follow IAP2 ( 
https://www.iap2.org/page/pillars ) for Public Consultation. The 
current SLS approach to public consultation is inadequate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SLS will provide meaningful maps so that SLS harvest plans can be 
easily interpreted by the public and trail users. The current maps 
in the draft plan are unsatisfactory and required us to create a 
meaningful map, which delayed our response. 
 
We expect that SLS will work with trail groups like GBCTA and 
MMBTS to strive for benefits for the recreational trail network. 

Conrad 
Schiebel 
Greater 
Bragg Creek 
Trail 
Association 

22-Sept-
2020 

 
 
 
 
 
Agreed and given SLS is the Occupant of the land and initiated the 
WBC Land Users group in 2012, it would like to be a signatory of 
the updated WBC Land Users agreement. As with SLS, the MMBT 
was identified as part of the group in the 2012 agreement.  
That’s correct. We believe the document you are referring to is 
the “Timber Harvest Planning and Operating Ground rules”, if so 
that’s correct. Alberta Environment and Parks is a stakeholder 
when the ground rules are reviewed. To learn the specifics around 
how SLS works with recreational trail integration please visit our 
website at:  
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-
integration/ 
SLS’s public involvement process is in alignment with the 
provincial Forest Management  
Planning standard and is available on our corporate website at: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-
involvement-process/ 
Our FMP specific public consultation plan can be found at: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf 
As we have done in the past, we can work with the group to 
provide satisfactory maps. 
 
 
We’re looking forward to working collaboratively with the land 
users group to find a balance to operational land use decisions to 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-integration/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-integration/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
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Positive examples from the past include the conversion of haul 
roads into ski trails, or the construction of portions of Snakes & 
Ladders trail. 
 
You should be aware that in 2019 an estimated 233,200 people 
visited the 166 km WBC trail network. This estimate is based on 
Alberta Parks WBCPL traffic counts (2.2 people/vehicle=151,549) 
and Fullerton Parking lot trail counts (81,651). That number is on 
track to increase by an estimated 30% in 2020 based on WBCPL 
traffic counts to June 2020. The large number of visitors to the 
WBC and Moose Mountain trails makes this the most highly 
valued area for recreation in the SLS operating area. 
 
 
 
 
The GBCTA will have invested $2.1 million into the West Bragg 
Creek trails by December 31, 2020. GBCTA volunteers have 
contributed 60,000 hours of labour into the construction and 
maintenance of the WBC trail network. This has developed a  
strong sense of ownership for the trails. It is critical that this 
investment be protected for the benefit of the public from the 
potential negative impacts of logging. 
A conservative estimate of the economic impact of the trails we 
have built in the Bragg Creek area = $9 million per year based on 
250,000 visitors per year. Source: The Economic Impact of 
Tourism in Kananaskis Country in 2011 ($202.5 million, 1,103,000 
visits). The Bragg Creek estimate is 20% of the calculated 
economic impact per person from this 2011 study. Please see: 
https://open.alberta.ca/publications/economic-impact-of-
tourism-in-kananaskis-country 
 
SLS logged extensively in West Bragg Creek and the lower east 
slopes of Moose Mountain in 2012-14 with many hectares being 
clearcut. We expected that it would be at least 20 years (2034) 
before SLS logged again in WBC. We were very surprised to see 
that the 2026 harvest sequencing the draft Plan included large 
areas within the West Bragg Creek trail network and the lower 
slopes of Moose Mountain. We believe that the recent WBC 
clearcuts should be allowed a full 20 years to regenerate before 
logging is conducted in adjacent areas. The Alberta Forest 

create more positive example.  
 
 
 
We agree that West Bragg Creek is an important recreation area 
and its growth demonstrates that forestry, FireSmart Planning and 
recreation are compatible uses. From our perspective, the 
challenge isn’t the land management-it’s developing constructive 
relationships, so we (trails, fire and forestry) can continue to 
demonstrate mutually (for trails, fire and forestry) beneficial 
outcomes. We would like to work on developing constructive 
relationships and would like to once again be a part of the land 
use groups to outline a framework of mutual understanding to get 
there. 
 
Comment noted, SLS will not damage the trail network.  
 
Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted regarding the Timber Harvest Planning and 
Operating Ground Rules. The potential new harvest areas are 
simply rough outlines of possible harvest patterns and have not 
been refined. New blocks will not necessarily adjoin to the 2012-
14 harvest areas. Forest management within a mixed-use area is a 
balancing act. In the case of West Bragg Creek, the threat of high 
severity wildfire is high. As such forest management is a benefit to 
the trails and the community of West Bragg Creek. As indicated in 

https://open.alberta.ca/publications/economic-impact-of-tourism-in-kananaskis-country
https://open.alberta.ca/publications/economic-impact-of-tourism-in-kananaskis-country
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Management Standard requires a 20 year green up period for 
adjacent lands under section 5.9.5, page 52 as per below: 
https://www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/for
main15749/$FILE/ForestManagementPlanningStandard-2006.pdf 
Green-up constraints acceptable to Alberta have been applied. 
The green-up period is the time during which harvesting of 
adjacent areas is not permitted. 
The default green-up periods for Alberta harvested areas are 20 
years for coniferous and 10 years for deciduous. 
The green-up constraints may be altered as long as the result is 
acceptable. The minimum criteria for acceptability of alternate 
strategies are: 
The opening size predicted for the first two 20-year periods falls 
within the natural range of variability (NRV). Analyses of the 
forest cover inventory in the area will provide guidance regarding 
acceptable opening sizes, and the distribution of proposed 
harvesting is generally acceptable to stakeholders, or a 
biodiversity analysis acceptable to Alberta has been completed. 
Specific Trails that would be impacted by forestry operations 
related to the 2026 harvest sequence, as described in the draft 
Forest Management Plan include: 
1. Elbow Trail. This is a heavily used year-round trail that provides 
access to the southern portion of the WBC trail network. In the 
winter it is groomed for skiing, and a wind firm forest buffer is 
critical for snow retention and wind shelter. 
2. Snagmore . A tree buffer along the north edge of the trail 
would maintain the character of the trail. 
3. Fullerton Loop . A forest buffer along the north & east side of 
the “ridge” portion is required. For the “valley” half of the loop, 
the visual buffer should include all of the forest between the trail 
and the buffer that is required to protect the creek drainage. 
Access to the inside of the Fullerton Loop will be problematic, 
since space is very constricted between the creek and the two 
halves of the loop. 
4. Sugar Mama . The switchback portion of Sugar Mama requires 
wind firm forest to maintain the single track “flow” character of 
the trail, down to the bridge over the small creek. 
5. Sugar Daddy . A sufficiently large buffer is required on the west 
side of the trail to ensure that it is wind firm. This is especially 
critical on the long sweeping switchbacks to the north of Elbow 
trail. Between Elbow and Snagmore, Sugar Daddy could be 

the 2012 Greater Bragg Creek Wildfire Mitigation Strategy:  
The Wildland fuels and fire weather data indicates that the 
potential for High to Extreme wildfire behaviour exists in the 
Greater Bragg Creek planning area. The plan recommended: 
The MD should work closely with Sustainable Resource 
Development to investigate the goal of establishing firebreaks 
within the lands south and west of the Plan area. The lands 
referred to in Policy 8.2.1(h) are forested Provincial crown lands 
within the Spray Lake Sawmills (1980) Ltd. Forest Management 
Agreement (FMA) area. The Spray Lake Sawmills detailed forest 
management plan (DFMP) (SLS, 2006) identifies the need to 
manage for multiple objectives including forest management and 
fire management on the Forest Management Agreement lands 
within the planning area. Based on the hazard and risk assessment 
and values at risk in the Greater Bragg Creek planning area, 
preliminary planning for two containment areas on the Forest 
Reserve lands south and west of Bragg Creek is ongoing. The 
intent of the containment areas is to 16 provide fire managers 
with operational fuelbreaks to deploy defensive strategies and 
tactics to reduce wildfire intensity and rate of spread before it 
reaches the developed areas. 
 
Thank you for the trail by trail description of potential impacts the 
comments for 1-14 are noted. These specific operational 
considerations will be addressed as part of the collaborative 
planning sessions and hopefully user group discussions assuming 
SLS will be invited to join. For Forest management in Alberta, this 
process begins with the development of Forest Harvest plans 
(FHP’s). The provincial planning hierarchy is outlined in figure 1-1, 
on page 1 of the Milestone 3 Forest Management Plan 
Information Package at: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-
Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf 
To learn the specifics around how SLS works with recreational trail 
integration please visit our website at:  
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-
integration/ 
 
 
 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-integration/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-integration/
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relocated to the east edge of proposed harvest sequence area. 
6. Strange Brew . Wind firm tree buffers required. 
7. Bobcat . Wind firm tree buffers required. 
8. Snakes & Ladders . Wind firm tree buffer required for the 
switchback portion, downslope from Ranger Summit trail. 
9. Ranger Summit . The portion on the northeast facing slopes 
will need a forest buffer to retain the character of the trail and to 
restrict the movement of cattle through the area. The ridge crest 
portion could have a tree buffer, roughly as shown in the harvest 
sequence map, with some harvesting to the west edge of the 
trail, in order to minimize windfall across the trail. 
10. A 100 metre forest buffer is recommended adjacent to trails. 
Our experience has shown this to provide adequate protection 
from wind throw on wind exposed areas. 
11. We also acknowledge that harvesting up to the edge of some 
summer trails may provide benefits such as reduction of windfall 
and creation of view scapes. The key point is that 
full collaboration with the GBCTA can result in net benefits for SLS 
and the trail network. 
12. Depending on how access to potential cutblocks on the north 
side of Ranger Summit and Snakes & Ladders is aligned, it could 
be repurposed as a trail connection between Snakes & Ladders 
and Snowy Owl. 
13. Access to these harvest areas is likely to have a significant 
impact on recreation during the period when logging activity is 
occurring. This is guaranteed to result in a negative reaction from 
the public. 
14. SLS can expect substantial opposition from the Bragg Creek 
community and West Bragg Creek trail users to any logging truck 
traffic on the West Bragg Creek road. 

21-July-
2020 

First, my concern that AAC is too high to protect landscape-level 
biodiversity is unaddressed and remains a top concern. The basic 
point is this: when a natural forest (at least 1/3 of the harvestable 
land base) whose communities older than 100 years is replaced 
by a managed forest (roughly 100% of the harvestable land base), 
we lose biodiversity. In particular, we lose the many species only 
found in many communities formed within >100-year-old forests.  
To address this widespread habitat loss, we need to reduce the 
AAC. There are two ways to do this. One is a 50% removal of 
productive forest lands from the operational landbase. I favour 
this option, which is simplest to enact. Another is implementing a 

Ralph Cartar 22-Sept-
2020 

Given the input, we believe, the PFMS has been developed to 
protect biodiversity at multiple scales: 
There is a credible stand level structure retention strategy in 
place; Four old growth species habitats have been modelled, 200 
years into the future, indicating a low risk to significant habitat 
loss; The average harvest age, doesn’t dip below 80 years, 
projecting 200 years into the future; Approximately 30% of the 
FMA will not be harvested; and  Approximately 70% of the forests 
in Southwestern Alberta are not available for harvest, providing 
regional reservoirs of biodiversity. 
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structure retention requirement of 50%. SLS currently uses a 3 to 
5% structure retention guideline, a range below the (scientifically 
unsupported) suggestion of 10% by Alberta Agriculture and 
Forestry (made in 2016), and well below the (scientifically 
supported) suggestion of 50% that emerges from a more 
quantitative literature review. I can provide this more fulsome 
review to SLS, on request, but the basic idea of protecting half to 
protect biodiversity is widespread in conservation science (e.g., 
Pimm, S. L., Jenkins, C. N., & Li, B. V. (2018). How to protect half 
of Earth to ensure it protects sufficient biodiversity. Science 
Advances 4(8), eaat2616). Second, I am concerned that SLS does 
not take public engagement seriously. Harvest plans are posted 
on the web site as “spatial harvest sequences”. These do NOT 
show cut blocks. And they are low-resolution images that are 
devoid of local landmarks. The interested reader has virtually no 
chance to see what’s planned, where. For example, the 2021 
harvest sequence will negatively affect recreational trails. But 
even the motivated reader cannot figure out how, because trails 
are not shown. Below, I show a screen capture of the context-
free information for this area. We live in a time of Google Earth 
and shapefiles. Why does SLS not post shape files for its logging 
plans? These can then be evaluated carefully and precisely, by 
anybody. The current approach seems to deliberately obfuscate 
forest management plans, and cannot count as sincere public 
consultation. Thousands of people use the recreational trails in 
West Bragg Creek. Public engagement of this affected group 
would mean setting up in the West Bragg Creek Parking Lot 
information signs, or perhaps an information booth, that informs 
visitors of SLS’s specific logging plans. This has not been carried 
out. Again, evidence that public engagement is not taken 
seriously. 

 
 
Comment noted. To learn the specific around recreational trail 
integration, please visit our website at:  
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-
integration/ 
The FMP is a strategic level plan, followed by operational plans, 
specific to actual harvest design. The provincial planning hierarchy 
is outlined in figure 1-1, on page 1 of the Milestone 3 Forest 
Management Plan Information Package at  
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/Milestone-3-FMP-Information-
Package_6-05-2020-1-1.pdf 
Specific to integration, we have a process to work collaboratively, 
with stakeholders prior to submission of harvest plans to GoA. The 
collaborative planning process has been in place since 2013. To 
learn more about the process and how to participate, please visit 
our website 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-
involvement-process/collaborative-planning-sessions/ 
Our FMP specific Public Participation Plan, is also publicly available 
on our website at:  
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf 
Our corporate public involvement process, is publicly available on 
our website at: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-
involvement-process/ 
 

21-July-
2020 

Information can be found on the past DFMP in the current draft 
of the FMP and only the 2007-2012 Stewardship Report is 
included. However, my understanding is that a 2013-2018 
Stewardship Report is part of the required reporting process. 
Please explain. VOIT 1: Why are the old forest retention targets to 
be informed by “the large amount of regional protected areas 
within and adjacent to the DFA 6-1”? What obligation does SLS 
have to retain a full natural range of ages within the DFA 
boundaries themselves, excluding protected areas? Still a 
concern.  

Sharlene 
Fritz 

22-Sept-
2020 

The updated stewardship report is located in chapter 4, beginning 
on page 10; page 40 details a summary of our reforestation 
program including survey data summaries. 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch4_PreviousDFMP-1.pdf  
The target reported is based on the areas within the DFA, not 
areas outside the DFA. The FMA is connected to thousands of 
hectares of protected old forest and mature forest and 
unnaturally very low numbers of younger age classes. This 
landscape scale age class distribution should be taken into 

https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-integration/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/value-29-recreational-trail-integration/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/collaborative-planning-sessions/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/collaborative-planning-sessions/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/SLS-Public-Participation-Program.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/woodlands/public-involvement-process/
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch4_PreviousDFMP-1.pdf
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch4_PreviousDFMP-1.pdf
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VOIT 4 and 5: To what extent will road density be informed by 
regional linear density values (i.e. cumulative effects of 
fragmentation)? Forestry impacts seem relatively low – 0.038 
km/km2 and 330 km – however how does SLS work with others in 
the FHA to measure the cumulative road density and mitigate for 
high values? Still a concern.  
VOIT 10: Residual retention value of less than 10% is not 
congruent with established research on the topic. Still a concern  
 
 
VOIT 14e: As cold-water fish have been moved from a VOIT into a 
strategy, what on-the-ground measures will be taken to protect 
critical habitat of westslope cutthroat trout as per the 2019 
Federal Recovery Strategy and Action Plan for WSCT? Still a 
concern  
Wetlands and their related inventory, buffering, and protection 
are a major gap in the plan. Still a concern  
 
 
 
 
Despite the lengthy and detailed FMP, I am not reassured that 
the proposed rate of planned timber harvest will not outstrip the 
natural and artificially induced regenerative capabilities along the 
Eastern Slopes. Having walked cut-blocks and their adjacent 
natural areas, I can see that while specific species benefit from 
the disturbance, overall, we are losing a wealth of biodiversity 
and ecological benefits as the rate and extent of cutting 
continues in an unsustainable way. What we may gain in short-
term economic bursts cannot replace the long-term reduction in 
the complexity and diversity found in pre-industrial forest 
conditions.  

consideration when reviewing age class targets established for the 
DFA. Total road density is reported in VOIT 4. Road density 
calculations were based on a composite road layer, which 
combined AltaLIS base features with public lands data, as well as 
operations roads from SLS (see Annex VI – Timber Supply Analysis: 
Appendix I). Roads considered impassable to vehicle traffic 
because of reclamation or gates were classified as closed. 
 
Alberta literature supports a structure retention target of 1% 
retention, currently the structure retention target, for our DFMP. 
The 2021 FMP, structure retention target is 3%. Alberta has one of 
the largest structure retention targets, established for forestry 
operations in North America.  
There are other VOITs (such as 13, 24, 25, 26) with associated 
targets, along with operating ground rules, that address mitigation 
of potential impact to fish habitat and will be reported on in the 
next Stewardship Report. Its SLS’s responsibility to mitigate 
potential impacts on fish habitat and the GoA’s responsibility for 
monitoring fish populations. 
A discussion on wetlands will be added to Chapter 7. The FMP 
focuses on the location of productive upland forested areas and 
the associated potential impacts from harvesting. Chapter 3, has 
also been updated to clarify the purpose of the AVI.  Please refer 
to chapter 6, table 2-1 and figure 2-1, indicating areas excluded 
from the contributing landbase, some of which are considered at: 
https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch6_PFMS.pdf 
Our harvested stands have a broad diversity of ecologically 
important sun loving trees, shrubs grasses and forbes. Typically, 
within about three to four years, the harvested sites are fully 
occupied by pioneer plant communities. These are the same 
important species that establish and thrive in the sun, after a 
wildfire. For example, grizzly bear, black bear deer, elk and moose 
prefer these habitats for foraging as compared to dense old 
forest. As the tree canopy closes, the plant community shifts, 
towards shade tolerant species in the understory. Mosses begin to 
re-colonize the forested stand, typically around age 20 to 30 
years. There are many examples, of these ecologically important 
successional changes occurring throughout the FMA. 
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21-July-
2020 

These comments are for your consideration and have been 
compiled with input from subject matter experts from Water 
Quality Services and Watershed Planning Divisions. The City of 
Calgary feels a significant gap remains in the draft FMP with 
regards to water quality, and more specifically around protecting 
drinking water supplies for downstream communities. This gap is 
not unique to SLS, but all FMPs in Alberta. Traditionally, water 
quality concerns associated with the forest industry have focused 
on ensuring water suitable for wildlife and fisheries. The City of 
Calgary would like to encourage not only SLS, but also the 
Government of Alberta in the development of VOITs and OGRs 
around ensuring and maintaining high quality source water which 
is subsequently treated for human consumption. The City of 
Calgary’s Source Water Protection Plan identifies two risks which 
we view as relevant to forest management:  
1) The potential for toxic algal blooms resulting from nutrient 
input and natural organic matter. The release of toxins into the 
source water would pose significant public health risk which 
could result in public health orders to not drink the water.  
2) Catastrophic wildfire can drastically alter the source water 
chemistry. The effects of these water quality changes, depending 
on the severity, can range from increased water treatment costs 
to the complete failure of the water treatment plant.  
These two risks can be partially mitigated through effective forest 
management. Implementation of best management practices and 
operating ground rules in the watersheds will contribute to the 
risk mitigation. More importantly, forest harvesting plans may be 
modified to target high fire risk areas for the prevention of 
massive catastrophic wildfires, similar to those observed in Slave 
Lake, Fort McMurray and Waterton.  
 
The City of Calgary would like to recommend that VOITs be added 
to the SLS FMP that specifically target downstream water quality 
risks. Our water quality subject matter experts have drafted two 
VOITs for consideration by SLS and the Government of Alberta 
(see Appendix-A) to help address these concerns. We are open to 
refinement of the proposed VOITs if there is a willingness to 
advance the water quality focus in this or future FMPs in Alberta. 
We recognize that this FMP has been a tremendous undertaking 
by SLS and The City of Calgary would like to congratulate SLS on 

City of 
Calgary 

22-Sept-
2020 
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nearing the completion of this regulatory requirement. With our 
review of the draft FMP we acknowledge that The City and SLS 
share common values for the watershed and we look forward to 
identifying opportunities to work collaboratively on topics such as 
water quality, forest fire risk and climate change.  
Add a new VOIT: minimize impact of operations on drinking water 
Add a second VOIT- Reduce the potential for catastrophic wildfire 
which may impair drinking water treatment.  
There remains a significant gap within the VOITs with regards to 
water quality concerns. Only one VOIT refers to water yield, but 
only forecasted. None of the VOITs related to water directly 
measure and monitor water quality. Without defining water 
quality indictors and targets, and associated monitoring, the 
effectiveness of management practices cannot be fully 
understood or adaptively managed. OGRs do not adequately 
cover water quality concerns beyond that. There are multiple 
references to maintaining water quality, but no mention of 
monitoring plans in the planning implementation section. How do 
we know WQ is being maintained? There is reference to the 
SRWP work (Ch.7 pg. 44) effectively saying no significant effects 
on sediment production or nutrients from forestry activities have 
been found.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Wetlands should be identified as a value in Chapter 5 because of 
their benefits to the watershed including providing water quality, 
water storage and infiltration, biodiversity sinks, habitat for 
wildlife, fish and plants, groundwater recharge zones etc. The 
amount of wetland areas identified in the DFA in Chapter 3 are 
not consistent in the document. Page 43 Table 3-5 indicates that 
there are 0 wetlands in the DFA while Page 45 Table 3.7 indicates 
that there is 19 ha of wetlands. 19 ha of wetlands within the DFA 
seems like a low estimate. 46% of the DFA is found in the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SLS has edited the newly proposed VOITs and included them into 
the FMP subject to GoA’s approval. 
 
 
SLS is interested in learning about the City’s ideas on water quality 
monitoring and potential collaborative projects. Outside of 
scientific study areas, we are not aware of any jurisdictions in 
North America, that performs forestry specific, water quality 
monitoring.  Similar to other jurisdictions in North America, 
provincial and state governments are responsible for water quality 
monitoring. Over 50 years of forest hydrology research, has led to 
the development of modern best management practices and 
industry standards. The research demonstrates, when BMP’s are 
followed, water quality is protected. Paired research watersheds 
have been established throughout forestry jurisdictions in North 
America, where two headwater streams have a shared 
confluence. One side of the watershed has no land use and the 
other, having various forestry activities and silviculture 
treatments. Both watersheds, above and below activities and at 
and below the confluence, are heavily instrumented, to record 
changes in water quality and quantity over time. 
Concerning forest management activities, forestry roads present 
the highest risk to impairing water quality. Spray Lake Sawmills, 
likely has the lowest road densities of any forestry jurisdiction in 
North America and likely the highest level of environmental 
protection in the forest industry. For example, temporary roads 
are used in place of permanent roads and bridges and arched 
crossing structures are used to cross watercourses instead of 
culverts. Harvested sites are promptly reforested, and forestry 
roads and crossings promptly reclaimed. For over 20 years, the 
City’s monthly water quality monitoring, within and adjacent to 
the DFA, indicates the water leaving the forest reserve, to be in 
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montane and lower foothills subregions where wetlands can be a 
common feature. The forest management plan cites two sources 
for identifying wetlands in the DFA which are the Alberta 
Vegetation Inventory (AVI) and the Alberta Merged Wetland 
Inventory. There are some issues with using these mapping 
databases. These databases cannot be used in isolation without 
ground truthing the results. This is the reason why I suspect that 
the amount of wetlands within the DFA is higher than what was 
provided. AVI is a coarse tool which will not pick up wetland 
features that are less than 10 hectares. Neither does AVI identify 
riparian wetland areas around flowing features (i.e. creeks, 
seepages, etc.) If these features contain the correct plant species 
and wetland soils then they are considered wetlands under the 
Alberta wetland policy. The Alberta Merged Wetland Inventory is 
a spatial layer that includes several different databases. The 
metadata for the layer indicates that, “It is not intended to 
replace site specific information”. It also states that there are 
“data gaps along the Eastern slopes.”  
Although the objective of the VOIT is to “integrate trans 
boundary values and objectives into forest management”, the 
lack of specificity of values does not translate into well-defined 
objective and measurable indicators. Unclear what the FMP is 
trying to achieve. The VOIT appears to be restricted to only parks 
and protected areas, however there may be transboundary issues 
with other jurisdiction not covered in other VOITs.  
 
Target a) “water yield = 15% (Equivalent ECA = <30%)” is unclear 
for reader unfamiliar with water yield modelling. Had to find SLS’s 
OGRs posted on the SLS website to find a full description of the 
target, which was stated that “predicted average annual water 
yield increases should not exceed 15% with third order streams”. 
Unclear what classification you are using to define a third order 
stream.  How is this monitored in the watershed to ground truth 
forecasted impacts? Without adequate yield monitor 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

good to excellent condition. 
A discussion on wetlands will be added to Chapter 7. The FMP 
focuses on the location of productive upland forested areas and 
the associated potential impacts from harvesting. Chapter 3 has 
also been updated to clarify the purpose of the AVI.  Please refer 
to chapter 6, table 2-1 and figure 2-1, indicating areas excluded 
from the contributing landbase, some of which are considered too 
wet at: https://www.spraylakesawmills.com/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/DRAFT_Ch6_PFMS.pdf 
For example, areas in hectares, excluded from the active landbase 
include: 
•  11,700 for stream buffers 
•  12,622 naturally, non-forested (a large portion being wetlands) 
•  5,100 for operational deletions (often related to areas being too 
wet) 
•  2,640 forested areas that are too wet 
•  20,388 forested areas that have a low timber productivity rating 
(a portion being areas that are too wet)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment noted, SLS used the VOITs as provided by GoA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Annex V section 2.3.22 explains the watershed delineations used 
in the ECA model. Equivalent clear-cut area modelling (ECA) is a 
coarse filter indicator describing how forest harvesting may 
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Although protecting riparian areas is critical to ensuring the 
ongoing health of watersheds, this VOIT does not directly 
measure water quality, even though this VOIT is listed under the 
Soil and Water Resources section. As this VOIT is currently 
defined it does not appear to substantively add value to other 
VOIT associated with riparian areas (VOIT 9).  
Climate change and wildfire risk are referred to as uncertainties. 
More detail on strategies to manage or adapt to these 
uncertainties would be beneficial to SLS and other stakeholders. 
These are easily linked to topics such as water quality, invasive 
species and disease.  
The City of Calgary would like to invite SLS to collaborative 
discussions with the goal of initiating a collaboration related to 
source water protection and water quality monitoring in our 
shared watersheds. 

impact a watershed. Alberta Agriculture and Forestry’s (AAF) 
watershed assessment process utilizes AAF delineated watersheds 
restricted to 10,000 hectares within the ECA model. AAF’s 
watershed assessment is an extremely precautionary and very 
coarse, watershed disturbance footprint analysis rather than a 
reliable tool to predict water yield. The presumption is that a 
watershed with greater than 30% ECA could exceed a 15% 
increase in water yield. The ECA process uses rules of thumb 
based on forest hydrology research, completed within forested 
snow dominated watersheds. ECA’s of less than 30% are assumed 
to not increase average annual water yield by more than 15% 
within the watershed unit for which the analysis is completed.  
Water yield impacts are only based on a forecasted assessment.  
It’s a very precautionary approach to begin with and its monitored 
by controlling the amount of harvest on the ground to be equal to 
or less than what was modelled in the PFMS. Harvest level/ water 
yield relationships have been established through decades of 
forest hydrology research.  
 
Comment noted, water quality monitoring is outside the scope of 
the FMP. 
 
 
 
 
 
Consideration of climate change is a provincial forestry issue for 
which SLS is awaiting GoA guidance. 
 
 
 
SLS would like to have collaborative discussions with the goal of 
initiating a collaboration related to source water protection and 
water quality monitoring in our shared watersheds with the City. 


