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Minaki Cottagers Association 

Comments Re: 2013 Kenora Forest Independent Forest Audit 
 
The Minaki Cottagers Association represents property owners who are primarily 
seasonal residents of the Minaki area. Some of the families in the MCA have been 
visiting the area for generations and all have a strong attachment to their properties 
and lake. Members enjoy the landscape, the waters and the forests around the Minaki 
area and place a high priority on protecting those attributes.  
 
The general area of interest of the MCA membership includes Big Sand Lake, Little 
Sand Lake, Gunn Lake, Pistol Lake, Roughrock Lake and the Winnipeg River as well 
as a number of other lakes adjacent to the main system such as Vermilion Lake. The 
MCA seeks to protect the values of the membership and has been proactive in 
preventing negative impacts caused by logging and over-development of the area. 
 
Logging has occurred throughout the area since at least the turn of the 20th century but 
it wasn’t until more recent times that modern clear cut logging began to encroach on 
areas close to resident properties. Initially, in the mid-1980’s, protection of tourism 
values was provided through Provincial Land Use Guidelines. Among other things, the 
LUG stated tourism would be the priority land use in the Minaki area and that forestry 
operations had to consider tourism values. While the circumstances aren’t completely 
clear, it would appear that as time went by the land use guidelines were put aside in 
favour of requirements in the Crown Forest Sustainability Act and the Forest 
Management Planning Manual. 
 
The MCA became aware of plans to increase logging in the Minaki area and decided to 
become engaged during the preparation of the 2006/11 FMP for the Kenora Forest. At 
that time the MCA adopted an approach that became known as ‘no see – no hear’ 
meaning no cutovers visible from the waterways and no disturbance from logging 
operations. 
 
Initially the MCA resorted to the Land Use Guidelines to provide protection for tourism 
values. When it became apparent the MNR no longer considered the LUG as the 
primary direction, the MCA began to work through the FMP process with MNR and the 
forest industry to protect their values. The MCA proposed alterations to some harvest 
block boundaries, increasing residual timber and applying timing restrictions on forest 
operations to times when residents were present.  
 
The MCA invested considerable time, effort and money in discussions with MNR in 
Kenora and Winnipeg. Eventually the MCA felt compelled to apply to the Ministry of the 
Environment for an Individual Environmental Assessment. The EA application was 
denied however the MOE imposed conditions on the approval of the 2006/11 FMP that 
more or less achieved the goals of the MCA. 
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At the end of the 2006/11 FMP MNR applied to the Ministry of the Environment for a 
Contingency plan for the 2011/12 period. During preparation of that plan it became 
apparent the modifications included in the FMP weren’t being carried forward in the 
Contingency plan. MCA again engaged MNR and the forest industry to incorporate 
modified operations in the new plan to limit visual impacts and disturbance resulting 
from forest operations. These efforts were successful. The Contingency plan was 
approved with modifications agreed to between the MCA, the MNR and the forest 
industry. 
 
The MCA became involved early in the preparation of the 2012/22 FMP. The MCA 
once again invested considerable effort reviewing the plan and evaluating potential 
impacts. After a series of negotiations MNR and the forest industry agreed to a number 
of measures: 

• Visibility analysis modeling to assess potential visibility issues. 
• Increased shoreline reserves to 90 metres on a number of listed lakes. 
• Modified operations limiting logging in some areas to winter only with 

temporary road access. 
• Modified operations limiting operations to times when residents were not 

likely to be present. 
• Conservation of highly valued Red and White Pine trees. 

 
In theory these measures should meet the requirements of the MCA to protect outdoor 
recreation values. Time will tell: 2012/13 was the first year of the new plan and the 
impact of operations carried out recently near Sand Lake has yet to be fully evaluated. 
 
Unfortunately, in February 2013 the MCA began to receive reports of problems with the 
operations near Sand Lake. An inspection carried out by MCA revealed that a road 
right-of-way and a number of slash piles along that right-of-way are clearly visible from 
Sand Lake. MCA reported the incident to MNR. At this point, in May 2013, the 
association is awaiting a meeting with MNR to discuss the situation.  
 
MCA has learned a number of lessons as a result of the involvement with forest 
management planning: 

• Stakeholders should be prepared to spend time and effort to ensure their goals 
are achieved. 

• Stakeholders should come prepared with solutions to protect their interests. 
• Stakeholders should be proactive in monitoring the progress of forest operations 

and be prepared to conduct field inspections to assess compliance. 
 
Throughout this process MCA has been determined to maintain good working relations 
with MNR, the forest industry and the forest manager. It is the hope of the MCA that the 
current situation on Sand Lake may be resolved in a mutually satisfactory way. It is 
further hoped that future operations will be conducted such that there will be minimal or 
no impact on the use and enjoyment of the Minaki area by all concerned. 
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The MCA may be contacted as follows: 
 
Email:  d.hewlett@uwinnipeg.ca 
Phone: 1-204-229-1151 
Post:  906 North Drive 

 Winnipeg, Manitoba 
 R3T 0A8 

 
May 21, 2013 
  


