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Appendix D Communications Log 
A copy of the 2010 Mountain Pine Beetle Plan and General Development Plan Summary Document is 
provided at the end of this section 

Open House 
The following sections provide an overview of the response and issues raised at the open houses HWP have 
held since 2007. 

2007 Open House 

There were three open houses in 2007, which were held in Edson at the Edson Leisure Centre on March 20, 
2007, in Grande Cache at the Grande Cache Shoppers Mall on March 21, 2007, and in Hinton at the Parks 
West Mall on March 22, 2007.  For each open house, the table below summarizes the issues raised or 
feedback provided, as well as HWP’s response: 

Table A 1. 2007 Open House; Summary of Public Input 

Open House Person’s 
Attending Issues Raised/Feedback provided HWP Response 

Edson 14 No issues or feedback provided n/a 

Grande Cache 22 No issues or feedback provided n/a 

Hinton 29 No issues or feedback provided n/a 

 

2008 Open House 

There were two open houses in 2008, which were held in Edson at the Edson Leisure Centre on March 26, 
2008, and in Hinton at the Parks West Mall on March 27, 2008.  For each open house, the following table 
summarizes the issues raised or feedback provided, as well as HWP’s response: 

Table A 2. 2008 Open House; Summary of Public Input 

Open House Person’s 
Attending Issues Raised/Feedback provided HWP Response 

Edson 12 

Concern raised by Edson ATV and 
snowmobile club around HWP 
restricting access to their club’s 
traditional trail systems due to the 
Company’s harvesting operations. 

HWP organized a follow up meeting with 
representatives with the ATV and snowmobile 
club.  Information about the location of main 
trail systems was exchanged.  The issue appears 
to be resolved. 

Hinton 25 

A concern was raised regarding the 
amount of wood that appeared to be 
“wasted” after logging operations were 
complete (i.e. wood that was not being 
utilized).   

HWP staff talked with the individual (a former 
Company pulpmill employee) and explained the 
factors that contribute to the perception that 
wood is being wasted (i.e. the change in 
utilization standard from 10/8 to 15/10).  A 
follow up letter was also written to this 
individual.  

 

2009 Open House 

There were three open houses in 2009, which were held in Edson at the Edson Leisure Centre on March 25, 
2009, in Hinton at the Parks West Mall on March 26, 2009, and in Hinton at the Föhn Festival on June 30, 
2009.  The Föhn Festival is an annual festival that celebrates multi-cultural heritage – HWP had a tent at 
the festival and provided information to the public on its landbase allocation for the FMP and Beetle Plan.  
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The issues raised or feedback provided, as well as HWP’s response were are described in the following 
table: 

 

Table A 3.  2009 Open House; Summary of Public Input 

Open House Person’s 
Attending Issues Raised/Feedback provided HWP Response 

Edson 7 No issues or feedback provided n/a 

A concern was raised regarding a 
“hanging culvert” on the Quigley Road 
that was thought to be restricting fish 
passage. 

This concern was passed on to HWP’s Chief 
Biologist, who noted that he was aware of it 
and had talked to his staff to see if the culvert 
was in the repair plan. 

A member of the public asked for a full 
copy of HWP’s Stewardship Report 
(which contains a current description and 
report on all of the Company’s VOITs).  
The same person also expressed his belief 
that HWP was “wasting wood”. 

A written response was provided to this 
individual by HWP, which included a copy of 
the 2008 Stewardship Report and an 
explanation of why HWP does not believe it 
is wasting wood. 

Hinton  

(March 26) 
22 

A member of the public was interested in 
the visual impact of the proposed 
harvesting in the McLeod 8 working 
circle. 

A HWP planner talked at length about what 
had been done to date with respect to model 
the visual impact of proposed harvesting – a 
previous commitment was also reiterated, that 
being that HWP would bring the redesign of 
this compartment to its public advisory group 
for comment. 

A member of the public mentioned that 
HWP’s FMA Fire Access Maps shows a 
road that is no longer active – this road is 
located on or near this person’s land.  
The concern is that the fire access maps 
still show this road as open and this may 
be a part of the reason as to why people 
are ignoring the “road closed” signage. 

HWP looked into this closed road issue and 
there is a "No Public Access" sign on the 
road, but that isn’t a reason to remove the line 
designating this relatively small stretch of 
road from HWP’s Fire Access map. 

 

 Hinton 

(June 30) 

Over 1000 
people 

attended 
the Festival 

Two people mentioned that there was a 
hanging culvert on the Quigley Creek 
Road.  This culvert can be reached by 
going to 16km on the Robb Road and 
then turning north on the Quigley Creek 
Road – drive north for 4 kms and arrive 
at a culvert.  Trapped fish have been 
observed (due to a hanging culvert) 

HWP explained to these two people that this 
hanging culvert was known to us but wasn’t 
on the Company’s schedule to replace this 
year.   

 

2010 Open House 

There were two open houses in 2010, which were held in Edson at the Edson Leisure Centre on March17, 
2010, in Hinton at the Parks West Mall on March 18, 2010. The following table summarizes the issues 
raised or feedback provided, as well as HWP’s response: 

Table A 4.  2010 Open House; Summary of Public Input 

Open House Person’s 
Attending Issues Raised/Feedback provided HWP Response 
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Paul Belanger Mr. Belanger was interested in getting a copy 
of the Fire History (by decade) map and 
Harvesting History (by decade) map. 

Margaret Kidner It unclear what Ms. Kidner was looking for 
based on her comment sheet, which reads 
“Fire at Lambert Creek on Highway 47 about 
1800 to 1845”.  

Edson 19 

Shane Blundell (and Tim Trahan and 
Glenn Buckmaster from HWP) 

This discussion took place at the March 17th 
open house in Edson.  Mr. Blundell expressed 
a number of concerns around site prep and 
herbicide use.  He was also interested in 
HWP’s MPB Plan. 

Jack Wright (in discussion with Aaron 
Jones) 

Jack wanted to let Aaron know that there 
were two “You are Here” signs that have 
completely faded at the beginning of the 
Spruce Management Trail.  Aaron noted that 
we would replace these signs sometime this 
fall.   Hinton 15-35 

Email from Tyler Waugh to Aaron Jones 

In this Mar 22nd email Mr. Waugh is looking 
for the answers to 5 questions that resulted 
from his open house visit. Responses were 
provided by Aaron Jones on March 23. 

 

Stakeholder Letter 
 

2005 Stakeholder Letter 

A letter dated February 22, 2005 was sent out to 356 different stakeholders.  This letter invited stakeholders 
to provide input into the development and implementation of a new Sustainable Forest Management system 
(a requirement under the Company’s CSA Z809 certification system) and a new Forest Management Plan.  
The letter provided the recipient with an explanation on what type of advice HWP was looking for and 
outlined a mechanism for that input (i.e. the VOIT process) – specifically the stakeholder letter asked for 
feedback on: 

 

2007 Stakeholder Letter 

In 2007, Hinton Wood Products embarked on another concentrated initiative to gather feedback from key 
stakeholders in the development of the Forest Management Plan.  This initiative was called an “Enhanced 
Planning Process”. 

This Enhanced Planning Process can best be described as a process that goes above and beyond what a 
forest company might typically do to solicit input from the public when developing a FMP.  There was 
generally poor response to this call for input into the planning process.   

 

2008 Stakeholder Letter 

In 2008, in an effort to further ensure that key stakeholders were aware that HWP was developing a new 
FMP and that they had an opportunity to be involved in the process, another stakeholder letter (dated 
March 7, 2008) was sent out.  This letter specifically noted that HWP was continuing with the development 
of a new FMP (for a 2009 submission date) and invited the recipient to attend HWP’s 2008 Open House if 
they had any concerns, questions, or feedback. 166 stakeholders received the March 7, 2008 letter.  
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2009 Stakeholder Letter 

In 2009, HWP again sent out a letter (dated March 12, 2009) to a list of key stakeholders making them 
aware that HWP was developing a new FMP and that they still had an opportunity to be involved in the 
process.  This letter specifically noted that HWP was continuing with the development of a new FMP (with 
a new submission date of 2010) and invited the recipient to attend HWP’s 2009 Open House if they had 
any concerns, questions, or feedback.  161 stakeholders received the March 12, 2009 letter. 

 

2010 Stakeholder Letter 

In 2010, HWP again sent out letters (dated March 5 and March 11, 2010) to a list of key stakeholders 
making them aware that HWP was developing a new FMP and that they still had an opportunity to be 
involved in the process.  This letter specifically noted that HWP was continuing with the development of a 
new FMP (with a new submission date of 2014) and invited the recipient to attend HWP’s 2010 Open 
House if they had any concerns, questions, or feedback.  152 stakeholders received the first letter, 98 
received the second letter. 

 

Forest Resources Advisory Group 
Following is a summary of the communications activities undertaken with FRAG related to the FMP and 
FMP amendment. 

Table A 5. Description of FRAG activities related to the FMP and/or FMP Amendment 

FRAG Meeting Date FMP and/or Beetle Plan Related Activity 

January 10, 2005 

New CSA SFM Plan and FMP – HWP outlined to FRAG the public participation process requirements 
under the CAN/CSA Z809-02 Standard, as well as the new ASRD Planning Manual, which provides 
direction for the development of a Forest Management Plan (FMP).   

HWP described the new requirements of the CSA Standard and the new Planning Manual noting that a 
major difference with the new Planning Manual was that it now requires that the CSA Z809-02 standard 
be followed with respect to public participation requirements.  In addition, ASRD is requiring that the 
same VOIT process used in the CSA Standard, be used for FMPs.  It was noted that ASRD had already 
mandated 36 VOITs as required for any new FMP submission – organizations can (and will be 
encouraged) to add more.  HWP agreed to send a copy of the current ASRD mandatory VOITs to each 
FRAG member. 

January 31, 2005 
FRAG members agreed to adopt a set of Basic Operating Rules and a revised Terms of Reference to use 
in developing the new CSA/CAN Z809-02 SFM Plan and the new Forest Management Plan. 

Feb 28, 2005 

Public Participation Process for the development of a new SFM System and FMP – HWP reviewed the 
public participation process that FRAG was about to embark on (which was discussed in detail at the 
January 31st meeting), and then distributed a large table summarizing the Values, Objective, Indicators 
and Targets (VOITs) to be reviewed by FRAG.   

HWP discussed how the VOIT table was set up, explaining that some VOITs were government 
mandated, while others were VOITs proposed by HWP and were voluntary.  Some were also 
government mandated VOITs for which HWP was proposing to change the wording.  It was noted that 
any proposed change to wording would have to be agreed to by the ASRD.  FRAG then began the 
process of reviewing each VOIT in the table. 
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FRAG Meeting Date FMP and/or Beetle Plan Related Activity 

April 25, 2005 

Update on input and interest in CSA/FMP VOITs from other stakeholders – HWP gave an update to 
FRAG members on input and interest from other stakeholders into the CSA/FMP VOITs.  HWP noted 
that in addition to this FRAG process, the Company had also sent letters to over 300 stakeholders 
including trappers, local community groups, ENGOs, company contractors, schools, town council, and 
MLAs explaining the process and asking for their input.  HWP also pointed out that the Company had 
put an advertisement in the local newspapers, again explaining the process and providing avenues for 
feedback. 

HWP explained that to date the Company had received 21 responses via telephone, letters, and e-mails, 
looking for clarification or further information.  HWP had either answered their questions and/or 
provided the information being requested.  HWP noted that for those people who wanted an opportunity 
to provide further input, the Company had provided them with a copy of the CSA Standard, the 2004 
SFM Plan, the 2004 SFM Stewardship Report, and the most up to date VOIT Table.  

HWP also specifically noted the Company had received a large submission from CPAWS providing 
input and feedback regarding Objectives, Indicators and Targets.  The CPAWS submission had 
specifically requested that the Company pass on their submission to FRAG members.  HWP then gave 
FRAG members a copy of the CPAWS submission with the Company’s response.  HWP explained that 
although the Company didn’t agree with all of the suggestions made by CPAWS, there were quite a few 
that HWP did agree with, and where there was disagreement it was more about the issue, method, 
and/or amount.   

September 26, 2005 

VOIT table submitted to FRAG for Review & Comment – HWP finished putting together the draft CSA 
Z809 SFM Plan (containing 46 VOITs), which includes all feedback and comments from FRAG and the 
public.  HWP provided each FRAG member with a copy of the entire body of the plan minus the 
detailed information on each VOIT.  For the section of the plan providing detailed information for each 
VOIT, HWP divided the 46 VOITs into smaller groups of 2-3 VOITs and then asked each FRAG 
member to review their 2-3 VOITs plus the body of the SFM Plan.  The FRAG members present choose 
the groups of VOITs they were most interested in – it was then left to HWP to pass on the other VOITs 
to the FRAG members not present at the meeting for their review and comment.  All comments were to 
be back to HWP by October 31, 2005. 

April 24, 2006 

FMP - Alternate Scenarios – HWP presented a number of alternate management scenarios to FRAG, 
which would be used in the development of the FMP.  The overall goal would be for FRAG to provide 
the Company with feedback on which scenario (based on the forecasting) they preferred.  HWP 
presented the five following alternate scenarios for forecasting: 

Alberta base case - Follow the Alberta Forest Management Planning Manual and Provincial Ground 
Rules as closely as possible (clearcut, 15/10 utilization, oldest first, 2 pass, 2 m green-up, block size, 
ground rules watercourse buffers, etc). 

Biodiversity/Protection Emphasis - "Green" emphasis zoning – increase level of protection and/or 
special management (e.g. no harvest in caribou area, riparian areas, sensitive sites, etc), increase 
retention levels, and increase old-growth, etc. 

Sustainable Forest Management - Balanced SFM approach  

Mountain Pine Beetle Threat Reduction - MPB threat reduction; an increased AAC to reduce 
mature/old pine, plus other elements of Scenario 3 (this essentially is the “Beetle Plan”) 

Timber Emphasis – Maximize AAC and minimize operating costs. No protected or special management 
areas, clearcut, one pass, herbicides, etc. 

June 19, 2006 
HWP notified FRAG that the timing of the FMP submission may be changed in order to better build the 
MPB issue into the equation (essentially developing a “Beetle Plan”). 

October 23, 2006 

Alternate Scenario Discussion – HWP outlined in more detail the five alternate scenarios discussed on 
April 24th, which HWP was looking at forecasting for the FMP and SFM Plan.  HWP was soliciting 
feedback from FRAG on which of the scenarios they would like to see HWP forecast.  FRAG 
recommended that HWP run a number of SFM scenarios, with variations – the main criteria being that 
each scenario would have a realistic chance of being chosen. 
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FRAG Meeting Date FMP and/or Beetle Plan Related Activity 

January 8, 2007 

Impact on ACC from closing Woodroom and increasing top size– HWP talked to FRAG members 
about utilization standards and the changes that occurred due to the closure of the pulpmill woodroom.  
The last Forest Management Agreement specified a 10/8 centimetre butt/top utilization standard and 
2.44 m length standard.  HWP noted that a request to change this utilization standard to 15/10 was made 
to ASRD in May of 2006 and approved.   

The previous conifer AAC (at the 10/8 utilization standard) was 1.9 million m3/yr; however, the new 
AAC (effective May 1, 2006) is 1,535,000 m3 (conifer) based on the 15/10 utilization standard.  HWP 
also explained that the Company asked the government for a variance to a 15/13 utilization for “cut-to-
length” (CTL) harvesting, which accounts for about 35% of the Company’s harvesting.  The minimum 
length for CTL would also change from 2.44 metres to 3.76 metres. 

HWP pointed out that a Pine Management Strategy to address mountain pine beetle (MPB) was to be 
completed in 2009.  It was noted that HWP has amended its harvest plans to focus more on pine stands.  
The plan is to move from 70% pine harvest to 90% in the upcoming years. 

February 26 2007 

Announcement of the Enhanced Planning Process – HWP explained to FRAG members that West 
Fraser had been developing a strategy to try to address the pressures being put on a number of West 
Fraser customers by ForestEthics and CPAWS (and their partners).  HWP noted that the requirement to 
develop a new FMP and the imminent arrival of MPB had provided the Company with an opportunity 
to reach out to the environmental community and try to address some of the issues that they have raised; 
which were primarily around caribou habitat protection and certification.   

HWP explained to FRAG that the Company had asked CPAWS (and their ENGO partners) to join 
HWP in an “Enhanced Forest Management Planning process”.  CPAWS ultimately declined the request.  
Even though the ENGO community was not on-side with the Enhanced Planning Process (EPP), HWP 
decided to announce the process anyway; along with the deferral of harvesting in approximately 50,000 
hectares of caribou range on the FMA.  It was pointed out to FRAG that HWP will, once again, ask 
these ENGOs to participate in this planning process.  In addition, HWP noted that other stakeholders on 
the FMA such as FRAG members, the oil & gas industry, mining companies, and Aboriginal 
communities will also be asked to participate in the EPP. 

MPB Pine Beetle Strategy – HWP gave FRAG members an update on the Company’s MPB Strategy.  
The Company’s MPB plan was to reduce MPB food supply over the long term; meaning reducing 
beetle risk by reducing the age class that is most susceptible to MPB – older mature trees. It was noted 
that in the short term, HWP will shift harvesting to the northwest part of the FMA, which has the most 
susceptible pine and is closest to the active Willmore Wilderness Area MPB infestation.  

In carrying out the MPB strategy, HWP explained that the Company would harvest susceptible pine 
stands primarily in a broad corridor extending from the Wildhay River in the southwest to the Berland 
River in the north. The intent was to slow expected MPB spread from the outbreaks northwest of the 
FMA.  All harvest in caribou range in the northwest corner of the FMA would be deferred unless the 
government directs harvest to effectively protect caribou habitat and other resource values both inside 
and outside caribou range.  It was noted that HWP may harvest some susceptible pine stands in other 
areas of the FMA to meet economic considerations, and that all MPB outbreaks would be assessed and 
the stands they occur in would be harvested if eradication or effective containment was possible.  

March 26, 2007 

Enhanced Planning Process Update – HWP gave an update on the Enhanced Planning Process noting 
that originally the FMP was due to be submitted in June 2008, but with the announcement of the 
Enhanced Planning Process HWP would be asking ASRD to give the Company an extension to mid 
2009.  HWP clarified how the Company envisions the Enhanced Planning Process consultation to take 
place - it would be more of a one-on-one consensus building process, than a typical round table process. 
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FRAG Meeting Date FMP and/or Beetle Plan Related Activity 

May 28, 2007 

Enhanced Planning Process – HWP provided a brief review of the Enhanced Planning Process, noting 
that letters had been mailed out to each FRAG member inviting them to participate outside of the FRAG 
process on any VOITs that were of particular interest to themselves and/or their organizations.  HWP 
provided FRAG members with a summary of the response received to date from invitations to 
participate in the Enhanced Planning Process.  HWP also noted that the Company’s request to delay the 
submission of the FMP until 2009 had been approved by ASRD. 

HWP provided FRAG members with a VOIT Table that showed the current status of each of the VOITs 
that were being proposed to be included in the new FMP.  HWP explained to FRAG members the 
current status of each VOIT in the table, noting that each VOIT would be in one on three groups: 

- Those VOITs not previously brought to FRAG – they would be brought to FRAG in the upcoming 
months for review and discussion. 

- Those VOITs previously vetted through FRAG – they would not be revisited. 

- Those VOITs previously vetted through FRAG, but require some possible changes to the wording of 
the Indicator, Target or acceptable variance. 

September 24, 2007 

FMP/Enhanced Planning Process – HWP explained that the work on the FMP was proceeding well, 
explaining to FRAG members that there are three major items being worked on: 

Landbase Information – HWP is pulling together all of the land base information (forest inventory, 
ELC, administrative information, FMA boundaries, etc).  The new AVI has also recently been approved 
for the FMA.  A new FMA boundary needs to be agreed upon, as the old FMA agreement expires next 
year.  HWP needs to determine net downs for such factors as steep slopes, aesthetics, and riparian 
zones.   

VOITS – Some VOITS have been vetted through FRAG already, but there are still new VOITs that 
FRAG has yet to see, as well as some VOITs (that FRAG has previously seen) with proposed changes. 

Yield Curves – HWP explained that yield curves are an important component of a FMP as they predict 
how well and quickly trees will grow based on a number of factors (e.g. age, site, managed vs 
unmanaged stands, etc.). 

HWP explained that once all of this information is pulled together, the Company would bring it all back 
to FRAG to discuss. One of the next steps would then be to calculate the timber supply based on the 
above noted information and run different scenarios, which would then be shown to FRAG. 

VOIT Status – HWP provided FRAG with the most current VOIT table and explained that the plan was 
to try to address 2 to 3 VOITs each meeting rather than all of them consecutively.  This would mean it 
wouldn’t be quite as difficult for FRAG members to go through VOITs a couple at a time (rather than 
going through the entire table at each meeting). 
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FRAG Meeting Date FMP and/or Beetle Plan Related Activity 

November 26, 2007 

Alternate Strategies at the Landscape (FMA) Level – HWP reminded FRAG about the last discussions 
around alternate strategies (Oct 23, 2006) for the FMP, noting that HWP was going to provide FRAG 
with 5-7 alternate strategies at the landscape level.  Each of the alternate strategies would then be 
forecast, and FRAG would provide direction to HWP on which strategy they preferred for the FMP.  At 
the Oct 23/06 meeting, FRAG was clear that they wanted to see scenarios that were realistic (i.e. 
scenarios that HWP would seriously consider) and did not want to see “extreme” scenarios that had no 
chance of being selected as the “preferred scenario”.  HWP presented FRAG members with an amended 
list of alternate strategies based on feedback from the Oct 23/06 meeting: 

Status Quo – Similar to the 1999 FMP scenario, with 2 or 3 pass harvest sequence, even-flow of harvest 
over planning horizon, stands are regenerated to full stocking after harvest, and conifer focus 
(deciduous is incidental). 

Harvest pattern – Change in harvest pattern; allow harvest areas to fluctuate in size and shape, within 
the identified range of natural variation.  Otherwise same as “First Scenario ” 

MPB outbreak – Scenario 2 plus MPB outbreak and Enhanced Forest Management with the intent to fill 
in age class gaps (obtain sawlogs at a younger age).  Assumption that all highly susceptible pine is dead 
in 10 years and then salvaged for 10 more years. 

Healthy Pine – This is a pine management scenario.  Similar to Scenario 2 but accelerate the harvest of 
mature pine to reduce the susceptibility to MPB.  The target is to reduce susceptible pine to 25% of 
what it is currently planned to be in 20 years.  Focus harvest on pure pine (>90%) and manage mature 
pine seral stage to low end of the range of natural variation  

Caribou – No harvest, or modified harvest, in caribou area.  Assess the first four scenarios, then select 
which to assess for caribou strategies. 

HWP explained to FRAG that the Company was looking for feedback about these alternate strategies – 
are they appropriate; should more, or less, strategies be looked at, etc.   

January 7, 2008 
Update on impact on FMA landbase moving to 15-10 utilization – HWP provided an update on the 
impact on the AAC of recent changes to HWP’s utilization standards.   

April 6, 2009 

Forest Management Plan Update – HWP outlined to FRAG members the “Beetle Plan” that HWP 
would be submitting in September of 2009.  HWP explained that the Beetle Plan has a focus on 
reducing the number of pine stands which are highly susceptible to mountain pine beetle.  In order to 
complete this plan, HWP had to develop new information for the FMA including: new forest inventory, 
updating the landbase for harvesting, fires, landuse, and seismic, new steep slopes (LiDAR) information 
and a new hydrology layer.  HWP showed FRAG members new maps which outlined this new 
information. 

HWP also noted that as part of this Beetle Plan, HWP had to develop (forecast) four different timber 
supply scenarios: a base scenario (business as usual), a healthy pine scenario (75% reduction in 
susceptible pine in 20 years), a disaster scenario (all pine is killed in a short time period), and a 
preferred scenario.  HWP also will have to produce a five year spatial harvest sequence as part of the 
Beetle Plan, and describe strategies to manage the following non-timber values:  water, caribou 
(maintain deferral), trumpeter Swans (3 lakes), and grizzly bear (modeling, support SRD process) 

HWP then gave FRAG members an update on the progress of the Forest Management Plan; noting that 
some of the important work (such as updating the status of the landbase) will already be done as part of 
the Beetle Plan; however, other items remain such as: 

- Incorporating all VOITs 

- Developing additional non-timber values strategies 

- Completing a 20 year spatial harvest sequence 

- The re-assessment and recalculation of the Annual Allowable Cut 

The submission date for the FMP is now September 2010. 
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FRAG Meeting Date FMP and/or Beetle Plan Related Activity 

May 25, 2009 

Forest Management Plan Update – HWP gave FRAG members another more detailed (since the April 
09 update) update describing the Forest Management Plan (FMP) process and the current status of the 
FMP.  It was noted that there were four main components of a FMP: landbase determination, growth 
and yield, policy (e.g. Acts, regulations, VOITs, Company objectives, etc.) and Annual Allowable Cut.  
HWP explained that the FMP was a two step process: 

The ‘Beetle Plan’ – due for submission Sept 30/09.  It will contain a 5 year spatial harvest sequence. 

The FMP – due for submission Sept 30/10 (but this date may change depending on the status of Land 
Use Framework).  The FMP will be built on ‘Beetle plan’, address all VOITs and contain a 20 year 
spatial harvest sequence.  

HWP then provided an update on the status of each of the major spatial layers required for determining 
the proper landbase – the FMA boundary, forest inventory, compartments, steep slopes, historical 
harvest areas, planned cutblocks, historical fire areas (since 2000), watersheds, hydrology, land use 
dispositions (e.g. well sites, pipelines, etc.), wildlife, ecosites, seismic lines, and special management 
areas. 

HWP noted that a preliminary area summary of the contributing landbase indicates that it will decline 
from in 2009 – a significant portion of this decrease is due to a change in utilization standards (i.e. from 
10/8 in the 1999 FMP to 15/10 in the next FMP).  HWP provided FRAG members with a demonstration 
of what netting down a contributing landbase looks like from a spatial point of view – using aerial 
photos from a portion of the FMA, FRAG was shown the affect of removing contributing landbase due 
to factors such as riparian zones, steep slopes, and inoperable land. 

HWP also discussed in more detail the following: 

- How HWP will be modeling growth & yield of stands within the FMA; 

- How policy will impact the contributing landbase; and 

- How AAC is calculated (in a broad sense). 

September 28, 2009 
HWP presented FRAG members with an explanation and description of the final landbase 
determination for the Hinton FMA, that was prepared as part of HWP’s Beetle Plan submission. 

October 26, 2009 
HWP provided a brief update on the status of the growth and yield curves that will be used in the Beetle 
Plan and FMP – noting that he would be providing most of the information at the next FRAG meeting. 

February 22, 2010 

HWP gave a presentation that summarized the current status of work on HWP’s MPB Plan. This 
included an overview of the new landbase determination, a discussion regarding the four required 
timber scenarios wanted by ASRD (i.e. Baseline, Healthy Pine, Disaster, and Preferred), the new 
recommended Annual Allowable Cut (AAC), the spatial harvest sequence, and HWP’s strategies 
around managing for caribou, trumpeter swan, grizzly bear and water. 

April 12, 2010 
HWP gave FRAG members a presentation on how HWP was addressing four major non-timber values 
in the MPB Plan; specifically: water, grizzly bear assessment, caribou, and trumpeter swans.  Results of 
the water yield and grizzly bear (rsf, mortality risk and road density) assessments were presented. 
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The following tables summarize the list of aboriginal communities with whom HWP conducted aboriginal 
engagement activities.  

Table A 6.  HWP Aboriginal Engagement List (December 17, 2007) 

Aboriginal Community Status Aboriginal Community Status 

Alexis Nakota Sioux Nation First Nation Aseniwuche Winewak Nation (AWM) Non-status* 

Foothills Ojibway  Non-status Nakcowinewak Nation Non-status 

Mountain Cree (Small Boys) Non-status Ermineskin Tribe First Nation 

Louis Bull Tribe First Nation Montana First Nation First Nation 

Sunchild First Nation First Nation Samson Cree Nation First Nation 

* While the AWN is not technically a recognized First Nation, their situation is unique and the Alberta government recognizes 
that they should be treated that same as First Nation when conducting consultation. 

Table A 7.  HWP Aboriginal Engagement List (July 2008 – July 2009) 

Aboriginal Community Status Mandatory/Voluntary  

Alexis Nakota Sioux Nation First Nation Mandatory 

Aseniwuche Winewak Nation (AWM) Non-Status* Mandatory 

Foothills Ojibway  Non-Status Voluntary 

Nakcowinewak Nation Non-Status Voluntary 

Mountain Cree (Small Boys) Non-Status** Voluntary 

Sunchild First Nation First Nation Voluntary 

Bighorn Chiniki Non-Status*** Voluntary 

Table A 8.  HWP Aboriginal Engagement List (August 2009 – Present) 

Aboriginal Community Status Mandatory/Voluntary  

Alexis Nakota Sioux Nation First Nation Mandatory 

Aseniwuche Winewak Nation (AWM) Non-Status* Mandatory 

Ermineskin Tribe First Nation Mandatory 

O’Chiese First Nation First Nation Mandatory 

Foothills Ojibway  Non-Status Voluntary 

Nakcowinewak Nation Non-Status Voluntary 

Mountain Cree (Small Boys) Non-Status** Voluntary 

Sunchild First Nation First Nation Voluntary 

Bighorn Chiniki  Non-Status*** Voluntary 

*     While the AWN is not technically a recognized First Nation, their situation is unique and the Alberta government recognizes 
that they should be treated that same as First Nation when conducting consultation. 

**    Some members of the Mountain Cree are members of the Ermineskin First Nation 

***  The Bighorn Chiniki live on a federal Indian Reserve near Nordegg but are not recognized by Alberta as a separate First 
Nation – they are part of the Stoney First Nation. 
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Table A 9.  Summary of Aboriginal Engagement Efforts 

Aboriginal 
Community 

Engagement 
required under 

terms of HWP’s 
Approved Program 

Date and Type of 
Engagement 

Summary of Engagement Activities 
 

- February 4, 2005 

- Meeting at Alexis 
office 

 

HWP reviewed the FMP Terms of Reference (ToR), CSA protocols, and Alberta 
Planning manual.  The intent of this review was to explain the documents, their 
purpose, and to show specific areas related to Aboriginal requirements or 
commitments. HWP gave copies of all documents to Alexis representatives.  
HWP reviewed the FMP ToR point by point.  Alexis stated they would like to 
participate through FRAG, but required a letter of invitation from West Fraser to 
take to council (this letter of invitation was subsequently sent to Alexis). 

- May 19, 2005,  

- Meeting in Jasper - 
Palisades Center 

HWP discussed with Alexis the invitation to sit on FRAG to participate in the 
FMP process.  The Alexis representative indicated that their council still had not 
decided if they should attend FRAG, and if they did, which representative they 
would send.  

- January 4, 2006   

- Meeting in Spruce 
Grove (at Tim 
Horton’s) 

HWP discussed with Alexis how to proceed with the FMP given that FRAG has 
completed the initial VOIT review and that opportunity has passed.  HWP 
committed to keeping Alexis aware of the FMP development so that Alexis can 
express their interest in wanting to comment on specific aspects of the FMP.  
HWP also provided Alexis with a copy of West Fraser’s Alberta Stewardship 
Report for 2005. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Alexis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No 

(HWP did not have an 
approved Aboriginal 

Consultation Program at 
this time) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- August 8, 2006 

- Meeting at the 

  Cardinal River 

  Reserve 

The Alexis Nakota Sioux First Nation requested that HWP share information 
about its forest management process (FMP).  Alexis decided that the “Chief and 
Council Consultation Camp-out” was a good venue for this, as it would allow for 
as many interested Alexis people as possible to sit in on the discussion.  There 
were approximately 200 people at the event and 50-60 sat in on the FMP 
discussions. 

Key points made by HWP staff included: 

• HWP’s commitment to the preferential involvement of Aboriginal peoples in 
the sustainable management planning for our FMA (as stated in the FMP 
terms of reference). 

• Overview of the FMP and how it impacts forest management on the FMA. 
• For the Alexis to ensure that issues of concern are addressed in the FMP, it is 

critical that they are actively involved in providing information – the 
Traditional Culture Study (Foothills Research Institute) was referenced as a 
possible opportunity. 

• To facilitate discussions between the two groups, the VOIT process of 
addressing issues was presented. 

• HWP is a supporter of the Grizzly Bear Research Program, noting that it will 
likely be used as an evaluation tool for Company management plans. 

• HWP is a supporter of numerous caribou research studies, including the Little 
Smoky Caribou Calf Project which has increased calf survival from 12.5% to 
75%. 

• Historic sites are an important part of the social sustainability of the Forest 
Management Plan 

• The issue of mountain pine beetle and potential impacts was discussed. 
HWP would like to talk with Alexis sometime next year to present work being 
done on the FMP – including landbase allocation and yield estimates.  

Key points Alexis had for HWP 

• Alexis desires to be involved in our plan formation process; not just receiving 
a report after all the decisions have been made.   

• Alexis understands the need to be involved in providing good information to 
the Foothills Research Institute Traditional Culture Study.  The council and 
the elders need to make a final decision on this.Alexis would like information 
on the process of being a contractor for HWP and they would like to be 
included in receiving RFPs when HWP is seeking bids for work.  
Additionally, they would also like to receive notice of our job postings  

• The Alexis Chief, Council and Elders are in favour of business in general and 
would like to be able to work with HWP to provide economic opportunities.    
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Aboriginal 
Community 

Engagement 
required under 

terms of HWP’s 
Approved Program 

Date and Type of 
Engagement 

Summary of Engagement Activities 
 

- August 8, 2006 

- Meeting at the 
Cardinal River Reserve 

(cnt’d) 

• The Chief said there is potential interest in the Alexis requesting an HWP 
operations forester help them to understand the value and costs of harvesting 
trees within their reserve (most likely within the context of some type of long-
term sustainable harvesting scenario).  Associated with this, they would like 
someone from HWP to assist them to understand what the typical business 
arrangement would be if they could sell logs from their reserve to HWP 

• Alexis trappers are concerned that they seem to be only receiving 10 days 
notice prior to disturbance.  HWP Note – This complaint seemed to be more in 
regards to Weyerhaeuser rather than HWP.  This is likely because HWP is 
already in the practice of providing notice to trappers potentially impacted by 
operations at the beginning of each timber year.  Diligently continuing this 
practice should prevent this from becoming a future sore point.   

• Alexis would like information on future HWP FMP developments such as 
land allocations and yield estimates.   

• Alexis council and Elders seemed to indicate that they would like access roads 
around the reservation to remain active and not to be decommissioned.  There 
was also interest in the road to Robb. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Alexis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No 

(HWP did not have an 
approved Aboriginal 

Consultation Program at 
this time) 

 

- May 4, 2007 

- Letter 

As part of HWP’s Enhanced Planning Process (discussed in section 2.22), a letter 
was sent to Alexis looking for input into the development of HWP’s new Forest 
Management Plan (FMP).  Included in this letter were: 

• An overview of the Proposed FMP process and how HWP is planning to 
enhance it 

• An Issue Identification Form – Table 1 of this form outlines the VOITs 
(Values, Objectives, Targets, and Indicators) that HWP was most interested in 
working with Alexis on.  Table 2 was a form for Alexis to fill out to provide 
us with any additional VOITs or other issues that you would like to discuss. 

• VOIT Table – This table outlines the current VOITs that Hinton Wood 
Products either has as part of an existing Plan or is in the process of 
developing for submission with the FMP 

HWP received no response to this letter. 

- March 12, 2010 

- Letter 

Each letter contained the following: 
• An explanation of HWP’s MPB Plan, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 

Summary Document, that showed the location of proposed blocks for 2010 to 
2018 years. 

• An explanation of HWP’s GDP, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 
Summary Document, with compartments that will be operated within the next 
5 years highlighted in grey 

• An explanation of HWP’s chemical and mechanical stand tending, with those 
blocks that may be operated on during the April 2010 to March 2011 season 
highlighted on the attached GDP & MPB Plan Summary Document,. 

• An explanation of the government’s Community Reforestation Program, with 
a separate map (see Appendix 3 for a copy of this map) attached showing 
those blocks proposed for mechanical or chemical treatments during the 
2010/2011 operating season. 

• A large map was also enclosed with the Summary Document – this map was a 
reproduction of the map found in the middle of the Summary Document.  This 
larger scale map made it easier to identify the exact location of proposed 
activities.  

• An invitation to provide feedback to HWP or schedule a future meeting to 
discuss any of the plans summaries in the Summary Document. 

• Each Aboriginal community was given to April 16, 2010 (34 days or 5 work 
weeks) to contact HWP if they had any potential issues and/or wanted to set 
up further meetings. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Alexis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- March 22, 2010 
(letter) 

- March 23, 2010 
(email) 

• A follow-up letter and email was sent reminding Alexis of the March 12th 
referral package and asking them to contact HWP if they had any questions 
regarding the packages 
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Aboriginal 
Community 

Engagement 
required under 

terms of HWP’s 
Approved Program 

Date and Type of 
Engagement 

Summary of Engagement Activities 
 

- Mar 23, 2010  
HWP received an email response from Orlando Alexis (Lands Consultation 
Manager; Oil & Gas Negotiator – ANSN) asking that we meet to discuss the 
March 12, 2010 referral letter.  A meeting was set up for April 5, 2010 at 1 p.m. 
at the ANSN Resource Centre (located near Glenevis, Alberta).  

- April 5, 2010 
HWP met with two representatives of the ANSN at 1 p.m. at the ANSN Resource 
Centre (Glenevis).  Present at the meeting were Orlando Alexis, Howard Mustus 
Jr. (Industry & Community Liaison, Special Projects Negotiations – ANSN), and 
Aaron Jones (HWP).  This meeting lasted approximately two hours.   

 

 

 

Alexis 

 

 

 

Yes 

 

 

- April 19, 2010 
HWP send a copy of the information provided to ASRD regarding the 
engagement activities that were carried out as part of the preparation of our 
General Development Plan (GDP) and MPB FMP amendment 

- March 1, 2005 

- Meeting at HWP’s 

   Office 

HWP reviewed the FMP Terms of Reference (ToR), CSA protocols, and Alberta 
Planning manual with AWN representatives.  The goal of this review was to 
explain the documents, their purpose, and to show specific areas related to 
Aboriginal requirements or commitments.  HWP gave copies of all documents to 
AWN representatives.  HWP reviewed the ToR point by point and invited AWN 
to be involved through FRAG.  The AWN representative noted that they needed 
to discuss this with AWN board but thought the AWN would prefer to deal one 
on one (i.e. not be part of FRAG). 

- March 16, 2005 

- Meeting – AWN 

  Office Grande 

  Cache 

AWN representative advised HWP that the AWN had been reviewing how they 
would like to participate in FMP process; however, they have not made a 
decision yet.  HWP explained that work on the FMP was already underway and 
therefore it would be important to know AWN’s preference by the end of March.  
HWP explained the VOIT process and provided a copy to the AWN and asked 
for feedback. 

- March 21, 2005 

- Phone Call 
AWN advised HWP that they do not want to participate in FRAG for FMP 
consultation – as it involves too much of a time commitment. 

No 

(HWP did not have an 
approved Aboriginal 

Consultation Program at 
this time) 

- June 23, 2005 

- Meeting – AWN 

  Office Grande 

  Cache 

As part of a larger meeting, HWP asked AWN representatives if they had any 
comments regarding the VOIT process.  They, and their elders, had no 
comments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Aseniwuche 
Winewak Nation 

(AWN) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

- May 4, 2007 

- Letter 

As part of HWP’s Enhanced Planning Process (discussed in section 2.22), a letter 
was sent to the AWN looking for input into the development of HWP’s new 
Forest Management Plan (FMP).  Included in this letter were: 

• An overview of the Proposed FMP process and how HWP is planning to 
enhance it 

• An Issue Identification Form – Table 1 of this form outlines the VOITs 
(Values, Objectives, Targets, and Indicators) that HWP was most interested in 
working with the AWN on.  Table 2 was a form for the AWN to fill out to 
provide us with any additional VOITs or other issues that you would like to 
discuss. 

• VOIT Table – This table outlines the current VOITs that HWP either has as 
part of an existing Plan or is in the process of developing for submission with 
the FMP 

HWP received no response to this letter. 
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Aboriginal 
Community 

Engagement 
required under 

terms of HWP’s 
Approved Program 

Date and Type of 
Engagement 

Summary of Engagement Activities 
 

- March 12, 2010 

- Letter 

Each letter contained the following: 
• An explanation of HWP’s MPB Plan, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 

Summary Document, that showed the location of proposed blocks for 2010 to 
2018 years. 

• An explanation of HWP’s GDP, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 
Summary Document, with compartments that will be operated within the next 
5 years highlighted in grey 

• An explanation of HWP’s chemical and mechanical stand tending, with those 
blocks that may be operated on during the April 2010 to March 2011 season 
highlighted on the attached GDP & MPB Plan Summary Document,. 

• An explanation of the government’s Community Reforestation Program, with 
a separate map (see Appendix 3 for a copy of this map) attached showing 
those blocks proposed for mechanical or chemical treatments during the 
2010/2011 operating season. 

• A large map was also enclosed with the Summary Document – this map was a 
reproduction of the map found in the middle of the Summary Document.  This 
larger scale map made it easier to identify the exact location of proposed 
activities.  

• An invitation to provide feedback to HWP or schedule a future meeting to 
discuss any of the plans summaries in the Summary Document. 

• Each Aboriginal community was given to April 16, 2010 (34 days or 5 work 
weeks) to contact HWP if they had any potential issues and/or wanted to set 
up further meetings. 

- March 22, 2010 
(letter) 

- March 23, 2010 
(email) 

A follow-up letter and email was sent reminding AWN of the March 12th referral 
package and asking them to contact HWP if they had any questions regarding the 
packages 

April 1, 2010  

HWP met with the AWN elder council to discuss MPB.  Previously the elder 
council had expressed concern that HWP was dealing with a “natural 
occurrence”, that is MPB, by logging; which the AWN did not think was right.  
In an effort to try to get the elder council to understand that the current levels of 
MPB in the Grande Cache area are not “natural”, HWP asked Brooks Horne, 
ASRD’s Regional Health Officer to go to Grande Cache and talk to the elders 
about MPB. 
Mr. Horne’s presentation took place on April 1st and was fairly well received.  In 
addition to the presentation on MPB, there was also a discussion on HWP’s 
“GDP & MPB Plan Summary Document”.  There were no specific issues raised 
about any of HWP’s plans. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Aseniwuche 
Winewak Nation 

(AWN) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

- April 19, 2010 
HWP send a copy of the information provided to ASRD regarding the 
engagement activities that were carried out as part of the preparation of our 
General Development Plan (GDP) and MPB FMP amendment 

- January 31, 2005 

- Meeting at Smitty’s 

   Restaurant  

  (Hinton) 

HWP reviewed the FMP renewal process, explaining the Alberta Planning 
Manual and CSA SFM planning process.  Copies of both documents were 
provided to the Foothills Ojibway.  HWP reviewed the Aboriginal consultation 
portion of the Terms of Reference point by point.  HWP invited the Foothills 
Ojibway to sit on FRAG, but they declined expressing that they are not just 
another interest group and wish to be consulted directly.  The Foothills Ojibway 
noted that they wanted to review the VOITs once we have them drafted. 

- March 3, 2005 

- Meeting at Smitty’s 

   Restaurant  

  (Hinton) 

HWP requested this meeting to find out how Foothills Ojibway wants to be 
involved in the FMP renewal process.  At this time, the Foothills Ojibway were 
not sure if they wanted to be involved in the FMP process, except to state again 
that they are not interested in sitting on FRAG.  HWP expressed the desire to 
have some direction by the end of the month.  The Foothills Ojibway 
representative noted that they would probably express their decision in a letter. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Foothills 
Ojibway  

 

 

No 

(HWP did not have an 
approved Aboriginal 

Consultation Program at 
this time) 

- March 17, 2005 

- Phone Call 

Jim O’Chiese from the Foothills Ojibway called – HWP asked him how they 
wanted to be involved in the FMP process.  Mr. O’Chiese responded that they do 
not want to sit on FRAG – they want individual consultation. Accordingly, HWP 
provided a copy of the VOIT table and agreed to keep the Foothills Ojibway up 
to date on FMP development. 
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Date and Type of 
Engagement 

Summary of Engagement Activities 
 

 

- April 27, 2005 

- Meeting at Smitty’s 

   Restaurant  

  (Hinton) 

HWP reviewed the current the VOIT table with the Jim O’Chiese of the Foothills 
Ojibway.  The explanation was not verbatim but very simplified to aid in Mr. 
O’Chiese’s understanding.  Mr. O’Chiese had three concerns that he wanted to 
pass on to HWP: 

1. Concern over the lack of Abies (balsam and alpine fir).  Mr. O’Chiese noted 
that none grows back after logging and they use the sap in medicine.  In 
addition, there are herbs that grow with the fir that are no longer present. 

2. Salt licks for game dry out after logging even though a buffer is left.  Game 
needs these licks so if the licks dry up game sickens and dies. 

3. Concern that HWP was not leaving sufficient forest with arboreal lichens for 
caribou.  They use these same lichens in medicines. 

- May 4, 2007 

- Letter 

As part of HWP’s Enhanced Planning Process (discussed in section 2.22), a letter 
was sent to the Foothills Ojibway looking for input into the development of 
HWP’s new Forest Management Plan (FMP).  Included in this letter were: 

• An overview of the Proposed FMP process and how HWP is planning to 
enhance it 

• An Issue Identification Form – Table 1 of this form outlines the VOITs 
(Values, Objectives, Targets, and Indicators) that HWP was most interested in 
working with the Foothills Ojibway on.  Table 2 was a form for the Foothills 
Ojibway to fill out to provide us with any additional VOITs or other issues 
that you would like to discuss. 

• VOIT Table – This table outlines the current VOITs that HWP either has as 
part of an existing Plan or is in the process of developing for submission with 
the FMP 

HWP received no response to this letter. 

- March 12, 2010 

- Letter 

Each letter contained the following: 
• An explanation of HWP’s MPB Plan, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 

Summary Document, that showed the location of proposed blocks for 2010 to 
2018 years. 

• An explanation of HWP’s GDP, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 
Summary Document, with compartments that will be operated within the next 
5 years highlighted in grey 

• An explanation of HWP’s chemical and mechanical stand tending, with those 
blocks that may be operated on during the April 2010 to March 2011 season 
highlighted on the attached GDP & MPB Plan Summary Document,. 

• An explanation of the government’s Community Reforestation Program, with 
a separate map (see Appendix 3 for a copy of this map) attached showing 
those blocks proposed for mechanical or chemical treatments during the 
2010/2011 operating season. 

• A large map was also enclosed with the Summary Document – this map was a 
reproduction of the map found in the middle of the Summary Document.  This 
larger scale map made it easier to identify the exact location of proposed 
activities.  

• An invitation to provide feedback to HWP or schedule a future meeting to 
discuss any of the plans summaries in the Summary Document. 

• Each Aboriginal community was given to April 16, 2010 (34 days or 5 work 
weeks) to contact HWP if they had any potential issues and/or wanted to set 
up further meetings. 

- March 22, 2010 
(letter) 

- March 23, 2010 
(email) 

A follow-up letter and email was sent reminding the Foothills Ojibway of the 
March 12th referral package and asking them to contact HWP if they had any 
questions regarding the packages. 
No feedback or response was received by April 16, 2010. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Foothills 
Ojibway 

Yes 

- April 19, 2010 
HWP send a copy of the information provided to ASRD regarding the 
engagement activities that were carried out as part of the preparation of our 
General Development Plan (GDP) and MPB FMP amendment 
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Date and Type of 
Engagement 

Summary of Engagement Activities 
 

- January 13, 2005 

- Meeting at 

   Smallboy Camp 

HWP reviewed the FMP renewal process with Reinhardt Roan representing the 
Mountain Cree.  HWP explained the Alberta Planning Manual and CSA SFM 
planning process.  Copies of both these documents and the FMP’s Terms of 
Reference (ToR) were provided to the Mr. Roan.  HWP reviewed the Aboriginal 
consultation portion of the ToR point by point.  HWP invited the Mountain Cree 
to sit on FRAG.  Mr. Roan indicated that it would be too expensive to travel to 
Hinton to do that.  Mr. Roan noted that the Mountain Cree is only interested in 
HWP’s operations between the Cardinal and Brazeau Rivers.  He indicated that 
the Mountain Cree will review the material provided and advise if they want to 
have any other input into HWP’s SFM plan and FMP. 

- March 21, 2005 

- Meeting at 

   Smallboy Camp 

HWP met with Fred Roan at Smallboy’s camp.  Mr. Roan did not have an answer 
regarding the Mountain Cree’s involvement in the FMP process, noting that he 
had been in the US and did not know about it.   

- April 21, 2005 

- Meeting at 

   Smallboy Camp 

HWP reviewed the current VOITs document with Elmer Rattlesnake of the 
Mountain Cree and left a copy with him.  Mr. Rattlesnake never provided any 
comment, only asking for clarification and understanding.  The session was 
difficult because many of the terms such as ecosystems, riparian, genetic 
diversity, species diversity, landscape diversity were not familiar to him.   

 

 

No 

(HWP did not have an 
approved Aboriginal 

Consultation Program at 
this time) 

 

 

 

No 

(HWP did not have an 
approved Aboriginal 

Consultation Program at 
this time) - June 5, 2005 

- Meeting at 

   Smallboy Camp 

This was a follow-up to the April 14 meeting with Elmer Rattlesnake.  Mr. 
Rattlesnake had not shared much with Reinhardt Roan regarding the VOITs.  Mr. 
Rattlesnake did not express any concerns or comments about the VOITs. 

 

 

 

Mountain Cree 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes 
- May 4, 2007 

- Letter 

As part of HWP’s Enhanced Planning Process (discussed in section 2.22), a letter 
was sent to Mountain Cree looking for input into the development of HWP’s new 
Forest Management Plan (FMP).  Included in this letter were: 

• An overview of the Proposed FMP process and how HWP is planning to 
enhance it 

• An Issue Identification Form – Table 1 of this form outlines the VOITs 
(Values, Objectives, Targets, and Indicators) that HWP was most interested in 
working with the Mountain Cree on.  Table 2 was a form for the Mountain 
Cree to fill out to provide us with any additional VOITs or other issues that 
you would like to discuss. 

• VOIT Table – This table outlines the current VOITs that HWP either has as 
part of an existing Plan or is in the process of developing for submission with 
the FMP 

HWP received no response to this letter. 
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- March 12, 2010 

- Letter 

Each letter contained the following: 
• An explanation of HWP’s MPB Plan, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 

Summary Document, that showed the location of proposed blocks for 2010 to 
2018 years. 

• An explanation of HWP’s GDP, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 
Summary Document, with compartments that will be operated within the next 
5 years highlighted in grey 

• An explanation of HWP’s chemical and mechanical stand tending, with those 
blocks that may be operated on during the April 2010 to March 2011 season 
highlighted on the attached GDP & MPB Plan Summary Document,. 

• An explanation of the government’s Community Reforestation Program, with 
a separate map (see Appendix 3 for a copy of this map) attached showing 
those blocks proposed for mechanical or chemical treatments during the 
2010/2011 operating season. 

• A large map was also enclosed with the Summary Document – this map was a 
reproduction of the map found in the middle of the Summary Document.  This 
larger scale map made it easier to identify the exact location of proposed 
activities.  

• An invitation to provide feedback to HWP or schedule a future meeting to 
discuss any of the plans summaries in the Summary Document. 

• Each Aboriginal community was given to April 16, 2010 (34 days or 5 work 
weeks) to contact HWP if they had any potential issues and/or wanted to set 
up further meetings. 

- March 22, 2010 
(letter) 

A follow-up letter and email was sent reminding the Mountain Cree of the March 
12th referral package and asking them to contact HWP if they had any questions 
regarding the packages. 
No feedback or response was received by April 16, 2010. 

 

Mountain Cree 

 

- April 19, 2010 
HWP send a copy of the information provided to ASRD regarding the 
engagement activities that were carried out as part of the preparation of our 
General Development Plan (GDP) and MPB FMP amendment 

- January 10, 2005 

- Meeting at NCN 

   Office 

HWP reviewed the FMP renewal process; explaining the Alberta Planning 
Manual and CSA SFM planning process.  Copies of both these documents and 
the FMP’s Terms of Reference (ToR) were provided to the NCN.  HWP 
reviewed the Aboriginal consultation portion of the ToR point by point.  HWP 
invited the NCN to sit on FRAG.  The NCN noted that they would get back to 
HWP if they wanted to sit on FRAG.  The NCN representatives also indicated 
that they would review the material provided at the meeting and advise HWP on 
how they wanted to participate. 

- March 17, 2005 

- Meeting – Hinton 

  Training Center 

HWP spoke with Jean Whitehorse of the NCN regarding their interests in 
participating in the FMP process.  Ms. Whitehorse indicated that the   NCN has 
not given it another thought since HWP reviewed it with them in January.  NCN 
is not interested in sitting on FRAG.  They wish to be kept informed of the 
sections of the FMP HWP is are working on and will then indicate if they wish to 
provide comment on that area.  HWP provided copies of the draft VOITs. 

Nakcowinewak 
Nation (NCN) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Nakcowinewak 
Nation (NCN) 

 

 

 

No 

 

(HWP did not have an 
approved Aboriginal 

Consultation Program at 
this time) 

 

 
- May 19, 2005 

- Meeting - Jasper  

  (Palisades Center) 

HWP reviewed the VOITs with Jean Whitehorse and Daryl McLeod of the NCN.  
They sought clarification on some points, but did not offer any comment or 
suggestion for change.  HWP provided a copy of the written VOITs document to 
them for further review at their convenience. 
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Aboriginal 
Community 

Engagement 
required under 

terms of HWP’s 
Approved Program 

Date and Type of 
Engagement 

Summary of Engagement Activities 
 

- May 4, 2007 

- Letter 

As part of HWP’s Enhanced Planning Process (discussed in section 2.22), a letter 
was sent to the NCN looking for input into the development of HWP’s new 
Forest Management Plan (FMP).  Included in this letter were: 

• An overview of the Proposed FMP process and how HWP is planning to 
enhance it 

• An Issue Identification Form – Table 1 of this form outlines the VOITs 
(Values, Objectives, Targets, and Indicators) that HWP was most interested in 
working with the NCN on.  Table 2 was a form for the NCN to fill out to 
provide us with any additional VOITs or other issues that you would like to 
discuss. 

• VOIT Table – This table outlines the current VOITs that HWP either has as 
part of an existing Plan or is in the process of developing for submission with 
the FMP 

HWP received no response to this letter. 

- March 12, 2010 

- Letter 

Each letter contained the following: 
• An explanation of HWP’s MPB Plan, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 

Summary Document, that showed the location of proposed blocks for 2010 to 
2018 years. 

• An explanation of HWP’s GDP, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 
Summary Document, with compartments that will be operated within the next 
5 years highlighted in grey 

• An explanation of HWP’s chemical and mechanical stand tending, with those 
blocks that may be operated on during the April 2010 to March 2011 season 
highlighted on the attached GDP & MPB Plan Summary Document,. 

• An explanation of the government’s Community Reforestation Program, with 
a separate map (see Appendix 3 for a copy of this map) attached showing 
those blocks proposed for mechanical or chemical treatments during the 
2010/2011 operating season. 

• A large map was also enclosed with the Summary Document – this map was a 
reproduction of the map found in the middle of the Summary Document.  This 
larger scale map made it easier to identify the exact location of proposed 
activities.  

• An invitation to provide feedback to HWP or schedule a future meeting to 
discuss any of the plans summaries in the Summary Document. 

• Each Aboriginal community was given to April 16, 2010 (34 days or 5 work 
weeks) to contact HWP if they had any potential issues and/or wanted to set 
up further meetings. 

Yes 

- March 22, 2010 
(letter) 

- March 23, 2010 
(email) 

A follow-up letter and email was sent reminding the Nakcowinewak of the March 
12th referral package and asking them to contact HWP if they had any questions 
regarding the packages. 
No feedback or response was received by April 16, 2010. 

 

 

 

 

Nakcowinewak 
Nation (NCN) 

Yes - April 19, 2010 
HWP send a copy of the information provided to ASRD regarding the 
engagement activities that were carried out as part of the preparation of our 
General Development Plan (GDP) and MPB FMP amendment 

Louis Bull First 
Nation 

 
Yes 

- May 4, 2007 

- Letter 

As part of HWP’s Enhanced Planning Process (discussed in section 2.22), a letter 
was sent to the Louis Bull First Nation (LBFN) looking for input into the 
development of HWP’s new Forest Management Plan (FMP).  Included in this 
letter were: 

• An overview of the Proposed FMP process and how HWP is planning to 
enhance it 

• An Issue Identification Form – Table 1 of this form outlines the VOITs 
(Values, Objectives, Targets, and Indicators) that HWP was most interested in 
working with the LBFN on.  Table 2 was a form for the LBFN to fill out to 
provide us with any additional VOITs or other issues that you would like to 
discuss. 

• VOIT Table – This table outlines the current VOITs that HWP either has as 
part of an existing Plan or is in the process of developing for submission with 
the FMP 
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Approved Program 

Date and Type of 
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Summary of Engagement Activities 
 

HWP received no response to this letter. 

Montana First 
Nation 

 
Yes 

- May 4, 2007 

- Letter 

As part of HWP’s Enhanced Planning Process (discussed in section 2.22), a letter 
was sent to the Montana First Nation (MFN) looking for input into the 
development of HWP’s new Forest Management Plan (FMP).  Included in this 
letter were: 

• An overview of the Proposed FMP process and how HWP is planning to 
enhance it 

• An Issue Identification Form – Table 1 of this form outlines the VOITs 
(Values, Objectives, Targets, and Indicators) that HWP was most interested in 
working with the MFN on.  Table 2 was a form for the MFN to fill out to 
provide us with any additional VOITs or other issues that you would like to 
discuss. 

• VOIT Table – This table outlines the current VOITs that HWP either has as 
part of an existing Plan or is in the process of developing for submission with 
the FMP 

HWP received no response to this letter. 

- May 4, 2007 

- Letter 

As part of HWP’s Enhanced Planning Process (discussed in section 2.22), a letter 
was sent to the Ermineskin First Nation (EFN) looking for input into the 
development of HWP’s new Forest Management Plan (FMP).  Included in this 
letter were: 

• An overview of the Proposed FMP process and how HWP is planning to 
enhance it 

• An Issue Identification Form – Table 1 of this form outlines the VOITs 
(Values, Objectives, Targets, and Indicators) that HWP was most interested in 
working with the EFN on.  Table 2 was a form for the EFN to fill out to 
provide us with any additional VOITs or other issues that you would like to 
discuss. 

• VOIT Table – This table outlines the current VOITs that HWP either has as 
part of an existing Plan or is in the process of developing for submission with 
the FMP 

HWP received no response to this letter. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ermineskin First 
Nation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

- March 12, 2010 

- Letter 

Each letter contained the following: 
• An explanation of HWP’s MPB Plan, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 

Summary Document, that showed the location of proposed blocks for 2010 to 
2018 years. 

• An explanation of HWP’s GDP, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 
Summary Document, with compartments that will be operated within the next 
5 years highlighted in grey 

• An explanation of HWP’s chemical and mechanical stand tending, with those 
blocks that may be operated on during the April 2010 to March 2011 season 
highlighted on the attached GDP & MPB Plan Summary Document,. 

• An explanation of the government’s Community Reforestation Program, with 
a separate map (see Appendix 3 for a copy of this map) attached showing 
those blocks proposed for mechanical or chemical treatments during the 
2010/2011 operating season. 

• A large map was also enclosed with the Summary Document – this map was a 
reproduction of the map found in the middle of the Summary Document.  This 
larger scale map made it easier to identify the exact location of proposed 
activities.  

• An invitation to provide feedback to HWP or schedule a future meeting to 
discuss any of the plans summaries in the Summary Document. 

• Each Aboriginal community was given to April 16, 2010 (34 days or 5 work 
weeks) to contact HWP if they had any potential issues and/or wanted to set 
up further meetings. 
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- March 22, 2010 
(letter) 

- March 23, 2010 
(email) 

A follow-up letter and email was sent reminding the Ermineskin Tribe of the 
March 12th referral package and asking them to contact HWP if they had any 
questions regarding the packages. 
No feedback or response was received by April 16, 2010. 

Ermineskin First 
Nation 

 

- April 19, 2010 
HWP send a copy of the information provided to ASRD regarding the 
engagement activities that were carried out as part of the preparation of our 
General Development Plan (GDP) and MPB FMP amendment 

Samson Cree 
First Nation 

 
Yes 

- May 4, 2007 

- Letter 

As part of HWP’s Enhanced Planning Process (discussed in section 2.22), a letter 
was sent to the Samson Cree First Nation (SCFN) looking for input into the 
development of HWP’s new Forest Management Plan (FMP).  Included in this 
letter were: 

• An overview of the Proposed FMP process and how HWP is planning to 
enhance it 

• An Issue Identification Form – Table 1 of this form outlines the VOITs 
(Values, Objectives, Targets, and Indicators) that HWP was most interested in 
working with the SCFN on.  Table 2 was a form for the SCFN to fill out to 
provide us with any additional VOITs or other issues that you would like to 
discuss. 

• VOIT Table – This table outlines the current VOITs that HWP either has as 
part of an existing Plan or is in the process of developing for submission with 
the FMP 

 

HWP received no response to this letter. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sunchild First 
Nation 

 

 

Yes 
- May 4, 2007 

- Letter 

As part of HWP’s Enhanced Planning Process (discussed in section 2.22), a letter 
was sent to the Sunchild First Nation (SFN) looking for input into the 
development of HWP’s new Forest Management Plan (FMP).  Included in this 
letter were: 

• An overview of the Proposed FMP process and how HWP is planning to 
enhance it 

• An Issue Identification Form – Table 1 of this form outlines the VOITs 
(Values, Objectives, Targets, and Indicators) that HWP was most interested in 
working with the SFN on.  Table 2 was a form for the SFN to fill out to 
provide us with any additional VOITs or other issues that you would like to 
discuss. 

• VOIT Table – This table outlines the current VOITs that HWP either has as 
part of an existing Plan or is in the process of developing for submission with 
the FMP 

HWP received no response to this letter. 
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- March 12, 2010 

- Letter 

Each letter contained the following: 
• An explanation of HWP’s MPB Plan, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 

Summary Document, that showed the location of proposed blocks for 2010 to 
2018 years. 

• An explanation of HWP’s GDP, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 
Summary Document, with compartments that will be operated within the next 
5 years highlighted in grey 

• An explanation of HWP’s chemical and mechanical stand tending, with those 
blocks that may be operated on during the April 2010 to March 2011 season 
highlighted on the attached GDP & MPB Plan Summary Document,. 

• An explanation of the government’s Community Reforestation Program, with 
a separate map (see Appendix 3 for a copy of this map) attached showing 
those blocks proposed for mechanical or chemical treatments during the 
2010/2011 operating season. 

• A large map was also enclosed with the Summary Document – this map was a 
reproduction of the map found in the middle of the Summary Document.  This 
larger scale map made it easier to identify the exact location of proposed 
activities.  

• An invitation to provide feedback to HWP or schedule a future meeting to 
discuss any of the plans summaries in the Summary Document. 

• Each Aboriginal community was given to April 16, 2010 (34 days or 5 work 
weeks) to contact HWP if they had any potential issues and/or wanted to set 
up further meetings. 

- March 22, 2010 
(letter) 

A follow-up letter and email was sent reminding the Sunchild Nation of the 
March 12th referral package and asking them to contact HWP if they had any 
questions regarding the packages. 
No feedback or response was received by April 16, 2010. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sunchild First 
Nation 

 

- April 19, 2010 
HWP send a copy of the information provided to ASRD regarding the 
engagement activities that were carried out as part of the preparation of our 
General Development Plan (GDP) and MPB FMP amendment 

- March 12, 2010 

- Letter 

Each letter contained the following: 
• An explanation of HWP’s MPB Plan, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 

Summary Document, that showed the location of proposed blocks for 2010 to 
2018 years. 

• An explanation of HWP’s GDP, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 
Summary Document, with compartments that will be operated within the next 
5 years highlighted in grey 

• An explanation of HWP’s chemical and mechanical stand tending, with those 
blocks that may be operated on during the April 2010 to March 2011 season 
highlighted on the attached GDP & MPB Plan Summary Document,. 

• An explanation of the government’s Community Reforestation Program, with 
a separate map (see Appendix 3 for a copy of this map) attached showing 
those blocks proposed for mechanical or chemical treatments during the 
2010/2011 operating season. 

• A large map was also enclosed with the Summary Document – this map was a 
reproduction of the map found in the middle of the Summary Document.  This 
larger scale map made it easier to identify the exact location of proposed 
activities.  

• An invitation to provide feedback to HWP or schedule a future meeting to 
discuss any of the plans summaries in the Summary Document. 

• Each Aboriginal community was given to April 16, 2010 (34 days or 5 work 
weeks) to contact HWP if they had any potential issues and/or wanted to set 
up further meetings. 

- March 22, 2010 
(letter) 

A follow-up letter and email was sent reminding the O’Chiese First Nation of the 
March 12th referral package and asking them to contact HWP if they had any 
questions regarding the packages. 
No feedback or response was received by April 16, 2010. 

O’Chiese First 
Nation Yes 

- April 19, 2010 
HWP send a copy of the information provided to ASRD regarding the 
engagement activities that were carried out as part of the preparation of our 
General Development Plan (GDP) and MPB FMP amendment 
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- March 12, 2010 

- Letter 

Each letter contained the following: 
• An explanation of HWP’s MPB Plan, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 

Summary Document, that showed the location of proposed blocks for 2010 to 
2018 years. 

• An explanation of HWP’s GDP, with an attached GDP & MPB Plan 
Summary Document, with compartments that will be operated within the next 
5 years highlighted in grey 

• An explanation of HWP’s chemical and mechanical stand tending, with those 
blocks that may be operated on during the April 2010 to March 2011 season 
highlighted on the attached GDP & MPB Plan Summary Document,. 

• An explanation of the government’s Community Reforestation Program, with 
a separate map (see Appendix 3 for a copy of this map) attached showing 
those blocks proposed for mechanical or chemical treatments during the 
2010/2011 operating season. 

• A large map was also enclosed with the Summary Document – this map was a 
reproduction of the map found in the middle of the Summary Document.  This 
larger scale map made it easier to identify the exact location of proposed 
activities.  

• An invitation to provide feedback to HWP or schedule a future meeting to 
discuss any of the plans summaries in the Summary Document. 

• Each Aboriginal community was given to April 16, 2010 (34 days or 5 work 
weeks) to contact HWP if they had any potential issues and/or wanted to set 
up further meetings. 

- March 22, 2010 
(letter) 

- March 23, 2010 
(email) 

A follow-up letter and email was sent reminding the Bighorn Chiniki of the 
March 12th referral package and asking them to contact HWP if they had any 
questions regarding the packages. 
No feedback or response was received by April 16, 2010. 

 

 

Bighorn Chiniki  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bighorn Chiniki 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

- April 19, 2010 
HWP send a copy of the information provided to ASRD regarding the 
engagement activities that were carried out as part of the preparation of our 
General Development Plan (GDP) and MPB FMP amendment 
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