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comment by at least two faculty members. It is made available for loan by the Faculty of
Natural Resources Management for the purpose of advancing the practice of
professional and scientific forestry.

The reader should be aware that opinions and conclusions expressed in this
document are those of the student and do not necessarily reflect the opinions of the
thesis supervisor, the faculty, or of Lakehead University.
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ABSTRACT

Hall, T. 2021. How Ontario’s managed forest tax incentive program (MFTIP) works,
why it is useful, and its benefits to private landowners and the environment. 27

pp-

Keywords: managed forest, Ontario woodlots, private land, tax incentive.

The vast majority of Ontario’s forest is owned by the Province. However, most
of the deciduous and Great Lakes- St. Lawrence forest is privately owned. Government
has very little control over private land. To encourage good forestry practices on private
lands the Managed Forest Tax Incentive Program was created. To be enrolled in the
program, landowners must have a minimum of four hectares of eligible forested land
and have a Forest Management Plan approved by a registered approver. Participants of
the program have eligible lands taxed at 25% of the municipal rate. The program
benefits the environment. Studies have shown that the participants are more likely to
remove invasive species and plant native species than woodlot owners not enrolled.
Landowners benefit by having reduced tax rates and increased knowledge of their
property. The major limitation is that most woodlots are owned by farmers as part of a
larger property. Their farms are already taxed at the same rate and the MFTIP requires
additional work and limits what activities they can do on their land. Reducing the
taxation rate below that of the farm tax may increase enrollment. The other issue is that
the program is poorly advertised, and many landowners are unaware.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The province of Ontario has 71.1 million hectares of forest, of that, 10% is privately
owned (Ontario 2012). While this may not seem like a significant amount, most of the
privately owned forest is in southern Ontario, which is home to Ontario's most diverse
and smallest forest type, the deciduous forest. The government of Ontario does not
heavily regulate forestry management on private land as it does on public land (Ontario
2012). The decision on how to manage the land rests with the landowner. Ontario’s
Managed Forest Tax Incentive Plan (MFTIP) provides the financial incentive to a
landowner for creating and following a sustainable forest management plan by taxing
the qualifying areas of their property at 25% of the going rate. The purpose of this paper
is to look at how Ontario’s managed forest tax incentive plan (MFTIP) works, why it’s

useful, and its benefits to private landowners and the environment.

1.1 LITERATURE REVIEW
1.1.1 FOREST TYPES IN ONTARIO

There are four forest regions in Ontario: the Hudson Bay Lowlands, the Boreal
Forest, the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence, and the Deciduous Forest (OMNR 2014). The
Hudson Bay Lowlands is the forest that extends to the tree line in the far north. It is

sparsely treed, accounting for roughly 11% of the productive forest in the province

(OMNR 2014). The largest of the forest types is the Boreal Forest. It accounts for 50%



of Ontario’s area (OMNR 2014). The majority of annual harvested timber volume in
Ontario comes from this region and is publicly owned.

The Great Lakes-St. Lawrence forest region is the second largest in Ontario,
accounting for roughly 20% of Ontario's area and the productive forest (OMNR 2014).
A substantial part of the GLSL forest is privately owned (Rotherham 2003). The
Deciduous Forest is Ontario's smallest forest account for 3% of the area but less than 1%
of the productive forest, however, it is also the most diverse (OMNR 2014). The
Deciduous Forest is in the southernmost portion of Canada and has many species found
nowhere else in the country (McLachlan and Bazely 2002). Most of the Deciduous
Forest has been cleared for urban or agricultural development leaving woodlots
scattered throughout the area on areas that cannot support an agricultural operation
(OMNR 2014). Almost all of the land in the deciduous forest area is privately owned
(McLachlan and Bazely 2002).

Figure 1 below shows the different forest regions in Ontario.

Hudson Bay Lowlands
\ Boreal Forest
,I L% Great Lakes-St.Lawrence Forest
L_\‘ Deciduous Forest

Figure 1. Forest regions in Ontario (Source: Ontario)



Table 1 shows the percentage of forest cover in each region, the Deciduous
Forest region has by far the least forest cover as much of the land was cleared for

agriculture and urbanization.

Table 1. Percentage of forest cover in each zone (Source: Ontario)

Forest Type Forest cover (%)
Hudson Bay Lowlands 24.2
Boreal Forest 74
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 62
Deciduous Forest 10.3

1.1.2 HISTORY OF LAND USE IN ONTARIO

Before European settlement, Ontario's forests were used by First Nations as a
source of food and shelter (Elliot 1998). Timber extraction began in the mid to late
1700s to provide wood used in the construction of the British and French navies (Elliot
1998; MacDonald et al. 2020). Much of the forest in Ontario, especially the southern
region, were subject to high grading and the best logs were removed (Elliot 1998). By
the 1780s deforestation was occurring large scale in the south where the land was being
cleared for agriculture (Elliot 1998). The crown gave much of the land to the settlers as
an incentive to clear the land for agriculture but reserved the rights to any timber
suitable to the navy (Elliot 1998). Forests continued to be cleared as demand for food

and urbanization increased.



1.1.3 HISTORICAL CONSERVATION EFFORTS

In the early 1900s, the government of Ontario started assisting private
landowners with reforestation efforts (Elliot 1998). Clearing the land to the extent of
years previous created unstable environments that were very susceptible to wind erosion
(Elliot 1998). The Agreement Forestry Program was created to counteract these effects
(Elliot 1998). During this time, the provincial government created nurseries to grow
seedlings and provide them to landowners at subsidized prices (Elliot 1998). Planting
on private land continued and reached a peak in the 1980s thanks to private land
extension services provided by the government (Elliot 1998). Between 1977 and 1987
there were approximately 22 million trees planted annually on private lands (Elliot
1998). It is estimated that roughly 70% of plantations were red pine with other species
such as white pine and white spruce on moist sites (Kim 2020). The government
eliminated the services in 1994 and the current approach puts more onus on the
landowner (Elliot 1998). During this time well over 100,000 ha of plantations were

established in Southern Ontario (Davis 2018).

1.1.4 LANDOWNER MOTIVATION FOR FORESTRY INITIATIVES

Landowners have many reasons for taking an interest in their properties. Many
forestry initiative programs work together and have similar motivations.

As more marginal farmland is converted back to forests more properties qualify
for the MFTIP. It is important to understand the landowner’s motivations for planting
trees as they often overlap with the desire to have a forest plan on their property.

MacDonald et al. (2018) looked into the motivations for taking part in Ontario's 50



Million Tree Program (50 MTP). They found that areas with low agricultural rent
values tended to show an increase in forest cover. A survey asking for landowner
motivations was filled out by 254 of 2289 precipitants of the 50 MTP. They represented
8.8% of the area planted, meaning the respondents were more likely to own smaller
properties than the average. “The most common objective was to enhance wildlife
habitat (57.5%), followed by adding native forest cover (54.5%), protecting the local
environment (46.1%), providing shade (40.7%), and mitigating climate change (35.9%)
while generating income and providing a legacy to descendants were less common as
objectives (12.5% and 28.1%, respectively)” (MacDonald et al. 2018). Plantations are
not as biodiverse as a natural forest stand initially but conifer plantations are used as a
way to provide shelter for mid and shade tolerant species such as ash, maple, and oak to
regenerated under protection (Parker et al. 2008). Conifer plantations also provided
habitat for multiple bird species of concern (Milne and Bennet 2007). Future income
was the least common motivator for participants, but there was a mid to strong negative
correlation between the value of agricultural land and participation. This suggests that
the environmental benefits are second to the opportunity cost of the landowner
(MacDonald et al. 2018).

A study by Boakye-Danquah and Reed (2019) focuses on how the Eastern
Ontario Model Forest aids non-industrial private forest owners in forest certification
programs. One of the main issues facing forest owners in eastern Ontario is that there is
a lack of resources. There is a lack of education, access to qualified professional
forestry advice, and harvesting and milling opportunities. The Eastern Ontario Model

Forest fills these gaps and provides an intermediate in the certification of sustainable



forest products that would be difficult for small property owners to achieve on their
own. The participants in the program invest money into their woodlot and services
provided by EOMF despite no direct financial benefits, landowners expect long-term
economic and environmental benefits from becoming certified.

Scientists have been studying the socio-psychological reasons for
environmentalism behaviour since the 1960s (Drescher et al. 2017; Stapp et al. 1969).
Drescher et al. (2017) found that a pro-environmental worldview and formal education
increase a person's likelihood of participating in a government-sponsored conservation
program. Contrary to what was expected, political views did not affect participation,

and traditionalism was negatively related to it (Drescher 2017).

1.1.5 ECONOMIC VALUE OF PRIVATE WOODLOTS

Kim (2020) investigated the economic value of private woodlots in southern
Ontario. They found that there is only 10% participation in the MFTIP program. The
economic value of the woodlots in Ontario would increase with good forestry practices.
The provincial government supported plantations for private landowners under the
Woodlands Improvement Act during the 1970s and 80s. These plantations would now
be increased in value with thinning and allows for the initial goal of increasing shade-
tolerant hardwoods in sandy soils with the conifers to protect them from the elements.
Many owners do not know the value of their property and when selling the value of the
woodlot is not considered which can lead to intense harvesting just before selling (Kim
2020).

The deciduous forests of Southern Ontario are estimated to have a value of

$1,089 million and that this could be increased by $91 million by converting diameter-



limit cutting to good forestry practices (Kim 2020). The value of private plantations is
$170 million, it was determined a 10% increase to thinning in red pine plantations has
the potential to raise the value by $30 million (Kim 2020).

1.1.6 COMPARING TAX INCENTIVE PROGRAMS

Kilgore et al. (2007) evaluated the relative effectiveness of different tax, cost-
share, and other types of financial incentive programs. They “sought to (1) identify the
perspectives of the administrators of financial assistance programs, (2) identify the
perspectives of the recipients (i.e., forest landowners) of financial assistance programs,
(3) evaluate the compatibility between sustainable forestry and the framework of public
and private financial incentive programs directed toward family forest owners, and (4)
recommend needed changes to existing financial incentive programs.” Property tax
incentives were found to be only somewhat successful in encouraging sustainable forest
management but less so in aiding owners to meet their forest ownership objectives.
State financial programs, often programs funded by state tax revenues from forestry
operations, offered above average overall for sustainability and owner objectives.
Industry and state association programs and land trust and NGO programs had mixed
results for sustainability and objectives. One common issue was that many landowners
are unfamiliar with the programs offered to them.

In Canada, each province has its own protocol for taxing privately owned
forested land. Most provinces do not have tax incentive programs for managed
woodlots (Rotherham 2017). In provinces such as Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba,
and Prince Edward Island, the classification of land allows for lower tax rates regardless

of management status. In British Columbia, Quebec, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia and



Newfoundland and Labrador tax rates are based on use and/or management of the forest

land (Rotherham 2017).

METHODS

An online literary search was conducted to find information on Ontario’s
Managed Forest Tax Incentive Program. Papers outlining the benefits to landowners
and the environment were gathered and compiled to paint a picture of the effectiveness

of the program.

2.0 HOW MFTIPS WORK

2.1 LAND REQUIREMENTS

To qualify for the MFTIP, the property must be a single property with one roll
number owned by a Canadian citizen, corporation, partnership or trust, or conservation
authority. The forest must cover a minimum of four hectares (9.88 acres) and must have

a minimum number of trees per hectare based on diameter (table 2) (OMNRF 2012).



Table 2. To be eligible, the existing forest must satisfy the minimum stems per hectare

based on tree size. (Source: OMNRF 2012)

Tree size Stems per hectare
Any size 1,000

DBH greater than 5 cm 750

DBH greater than 12 cm 500

DBH greater than 20 cm 250

A property may still be eligible if it has fewer trees per hectare than seen in table
2 if it is a natural open area (forest openings, abandoned farm fields) and accounts for no
more than 10% of the total eligible areas. Natural areas that cannot support trees
through normal forest management activities, such as swamps and areas with very
shallow soil, can be included in less than 25% of the total area. Properties licenced
under the Aggregate Resources Act are not eligible. Residential and landscaped areas
are not eligible for the tax reduction with a minimum of one acre being deducted for
residences or a group of buildings. If an outbuilding is used specifically for forestry
purposes, there is no area deducted. Once an FMP is approved, it is good for 10 years

(OMNRF 2012).

2.2 LANDOWNER REQUIREMENTS
While the FMP is good for 10 years, the landowner must meet obligations to stay
qualified. The property must be managed as set out in the management plan and good

records must be kept. At the halfway point, a five-year progress report is sent from the
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MNREF to be completed by the landowner. Once the ten years are up, a new plan must
be made and approved by a Managed Forest Plan Approver (OMNRF 2012).

Good management activities under the MFTIP include tree planting of native
species, recreational activities such as hunting, wildlife management (habitat or by
monitoring), and protecting sensitive areas. Activities not permitted under the MFTIP
include high grading, pasturing livestock, the removal of soil from the forest, and
inactivity that results in the degradation of forest health (OMNRF 2012).

The requirements will vary based on the original plan as properties are different.
Different forest types, ages, and landowner goals will require different strategies to
reach objectives. For example, a landowner that is interested in deer hunting on their
property may choose to increase the amount of conifer for winter deer habitat (Voigt et
al. 1997). MFTIPs can be adjusted during the 10-year period but some must be approved
by a Managed Forest Plan Approver, such as an increase or decrease in size, and will
require an updated property map and inventory (OMNRF 2012). If there is a change to
objectives or planned activities, it does not need to be approved but what has changed
and the reasons for the change must be documented in the plan and the ten-year

summary must be updated (OMNRF 2012).

2.3 MAKING A PLAN
When preparing a Managed Forest Plan the plan is good for 10 years but the plan
has a long-term horizon of 20 plus years. A clear goal with descriptions of activities

that will be carried out over the next 10 years is required. The MNRF’s planning
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framework is accessible in A Guide to Stewardship Planning for Natural areas. The
actual plan is broken up into sections and can be seen in the appendix.

To complete the form, the history of the property and knowledge of the flora and
fauna species present is required. A map showing an overview of the property in
relation to adjacent areas and a detailed map breaking the forest area up into
compartments is to be included. Landowners must rank their objectives and how
important they are on a scale of one to five. Objectives include environmental
protection, forest products, investment, recreation, wildlife, and nature appreciation.

While the plan can be written by anyone it has to be approved by a Managed
Forest Plan Approver (OMNRF 2012). An example of a completed documents required

can be found in the appendix.

3.0 BENEFITS

3.1 LANDOWNER BENEFITS

There are several benefits to the landowner for entering the Managed Forest Tax
Incentive Program, the most obvious being a 75% tax reduction on eligible areas. The
value of savings is dependent on property valuation.

Making a Forest Management Plan (FMP) provides an opportunity for landowners
to see what is on their property. It increases their knowledge of flora and fauna species
and can help to identify sensitive areas and species. Understanding the value of their

woodlot is another advantage. Inventories can quantify how valuable the wood is and
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the FMP can allow for income to be made through sustainable harvesting. Private land
accounts for 6% of Canada’s forested area but 10% of the national harvest (NRCAN
2020). Sarah Serhan (an email, September 24, 2020) of the MNRF informed that
Ontario has approximately 20,000 participants in the MFTIP. Just under 4,000
participants undertake harvesting on a commercial scale and roughly 7,500 harvest for
personal use. Woodlot associations, such as the Eastern Ontario Model Forest, can help
woodlot owners get certified with the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) once they have
an approved FMP for their harvesting activities (EOMF 2011).

For example, management plans can help to increase value and future security in
maple syrup stands. Proper forest management plans can be tailored to encourage the
regeneration and health of maple trees (Acer spp.). Ensuring growth and stocking of
desirable trees through thinning and or planting can provide longevity leading to greater
income potential (Clark and McLeman 2011). Thinning the sugar bush can provide
opportunities for firewood and timber sale. In 2000, a 3000-tap sugar bush was marked
for thinning, including removing 8% of the taps (Chapeskie et al. 2006). The landowner
received $5900 for the sale of the wood after all expenses and the logger was paid.
Based on the predicted loss of sap yield through harvesting the owner does not see any
net loss until the 9" year of production. This does not factor in the increased growth
rate or improvements to stands health as a result of harvesting (Chapeskie et al. 2006).
3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

As the climate continues to warm the value of trees becomes more evident. The
carbon sequestered in trees has global benefits in helping to reduce greenhouse gasses

(Montagnini and Nair 2004). On the local scale, woodlots are an important part of
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ecosystems. Trees help protect sensitive areas such as streams and rivers reducing
erosion (Cunningham et al. 2015). They also provide habitat for many species. The
deciduous forest is Ontario's most diverse forest type (OMNR 2014). Southwestern
Ontario is home to many species at risk including breeding populations of the Acadian
Flycatcher, Cerulean Warbler, Louisiana Waterthrush, and Prothonotary Warbler,
deemed high priority forest birds (Birds Canada 2019). The Great Lakes St. Lawrence
forest is home to a number of reptiles at risk such as the Eastern Ratsnake and several of
Canada’s turtle species (ESA 2007). Woodland Caribou need large, continuous
stretches for forest found in the Boreal and Hudson Bay Lowlands (ESA 2007).

Woodlots that have a mix of native species provide the highest level of biodiversity
while faster growing non-native species can provide increased carbon sequestration
(Cunningham et al. 2015). Tree planting is encouraged under the MFTIP and can be
partially funded by government programs such as the 50 Million Tree Program. To date
the program has planted over 31 million trees in Ontario (Forests Ontario 2020).
Landowners must have the space for at least 500 trees as part of an eligible project such
as afforestation, wind break, riparian, and restoration planting. The program plants
native and naturalized species including various pine, spruce, maple, and oak species as
well as black walnut, tamarack, and white cedar (MacDonald 2018). Increasing the
forest cover and connectivity of woodlots in Southern Ontario will allow more
movement and increased gene flow (Cunningham et al. 2015). Increasing gene flow
will allow species to adapt to changes in the environment. Landscapes that are well

connected have better foraging opportunities for wildlife and provide wide scale
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dispersal rates increasing gene pools and reducing the potential of inbreeding (St. Louis
et al. 2014).

Under the MFTIP the landowner is required to be active in the management of
their woodlot. This often includes the removal and monitoring of invasive species.
Invasive species are considered one of the greatest threats to biodiversity and Southern
Ontario is a major entry point for them in Canada (Drescher et al. 2019). A number of
invasive insects, plants, and fungi, such as buckthorn, emerald ash borer and Dutch elm
disease are affecting Ontario woodlots. Throughout the forest regions of Ontario there
are 121 different alien plant species that are considered invasive (Ontario 2017). In
Southern Ontario, emerald ash borer has caused a decline in canopy cover as large areas
of ash forest become infested and die (Duan et al. 2017). A FMP can look to mitigate
these losses by planning for removal and replanting of appropriate species. Plans will
use best management practice to remove common forest vegetation invasive such as
garlic mustard, buckthorn, and dog strangling vine.

The two major incentive programs in Ontario are the Conservation Lands Tax
Incentive Program (CLTIP) and the MFTIP. Drescher et al. (2019) found that people
who participate in the MFTIP program are 2.5 times more likely to remove invasive
species and 4.3 times more likely to plant native tree species, while participants in the
CLTIP were no more likely than landowners in neither program. It is suggested that this
is because of differences in the programs (Drescher et al. 2019). The CLTIP does not
require a management plan and favours passive management. The MFTIP requires
landowner action and enforces landowner environmental awareness and a sense of

responsibility (Drescher et al. 2019; Srivastava et al. 2020).
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4.0 CONCLUSION

4.1 LIMITATIONS

While the Managed Forest Tax Incentive Program has many benefits to the
environment and the landowner participation is low. According to Kim (2020), there is
less than a 10% participation rate among the 170,000 private woodlot owners in Ontario.
This accounts for approximately 12% in terms of land area. Figure 2 shows

participation in the MFTIP in Southern Ontario by county.
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Figure 2. MFTIP participation as a percent of the eligible area by county in Southern
Ontario. (source: Hymen Kim 2020).

One of the main reasons landowners do not sign up for the MFTIP is because they
already qualify for a tax reduction through the Farm Property Tax Class Rate Program
(Clark and McLeman 2011). Many Privately owned woodlots are a small subsection of
agricultural land. While the woodlots may be eligible based on size, farms making over
$7,000 are eligible for the same 75% reduction for their entire land property minus a
residence and one acre of the surrounding area (OMFRA 2021; OFA 2021; Clark and

McLeman 2011; Kim 2020). This means there is little incentive for these owners to



17

make an FMP or join the MFTIP because it is additional work, limits what they are able
to do on their property, such as pasture livestock in forest or remove trees to increase
field area, and, has no financial benefit (OMNRF 2012).

Another issue with the MFTIP is that it is poorly advertised, and many landowners
are unaware of the program (Kim 2020). Woodlot associations such as the Ontario
Woodlot Association and the Eastern Ontario Model Forest promote the program and
connect landowners to programs, but they do not actively recruit people to join (Ontario

Woodlot Association n.d.).

4.2 RECOMMENDATIONS

The MFTIP is an underutilized conservation incentive program. To increase
enrollment the most, a change to the property taxation rate in Ontario would need to
occur. A large portion of woodlot owners in Ontario are farmers that are already being
taxed at the same reduced rate (Mathewson 1994; Kim 2020). There needs to be a
benefit for the landowner if they are going to put in the additional work and time to
create and follow an FMP. If wooded areas with a FMP were exempt from property
taxes, there would be greater interest in the program.

Advertising the program could increase awareness. Local government and
conservation authorities could actively target qualifying landowners or connect

interested owners with complementing programs such as the 50 Million Tree Program.
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APPENDIX I

SAMPLE STEWARDSHIP PLAN FOR MFTIP
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Stewardship plan

Thim stewarckhip phan in for the 2-year pociod from e, L 2002 to G 51, 2021
with activities described for the 10-yeer period fram . { 2002 0 Gac 520N
Section 1. Propurty owner information
11 Registered property owner 1.2 Man author Information
Neme  1m & Jane Doe Hesne:
duddieens 1235 Proporty Lara R #35 duddeon

el Torett, Ortiiari
Postal code  NOT D22 Postal cote
Tolephons umbars Tolophone umbers
Resbdence { 515 ) 255-10m4 Residence { 3
Boalness ( )] Boaness )
Fax { } Foax }
E-mail fandosnoesSnmnus com E-mail

Section 2: Property location Information
4.1 Proparty location

Boll mmben {19 digis) Propexdy deacription A
{mumicipality, lot, concession) {x wreem o)
DE3 Q00 OO GETR0 0000 Puniop Courmty, Wy Tvp Lot 20, Lone, 1 .}

222 Fedaral, provincial and local policies and ragulitions
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Section 3: Property history

3.1 Past activiles W purchasad tha property in 1967 from Mr and Mra, Smith and wa fosd the proporty suwviwad. Ly
LUTE Tt tima, tho Smitie had ioen grszing Gat2ia T Hha opon flolis Im 1960 we phantad & portion of thase Ralde wth rod
pina tmslor WA agramart: 21125 {73, The romutnaor of the opar ans i st vsad for catth

N st avorma am caras of fvanood oah year Trom B iika Rdeined avad B2 Hart our homa, Ema Yal's wd ST raie
amed el I, s it tapplig tha Pubid reipala trsal I Eh Horthnest coimar of tha property im 1570, I prouiics amoiegh
rup for oo s vea ara Tor frisnae

Thora s & 1o oo wothmal that adonads brio B noighbouring properiy. Limtldl mow, our cartH futve creemric.: warkor Thom
wotieul Cur neiphiour sieo wators his catihe fom the metliro. W have nomovad braver diins o coupla of tines mhar e
wartor invels sartod fiooding tha nelghbon's lered.

Wi e bz cmeloping Tralte theough the properiy. The trafle s it for anlitng, altng, s sowinoleig, The trafls fol
the Apighbour'd tralls st go to the aluripied rall g, gividg us scesd Lo pthar Lol i the oouwtty, This [+ & good arretigs-
et ey 1 v o Fartiy, aal the ieiphbours sooess to e traf

3.2 The surrounding landscape 1he wotlmd or aur propocty extonss 5o the south ote cthee propocticd. 15
rechargsa the wlls It Cha itimadiats st Wy what teghboues fusd i eattar uels i Shelr s, Shose of s Resr
that werbard wevet fins. The wedband driind diros dur propdriy Shrough 8 somsersl st Y sfoy katiciiag the difes
vt wilalis It the wetlared arears, Dol two to fiure paies of s nest i ows woosiot aiscent to the pord

Mt off het sirviel durrensitiig Gur preiparsy Wald otics Tartarnd 1t wa di¥hat £ fir dng i row egensntting £ mbatd
harpvooda, Soma of S bettar g hu boon bapt: It bty and parsture, Scinse fialds see st bordarcd by trood. T b
ter Tha iwiert o dur property; tha fread chatiaed to ifcatly coifirous troo. Thio B o the daer St dpend dutiriens
M dur propecty Spsid the mrtes



28

Section 5: Landowner abjectives
5.1 Yaur ganaral abjectves
For the sext 30 yeary, Indfcme hory important thie abjective I to you., Eauk only deos: which spply to you.

NMeosugemnenl obijaclive How imporiat v the objeci ko pout

Less tmpartant More hmpartant
Eavironuentl protection 1 2 3 4 i5)
Firest products 1 2 fa) 4 5
Tomver-bomeest ()] 2 3 4 5
Recreation 1 2 1 @ 5
WM 1 2 3 (@ 5
Raturs eppreciatisn 1 2 @) 4 L
1 2 3 4 5

5.2 Datalls abaut yaur property leval objacthnes

In your own words, sxplain why eech of the olbjectives @ mpomtent.

Etvitosoeital protection W fool that 1 very inportant thet: me profact the rrtural smd amvirowment on o propocts.
' o K i iy, oo il attic! thatr pratislstllatror will also ba st 30 anjoy it

Forest rodiacts W weuld Mo to Imperove the guality of the handwond forosta Tha troms v romow sr used to bt our bome,
rchpciy sur autealll ok coata, W vl B to st predislng til s

Invesment  Although e mmect the property to lncrmas in wive oo tma, 12 in raally net one of our cjactien,
Rocreation AN of our fuly oroy the outchoovm O chidien sperd o fot of Sima cross-courtey skilng andd snmemabiiog.

Wikdnte W moal dEa £ iprove tha wildW LAttt tharl i prosors on tha properiy. This will Sacroass our furting
opparimion.

Haure eppreclation  Wa sy v valatyy of plawte arnd wibit’s, The duck farlos that deolay v tha summar i £ha wotiid
a0 warleh,

Onie

53 How will you achleve your objectives? . niy cirtirio Lo Trwt Alarias haw Mibrsirtion on oidsnomtion
EROFTaTER s swtate plavming options - The famlly te willng to kale with Hha werk on Bha praperty - We have most of the
R L 1 nanaed ta Ty sut our plermod activities (chaineans, maphe mrup squipman, and tractor), - Wa el
e same infermurtion sbout profacting tha wetlend snd kesping tha ot out. - Oue local stossndship covnc hee
noriahops o tiie type of thing aral the consenation sulherity ke sn spert o R, - Thars sme peiky of refirence ook
ot G Merpry prl ook store. - i & aouphs of et wer il o iing  Tompetry gorfiaet £ tele w lock xt the mpphs syrup
operation ko s sure we are on Tha right treck
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Section 4; Property map and the surrounding area
Thin map shenld provide m aeerview of your property and show i relaiombin 0 adjscent arean.
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Section &; Dwtailed property map
Divide the property inte companments and tndicste them an the map.

S w—n [t ey M bk plla mm:mrd

)



A
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Section 7: Getting to know your upland areas
(T st . mepuarrte: fiorm fior each ypiand compartment)

7.1 Compartment numberfnarme  F-2 Ml andesd push Area 35 mires ha
7.2 Compartment characteristics
Sall typa light {pemerally asmd) Sall dopth very shallow (lem tham 15 =)

¥ mediom (penerally Josm} shallorw (hetwreen 15 and 30 cm)

heavy {genenily clay) ¥ moderwie o deep (grester than 3 o)
Shony by Xoo Topography fiat * ponily wiling  wieep
Dralnags ¥ well druined Accasslblity ¥ yearvamd = aessonal

mnderwie

poar Addifanal infarmatian

7.3 Compartment History This has hoon & mbtad bush #6 long 26 syons can rammamber. Wo haw bean
harweiing poor-qualily trees for itmnocd from this ares einca wa bought tha proparty. Nat much culiing wars
Aona befors that tima Tharo I # well-donloped ol gystom.

.4 Imdentory If the comprrimernt Ly dominated by trees, complee the Forested Compariment Desceiption (belowd.
IF the coopaorinomitt hew firs oo, comopdets fhe Open Ares description (bede).

Fowertnd comagrartiasd dewer ipticn Cpm aree devcriptin
Minch woody debrin on forest floor NS B0 il ] e pasiare
Good divensity of vodeestory plauts Xy oo crophnd
Signs of grezing or other distorbancs Y kDO
Good regaemtim of seadlingn'spiings Ny oo Othee areas mm
Tirees penemlly younger L lydro or pipelise corridor
Trees priendly older prowth Xy nn ahallow Howtoos shrar
Tireta prtseerally the mind s i Bo Itive grass peairis
Trees of all sives ood apes L B0 sparwily troed savammsh
Tree npecien fsnmd Parcant
Specien mid it 4 ¥ Other feuimores
Species el mapie 2 % Snch s emmll open e
Spowies wbitix b a2 % sl rock Imohal berrem
Spocios basauna 0 % » Eeerow
Specion whizx pina 0w ¥ momll wot wrous
Speciea ¥ beavoe floods

100% ﬁ“‘"
Estitrerted hadght of s E5ft m
Avorage dizmeter @t broast boight =~ #8in  cm Othoe _ Fvcmon slong Bovth ceige: il
Estimaied age of majority of troes D0y MamlZoin magts + witd dppls. Piches of wild

kst el trWim (Both red and white)
eneral cover type deterrminetione
eorifieroyn finoest #decidpam farest mixed forent
codferous planbathen dachdnons plantdion iz phantation
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Upland areas: continued...

7.5 Wiidiife 1f you oo hnizmeried in the wikdlits in this compartment, {1l fn the whis balow. If yoo ae
mansping thin compartment et foaThy fir wildife, or #f the companoment contaion oriqoe hahiae or
Wpecien, FOU DAY Want 30 use the foom in Appeindix 2 - Getting to Enow e Widlis:, which alloos Jor a
towte detallend fivveuibony.

List the spacien that you have obeecved or hars son slgna of {e.§., wiite-ixdlad dear - tracks oftan seen slomg
the edpe of creek]). Male sove that o note sny volnemble, theestened, or endenpered species.

Byeiechen Dbwarvatbon

1. wite-tulled ssor - T, allovg cld feivcerobe thay sat the spples from the apple froees I the Tetearow
2. radl-Lalac hawd -nest in large basswaod trae have Used sama nest for st i yaars

3. aquirreis amd chipmunka -Histidrous

4, mccoons -haws nestad in cevity of lerga whita ping in the past: no slans of sctivity this yasr
5. vty of Songiitcha-artaty M muclt gisatar i G sy duing nuapls sy Tapping time
6. grouse -Teed om ther Irovieood seed

T.

8.

-

14

7.6 Compartmant Objectivas

Lomg-terms shjectiven (What Jo yon waut tds comparteent %0 be: o in 20 yeared)

Faogp a variety of speciss growing i tha wosos. Wer only nomove the reslly poor-queilty tross In the Inng
Lo e wildd Niea 10 oo o conmmaplal harvsat. W wil consult with o profsasional forsetor 1o asa i 8 it I
poasiide. Loave s off the largoms deciining troes +o provide hormas for wieife. Katai ti s white ping
~ iy A Impovtat. T the witdif,

Bhort-trwn activiiben (Wheat activitise, iF ooy, o yon hiove plaeed it s conoparttoet over e et

10 vemry that will help meach your long-term objectiveeY)

MaMtal: The scease trall for retiovsn of Tomivond sid rcrestions] uss, Gt ubing erop tres Aodschon mathos
{doacribul It Exianalon Note) W wil Gt Sroima 12 coree A v

Conservation land designation
Hligible for Comervation Land Tax Incentive Program? vy X mo don'tknow
Typs of conpurration lynd
Provincially significant witiand  Provincislly dpnifioant sees of netere] s sclentiflc Imerest CA NS

Habrdtat of endanpens] species Fycoprperient rutrnl ared in the Ningars Bacarpment Flas
Coxmeurity constryatinn Isnda

il mlfvrmition
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Section 7: Getting to know your wetland areas
(P oot & separrte form for esch wetland conmporiment)

71 Compartment numbasfiname W2 Marsh Ared 4 hired h

7.2 Compartment characterstic

Gullype ok Maln pasrcs of waler ¥ creek Areesmibility  yoar-roood aeancrml
poat spring Tunadf
mlt e drain nartrral pomd f Iakee
marl mow meht Froundwuier Reemage
il other

13 Co riment

m#ﬂuﬂdudmmmﬂ man-rrde mpmmdrment ‘Wetland has been svalnsied by OMNE

floodad spcing anly haaver Impoundment Averngs yeardy water lavel
drien mid-mommer wuier al or neay ground lews]

Addtienal information

4 Imermiory | tees sl shrmihe cove more then 25% of the compartment area, complete the left dds of te
form {below). If lewn then 29% of the oomperiment res i ooversd by rees o ahoobe, compieie the

right wds of the form (below).
Trom sr shrabw orver more then 25% Trees o slwrnbs cover lem than 25%
Minat rrees are dend yu mw DO OPCD WRKT  SODE OPCHL WKKT
Minstty simybe b Yogetalion ja
Gaood Shveraley of pnderstory planm A My X mmergent solrmecpent fipating
Sigm of graing or other disrhance b= T c L of
mmw ;: - X maoly catally, roshes, reeds, grasses, aod 1505
Treea generuily the arme ape L I m::“:'mm
Trees of ATl wzen and apes ™ m Ot .
Tree spocies fommd  — vegemam
Speciea %
Spacies %
Speci % Otiver fextwres
Specios % X _piream
Spacios % poad
Spacies % ciher {describe)

100% Addditlonal information

Entimaind haight of trees ft m
Averagn dismeisr xi breart height n oo
Extimaind age of mujority of rees. m
Gomral comer type daderednmiion:
X poreh fen Tog dend e PRap
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Getting to know your wetland areas: continued...

7.5 Wiidiife 1f you oo hizrewied in the wildlif in this compartmet, £i1l in the mhie below. I yoo ae
managing tin compartment specifleally for wildife, or #f the compantent containg uriqoe hoblist or species,
yor mony wairt o e the form i Appendiy 2 - Geting o Koow the WiILdEE:, which allows for o more detadied
tioeenioery .

List the species that you have ohascved or hars swan slgns of {g.§., wiite-iadlsd dear - tracks often seen wlong
the exdpe of cresk).

Db vation

PPﬂFHPPFrE

jury
=

7.6 Compartmant Objactivas
Long-Tem Ohjectires (What do you wint thie comparmient 0 te: e Jn 20 veanrh

Bont-Tarm Aetiviches (Wt sctivities, if ooy, S0 yoo have pliorsed in tis compartoosnt ovee the et 10
yearn thai will help reach your kng-iorm objectives )

Conservation Land Dasignation
Eligible for Comservation Laml Tax Incentive Frogram! 7=l ne dan't know
Typs of canparvtiss lamd

Provinclalhy wignlficant wetiand ProsinciaTly siguificest woon of mamal and schaifie intereyt {ABED
Hphtmt of endangems] species Escarpment apmoal arcy in the Niagam Excarpment Fian
Cromapriy conservation Iaads

Do Information
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Section §: Ten year activity sumimary

Compartmemt  Ohjective Activiy Quasdily
F2 wioelal musigamart flsivood harvess: 17 szt
F-2 malital Ance ety il bratghee gte il Srmiln
W~ Lo wirlar claan fance wetland, R m fance

ikl nose wumps 2 nows purips
call Stmandship
Ca-aniurtor to Pl ot

dibeuit fimaling programa

Yorr priundiplend
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Saction 9. Raport of activitias

Compartasnt Activity Pregossd
Quuniity
-z ficnond cutting ¥ conds
wi fnce wotlant pt # pumpe 2om
2 puvmpe

7 conle
20m

! pump

Commaranily

his in hard work

a0t funding for SOT of
et From a Host quality
inyrovamort: o, Founa
otrt oy tadind 1 pump for the
b off carkils e fama

At i Beiowavalilbip. Plassbing fio Aaavd Avass - Pucllvucy Ferous: Page__off



Getting to know the wildlife

7.5 Description of wildlife for x Compariment number:

37

Wz

Entire property
Wildlife observations
Wildlife species Season Activity Commenis
Mammals
beaver Yyear-round live they sometimes dam the creek
white-tailed deer year-round drink, browse have a well travelled trail along edae;
eat dogwood in the fall and winter
coyote year-round drink have seen tracks along edge
mink ot éurg feeding Seen Swirming among the
Birds
mallards Spring, sSummer, nest and raise young last year 2 pairs raised their
fall families here
great blue heron, often spring, summer, feeding comes to marsh to catch fish -
fall seen along edge
other waterfom spring, fall stop over oftan a variety of ducks stop to
rest here when they migrate
Amphibians/reptiles
leopard froge Bpring, summer breeding wet hear them svery spring
bull frogs Spring, summer breeding there seam to be more than in
previous years
painted turtle spring breading have seen them sunning on logs at
edge
Fish
ifows Spring, summer feeding have seen them in the shallow
water along edges of the marsh
Insects
dragonflies SUMRMer eating bugs they are great to have around, they
keep the mosquito numbers down
Rare Plants






