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ABSTRACT

Community forestry is considered a collaborativeeegoance approach that notionally
provides local communities with some decision-mgkauthority about forest management, as
well as being promoted as a promising approach dosuring forest sustainability and
encouraging social learning among participantseBam these potential benefits, this research
investigated how collaboration and learning canphé& managing community forests
sustainably. The research involved a qualitativeecatudy, focused on the Wetzinkwa
Community Forest Corporation (WCFC) located in $mris, British Columbia.

Data were collected through semi-structured ingavgi with WCFC participants, forest
tours, participant observation, and document reviéhe results indicate that individual and
social learning did occur through collaboratingforest management issues such as sustainable
forest management and benefit distribution. Furttiee data shows the WCFC was making
progress in sustainably managing the forest thraaffgits such as protecting forest under-story

and embarking on a project to ensure forest haathresiliency.
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Definition of Terms

Bulkley Land and Resource Management Plan: Thassigsb-regional land management plan that
guides the management of land and resources Bulkéey Valley.

Collaborative governance: This is an approach teegmnce that generally brings multiple and
diverse stakeholders such as forest users and Nrtsdns together to make consensus-based
decisions.

Community forest agreement: This is a program ef government of British Columbia that
provides area-based tenure to a community growa) government, or First Nation to manage
public forest lands for their benefits.

Double loop learning: This is a categorization afcial learning that is concerned with
participants/stakeholders questioning the valuelsrammms that form the basis of their collective
decisions.

Forest and Range Practices Act: This is the praadingolicy that guides forest and range
management in British Columbia.

Individual learning: Learning by individual s, ihi$ case as a result of their involvement in the
activities of the Wetzinkwa Community Forest Coldan.

Social learning: Defined severally by many authas,described in Chapter 2, is an ongoing
iterative process that involves deliberation, iatgion, reflection, shared understanding, and
collective decision making among stakeholders, his ttase the Board of the Wetzinkwa
Community Forest Corporation.

Single loop learning: This is a categorization obcial learning that focuses on
participants/stakeholders finding solutions to peats/challenges they face and finding
alternative means to improving outcomes, in thieda regard to managing forest resources.

Sustainable forest management: This is considér@aaormative goal of all forest management
approaches, and it is a management approach thatally seeks ecological integrity, social
equity, and economic stability. The componentsustanable forest management in Canada are
categorized into social, cultural, environmentabd ecultural sustainability, as discussed in
Chapter 2.

Triple loop learning: This is a categorization afcsl learning that involves stakeholders
learning how to learn while managing resources.
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Wetzinkwa Community Forest Corporation: Is the cogbion that holds the licence to manage
the 32,000-ha community forest tenure, which istjgiheld by the town of Smithers and the
village of Telkwa, with support from the Wet’'suwat' First Nation.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Research Context

The management of natural resources has beennghiftiwvard a more participatory
paradigm for some years now (Pahl-Wostl & Hare,£20ahl-Wostl et al., 2007; Cundill &
Rodela, 2012). This shift is predicated in parttioa sustainability outcomes that participatory
approaches promise to bring (Reed & Mcllveen, 20@@hough there are different types of
participation, those that involve communities ircideon making and deliberation, and provide
some level of control to communities, are considexe have greater potential for success in
natural resources management (Keen, Brown, & DyBal5; see Arnstein, 1969; Pretty 1995).
Given that there are complexities surrounding tl@agement of natural resources, including
people in decision making and related deliberatibefps to ensure that their perceptions,
knowledge, and experiences are harmonized intsides, which is necessary in the context of
sustainability (Keen et al., 2005).

However, arriving at participatory and collaboratigdecisions in resources management
is complex and requires learning by stakeholdewder to adapt to the dynamic nature of such
processes and the management of the resourceseliemg¢Maarleveld & Dangbégnon, 1999;
Keen et al., 2005). This is because stakeholdersndividuals, groups, among others, that are
affected by, and/or affect, forest management dewss actions, and policies (Grimble & Chan,
1995). Some authors (e.g., Buck, Wollenberg, & Eddsy 2001; Pahl-Wostl et al., 2008;
Armitage, Marschke, & Plummer, 2008; Garmendia &gdght 2010) have identified that
incorporating a social learning dimension in demisprocesses can be a means of encouraging
such learning. This social learning can provideag W achieve consensus regarding strategies

for sustainably managing natural resources, sihceuld facilitate joint problem solving in an
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atmosphere of mutual trust and knowledge sharingngntollaborators, and empowers learners
to alter their thinking and modes of operation whiedertaken properly (Buck et al. 2001; Pahl-
Wostl & Hare, 2004).

Sinclair, Diduck, and Fitzpatrick (2008) and auth@uch as Keen et al. (2005) for
instance, argue that the implications of learnimgough participatory natural resources
management and environmental governance can, famge, promote more sustainable
outcomes. Muro and Jeffrey (2008) also discuss #eaeral authors have encouraged the
application of social learning to address the caxiges in sustainable natural resources
management. To this end, Pahl-Wostl and Hare (20@# social learning as “an iterative and
ongoing process that comprises several loops ananees the flexibility of the socio-ecological
system and its ability to respond to change” (p)195

Public involvement in decision-making processeslagely considered critical to
sustainable forest management (SFM), a concepisthhatognised as the normative goal of most
forest management. In Canada for instance, McGairiGlair, and Diduck (2006) observed that
the emergence of sustainable forest managementesaked in collaboration between forest
product companies and a broad range of stakehosdefs as the public, which in the past had
been very limited. Moreover, involving forest-dedent communities in forest management
decisions is recognised as having the potentigielal more prudent and sustainable outcomes
because of the important role forests play in t@cseconomic lives of local people (Gilmour &
Fisher, 1991; Arnold, 2001; Charnley & Poe, 200%3. such, participatory approaches which
can facilitate fair and effective decision makingang collaborating stakeholders are considered

a central principle of SFM (Hunt & Haider, 2001).



As is the case with other resource sectors suckvasr, social learning has been
incorporated into participatory, collaborative apgwhes of forest management because it has
“high potential to foster better collaboration argdacal institutions (horizontal integration) and
vertical links among forest departments, NGOs awedllcommunity groups without losing sight
of equity issues related to gender, culture, orepiy? (Buck et al., 2001, p. 15). Communication
can be enhanced among stakeholders in a collaberdtirest management process that
incorporates social learning, allowing stakehold&rsdevelop an interdependent relationship
capable of ensuring sustainability. However, emgursustainability through participatory
processes in forest management is a complicatec@amglex process fraught with challenges
(Sinclair et al., 2008; Berkes, 2009).

Recognizing the complex nature of forest manageniadgee, Yeon-su, and Daugherty
(2006) for instance, suggest that “the succes®woieunity forest management depends on the
relationship between the community and its resayradich should facilitate feedback and the
ability to respond to changing conditions over tire 34). This idea underpins the community-
based or ‘community forestry’ approach to forestnagement that is generally defined as the
devolution of power to local communities to manabe forest for a variety of benefits
(Teitelbaum, Beckley, & Nadeau, 2006; Bullock & ri@, 2008).The community forest
approach is perceived as a way to implement ecdtigibased forestry (Teitelbaum et al.,
2006). This approach has the potential to enalol@ lpeople to influence that which affects their
survival and help to ensure the sustainabilityheirtlivelihoods (Reed & Mcllveen, 2006).

Community forest management is recognized as aipirogly viable approach to dealing
with the conditions necessary for societal develepimof forest-dependent communities as

people become more involved in the decision-malpnacess (Duinker, Matakala, Chege, &



Bouthillier, 1994; Charnley & Poe, 2007; Alemagi1®). Baker and Kusel (2003) observe
further that the objectives of community foresttiatives are to “conserve or restore forest
ecosystems while improving the well-being of thencaunities that depend on them” (p.8).

While the above authors point to the potential ommunity forestry as a forest
management approach, community forestry may alge significant limitations. For example, it
might ‘institutionalise conflict’ if the model ineporates completely opposing interests in a
single management body, because it will be diffitolmaintain consensus among stakeholders
(Beckley, 1998). Furthermore, Bradshaw (2003) &sgbat there are capacity challenges, such
as securing start-up capital, faced by new managfeascommunity forest (i.e., communities).
Finally, Duinker, Matakala, & Zhang (1991) warn ttltammunity forestry cannot be perceived
as a one-fits-all model for all communities, beeaust all communities have the capacity to
make the approach successful.

In Canada, British Columbia (BC) is one of two prmes that have established legal
tenures for community forestry (the other proviheeng Quebec) (Teitelbaum, 2014). The BC
provincial government has established a commuwitgst agreement (CFA) program in which
area-based tenures are awarded to communitiesdmmhanagement and benefits. This program
is intended “to provide new opportunities for commity management of Crown forest land” and
to provide “greater flexibility” to communities tmanage local forests in the provind@((
Ministry of Forests, Lands, and Natural Resourcer@pons (MFLNRO), 2011 The objectives
stated for the community forest tenure agreemamtkude: diversify the use of and benefits
derived from the community forest agreement areayige social and economic benefits to
British Columbia;promote community involvement and participationprpote communication

and strengthen relationships between Aboriginal rmovaAboriginal communities and persons;



among others MFLNRO, 201). One of these community forestéyetzinkwa Community
Forest Corporation, was awarded a community foiestire in 2007 and is the focus of this
study.
1.2 Research Purpose and Objectives
The purpose of this study is to investigate howataration and social learning help in
managing community forests sustainably. The stuadythe following objectives:
1. To examine opportunities/platforms that exist faoyiding input into decisions and
learning (including activities such as trainingnsears, etc.);
2. To describe what people (resource user groupsdbéropublic, board members) have
learned through their involvement in a communityet;
3. To describe how collaboration and learning are ictipg sustainable forest management
(SFM) efforts; and
4. To examine the challenges and barriers to colldalmorand learning.
1.3 Research Contribution
A lot has been written in the literature about potential of community forestry as a
forest governance approach, such as the poteatehhance benefits local communities derive
from the forest, improve forest management degcisiaking processes by making them more
democratic, and encourage managing the forest totipte values (e.g., Duinker et al., 1994;
Beckley, 1998; Teitelbaum, 2014). However, afteero20 years of community forestry practice
in Canada, there is still the need for empiricatlernce to support the existence of these benefits
to communities. This research therefore partly iouates to the body of literature that seeks to
document benefits local communities derive from pamity forest management. Furthermore,

it has been discussed in the social learning tileeathat decision processes that encourage



individual and social learning are capable of ymjdmore sustainable trajectories in natural
resource and environmental management (e.g., Keah, 005; Sinclair et al., 2008; Sims &
Sinclair, 2008), and this study seeks to add tokih@vledge that this assumption is based on
through community forestry. The study thereforetdbaotes in part, to the growing body of
literature that discusses outcomes of individual swcial learning in managing natural resources
(in this case community forestry), and how thigef§ sustainability.
1.4 Methods

The research is qualitative in nature and was amed through a social constructivist
paradigm. A social constructivist approach allowedearch participants to share their own
experiences regarding collaboration in forest manant, their learning outcomes through the
collaborative process initiated, and how this dmation has impacted the sustainable
management of the resource. A case study stratkBgyquiry was used in this research. The
case study selected was the Wetzinkwa Communitgst@orporation in BC. In terms of data
collection methods, semi-structured interviews, tipgrant observation, forest tours, and
document review were employed. The study populatm@iuded forest user groups, property
owners, a contractor, present and past board memb&/CFC, pioneers of the WCFC, staff of
the WCFC, a municipal Councillor, and a communiggaarcher. Semi-structured interviews
were audio recorded and in some instances hantewribtes were taken. Notes were also kept
for the forest tours and participant observatioxpreéss Scribe Transcription software was used
to transcribe interviews, and the information omégi was coded using NViizb (QSR 2010)

software. The methods are detailed in Chapterelbf¢he thesis.



1.5 Thesis Organization

The thesis is organized into seven chapters. Fiiieductory chapter is followed by a
review of literature relevant to the study. Chapldmee details further the methods and
techniques used in conducting the study. Chapter Bescribes opportunities for learning,
sharing ideas, and making input. Chapter Five fesusn the learning experiences of
participants. Chapter Six considers the impactiegrand collaboration have on SFM efforts,
and Chapter Seven provides conclusion and recomatiend based on the findings of the

research.



CHAPTER TWO
COMMUNITY FORESTRY, SOCIAL LEARNING, AND SUSTAINABL E
FOREST MANAGEMENT

2.1 Community Forestry in Canada

Decisions regarding who manages public or privavned forests are important
because of the impact those management decisionsase on forest health and the wellbeing
of its users (Arnold, 2001; Hodgdon, 2010). Manggpublic forests has commonly been the
purview of the state, which has traditionally maeghe forest in a way that retains productive
forests (Arnold, 2001). In Canada, nearly half bé ttandscape is covered in forests, and
approximately 93% of the total forested areas a@v@ land; out of which 77% is owned by
provincial and territorial governments and 16% bg federal government (Natural Resources
Canada (NRC), 2012). Therefore, governments in @anaave long been managing and
maintaining Crown land on behalf of the citizen@hémbers, 2004; Charnley & Poe, 2007).
Management of these forests has largely been ahiggewough long term forest leases to forest
product companies (Beckley, 1998; McGurk et alQ&0

In the 1990s, public critique of the forest indysand how the provincial and federal
governments managed forests led to experimentatidtnnew forest management approaches,
including ones that could provide more benefitsthe public (Charnley & Poe, 2007). As
Bullock and Hanna (2008) maintain, the public, jsatarly in forest-dependent communities,
has been seeking increasing accountability frorasiomanagers. Generally, the experimentation
with other methods of forest management soughtntwease public participation in forest
management, while ensuring social, ecological, @sdnomic sustainability of the forest

(Charnley & Poe, 2007). The outcomes of the expamtation involved more local people in



forest management initiatives leading to the emergeof the Canadian Model Forest Program
in 1992 (Bonnell, 2012), the formation of foresindustry stakeholder advisory committees
(Parkins et al., 2006), Crown forest co-managerbetween communities and private industry
(Teitelbaum et al., 2006), and finally communitydstry (Duinker et al., 1994; Teitelbaum, et
al., 2006; Bullock & Hanna 2008). Though early ferof community forestry date back to the
1940s-50s (Duinker et al., 1994; Teitelbaum et2006), it is the initiatives that began in the
1990s that firmly rooted community forestry in Cdaa

As Chambers (2004) notes, the great majority oédts are owned by the public and,
therefore, incorporating public values and objediin their management is imperative. Duinker
et al. (1994) hold the view that community foredtas been given an impetus in Canada due to
focus being placed on “forest management on thehand and community empowerment on the
other” (p.711). Most community forests in Canada ba found in Ontario, Quebec, and British
Columbia (Community Forests Canada, undated; Teiteh et al., 2006), with active
community forests in the country totalling over 100ommunity Forests Canada, undated).

It is important to note that the increasing demamdnvolve local people in forest
decision-making processes coincided with seveftardiactors. The key factors were: a shift in
development thinking in the 1970s that sought tordase public participation in decision
making processes, supported by rights-based apgpmsa(Chambers, 1994; Fisher, 1995);
government decentralization policies targeted atolng power to the citizenry (Lane &
Corbett, 2005); a desire to increase benefits aeéss to local users whose livelihoods were
dependent on the forests (Kellert, Mehta, Ebbiridtenfeld, 2000); and the need to find ways
to deal with changes and challenges in ecologsmalial, and economic conditions of the forest

that resulted from state-owned management procéssasld, 2001; Charnley & Poe, 2007,



Hodgdon, 2010). In addition, the 1985 Conferenc€€ommon Property Resource Management
organised by the US National Academy of Sciences\was a major step in shifting attention
to more participatory approaches to forest managenes it demonstrated that collective
management of the forest was a viable approacho{@r2001; Wiersum, Singhal, & Benneker,
2004).
2.2 Community Forestry in British Columbia

British Columbia provides a good case for the psgsoof my study because it has the
longest history with community-based forest apphescof any Canadian province. In British
Columbia, the provincial government owns about 38%oth total land base and forested lands
(Bullock & Hanna, 2008), with one quarter of allnmmunities in the province dependent on
forestry for their income (Wouters, 2000). Over fgast two decades, there has been demand for
alternative management approaches by forest-dependemmunities seeking to “stabilize their
local economies and provide long-term employmergoounities” (Gunter & Mulkey, 2012,
p.1). This public demand rallied support for communityefgtry in the province. Community
forestry is viewed as an approach capable of astgesconomic stability, and thereby dealing
with the current economic, social and ecologicallleimges being faced by a number of forest-
dependent communities (Gunter & Mulkey, 2012). B@ government made available about
1.2 million cubic metres of timber for small-scalenures such as community forests and
woodlots under its Forestry Revitalization Plan (MRO, 2014).

The province of British Columbia is noted for thetablishment of the oldest community
forest in Canada, Mission Municipal Forest, in 1988len & Frank, 1994). Origins of
community forestry in BC can be traced to the 18d&mmendation made by Chief Justice

Gordon Sloan in th&oyal Commission Reporthich suggested that local municipalities should
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be allowed to manage their forests (Gunter & Mulk2912). Following this recommendation,

the Mission Municipal Forest, which had an origigahl of reducing local unemployment in the
municipality, was formed (Teitelbaum et al., 200B)ough a second recommendation in 1957
by a commission constituted by Chief Justice Shadled to extend such forest management to
other municipalities, some community-based iniiedi that took place in the province in the
1990s gave management rights to communities throlglaward of forest licenses (Gunter &

Mulkey, 2012).

Community forestry finally gained a sound footimgthe province following the passing
of the Forest Statutes Amendment Att1998, which sought to pilot a new approachaes$t
tenure in the provinceBllock & Hanna, 2008 Teitelbaum et al., 2006; Gunter & Mulkey,
2012). The Community Forest Agreement (CFA), asrbe forest tenure is called, vests in
communities, the ‘central control’ in managing f&reon Crown land (Gunter and Mulkey,
2012). Over 80 interested communities applied lierlicence in 1998 (Teitelbaum et al., 2006).
After reviewing the applications, seven pilot commty forests, which were composed of both
First Nations and non First Nations communitiesemestablished (BBIFLNRO, 2014. These
were all five-year community forest pilot agreensent

There were ten pilot community forests in the y2@00 (Bradshaw, 2003), but through
an amendment in thiéorest Actin 2005, 33 other communities received approvdleanvolved
in the program (Gunter & Mulkey, 2012). In 2004fige-year probationary community forest
agreement was introduced to replace the pilot ageees, subject to a long term licence
agreement of between 25 and 99 years (Gunter & &1lR012;BC MLNRO, 2014). The Burns

Lake Community Forest Corporation was the first oamity forest in the province to be
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awarded a long term 25-year community forest agesemlicence in 2005 (see:

http://blcomfor.com/index.php/about-us/background-aistoryj.

In order to increase incentives for broader commyuparticipation in the program,
ensure long term planning, and establish busireasanships by community forests, legislation
was passed in 2009 to eliminate the five-year giobary licence on community forests, and
rather give communities a 25-year renewable licéGeater & Mulky, 2012).

2.3 What is Community Forestry?

Community forestry as a concept lacks a precise sndt definition (Duinker et al.,
1994; MacLellan & Duinker, 2012). This has resultedwidespread use of the term and
definitions from various scholars and forestry pitemmers in ways that are specific to their own
locale, or ones that are so broad as to cover amynunity-based forest management approach.
For instance, the Food and agriculture Organisd&#0) (1978) define community forestry as:

Any situation which intimately involves local peepin forestry activity. It embraces a

spectrum of situations ranging from woodlots inagrevhich are short of wood and other

forest products for local needs, through the grogwohtrees at the farm level to provide
cash crops and the processing of forest productheathousehold, artisan or small
industry level to generate income, to the actigité forest dwelling communities.
Linking community forestry to sustainability issu€harnley and Poe (2007) define it as “Forest
management that has ecological sustainability aedl lcommunity benefits as central goals,
with some degree of responsibility and authority fllrest management formally vested in the
community” (p.301). In providing an overview of camanity forestry in Canada, Duinker et al.
(1994) defined a community forest as “a tree-domeidaecosystem managed for multiple

community values and benefits by the community”7{d). Finally, in their analysis of
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community forestry in Canada, Teitelbaum et al.0O@0defined community forestry on public
lands in Canada as “A public forest area managetthédygommunity as a working forest for the
benefit of the community” (p.417).

Though definitions may vary, the two main attrilsuig characteristics of community
forestry are community or local control in decisimaking about the management of the forest,
and the benefits derived from it. These indicathidt in forest management responsibilities -
use, control, accountability - and rights from 8tate to local people (Fisher, 1995; Agrawal &
Ostrom, 2001; Teitelbaum et al., 2006, Ostrom, 2009owever, the level of ownership of the
forest by the community or State is a point of @ng¢as it determines the types of benefits that
will accrue to local people and, in some casesstlueess of the community forest (Teitelbaum
et al., 2006).

The many ways community forestry has been defined an extent a result of the term’s
use in different political and geographic settinfys, instance, Social forestry (Fisher, 1995),
Joint Forest Management (Poffenberger & McGean, 6199Community-based forest
management (Lynch & Talbot, 1995); and Communitgdobforestry (Gauld, 2000). Thus, even
though all the terms above denote a form of for@stentralization and devolution to
communities, they have been used differently téecefneeds in specific geographic settings.
Fisher (1995) argues that the unpleasant connotatisat came to be associated with social
forestry (which was initially the name given to aoomity-based forestry approaches) in some
countries partly explain the emergence of new nasuel as community forestry and joint forest
management, to explain community participation emerests in forest management. MacLellan
and Duinker (2012) assert that the flexibility iefiiing community forestry to reflect particular

needs of a local people/community has contributetti¢ success of the approach.
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In Reed and Mcllveen’s (2006) assessment of commimriestry, they allude to the fact
that defining ‘community’ in community forestry isritical, multi-layered, and complex,
presenting a hurdle that needs to be overcome hglas. Duinker et al. (1994) present five
different definitions of ‘community’ based on theeview of the term: community as a way of
life; community as a geographic location; commumi$ya social system; community as a type of
relationship; and community as a source of enef@ymmon among these definitions of
community is community as a geographical locatighich implies connections between people
(population) and place. Such a definition is lirditen defining community forestry, because
population size and density of a place do not rezoég mean all members in a particular area
are involved with the community forest. To this eiicLellan and Duinker (2012), observe
that a community can be defined as ‘community tériest’ and ‘community of place.” Thus, a
community becomes “a setting in which the peoplkehgome sense of place, common interests
and goals, and are willing to cooperate or worletbgr to achieve those goals” (Duinker et al.,
1994, p.712).

In this study, | conceptualize community forestsyiavolving a group of people with
interests in forest resources (timber and non-timfoeest products, as well as ecological
benefits), who actively manage for their benefital ahe health of the forest by ensuring
ecological integrity, social equity and sustainab®nomic outcomes. Active management in
this context refers to the ability of communitiésrést user groups) to have input into decisions
through regular meetings (not consultations) eittlieectly or through their representatives.
When participation in decision making is througpresentation, representatives should be in a

position to meet members of their user groups $oudis the agenda and issues before and after
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meetings of the Board or committees managing thesftoLike MacLellan and Duinker (2012), |
define community as encompassing both interesipauk.
2.4 Collaborative Management/Governance

Managing forests for community benefits is inhelseobmplex due to the multiple uses
of forests by the people in a given locality or ecoomity and the ecological services forests
provide. Consequently, public participation thatlvimclude the public in decision-making
processes - especially forest-dependent commurhiegsare affected by such decisions - has
been encouraged in order to help deal with the ¢emmultiple uses of the forest (Gilmour &
Fisher, 1991; McCarthy, 2005). According to Fis{l995), the participation of local people and
their interests in forest management was encourpgetly because of the “pragmatic value of
local involvement” (p.2). Some of the earliest farof participation in community-based forest
management approaches such as social forestry @$émcted participation to paid labour and
focused little attention to local needs in devabgptountries (Fisher, 1995).

While public participation is increasingly beingedsas an approach to involve people
who are affected by forest management decisiorfereint levels of participation exist (see:
Arnstein, 1969; Pretty, 1995; White, 1996). Builgliron the typologies of participation
developed by Pretty and White, Agarwal (2001), fostance, describes six forms of
participation: Nominal, Passive, Consultative, Rity-specific, Active, and Interactive
(empowering) participation. Drawing from Agarwaldaathers such as Keen et al. (2005), it is
evident that some forms of participation (e.g., Nwah Passive, Consultative) are a way to
solicit information through consultation processeswhich outcomes may not be consensus-

based, while in others (e.g., Active and Interaciparticipation) all stakeholders have a fairly
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equal chance of providing input in the decisioncpss with outcomes that are borne out of a
collective action.

The latter, broadly referred to as collaborativeregnance or management, has been
applied in managing natural resources such astfo(eg., Schusler, Decker, & Pfeffer, 2003).
Collaborative management ensures collective retiognof complexities in managing natural
resources, and provides stakeholders with the &ppity to respond to the changing and
uncertain trends associated with management (Kee.,e2005; Berkes, 2009). As a result,
collaborative governance processes are expected &ble to effectively address problems such
as natural resource depletion and conflict amorgpuee users, and also to ensure more
accountability from forest managers (Heikkila & @& 2005; Ansell & Gash, 2008). Thus,
when public involvement is increased in forest ng@maent, “both the process and outcomes
from the process should be perceived as fairer aodsequently, more effective” (Hunt &
Haider, 2001, p.873)

Through collaborative governance, multiple stakdbrd (governments, forest user
groups, forest managers, among others) come tagethtiscuss management issues regarding
the forest in order to arrive at some collectiveisiens. This is in line with Keen and Mahanty’s
(2005) postulation that the basis of collaboratmanagement is participation by multiple
stakeholders. Thus, multiple stakeholders haveojygortunity to collaborate and influence
management decisions, where otherwise they woule Heeen left out of any consultation
process. Community forestry aligns with the colla@tive governance approach, as it
conceptually seeks, among other things, a recommebetween ‘local communities with their
forest environments, and a way to balance the ncanypeting uses and values of the forest’

(Teitelbaum et al., 2006, p.416).
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Keen and Manhanty (2005) observe that for collaib@agovernance to achieve its
desired outcomes, co-learning (or collaborativernies), which is embedded within a
collaborative management approach should be anrtamgofocus for stakeholders. Multiple
interests in a collaborative management processnofesults in conflicts that need to be
negotiated and agreed upon, and it is through rile process that conflicts over activities,
actions, and understandings can be resolved ampeghiato preferred management strategies (or
collective action) (Keen & Mahanty, 2005). Thisri@ag dimension is explained further in this
section of the study.

2.5 Challenges of Community Forestry Management/G@rnance

Managing community forests through multi-stakeholdalaboration has its own set of
challenges, which can hinder the ability to redehmany positive potential benefits community
forestry can promote. In this section, | explainwpo relations, conflicts, and capacity of
communities as challenges that community foresedrte surmount to ensure effective and
efficient management of the forest for increasedmaonity benefits.

2.5.1 Power Relations in Collaborative Managemeat/&nance

One of the most discussed challenges of governancemmunity forestry is power
relations among multiple stakeholders (Reed & Mediv, 2006; Padgee et al. 2006; Matthews
& Missingham, 2009). According to Buchy and Hovem{a000), the role of power is central to
participatory/collaborative forest management psses, as it is capable of ultimately changing
relationships among stakeholders within the padiry process. Power to impact decisions
about the forest is a major motivator for peoplgetd involved in forest management, given the

prospect of more shared decision-making with dtatst agencies (Buchy & Hoverman, 2000).
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Reed and Mcllveen (2006) point to power in shapmgnagement practices and
outcomes, the influence of power in outcomes ofisi@es, and power balance among
representatives in a collaborative setting as itgmbrissues that need to be assessed critically in
the context of community forest management. Thidasause the complexity embedded in
collaborative management can result in power baidgcisive factor in the success or failure of
the collaboration (Keen & Manhanty, 2005).

Further, the economic status or interest of comtgumembers can determine their
representation as stakeholders in forest manageifieed, 2010). In the forest advisory
committees she studied, Reed (2010) concludedhbae committees were the preserve of elites
and community members with an economic stake enfahest resource. As well, some studies
have identified that committees established to mariae forest are often dominated by people,
mostly males, with forest-related knowledge (Jabl&®uBalsille, 2003). In a situation where a
few representatives wield a lot of power becaugbeif wealth or status in society, collaborative
management can be hijacked to suit the needs dacksts of these elites over the broader
community, thus defeating the purpose of the coliation.

2.5.2 Conflicts within CF Management

Power can be a source of major conflict among rstdtkeholders within a community
forest management setting. Bullock and Hanna (2008)ntain that the emergence of
community forestry can cause conflict between ai@ecof the community that sees the
approach as a potential for ensuring economic litsreefd stability, and those that perceive it as
an impediment to large scale logging. Such divergéws can therefore serve as a recipe of

polarisation within the community.
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Among those who are in support of the approachgetttent to which their interests are
represented can also be a major source of conflittin communities, in the event that
representation does not highlight and exhaust &hiews values, interests, and social structure of
the community (Appelstrand, 2002; Wellstead, StadrndaParkins, 2003). However, the myriad
of community interests in the forest makes it difft to recognise and incorporate all of them,
and therefore presents a major challenge in idengjf stakeholders to fully represent all
interests (Duinker et al., 1994; Clark, 2002). urchs a situation, it can be argued that because
some interests are being sacrificed, conflict bexoimevitable among interest groups of the
community forest.

Beckley (1998), for his part, argues that integigatcompletely opposite interests in a
single management approach could make the commfan#gt difficult to govern/manage, and
therefore attaempts at integration could underrtiigecommunity’s ability to achieve its goals.
Bullock and Hanna (2008), therefore, call for arghstic and accountable representation in the
CF management process, if community forestry isetdise its potential of resolving value and
belief conflicts.

However, conflicts in CF management are not necidgsiestructive. Some conflicts can
challenge the status quo and processes of managemgield innovative and better ways of
management in line with community interests, beeagsnflict could “indicate process
weakness, reveal aspects of a decision that nemuhgigleration, bring new information and
perspectives to the fore, or reveal inequity” (Bok & Hanna, 2008, p.80).

2.5.3 Capacity of Communities in CF Management
The shift from top down, centralised forest mamaget to greater community

involvement in management looks appropriate basedthe potential community forestry
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possesses. However, devolution of power to comnasnio manage the forest for their benefit
also means that communities must assess the eftdmir capacities to realise such goals. The
success of community forestry “will depend on céyadbuilding for practical site-level
management and for managing or negotiating largegsses of land use planning” (Bullock &
Hanna, 2008, p.83).

It is, for instance, posited that forest-dependemimunities that do not have well-
diversified economies will find it difficult to imease their capacities to manage the forest to
their advantage (e.g.,Watkins, 1997). Bradshaw 32G0und this in his assessment of 10
community forest pilot projects in BC, where extdrpressures such as unsupportive provincial
government policies and lack of start-up funds Iteduin inactions by some communities two
years after they had been awarded community fqrést agreements. Thus, there was low
capacity among some of the piloting communitiesstart their activities after they gained
autonomy to manage the forest, leading them to lmebvily on volunteers, which resulted in
burn out among such people. Bradshaw thereforeestigighat there might be a need for state
assistance with community capacity building and meaiance if community-based natural
resource management projects such as communitst$omee to be successful.

Communities need to build capacity in order todmponsive to the ‘shocks’ they may be
confronted with regarding forest management. Thipuires appropriate community expertise
and experience that can be of immense support sistesg community forests to succeed
(Mcllveen & Bradshaw, 2009). Without strong commyniapacity, managing the forest for
ecological, economic, and social benefits will b#iallt. Mcllveen and Bradshaw’s (2009)
finding resonates with the notions of Duinker et @991) that not all communities can be

considered to have the required capacity or beposition to embrace community forestry as a
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forest management approach, and with Bullock andnela (2008) contention that community
forestry cannot be considered a panacea for cargeall the challenges of industrial forestry.
2.6 Sustainable Forest Management and Community Festry

Over the past two decades, issues of sustaityabilid sustainable development have
dominated policy, research, and public debategaaslty after the publication of the Brundtland
report,Our Common Futurewhich emphasized the need for the current gemerati meet its
needs while ensuring that future generations’ fgbito meet their own needs are not
compromised (World Commission on Environment andvdlpment (WCED), 1987).
Therefore, there has been strong emphasis in &l sbliterature on the importance of ensuring
social, economic, and environmental balance, ifehg any chance of achieving sustainability.
The concept of sustainability has been appliedor@st management and, in fact, the term
appears to have originated from a 1713 Germantfgregan that managed the forest for long
term productive use (Du Piasini, 2006).

SFM, as a concept, has gained increased attentimnestry, and has seemingly become
a normative goal for all forest management appresicchiowever, Sample, Johnson, Aplet, and
Olson (1993) claim that “the concept of sustaindbiests, despite its wide appeal, is not widely
understood by the public, by forest policy and nggmaent professionals, or even by its
advocates” (p.5). Despite these claims, some wriferg., Merlo & Croiteru 2005; Shindler,
Finlay, & Beckley, 2003) observe that functions gmdducts from the forest have increasingly
been misused or undervalued by society, and ther&BM has come in as a response to these
unsustainable practices or actions by society.

Defining SFM is as complex and difficult as themesustainability, because of the many

integrated concepts and variables that arise regafdrest management (Adamowicz & Burton,
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2003). However, the definition provided by the Mierial Conference on the Protection of

Forests in Europe (MCPFE) (2011) elaborates thadsaies. The Conference defined SFM as:
the stewardship and use of forests and forest landsvay, and at a rate, that maintains
their biodiversity, productivity, regeneration cajg, vitality and their potential to fulfil,
now and in the future, relevant ecological, ecomomnd social functions, at local,
national, and global levels, and that does noteaasnage to other ecosystems (MCPFE,

p.152).

In Canada, SFM is generally viewed as managemanttaintains and enhances the long-term
health of forest ecosystems for the benefit ofliaihg things while providing environmental,
economic, social, and cultural opportunities fazgant and future generations” (Canadian Forest
Service, 2001, p.38). Similarly, community foresisy conceptually perceived to implement
ecological-based forest management, create empldyopportunities for community members
(Teitelbaum et al., 2006), “maximize benefits ofefst values to a different and usually wider
range of stakeholders while simultaneously senaagnechanisms to reduce conflict between
stakeholders” (Beckley 1998, p.736), while achmgyisustainability, fairness, and efficiency
(Hunt & Haider, 2001).

Since community forestry, by its nature, devolvesvgr to local people or gives them a
larger role in forest management decisions, theseckims that management outcomes could
“lead to higher levels of economic growth, envir@mtal protection, and community stability”
(McCarthy, 2006, p.86) according to its proponertithakidze, Angelstam, Sandstrém, and
Axelsson (2010) further emphasize the need forabolation among multiple forest users at
multiple levels to develop the needed capacity dapa to risks and uncertainties of forest

management, especially at this time when sustdityalbias become an objective for forest
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management. In my mind these points suggest th&t BFimplicit in community forestry
management.
2.6.1 Measuring Sustainable Forest Management

Worldwide, SFM is measured by a set of criteria amdicators (C&l) developed for
forest values that are managed within a particggraphic setting (Gough, Innes, & Allen,
2008; BC Ministry of Forest, Mines, and Lands (MFMR010). Criteria provide information on
the range of forest values being measured, for plgimiological diversity while indicators are
measurable characteristics of these forest vaNB£( 2012). Indicators for biological diversity
for instance include genetic diversity, ecosystewergity, and species diversity (see: Canadian
Council of Forest Ministers (CCFM), 2008; BC MFM2010).

In Canada, the CCFM has developed a set of siriaiand 46 indicators for tracking the
country’s progress towards achieving SFM (NRC, 20CZFM, 2005). Similarly, 91 indicators
grouped into 24 topic areas have been developdfiyy Ministry of Forests to assess SFM in
the province (BC MFML, 2010). These indicators based on both international and national
frameworks of indicators for assessing SFM (BC MENMQ10).

The various components under a set of C&l are rgdligecategorised into ecological,
economic, social, and cultural sustainability comgas (Gough et al.,, 2008; CCFM, 2008;
NRC, 2012).

2.7 Social Learning in Natural Resources Management

The nexus between learning and natural resourcemgeanent has been increasingly
emphasized in the literature, with some authorg.,(Armitage et al., 2008; Keen et al., 2005)
claiming learning has become a normative goal afiagament and should be pursued, because

it has the potential to improve understanding @f lluman-environment relationship. Learning
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results in change and is an “act or process bywhehavioural change, knowledge, skills, and
attitudes are acquired” (Boyd & Apps, 1980, p.101).

There are different types of learning identifiedl aaxtensively explained by scholars in
the natural resources management context includingong others, transformative learning
(Mezirow, 1994); experiential learning (Kolb, 1984yganizational learning (Argyris & Schon,
1978); and social learning (Bandura, 1977). Thiedatvhich has been used most extensively in
the natural resources and environmental managefterdture, is defined as ‘the collective
action and reflection that occurs among differamdividuals and groups, as they work to
improve the management of human and environmentirielations” (Keen et al., 2005, p.4).

Originally defined in the sphere of psychology Iy proponent, Bandura (1977), the
concept of social learning has increasingly beeplieg in various fields including natural
resources management (e.g., Buck et al., 2001; Keah, 2005). Incorporating social learning
approaches in natural resources management stemms the complexity and uncertainty in
outcomes that characterizes natural resources reareag (Berkes, 2009), and also because of a
paradigm shift towards a more bottom-up approachmamaging natural resources (Cundill &
Rodela, 2012; Pahl-Wostl et al., 2007). Along witts shift, there has been more involvement of
scholars from the social sciences in the studyatéinal resource management and people from
affected communities in managing natural resoufCeambers, 2004; Cundill & Rodela, 2012).

As a result of the varied perspectives that stakieis bring to the resource management
table, there is a need to find ways to effectivetare their ideas and experiences to help make
the resulting management decisions more dynamic camthin (Maarleveld & Dangbégnon,
1999; Armitage et al. 2008; Garmendia & Stagl, 20IDthe process of sharing ideas, members

of the group (or stakeholders) can learn from eaitter through an iterative and reflective
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process that can result in a better understandingsmurces management and sustainability
(Keen et al., 2005; Keen & Mahanty, 2006; Bull,tBe& Evans, 2008).

However, current conceptualizations of social leagnn natural resources management
indicate that the ground continues to shift fronmlieaexplanations given by Bandura, in which
social learning was defined as involving an indidtwho was learning in a social context by
observing and imitating role models (Bandura, 19R&ed et al. (2010) for instance, note that
some conceptualizations of social learning implicibvolve social change that benefits wider
social ecological systems. As well, it is now rewi@agd that how social learning evolves, its
outcomes, and how it is perceived in the naturabueces literature varies depending on the
management approach/paradigm (i.e., adaptive marege adaptive co-management, and
collaborative/participatory management) (Rodeld,122@undill & Rodela, 2012).

Some authors (e.g., Keen et al., 2005; Keen & Mgh&006) argue that learning should
become an essential part of decision making presdgsnatural resources management because
of the growing complexities that surround resoumm@nagement and a realization by
stakeholders of the need for collective decisiokintain the process. Management that includes
learning approaches provides an opportunity toaubeoader range of knowledge in managing
natural resources compared to conventional narqgpvoaches to decision making (Jiggins &
Roling, 2002). In this way, decisions arrived an ¢arther deepen understanding of the human-
environment relationships and ensure continual avgments in natural resources based on the
decisions (Keen et al., 2005.).

2.8 Social Learning through a Management Lens
Social learning in natural resources managemenbias discussed in relation to three

broad approaches (i.e., adaptive management, wdaptco-management, and
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collaborative/participatory management) by numesmwlars (e.g., Armitage et al., 2008; Keen
& Mahanty, 2006; Cundill & Rodela, 2012). Therefoumderstanding how social learning has
been used in each of these approaches is impootanterstanding social learning in practice.

In adaptive management for instance, Holling (199&jcribes learning as a process of
active experimentation in natural resources managerthat helps managers deal with the
uncertainties and complexities that surround thhemues of management. Building on the ideas
of Walters (1986), Cundill and Rodela (2012) exmpdal learning in adaptive management as:

an iterative process based on the scientific moflelarefully planned experiments that

involved scientists and decision makers who lethrrdugh a cyclical process of setting

objectives, planning, taking action, monitoring aeflecting on the outcomes, learning,

and taking action again. (Cundill & Rodela, 2013)p
In this realm, learning exclusively involves degliwith outcomes that arise from management
decisions that are made based on the knowledgewgers or scientists (experts), and it occurs
at the individual level. In this ‘learning by doingtmosphere, managers are able to test their
decisions, monitor, observe outcomes, assess &tact learn from them as a basis for making
improved management decisions (Lee, 1993; Armitagal., 2008). The focus of learning
therefore can be said to operate at a top levevdmst policy-makers and managers/scientists
(Cundill & Rodela, 2012).

Within the collaborative management paradigm ftieeis on who learns, how they learn,
and what they learn is significantly different fradaptive management (e.g., Keen & Mahanty,
2006). This approach to governance is influencegéicipatory democracy, which aims to
involve the poor and others who lack power in deaisnaking processes that affect their lives

and livelihoods (Chambers, 1994). Collaborativebtakeholders (from communities to
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governments) are involved in the process of managéenand learn through deliberations and
interactions (Buck et al., 2001; Rolling, 2002).rdg the learning process, problems regarding
environmental concerns could be resolved, thepetiential for mitigating conflicts, people learn
to work together and how to take collective actiieen & Mahanty, 2006; Cundill & Rodela,
2012).

Thus, in participatory or collaborative managemegpyproaches, social learning emerges
as an outcome of the interaction among stakeholdEne concept of social learning in
collaborative management involves stakeholders wgrtogether in an environment that ideally
allows them to interact, deliberate, resolve tlemflicts, and come out with strong management
decisions regarding natural resources (Keen e2@0D5; Cundill & Rodela, 2012, Rolling, 2002).
However, some overlap exists between social legrnim adaptive and collaborative
management.

A paradigm that combines both adaptive and colkatiper management is the adaptive
co-management paradigm. Adaptive co-management asiga@s the learning-by-doing and
experimentation aspects of adaptive managementth@encollaborative and deliberative process
that is central to participatory management (Argetat al., 2008; Cundill & Rodela, 2012). As
Armitage et al. (2008) explain “adaptive co-managetnin particular, is an outcome of the
adaptive management and collaborative managemegdriences in which the learning and
linking functions (horizontally and vertically) afovernance are emphasized” (p.87). In this
way, adaptive co-management aims at self-orgapoizadi socio-ecological systems (Berkes,
2009), particularly because of the action-natuediiack relationship that exists between the
environment and ecological experience (Rodella1208s a result, learning in this management

paradigm is geared towards managing resourcessto@Bocio-ecological resilience, as resource
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managers and users are able to build capacityaiovwdth ecological responses in dynamic ways
(Folke, Colding, & Berkes, 2003; Plummer & Armita@®07).

The time required for ecological feedbacks and ldrge scales at which ecological
systems operate require flexible management ofurese “tailored to specific places and
situations and supported by, and working with, masiorganizations at different levels” (Olsson,
2004, p.75). The adaptive co-management paradigreftire is a “long term management
structure that permits stakeholders to share mamageresponsibility within a specific system
of natural resources and to learn from their astigRuitenbeek & Cartier, 2001, p.8).

This study will focus on social learning outcomasai collaborative forest management
setting, where stakeholders with diverse exper®eraned backgrounds in forest management
share knowledge and make decisions through repeggenon a community forest board and
committees with the aim of sustainably managing frest. Social learning in collaborative
management is my focus, rather than other learapmoaches, because the general question
being asked is how learning in community forestnhelping to sustainably manage the forest.
As described earlier in a section of this chaptemmunity forestry leans towards collaborative
management/governance, because of its potentialcéonmunity members to share their
knowledge and influence forest management decisions
2.9 Considering Social Learning

Social learning can be viewed as a term that hageretered several overlapping
definitions, partly because of the different apgiicn of the term in natural resources
management, and the numerous disciplines from whkaming theory has developed (Armitage
et al., 2008; Cundill & Rodela, 2012). | have pard some definitions already and feel it is

important to focus my use of the term, as some aasitife.g., Diduck, Bankes, Clark, &
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Armitage, 2005; Armitage et al., 2008; Reed et 20.10) argue that the failure on the part of
scholars to agree on a single definition of thentenpacts their work.

Reed et al. (2010) for instance, observe that sdefi@itions make any social process
social learning, which they contend is not and &hawot be the case. A lack of conceptual
clarity therefore questions the existence of sotéarning and prevents consideration of
outcomes that are associated with it in naturabuees management (Armitage et al., 2008).
Muro and Jeffery (2008) further indicate the lackedlection by authors on the clarity of social
learning, and emphasize that there is limited ecglirresearch on social learning in
participatory decision making processes.

However, the many definitions emphasize features sas reflection (Rodela, 2011),
deliberative processes (Buck et al., 2001; Cur&iRodela, 2012), shared understanding and
interaction (Muro & Jeffrey, 2008; Buck et al., 2Q0and collaborative decision making (Keen
et al., 2005). These characteristics of socialniear further categorize the term as both an
outcome and a process in natural resources managel®eision making. As a process, social
learning can be viewed as sharing information,asjdeand knowledge among people
(stakeholders) in a network, and reflecting on tH&wed et al., 2010). In such situations, the
various values and understandings held by staketoldre presented to others within the
network, with the aim that each stakeholder camrnlegl|asom the others’ experiences and
knowledge regarding the management of natural ressu

As an outcome, social learning could result in ipgrants building trust, attitudinal
change, and empowering stakeholders in the net@®ukk et al., 2001; Pahl-Wostl & Hare,
2004). Its ultimate outcome in natural resource agament, however, is to achieve a more

sustainable management of social-ecological sysi@viiso & Jeffrey, 2008; Sinclair et al.,
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2008). For the purposes of this study, | will addme definition by Reed et al. (2010), who
define social learning as “a change in understanthat goes beyond the individual to become
situated within wider social units or communitidpoactice through social interactions between
actors within social networks.” They observe thatdocial learning to occur, there should be a
change in understanding, which should be situateddwider network or community of practice
(the in-groups individuals represent) through pessmperson interaction within the network.

The premise that my choice is based on is thatinvalcommunity forestry setting, there
will be representatives of the community and useugs at board or committee meetings, and
one way to observe that learning is occurring Wwél for representatives to share information
regarding such meetings with the community and gseups especially where the main avenue
for learning is through annual general meetings$.th#s interpersonal level, clarity can be given
to questions posed by the representatives of themmity or user groups to enable them to
better understand any issues pertaining to manatlingcommunity forest. Thus, learning
becomes situated within the user group (its memlmersommunity members.

As | have defined it, social learning could have #ffect of having people challenge
previous knowledge, experiences, and actions t@ heth the adaptation to risks and
uncertainties. Consequently, some authors (e.garlelzeld & Dangbégnon 1999; King &
Jiggins, 2002) categorise outcomes of social legrmto single-loop, double-loop, and triple
loop learning, based on their examination of sdeiaining.

Single loop learning involves searching for altéineacourses of knowledge and actions
to solve specific problems and improve outcomegh vihe aim of correcting errors that
characterise routine activities/actions, while deubop learning questions the underlying values

and norms of one’s actions (Armitage et al., 2008)both cases, however, social learning is
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expected to empower stakeholders to gain a betigerstanding of their actions as they share,
deliberate and build trust among themselves reggrdianaging natural resources such as a
forest.

For their part, Maarleveld and Dangbégnon (1999)lanr social learning within the
context of action-reflection feedback loops basadearning loops described by Argyris and
Schon (1996). They observe that single loop legroocurs “when outcomes of decision making
and action are evaluated in terms of the way thesé&ibute to realizing goals and expectations.
A mismatch between expectations and performanasaved by improving present practices so
that future performance is within the range of #mg norms and values” (Maarleveld &
Dangbégnon, p. 269). As a result, they view sitabg learning in the context of finding actions
and/or taking decisions that will lead to achievemme set goals or desired outcomes. They
further explain that double loop learning occursewheedback from actions begin to show
changes in the underlying assumptions of theseratr practice. That is, when norms, values
or beliefs that informed actions begin to underagical changes (Pah-Wostl et al., 2008), after
the feedback from those actions is assessed.

Triple-loop learning is regarded as multiple-loogarhning (Armitage et al., 2008)
“characterized by reflection and actions that aslslrthe conditions that structure interaction
patterns in single and double loop learning” (Meeeld & Dangbégnon, 1999, p.270). Thus, in
triple-loop learning, actors or stakeholders leaow to learn (Maarleveld & Dangbégnon,1999)
by critically reflecting on their “actions, assungpts, values, and learning processes” (Keen &

Mahanty, 2006, p.502).
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2.10 Chapter Summary

Community forestry, as it has been argued abovan igapproach with much potential to
radically change the top-down, centralised foreshagement approach that has been commonly
used in Canada, and to offer some level of autontongommunities to participate in forest
management and gain more direct benefits. At itst,rcommunity forestry is about the
devolution of power to local communities to mandle forest, and also to think differently
about how to manage the resource. Like all commitbased forest management approaches,
community forestry, of course, faces challenges aag power relations, conflict and capacity
building, which can completely undermine succesmifaddressed.

Given the participatory community-based nature ho$ approach, as described in the
literature, community forestry has the potentiakt@wourage broader based social learning than
traditional approaches to forest management, sincal people are directly involved in
management. In fact, it has been argued that icatipg social learning in this collaborative
multi-stakeholder process is important, since ithiugh social learning that communities can
learn and share ideas, and take collective aati@eal with risks and uncertainties that are a part
of forest management. This becomes even more iammpoit the community forest's implicit
goal is achieving sustainable forest managemenithaas really become a normative goal for
most forest management approaches.

My reading of the literature, as summarized abdead to the development of the
conceptual framework depicted in Fig 2.1. The fegus made up of two conceptual areas
represented by circles; the circle on the left wggg Community Forestry which, as discussed in
the chapter, is a forest governance/managemenbagpthat notionally brings together forest

stakeholders (e.g., community members directly ctéid by forestry decisions, forest users,
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community groups, rightsolders local governmentsstc.), who are vested wisome authority

to make management

C ity Forest
ommtnity Forestry Sustainable Forest Management

Community groups

Ecological sustainability

Collaborative Economic sustainability

Governance

Social

] Social sustainability
Learning

Cultural sustainability

Fig 2.1: Conceptud Framework

decisionsabout forest use and the distribution of any bémeésulting from use. These for:
management decisions are expected to generallyoirapthe wellbeing of stakeholders ¢
communities at large and help improve forvalues and anditions (Baker ¢ Kusel, 2003;
Charnley & Poe, 2007).

Within this circle | have located a smaller circtbat representsCollaborative
Governancega governance process/approach that generally @irbsing multiple and divers
stakeholders together inkiag consensi-basel decisions (Ansell . Gash, 2008) when
managing natural resources. As established abowemnanity forestry typically aligns with th
form of governance, which also reflect more advdrfoems of public participation discussec
the literature. This is due mainly to the t that a community forest bo: or committee is made

up of multiple ‘local’ individuals and groups. In(B for instance, public involvement in maki
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forest management decisions is one of the manyctivgs set in the province’s community
forest agreement. These points help to underscove dollaborative governance is core to
community forestry, as shown in Figure 2.1.

The large circle on the right of Fig 2.1 represe3ustainable Forest Management, which
is regarded as the overarching goal for commuwitgdts in BC. The components of sustainable
forest management are generally grouped into ecansunstainablility, ecological sustainability,
social sustainability, and cultural sustainabil{§ee: Gough et al., 2008; CCFM, 2008; NRC,
2012). Similarly, the community forestry literatulseggests that SFM holds a lot of promise for
ensuring forest and ecosystem health, communitgfiiersuch as jobs, and cultural recognition
of the forest (e.g., Teiltelbaum et al.,, 2006; Qhey & Poe, 2007). This link between
community forestry and its potential for sustaiablitcomes is depicted in Fig. 2.1 by the arrow
that runs from the top of the community forestricle to the sustainable forest management
circle to the right. Of course, the outcomes okthbenefits would impact the way the forest is
managed, and this is seen by the reciprocal atatvrtins from the top of the sustainable forest
management circle to that of community forestry.

Between these two big circles is another arrow r@egprocal arrow identified as Social
Learning (Fig. 2.1). The literature reviewed abawndicates that social learning can improve
governance systems and encourage sustainabilityormeals. Owing to the uncertainty and
complexity that characterise resource managemaetisides, there have also been numerous
calls by authors, as outlined above, to incorposaigal learning in the process of managing
resources to help ensure more sustainable outcerges Armitage et al., 2008; Sinclair et al.,
2008). Figure 2.1 therefore suggests that for comiydiorestry to meet the goals of sustainable

forest management, social learning needs to ocnong those governing the forest.
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Thus, while it is possible to achieve the goalsainmunity forestry described above,
social learning is capable of deepening stakehsldenderstanding of the resource being
managed (Keen et al., 2005), and helps stakeholershe broader range of knowledge shared
during deliberations about managing the forestgidg & Rdling, 2002). The ultimate aim of
this learning is to enable stakeholders take asttondeal with uncertainties, complexities, and
risks associated with forest management, and toowepthe likelihood of sustainability. This
relationship is shown by the social learning arfosmn the community forestry circle to that of
sustainable forest management. The feedback Igatoap/relationship is demonstrated in Fig
2.1 by the reciprocal arrow that runs from the @usible forest management circle to that of
community forestry. This feedback relationship,ere¢d to as an “adaptive collaborative”
approach by Fisher, Prabhu, and McDougall (20G7§onsidered very important in managing
natural resources such as the forest.

Despite the breadth of the literature on each efky topics captured in Figure 2.1, the
literature review revealed that community foresisystill a relatively new form of forest
governance approach in Canada. Despite receiviogd theoretical discussions and review in
the literature, there is little written about conmmity forest practice and outcomes in the
literature (e.g., Ambus & Hoberg, 2011; Teitelba2®14). Teitelbaum (2014) concludes in this
regard that “Empirically based accounts of commufdtrestry practice represent a limitation
from a policy perspective, as decision-makers hi@ve studies to draw on in gauging the
potential of this approach” (p.265). So my studyl wrovide another case that will aid in
understanding the community forest approach to gement.

In addition, despite establishing a legal tenure dommunity forestry in BC, the

literature review also reveals that there have ddgn a few studies (e.g., Bradshaw, 2003;
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Mcllveen & Bradshaw, 2005/2006; Reed & McllveenP@0Ambus & Hoberg, 2011) that have
considered the governance implications of the Cé&Aotest management in the province. As
well, even the majority of these studies do notngra or look at how community forests are
trying to sustainably manage their community fadsnhures or how they are meeting the goals
of sustainable forest management, which is incngdgibeing recognised as the normative goal
of forest management. | will consider governancd aastainability as Figure 2.1 suggests.
Furthermore, very few studies, for example, Buc&lef2001), have considered the role of social
learning in the community forest context and th&comes of such learning for effective forest

governance and sustainability.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 Social Constructivist Paradigm

While there are numerous research paradigms/wenlds/for conducting social research
that a researcher may use, | wanted to providexplamation for the one that aligns most closely
with my thinking. In achieving this focus, | wileflect on the broader research question being
asked and on my personal background.

Growing up in Ghana provided me with an interespegspective on community and the
importance of community to development. This lieegberience included participating in many
community events and helping to get things doneallpc These personal values were
incorporated in my undergraduate thesis, whichwadb me to work with communities through
personal interactions and underscored for me thee\at the different perspectives participants
bring to an issue based on their own personal epegs. This research work required a careful
inquiry into the lived experiences of participatasunravel their learning experiences over the
years that they have been involved in communitgdty. Their involvement and learning is
predicated on the intricacies that surround corsceptcollaboration, community forestry and
sustainability, which together form a complex whads a result of my personal experience and
the nature of this research, this study was appexhfrom a social constructivist paradigm.

Social constructivism (SC) holds that reality abthg world is built through people’s
interactions, understanding, and experiences wi#nts in the world; hence its underlying
epistemology that facts are what resonates witlplpe@Neuman, 2000; Creswell, 200WYith
SC, patrticipants (members of the public, forest gseups, and board members) who have been
involved with Wetzinkwa Community Forest CorporatipVCFC) in its planning, operations

and decision making over the years shared theergqces by constructing meanings from their
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own lived experiences (Creswell, 2007). Thus, thdous multiple realities that participants
hold regarding the process were understood in tmdegt of stories they shared with me,
challenges encountered, and successes achieveadria®fptheir involvement with WCFC
(Creswell, 2009). As a result of the relativitytbé multiple realities participants hold (Denzin &
Lincoln, 2005), and their own unique understandifithe process based on their experiences, an
SC paradigm best allowed participants to share theivs with me.

3.2 Qualitative Case Study

The choice of Social Constructivism as a researatadigm is inclined towards a
qualitative research design, which also emergesimerous other strategies of inquiry such as
case study (Creswell, 2007, and 2009). Given tmpgae and objectives of my work, | applied a
gualitative approach that utilizes a case studgtestgy of inquiry. Case studies, as defined by
Denzin and Lincoln (2005), are an ‘intrinsic studf a valued particular,” which aims to
understand the knowledge of people who have obdemmd experienced a particular
phenomenon - in my case, community forestry. Falgwyin (2003), | also thought that a case
study approach was the best for my research, bedatgdied an issue within a specific real life
context and asked ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions.

Choosing a case or cases among several othersidp ist no easy task, as not every
phenomenon can be considered a case (Stake, T@0&id in this, | developed and applied a list
of characteristics to help make a choice of a conityforest out of the over 50 community
forests in BC:

1. Evidence of an on-going process of multi-stakeholdmllaboration in forest

management.
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N

A decision structure that allows representationtted larger community on a Board,
committees and sub-committees.
3. Opportunities for face-to-face deliberation betweeembers on the Board/committees
and the larger community.
4. Regular meeting of the Board/committees, and betvidaard and larger community.
5. Some evidence of learning through innovative gosece or forest management or
evidence of alternative forest resource managentéet than timber.
| considered these characteristics to select adesiogse study (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003). As
discussed by Merriam (2002) and Yin (2003), a gmglse study design permits incorporation of
multiple methods of inquiry, allowing for triangtilan to ensure methodological rigor.
3.3 Cases Considered
Table 3.1 below describes the community forestsitipent the most time considering. |
applied the selection criteria with my main purp@se objectives in mind, as | looked for
community forest cases that appeared to be songetitiver than industrial community forests.
The similarity with all these cases was that, ididdn to an AGM or open house, there was at
least one other opportunity for a person-to-pelisteraction between members of a board (set
up to oversee operations of the CF) and the conmtgnanlarge. This, | thought, had the potential
to allow for greater community involvement and dihsocial learning.
While it was possible to conduct the study in ea€hthe case areas, | selected the
Wetzin’kwa Community Forest Corporation (WCFC) foe following reasons:
1. Immediate past activities of the CF allowed for lexipg areas such as the participants’
learning experiences and governance. From May 2322%3, the community forest

hosted the BC Community Forest Association Confegeand AGM in Smithers. The
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general manager, Mr. Bill Golding, told me the AGWs attended by some local people
interested in community forestry. Also, on Saturdhyy 27, 2013, the CF held “A Walk
in Your Woods’ tour of the forest. These activitiegve the potential for participants to
learn about the community forest and forestry inggel. | therefore wanted to capture
these potential learning experiences and othesaak how they may have contributed
to understanding sustainability issues, forestnyegoance, etc., and compare that to their
previous understanding. My plan was to be in te&lfin October, 2014, and | felt there
would not be much memory loss on the part of pgditts who were involved in these
activities.

. WCFC, relative to the others, had more upcomingisies during the fall season (my
fieldwork season), which was going to allow me éettnderstand the operations of the
CF first hand. The activities included: road bulgli ecosystem classification and writing
of site plans and silviculture prescriptions; logles negotiations; logging contract
negotiation or tendering; organization of Natiol@restry week activities; writing of
advertorials for newspaper (articles about variasgects of community forestry); and
planning for the Wetzin’kwa Year-end financials aA@GM. With these upcoming
activities, | could examine the decision-makingisture within the CF, establish whether
they have implemented SFM practices and deternomethat will affect current plans.

. Prior to awarding the licence to WCFC, there wasommittee under the BC Timber
Sales programme that managed a portion of WCFCiseu tenure. In terms of
collaboration and governance, my interest was nad fout the challenges of WCFC
having to collaborate with SCFS in managing theutenand what lessons they have

learned from the committee.
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4. The board of the community forest seemed relatiadiive compared to some other
boards, as evidenced in monthly meetings heldgouds operations/activities of the CF.
The board also administers the WCFC grants progmaich provides support for
projects and initiatives that will return the gesttlong-term benefit to residents in the
Bulkley Valley (http://www.wetzinkwa.ca/).

5. Finally, the CF was willing to accept me into themonunity based on my frequent

communication with the general manager.
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TABLE 3.1: COMMUNITY FOREST CASES CONSIDERED

f

Criteria | Evidence of an on-going A decision structure | Opportunities for Regular meeting of | Some evidence o
process of multi- that allows face-to-face the learning through
stakeholder representation of the | deliberation Board/committees, | innovative
collaboration in forest | larger community on | between members | and between the governance or
management a Board, committees, | on the Board/ Board and the forest

and sub-committees. | committees and the| larger community. | management/
larger community. Evidence of
alternative forest
Cas resource
management
other than
timber.
Wetzin’kwa The town of Smithers 1. There are three According to Bill: | Monthly Board According to Bill
Community Forest and the village of Telkwa community-at-large | 1. About 10-12 meetings are held. | Golding, the
Corporation jointly manage the members (representingesource user groups WCFC:
(WCFC), British 32,000-ha forest. A a cross-section of the| exist within the
Columbia. seven-member board | community), that sit | community forest 1. Manages

http://www.wetzinkw

a.cal/

oversees the activities o
WCFC.

f on the seven-member
board for a three-yeatr
term.

2. According to Mr.
Bill Golding (General
Manager) there is oneg
vacancy on the board
every year for
someone to renew the
Board.

and meet when
necessary
(especially when
management will
affect a particular
group).
2. There are at least
two open house
2 sessions a year, and
an annual AGM,
which allows the
larger community to

interact with the

watershed and
water resources.
2. Enhances
outdoor
educational and
recreational
experiences

3. Manages
biodiversity

4. Manages the
forest understory.
5. Manages for
wildlife such as
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board and forest
manager.

3. The board usually
engages the public
through networking
and other ad hoc
opportunities.

grizzly bear,
moose, deer and
goat.

6. The community
forest has
completed the
collection of
vaccinium
rhizomes. This is
part of a project
to propagate berr
plants in a nurser
for out-planting
on selected sites
in order to boost
berry production
for use or sale by
First Nations.

<

Creston Community
Forest (CCF), British
Columbia.
http://www.crestonco
mmunityforest.com/

Five shareholders are
involved in managing the
community forest
licence: Town of
Creston, Regional
District of Central
Kootenay, Wildsight,
Erickson Community
Association, and
Kitchener Valley Recrea]
ion and Fire Protection
Society.

A ten-member board
oversees the activities o

1. Five members of

> the board are elected
directors at large from
the community,
representing a cross-
section of the
community. They are
persons with an
interest in the

[ environment, forests
and water.

2. There exists a
f finance sub-

the CF, which manages

committee.

1. According to
Daniel Gratton
(forest manager),
some board
members will at
times discuss their
role with other
members of the
public in order to
explain their role as
Board member and
what

the Community Fore
st does in the

community.

1. Monthly Board
meetings are held
2. A finance sub-
committee also
meets once monthly
a day before board
meetings.

1. Creston has
been employing
an ‘ecosystem-
based philosophy
of forest
management
since its inception
in 1997.

2. CCF manages
for the retention
of multiple age
classes and
species.

3. The CFis

active in
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the 18,159-ha forest.

2. Board meetings
are open to the
general public.

watershed
management

4. According to
Daniel, the only
NTFP is firewood
(donated to the
community), but
there are plans to
develop a
program that
would have
the CF take a leag
role in treating the
Wildland-Urban
Interface in the
areas surrounding
Creston.

Wells Gray
Community Forest
Corporation
(WGCFC), British
Columbia.

http://www.wqcfc.ca/

The forest license is
owned and managed
on behalf of the citizens
of Wells Gray Country.
A Board of Directors,

A Community Forest
Advisory Committee
(CFAC) acts as a
mechanism for
community

comprised of seven local participation and

representatives from
various aspects of the
community, First Nations
(Simpcw First Nations),
and business oversee th
management of the
13,145-ha forest area.

involvement and to
help the community
5 forest be successful.

e

According to,
George Brcko
(Forest Manager):
1. He is responsible
for organising open
houses, seminars,
etc., to incorporate

community interests,

2. The Board and
Forest manager
sometimes meet the
CFAC once a
month.

3. Board members

do not necessarily

There are monthly
meetings for both

Board members and

the CFAC.

According to
WGCFC's
management plan
for the period
2006-2011, the
CF manages:

1. Biodiversity

2. Riparian areas
3. Watersheds fof
water quality
4. Cultural
heritage

5. Wildlife

6. Recreation
7. Visual

)
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meet community
members

Resources
8. Soail

9. Fire Protection

McHBride Community
Forest Corporation
(MCFC), British
Columbia.
http://www.mcbridec
ommunityforest.com/

Wholly owned by the
village of McBride. A
five-member board

oversees management ¢

the 60,000-ha forest.

1. Two community-
at-large members sit
on the board.

f2. According to Marc
von der Gomma
(General Manager),
there exist two
subcommittees:
Personnel and Grantg
committees.

1. Board meetings
are open to the
general public.
According to Marc:
2. There are usually
one-on-one informal
engagements
between Board
members and the
general public
because of the
relatively small
population of the
village (About 660
people).

3. The CF works
with recreation
groups such as the
snowmobile club,
backcountry
horsemen or the
mountain biking
club.

According to the
general manager,
there are two public
information
meetings, and four
Board meetings per
year.

According to the

general manager:

1. The CF

manages wood,

wildlife, the

watershed for

water quality, and

biodiversity

2. There is also

wild bee
harvesting

3. The CF also

manages

recreational sites,

scenic/

viewscapes, and

develops main
trails (to help

snow ploughing).

The Sunshine Coast
Community Forest
(SCCF), British
Columbia.
http://www.sccf.ca/

The Sunshine Coast
Community Forest

(SCCEF) is solely owned
by the District of Sechelt.

Sechelt Community
Projects Inc. (SCPI)
operates the licence on

According to Dave
Lasser (Operations
Manager):

1. There exist the
Governance,
Executive, Audit, and
Nominations

According to Dave
Lasser:

1. The CF has an
"open door" policy
and an office in the
community to

respond to queries

Board meetings are
organised as and
when needed. As of
September 10, 2013
there had been five
Board meetings.

1. The CF

manages and

provides firewood

,to the public.
2. The forest

stewardship plan

(FSP) of the CF
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behalf of the District. A
nine-member board,
made up of a broad crog
section of the communit
oversees operations of
the 10,790-ha forest.

subcommittees of the
Board.

s2. Three other
committees:
CF Advisory

Committee, Economig forum per year.

Advisory Committee,
and Forestry
Environment
Technical Advisory

Committee have been public meeting is

disbanded in favour o
topic specific sub-
committees to deal

with specific issues as asked to make

they come up.

from the general
public.

2. There are at least
two open public
meetings in a large

3. When a specific
study is undertaken
using outside
professionals, a

[ held where the study
results are presente
4. He (Dave) is

presentations to
public groups or be
member of public
committees dealing
with natural resourcs
Issues.

5. Board members
engage with the
public on a daily
basis in their
personal lives and
every board meeting
has examples of
feedback from the
community on a
one-on-one basis.
6. Board members
routinely phone or

je¥)

D

O <

details strategies
for the
management of
water quality, fish
habitat, wildlife
habitat and
biodiversity
within riparian
areas.

3. Soil
management

4. Wildlife
management

5. Visual quality
6. Cultural
heritage resource
7. Watershed
management.

46



send Dave emails
with feedback or
guestions they have
received from the
public.

7. The CF works
with other resource
users (recreational,
commercial, etc.) on
a regular basis.

Cheakamus
Community Forest
(CCF), British
Columbia.
http://www.cheakam
uscommunityforest.c
om/

The Cheakamus
Community Forest is
governed by a non-profit
society comprised of
representatives from the
Resort Municipality of
Whistler (RMOW),
Lil'wat, and Squamish
First Nations in an equal
partnership. A six-
member board,
composed of two
representatives each of
the partners oversee the
operations of the 33,000
ha forest.

1. There is a Council-
appointed advisory
body in Whistler,
Forest & Wildland
Advisory Committee,

which meets monthly.

2. There also exist

referral committees of]

the First Nations to
advise their councils.

1. The CCF holds

year; one in the
spring and one in th
fall.

2. According to
Heather Beresford
(of the RMOW),

with various
stakeholders such a
commercial
recreation operators
and public recreatio
groups depending o

board members mee

the issues of the day.

The community

two open houses perforest holds board
meetings three time

2in a year.

[2)

= =

1. According to
the CF's SFP,

5 management
responsibilities
will include soils,
wildlife,
biodiversity, and
riparian areas.

2. According to
Heather
Beresford, the CH
co-operates with
other agencies or
recreation and
watershed issues

Kaslo & District
Community Forest
Society, British
Columbia.
http://www.kaslocom
munityforest.org/

The KDCFS holds and
manages the community
forest licence on behalf
of, and with direction
from, the people of the
Kaslo/North Kootenay
Lake community.

According to Bill

Kestell (Woodland
Manager), there are

sub-committees of the
board, for example thg
Winterfest sub-

committee.

1. There is an annud
general meeting of
the CF.

2. Board meetings
>are open to the
public

3. Notices of

1 The board meets
every

second Wednesday
f the month for
meetings.

According to Bill
Kestell the CF
cmanages
watershed/water
resources,
biodiversity,
forest tree under-
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The Society is composed
of a nine-member board
including two appointees
of local government
(Kaslo Village and
Regional District of
Central Kootenay), and
seven directors elected
by the membership.

meetings are
provided on the
CF’s website.

3. When developing
a new cutting permit
in a watershed, the
CF meets with
individuals in these
areas for

discussions.

story, wildlife,
viewscapes, etc.
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3.4 Case Description

The WetzinkwaCommunity Forest Corporation is located in Smithersrthwesterr
central BC (Figure 3.1). Smithers is one of thertswthat make up the Bulkley Valleln 2005,
the Town of Smithers andhé¢ Village of Telkwa, together with the Office of theetsuwet’en
First Nation, were invited by the BC MFLNRO to apglyr a probationary community fore
licence.

WUEON TERRITCHY: 7
LN | [—

Haf\ 3
T\
% t BRITISH COLUMBIA
‘¢
\% T Fan Sidatn
A\ Do Gy
St e _TEHI_'HE'!#
7 1L
PrinceRup ALBERT A
¥ LA
= 4 \‘t"‘;*-mp&r
. i\
QrenCrrbriy, N
mmmu% ) W
Banff
o VAT Y y -
istleg A \ xl-talue"r
-y %
\ T neo CranomoK:
Telkwa & Smithers Ly a \

b .
S 'i - VIASHINGTON. LSA

Fig. 3.1: Map of Study Ared&Retrieved fronhttp://www.forttelkwa.com/Directions.ht
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They submitted an application and, in 2007, werarded a five-year Probationary
Community Forest Licence Agreement (K2P) (Figui® 30 manage an area-based community
forest tenure of over 32,000 hectares. A permanentmunity forest licence was awarded in

2010 for a 25-year period.
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The Wetzinkwa Community Forest Corporation is ledain Smithers, in northwestern
central BC (Figure 3.1). Smithers is one of thertswhat make up the Bulkley Valley. In 2005,
the town of Smithers and the village of Telkwa,etbger with the Office of the Wet'suwet'en
First Nation, were invited by the BC MFLNRO to apgbr a probationary community forest
licence. They submitted an application and in 20@fe awarded a five-year Probationary
Community Forest Licence Agreement (K2P) (Figui® 30 manage an area-based community
forest tenure of over 32,000 hectares. A permanentmunity forest licence was awarded in
2010 for a 25-year period.

The community forest tenure area includes tradés belong to forest user groups such as
the Bulkley Valley Cross Country Ski Club (or NardCentre); Smithers Mountain Bikers
Association (SMBA); Smithers Community Forest Stgiand the Bulkley Valley Backpackers.
There are also trails for the BC Naturalists aratlitronal trails for the Wet'suwet’en First
Nation. Therefore, WCFC manages the community fdezsire collaboratively with these forest
user groups and the Wet'suwet'en First Nation. Deddadescription of the organisation’s
governance is provided in Chapter Four of the thesi
3.5 Data Collection Methods and Sampling Procedure

The data collection methods utilized for this stunigiuded: semi-structured interviews,
observation, forest tours, and document reviewhlsdiscussed below.
3.5.1Semi-structured interviews

By utilizing semi-structured interviews, | aimed woearth the personal experiences of
participants involved with WCFC, and to documeritlexperiences, knowledge, and impact in
managing the community forest tenure. The intervigwstions used (See Appendix I) touched

on all four objectives of the study.
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Thirty interviews were conducted, the majority (2®ing face-to-face with participants,
while the others were completed by telephone. Irstn(®5) cases, interviews were recorded,
while hand-written notes were taken for othersti€ipants interviewed included: present and
past WCFC board members (11), the general man&d§¥Cé&C, the communications director of
WCFC, executives of resource user groups (7), camtsneesearcher, land/property owners (2),
a Councillor from the village of Telkwa (VOT), armdoactor, an executive of the office of the
Wet'suwet’en, two past district directors of the riditry of Forest, and two pioneers of the
WCFC. Appendix IV provides a description of thedsts participants.

Board members were chosen as my focus for thevietes to delve into SFM
governance and management activities as well asitga Past board members were identified
as having the potential to provide some insighd mdw WCFC has been operating. Recreational
resource user groups were interviewed becauseutiégrtake their activities on the community
forest tenure area and getting their views on hbey tcollaborate with the organisation in
managing the tenure, their input into decisiongl #eir learning experiences from the process
was critical to document. To get an understandihgaw the struggle for a community forest
evolved, as well as the initial challenges of WCHQhought it was important to involve
pioneers (founding members) of the WCFC. Realisheg most of my participants lived and
worked in Smithers and therefore had a sense of @AC&ctivities, | recruited one Councillor
from the VOT who had been following the activitelSWCFC, as evidenced by his presence at
WCFC’s AGM. The community researcher was a membeatt teast one forest user group and,
in addition, had been following the activities olONC with a great deal of interest. As a result,
she was in a position to give her perspective ftbnee different angles - as a researcher,

member of a resource group, and active participanWCFC’s activities. The contractor was
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chosen because his company has been working witRGQMGr the past four years and was in a
position to explain happenings between the CF amwdractors who work on the community

forest tenure. The average time spent conductingpterview was approximately 70 minutes,
with a range of 50 minutes to two hours. After mtewing tthirty participants, interviews were

discotinued because of data saturation. Thus, ne@ mdormation was being shared by

participants, as they repeated those of earligicgzants.

Semi-structured interviews were used because wfitijuthat is embedded in the method
and its ability to allow for a guided conversatwith participants in a non-threatening manner
(Yin, 2003). In addition, the flexibility of the ntteod allowed me to reformulate questions based
on the direction in which the interview responsed. IFurther, it allowed me probe specific
responses participants raise in order to betteenstahd their experiences and involvement with
the community forest.

3.5.2 Participant Observation

When | decided on using observation, my intent twaget involved in community forest
meetings, training, and seminars if the opportupigsented itself. As | envisaged it, participant
observation would allow me to get a feel for thenoaunity and the forest management activities
being undertaken by WCFC, as a way of corroboratiitat participants tell me during
interviews (Yin, 2003). Contrary to my expectatidmpwever, | only had the chance to
participate in and observe the organisation’s AGAIdhin Moricetown (a Wet'suwet’en First
Nations reserve). The event took place on tHedfANovember, 2013, from 7:05 pm to 8:38 pm.
In attendance were the general manager of WCF@, dikectors of the board, and five other
people, including myself. In addition to recordimdpo attended the meeting, | kept notes on

discussions around future plans of the communitgdiooperations. For example, a proposal for
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tenure expansion from 32,000 ha to 60,000 ha wsugsed by the general manager and the rest
of the board at the meeting. The general managetiomed that he had met with a Minister to
review the proposal, which was submitted 3-5 yaas | also found that WCFC had planned
to harvest 50,000 frof wood for the 2013-14 logging season and hadtgthover 1.7 million
trees since operations started on the tenure.

The Chair of the AGM invited me to introduce mysaffd to share with the group what
my research was about and my reasons for choosibgG\as my study site, which | obliged.
Expressing interest in my research, the board tgdehat | submit my findings to them once
the thesis is completed. | asked a question atbeting regarding the over 300% increase in
WCFC'’s AAC from 30,000rhto 95,000 M In response, the general manager explainedtibat t
increase was necessary to deal with the mountai@ Ipeetle epidemic in the tenure before it
spreads to unaffected trees, and also to previsuted pine trees from further losing value.

3.5.3 Forest Field Tours

Forest tours became a necessary method, particughrding objective 3. To better
understand sustainability outcomes of the collaibgggrocess, | intended to personally observe
some of the activities that participants noted @isid sustainable (e.g., understory protection).
With an understanding of how sustainability is ceptoalized by participants and the
community forest organization, | could then cornate their stories or assertions with what |
observed directly from the field.

| participated in three forest tours, aiming to extve forest practices of WCFC that were
identified by participants as being sustainabled @ao familiarize myself with the forest
management practices of WCFC. My first tour waslite forest manager, which took place on

October 38, 2014, when | was still reading and familiarisingself with WCFC's operations. |
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was shown the site where whitebark pine had bemmqxd and | helped install rabbit protectors
around them. | also took a short tour of the Smi#th@emonstration Forest, where multiple
harvesting methods and forest management pra¢taesbeen carried out in the past.

My second forest tour was with an employee of i&dm Services Inc., who was in
charge of supervising activities of contractors vilawe been hired by WCFC to operate within
the tenure. This tour was on Decembéf, D14, when | had conducted enough interviewseto b
in a position to observe forest management pracpegticipants had identified as sustainable. |
had the chance to observe logging activities ssctiee felling, skidding, and loading logs onto
trucks. Finally, a researcher showed me around swongons of the community forest tenure
area that | had not visited on"™®ecember, 2014. On all of the three forest toutspk field
notes and photographs, and asked questions ofungtades for further explanation.

3.5.4 Document Review

In addition to the methods described for my fiebdky | reviewed documents of the
organisation, including annual reports; MOUs witle Bulkley Valley Cross Country Ski Club,
Smithers Community Forest Society, and Smithers Mein Bikers Association; the financial
statement; the forest Stewardship Plan; the managemplan that was submitted for the
provincial CF licence; and policies. My intentiaor feviewing documents was to understand the
extent to which plans, strategies and other pdigtted in these documents were being
implemented and how well they reflected what waspleaing in the forest.

3.6 Data Accuracy and Analysis

Using the above methods, | was able to providehigKtdescription’ inherent in case

study research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Triangugtmy data by using different methods and

member checking helped maximise data accuracy €StaR95). For instance, | provided
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transcribed interviews to some participants to ewticate information they shared during
interviews.

Semi-structured interviews were transcribed, anttsi@n participant observation and
forest tours were kept. Coding of the interviewswlane using NVivd (QSR 2010) software
software. Themes were then generated from thenr#dton provided through the interviews and
analyzed in line with objectives of the study ahibugh constructs from the literature. To ensure
anonymity of all participants, names were not asg¢ed with information provided; instead,
numbers were assigned to participants, for instaPadicipant 1. In my description of findings,
| use words such as ‘a few’, ‘many’, etc., andtlaise have their numerical connotation: ‘a few’
represents 1-5 participants; ‘'some’ 6- 13 participa'many’ 14- 21; ‘most’ 22 — 29; and ‘all’ 30

participants.
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CHAPTER FOUR

OPPORTUNITIES FOR SHARING IDEAS, PROVIDING INPUT, A ND LEARNING
4.1 Introduction

As established in Chapter Two, the social learfitegature emphasises sharing of ideas,
information, and deliberation among stakeholderbeasg important to learning through natural
resources and environmental governance (Reed.eR04l0). Such knowledge sharing can also
help to improve human-environment relationshipsefKet al., 2005). Furthermore, if there is
any chance of the broader public having an impactad learning from, the resource decisions
taken, there need to be opportunities/avenues ghravhich such contributions can be made
(Sinclair & Diduck, 2005; McGurk et al., 2006).

Given these points, | sought to explore both theméd and informal opportunities
available to research participants by consideriogportunities to offer input to decisions;
opportunities to share information or ideas; angasfunities to deliberate on forestry operations
(e.g., annual management plans, planning, etcJW6FC. The data are presented below in
relation to two major themes: formal and informabportunities. | have defined the former as
arrangements that allow WCFC to officially engalge broader public in discussing operations
and forest management plans, and to inform theigpabbut the direction the community forest
is heading. Informal opportunities were definechag avenue that allows one-to-one discussions
and interactions among members of the public aratdommembers, and/or between the public
and the general manager of WCFC. Table 4.1 sholxsi®mes grounded in the data for each of
the major themes discussed above. | begin the ehapth a detailed description of the

organisation’s governance, before discussing compsiof the table.
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4.2 Governance of Wetzinkwa Community Forest Corpaation
4.2.1 Board structure and management

Wetzinkwa Community Forest Corporation is goverida seven-member volunteer
board that oversees the corporation’s strategionohg. On the board are four permanent
positions held by the town of Smithers (TOS); tlilkage of Telkwa (VOT); the Office of the
Wet'suwet’en (OW), representing the Wet'suwet’ersENation; and Northern Engineers Wood
Products (NEWPRO), an industry representative. Algh the first three representatives are
considered the three main stakeholders of WCFC, ¥@I TOS are the two shareholders of the
community forest tenure, each owning 50% of theeshalhe remaining three positions on the
board are held by members of the public (referoedst Director-at-large or Community-at-large
members), who sit for a three-year term each orbtad. Members of the public interested in
becoming community-at-large  members must apply he board to be selected. After
successfully passing an interview, such personshare accepted to become board members of
the organisation.

The structure of the board allows for the admissodna new Director-at-large or
community-at-large member every year, replacing ovieose term expires; allowing for
staggered terms. There are also four officer pmssti Chair, Co-chair, Secretary and Treasurer
that members of the board can occupy. Wetzinkwar@anity Forest Corporation (WCFC) was
incorporated as a business in August 2006 underBtieness Corporations Act of British
Columbia. The board is currently negotiating wite MFLNRO to expand the tenure to 60,000
hectares.

Though the three main stakeholders are jurisdistidimeir representatives on the board

do not have any political affiliation, nor are thiglynicipal or Band Councillors. This makes the
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board independent of the jurisdictions. Appointedsthe jurisdictions on the board are
professionals who work and reside in the commuritgwever, in the past, the VOT was
represented by one of their employees: “Our admnatisr was on the board of directors, and we
found out it was illegal to do that, so we foundngone in the community to do that — to
represent Telkwa” (Participant 29). Past and pressrard members, and pioneers of the
organisation, told me that the jurisdictions agrdemn the onset to run the WCFC as a
corporation or business and, therefore, decidedtmappoint politicians or Municipal/Band
Councillors onto the board to avoid any conflicts ioterest. This governance structure,
according to Participant 13, is different from atbemmunity forests he has been involved with:
“The other unique part of the governance structheg | haven't seen elsewhere is that the
Councils of the VOT and TOS have non-political mensb on the board as their
representatives.’Participant 3 added, “| would say we have beetuf@te to maintain an arm's
length from the government bodies, and it is ohb/lhoard of WCFC that come out with policies
and ways that we should run, and how profits aemsp

While the board oversees strategic planning of WC&ilvicon Services Inc., a local
forest company, has been contracted by the orgemsi@ oversee the day-to-day management
of the forest tenure. The company takes directtomfthe board and also provides feedback on
operations to the board. There is a poligyCFC Draft Policy #2010which describes the
relationship that should exist between board mesar directors) and the general manager
(GM). As stated in the policy, the goal is not éstrict communications between board members
and the general manager, but to “streamline dwagtrovided from the board to the General
Manager” (WCFC Draft Policy #2010, p.l1). Participab3 described contracting forest

management on the community forest tenure to a aagnpnd not an individual forester: “The
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unique structure is that we did not hire a foreagean individual for the job, but a company, so
more resources and less hassle with payroll argbpeel.”

The board has drafted several policies to guidgatsernance of the community forest
tenure. One of them is a Standard Operating Proegethich “describes general requirements
to minimize impact on the environment and the Imeaiid safety of workers” (WCFC Standard
Operating Procedure updated July 14, 2010). Theypgenerally applies to all employees of
WCFC and activities that happen within the teniliteere are also other policies, such as Travel
Expense Policy for Board Members, Officers, and Eiyges; Conflict of Interest Policy; and
Guidelines; and Reserve Funds Policy.

4.2.2 Decision making

According to board members, the board meets mornthheliberate and discuss issues
concerning the organisation that can range frorastoy operations to any information brought
up by a board member. Before board meetings, thee@eManager contributes to the agenda
by providing updates on operations to the secreffing chair and co-chair of the board also
make input to the agenda prior to meetings. Anys@eror group of persons tasked to act on
behalf of WCFC can also contribute to the agenda&ing meetings, board members have the
opportunity to also add to what will be discusdasljt information they were privy to as a result
of interaction with the public, or issues they ddes to be of concern to the effective
governance of the community forest tenure. Memloérghe public can ask to attend board
meetings or make presentations to the board.

In terms of making decisions, board members empeddhat the board is a consensus
board and that consensus has to be reached d#spitarying opinions board members may

have on an issue. Voting only takes place wherbt@ed deems it necessary to vote on an issue.
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Board members confirmed that this rarely occursoBere the views of two board members on

board decision making:

| think since our decisions are consensus-basede giou don’t get something there
needs to be an explanation to ensure that you dett ws being said. | think it is
inquisitive mindgParticipant 8).

..There is no one person that has ultimate autharit anything like that. Everything is
majority approved, but everyone has their say.n'teemember when someone ever said,
‘I wasn't heard.” Everybody gets to say their pie¥®u may have one opinion at the
beginning but end up with another after the prod@ssticipant 5)

Reaching a consensus in making decisions is arigrgdient for the success of a CF as Beckley
(1998) asserts, indicating that for community femedo be successful, it is important for
stakeholders to maintain consensual decision makiaigbe prepared to learn from one another
and develop common understanding on issues.

4.3Formal and informal opportunities for participation and learning
Table 4.1 presents the grounded data related tofaimeal and informal opportunities for
participation in WCFC decision making and learning.

Table 4.1: Opportunities for learning and shring ideas

Formal opportunities/platforms Informal opportuniti es/platforms

Resource user group meetingBersonal discussions  with  general

(RUGMSs) manager/board members
Open houses Annual trade show
Seminar/community talks Walk in your woods

Reporting back to Council

Board meetings

Newspaper advertorials

Social media
WCFC's website
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4.3.1 Formal Avenues
4.3.1.1Resource User Group Meetings (RUGMS)
RUGMs are formal means by which WCFC as an orgaaisaneets with forest users
(e.g., skiers, mountain bikers, hikers, land ownets.) to discuss management plans and
operations, and their resulting effects on thevaets of these users. They are also means by
which WCFC listens to the concerns and input foussts have in relation to management plans.
Some RUGMs are organised during key decision-makiogts when WCFC “thinks the
community will be impacted and people would wanktow” (Participant 3). The RUGMs are
arranged as needed, but occur at least once eeary Jhere is an e-mail list for the forest user
groups, which WCFC uses to invite groups to the RI$GCommenting on the usefulness of the
RUGMs to WCFC and forest resource users, four @pants offered the following:
There is a good avenue for input and discussionke. Resource User Group, by
identifying key stakeholders, which | somehow tlign& general model. It is a formal
means by which the board can get to major stakahmsldind talk to them about
management plans, impacts from harvesting, etcd wamat their viewpoints are
(Participant 3).
The Resource User Group meeting is the requirenvemtre people who are impacted
are involved in that (management). Because it isommunity's forest, we should be
incorporating views as broadly as possifRarticipant 4.
| think they [WCFC] gather information from all tlggoups and incorporate all that into
what their legislative requirements say (e.g., A&, and they try to optimise the
results to as many people as possible. | think siyastem of management is fascinating
and complex, but it is being done well right noanfrwhat | have segRarticipant 21).
At the RUMGSs, we have an agenda; these are thgghhmat we are doing, and these are
things you indicated in the past that are of concir you, so we discuss it. In addition,
we allow them [forest users] to add an agenda amghe new items that are brought to
the table. If their agenda is requesting for A aiB, we try to put them into the plan,

but the reality is that the comments can go agdemislation or plans signed off by the
Ministry of Forestry(Participant 1).
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A forest resource user expressed contentment WeRIUGMs, and viewed the process as an
opportunity to make an impact on the forest managemlans of WCFC when someone holds a
different opinion from what has been proposed leydtganisation.
The good thing is that they show you all the plagriirst, talk of what they did last year,
the grants, and tell you what they are going toidahe future. If you do not like what
they are going to do, you talk to them. Our neighbéor instance, talked to them about

his concern after logging — it looks ugly to havbig cut-block in front of the house, so
maybe they could change the borders of their coittbh bit(Participant 1Y.

Though RUGMs provide opportunities for the WCFCotmiain input from forest users to fine-
tune their management plans, some participantsligigbd the inherent challenges of the
meetings regarding the number of people who attend:
It is one of those things that we have to do, bdutwyou are going to have about 2,000
people providing input then you will go nowhereuYweed to trust your directors to do a
good job(Participant 4).
We have that, but you cannot guarantee that albwese groups will participate... 25
years of experience tells me that if people dontdws up, it means they don't care
enough; things are not screwed up enough. If thargsscrewed up, they are coming out
and in thousands, so it is a kind of a feedbackehddcan’t say that is a good way of
looking at it, but in practical terms it {#articipant 3).
Some forest users noted that the RUMGs were a fomeans to get their thoughts out to
WCFC, but felt the agenda for the meeting is somegditoo specific.
When they are having a RUGM, they will inform ug; @o to the meetings just to see
what they are up to and their challenges. Ofteaséhmeetings are specific to areas, say,
where they want to harvest and their challengedhsy are not often completely related
to what we are doing. But from a community integgsint of view, | think that's the
reason they invite u®articipant 20).
This comment casts a critical eye on the numbéorelst groups who will attend the meetings if
they think the agenda for discussion would notchfteeir operations on the community forest

tenure, and the extent of deliberation and inpatrtteeting can generate if very few groups are

in attendance. Regarding the latter point, Padimi®?7 was curious about the extent to which
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input provided at meetings such as RUGMs are dgtuatorporated into final management
plans. She queried:
So when it [input] goes through at an open houdeere is that loop of accountability?
That is the failure | see with many resource manag@ organisations and even
government. You can collect the information at opeases, but | don’t really know how

or if that information has been incorporated. What the device for getting that
information out?

| suggested that WCFC could demonstrate througlhemmgntation of their plans that input from
forest users have been incorporated into decismti®ut having to come back to forest users
with a final plan for their review. However, Paifiant 27 questioned, “How can a non-technical
public understand what they have done, and howegtsntheir needs? Or, does it meet their
needs in the short run?”
4.3.1.2 Open Houses

Open houses are frequently mentioned in literagrean approach to obtaining public
input, often with mixed reviews especially wheiisithe only involvement technique (Diduck &
Sinclair 2002). It was therefore surprising thaw fearticipants mentioned it as a platform they
use to raise concerns regarding WCFC’s managentems pnd operations, or to seek clarity on
plans and to provide input. Board members indicdited the public was apathetic about open
houses, perhaps for some of the reasons suggestieel literature. Unimpressed by the public’s
attitude in this regard, Participant 4 stressed:

We have had a few [open houses]. Again, they arposoly attended, so we have not

bothered to be doing that. The one that had a goodbut was that at the unveiling at

the Silvern Gathering Place off the McDonald roddthink because it was better

advertised and also had free food. We had a croinabout 60 maybe... There has been

an open house at the AGM or when there is a negdgat, but other than folks that are
really concerned, there has never been a rush oplee

| was in attendance at WCFC’s AGM held in Moriceto(@ Wet'suwet’en First Nations reserve)

on November 14, 2013, and it was evident that th®ip did not turn up. Attendees at the AGM
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(as shown in Plate 4.1), comprised the GM, fiverbaaembers, and five other people (which
include me). Thus, four people out of the publieraded the AGM and, out of this four, only one
person did not already have connections with WCFC.

However, | also observed that the AGM was not adexl on WCFC’s website or by
other means, but was noted on the organisatiortetiemk page on #80ctober, 2013 - 16 days
before the event. A reminder was posted on the spage on the day of the event,14
November, 2013. | was told earlier on that the évewl been advertised in the local newspaper,
The Interior News, but | did not see the ad. Thetmm Facebook indicated that WCFC was
having its AGM and that all were invited. After prding the time and location, the post stated
that any person who wanted further information datdntact the General Manager via a phone
and/or fax number provided. Moricetown is aboutkB® west of Smithers. This location was
chosen because AGMs have been rotating betweethréne location of the stakeholders and it
was Moricetown’s turn.

The AGM was of course open to the public. It pded an opportunity for attendees to
ask questions about management plans and operatiahg organisation and seek clarity on

issues presented in the annual report but wasypadvertised.
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Plate 4.1: Attendees of WCFC's 2013 AGM

Photo Source: Anderson Assuah

In addition, one Participant also noted that la¥@gFC has not been organising open houses to
get input from the community in its governance arahagement of the forest tenure:
As far as meeting with the community to ask théat they want to see we do, | haven't
seen that in my two years on the board. | have beéwo AGMs and the attendance has
been the same and not until you are doing sometigally bad, you wouldn’t get people
coming to say anything... | think many of our comtyumembers don’'t even know us;

they don’t! Even those who apply for our grant,dnaer if they do know about what we
do or who we are. | just hope they @Rarticipant 8)

Participant 4, in fact, suggested that WCFC shpeldhaps not bother to organise open houses,
because of the poor turnout by the community. OQurine presentation of grants in 2013,
however, | was told WCFC organised an informal naeet-greet type open house, which
allowed successful grant applicants to interachwiard members and the GM over coffee and
snacks.

Interestingly, some participants actually agrekdt tthere is a lot of apathy on the
public’s part to attend open houses and other mgebrganised by WCFC.:

| think it is apathy. People who are vocal will gevolved with things that they see they

can make a difference or complain about. There imégl discussion about the CF
when it first started and they didn’'t know whatviés, but it is not so now. It is either
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because people are not impacted, they understarad slgoing on, or they don't care.
They have enough information about what is hapggnso they don’'t need to be
involved(Participant 14).

| wasn’t approached to be part, but because | there | decided to get involve... People
do not care about the forest because they are fietted by their activities. | don’t think
it is WCFC's problem, it's about the peogParticipant 17).

| don't think a lot of people know about the dynesmor the intent of the CF. But | think
they move in when there are grants, and thesercgmire them to learn... | think they try.
Recently they had their AGM and there were only people there. What else can you
do? Maybe it is the whole communications piece tiegids to be looked at, because it is
key to succed$articipant 23).

In its 2009-2010 Year End Summary, it was stated WICFC had an open house in the town of
Smithers to ask for public opinion on how to deathwthe mountain pine beetle epidemic.
Together with other community outreach initiativasjecision was arrived at regarding how to
manage for the epidemic:
“The results of the community involvement and comaation initiative showed
considerable support for the salvage, reforestatiand fire hazard abatement

components associated with a temporary increasthénAAC to deal with the beetle
infestation. There was little opposition voicedlVCFC End Year Summary, 2009-2010).

4.3.1.3 Seminars/Community talks

Prior to my fieldwork, | sought to investigate sears and community talks as possible
avenues through which WCFC could get the attertioime public and share information about
their activities, to educate them on issues ofdtrye sustainable forest management (SFM), and
approaches being used by the organisation to azh&®%M. According to board members,
community talks have been used on an occasion& bdeen the opportunity presented itself.
The following summarises efforts by WCFC in reaghout to the public about their operations
through community talks:

I have made presentations to government agencidstlam Bulkley Valley Research

Centre. | go out to these organisations, becauseolv they have an interest in what we
do, so | will do a report and give it out to thgseople as a way of communicating our
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plans, activities, successes, and failures. Thatpsoactive approach in my point of view
to allow people understand what we are doing, gisdeedback, etc. though it is not a
broader community education or someth{Ragrticipant 3).

However, organising seminars for the broader putdbes not seem to be on the agenda of
WCFC, and as one Participant bluntly put it:
We haven’'t done seminars, but have had joint figlls in groups with the local
researchers. Our GM sharing with them what we Haa@n doing to get their perspective

is a form of cross learning, because sometimesetisera difference between academia
research and what happens practicgBarticipant 2).

From May 23-25, 2013, WCFC hosted the BC CommulRdyest Association Conference (BC
CFA) AGM in Smithers. This annual event brings tbge government representatives,
community forest managers, board members, forgstfessionals, researchers, and academics.
The GM of WCFC indicated that a couple of commumiymbers attended this one-time event,
and that it was an opportunity for the attendeekeaon about forests and forest management.
Despite acknowledging that the BC CFA AGM was adyopportunity for the public to learn,
Participant 2 felt it “was more for community fot@sanagers to learn.”

4.3.1.4 Reporting Back to Council

Board members, who are appointed by the threektddters to the board, report back to
their respective Councils and Chiefs. This was tified as a potential learning opportunity by
participants for the people involved with the magtakeholders of WCFC. Both representatives
of the Town of Smithers and the Village of Telkwaeb their Councillors at least twice in a
year. The Office of the Wet'suwet’en representativiefs the hereditary chiefs on a quarterly
basis. Though these presentations are not opé&e tgeneral public (unless Council meetings are
public), it is a good platform for the main stakkless to learn about the organisation and make
input into decisions through their representatives.

We report to our Councils also, at least twice aryéor Smithers, and [names of
individuals withheld] does same for Telkwa. Thikesathe Councillors there also know
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what we do. [name of individual withheld] kind afe$ same for the hereditary chiefs. At
least for me, it is a couple of times a year arolrg milestone things like the year-end
financial completed by the accountant, so we dsausAnd, also when operations start
to ramp up(Participant 3).

| was also informed by Participant 4 that thereehbgen joint presentations made by the WCFC
representatives of Smithers and Telkwa to both Cidain
4.3.1.5 WCFC Board Meetings

Monthly board meetings were identified, primarlty board members, as the main
platform for them to interact with each other, agkestions of forest managers and other
presenters for clarity on issues being discussetkemmanagement decisions and ultimately
learn. As Participant 2 observed, “Learning happensthe board when we have had board
meetings and a number of strategic meetings.” Thane no board meetings during my two
months plus stay in the community, which was odchbee the board is to meet monthly, so |
was not able to observe board practices. As mesdi@arlier on, the public can ask to sit in
board meetings and listen to the discussions thfaldi Three non-board participants mentioned
they have been present at board meetings to makemations to the board, but did not mention
it as an opportunity for them to learn.
4.3.1.6 Newspaper Advertorials

WCFC'’s has recently hired the services of a Comaations Director to help improve
communications between the organisation and thégabd one of her many responsibilities is
to write monthly advertorials to be published ire tlocal newspaper. She started writing the
advertorials in April 2013 and, as of December 2043total of six advertorials had been
published. Some of the topics covered include: “Wh8kid Road Meets Ski Trails: Winter

Recreation in Your Community Forest”; “Jobs frone thogs: Employment in Your Community
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Forest”; and “If a Tree Falls in the Community FsiréThe Many Steps of Harvest Planning.”
Plate 4.3 is an example of the advertorials pubtgty WCFC in the local newspaper.

While advertorials help to inform the public abdle activities of WCFC, none of the
participants interviewed mentioned advertorialsaasvay they learn about forestry and the
activities of WCFC, even though some mentioned @&/ such publications and recognize the
possibility to learn. | was told that the audieficethe advertorials varies, as it depends on the

number of people who purchase and read the newspape
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Photo Source:

Wetzin’kwa Forest Talk

Plate 4.2: Wetzinkwa Community Forest Advertorial

Where does the wood go?

IF YOU GUESSED HOUSES, HEAT AND
HYDRO POLES, YOU'RE GETTING WARMER

As winter nears, northern roads will
become busier with the grind of logging
trucks, hauling their goods to market.

As those logs thunder past, have you
ever considered where they’'re going?
Logs harvested in the community
forest are processed locally, but will be
used both close to home and abroad
for building, infrastructure and even
heating.

Saw logs

More than 90 percent of Wetzin’kwa
logs—mostly pine, but some spruce
and subalpine fir (locally known

as balsam)—are saw logs that are
processed into lumber at mills in
Smithers.

At PIR, logs are put through a canter
or profiler, which chips off rough edges.
Removed bark is used to heat the

mill, along with its dry kilns and planer.
Chips go to Canfor pulp mill in Prince
George. Sawdust and shavings are
used to make particleboard at Newpro
in Smithers.

Wetin’kwa continually looks for ways
to use logging waste. Dry logs that

do not meet purchaser specifications
are set aside for firewood cutters, or

it is hauled to Moricetown for use as
firewood. In the past, the community
forest has completed trials where
treetops were used in post and rail
manufacturing. Wetzin’kwa has also
had waste piles processed with a large
grinder for use by Newpro in their fibre
board production.

The processed lumber is used
domestically and overseas: roughly
half is shipped to the United States, 30

percent to China, 15 percent to Japan
and the remainder stays in Canada.

Pole logs

Pole logs are sent to Decker Lake
Forest Products near Burns Lake,
where they are made into hydro
poles. Pole logs are straight, wide,
have fewer knots, and two inches of
sapwood, which more readily accepts
preservative treatment.

After the logs are put through the pole
peeler and treated with preservatives,
they are distributed across BC and
Alberta. The bi-product, bark and
shavings, goes to Pinnacle Renewable
Energy, a pellet plant in Burns Lake.

Decker Lake produces 10,000 to
15,000 poles each year, but only a
small amount comes from Wetzin’kwa
Community Forest.

Building logs

An even smaller portion of
Wetzin'kwa’s logs go directly to
builders, for use in log homes and
other buildings.

Some stay in the community forest,
for such things as cabins or the new
Silvern Lakes Gathering Area shelter,
which was hand-scaled and built by

a local craftsman. Wetzin’kwa also
donated logs for the new Bovill Square
stage on Smithers’ Main Street.

Wetzin’kwa Community Forest
Corporation manages the local
community forest to provide a
balance of economic development,
environmental sustainability, cultural
values and recreational pursuits. For
more info, visit www.wetzinkwa.ca or
find us on Facebook.

P

www.welzinkwa.ca
Amanda Follet, WCFC Communications Dector
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4.3.1.7 Social Media

A few participants mentioned that WCFC has a Facklpage on which updates of the
organisation’s activities are published. As of J2ify 2014, there were 105 ‘likes’ or followers of
the organisation on its Facebook page. The pagesgslarly updated with events of the
organisation. For instance, the advertorials pbblisin the newspaper had been posted; the
search for a new community-at-large member waseposihe application for grants in 2014 was
also posted; and an event such as that of the MNdtkorestry Week in 2013 was posted on the
page. Even though this seems as though it coulikbéea potential learning platform for the
public, none of my participants mentioned it ashsweven though its existence was recognised
by a few. It is possible for anyone to make commeamt events or activities that are posted on
the Facebook page, or ask questions in the combwantThough there are 105 followers on the
page, the page has not received a lot of commernii&es’ on posts. For instance in 2014, there
has not been more than eight ‘likes’ on any new®rmation or event posted on the page; and
only five people have commented on posts.
4.3.1.8 WCFC's Website

It can safely be assumed that the first pointasitact with any organisation is its website,
and WCFC has, not surprisingly, established ongit(titp://www.wetzinkwa.ca). Among the
publications on the website are the organisatibissory, its governance structure, and its core
values. Visitors to the website can also learn allbe areas in the community that WCFC
contributes to, including such things as the gaatsl vision of the organisation; general
management objectives; the organisation’s Forestww&tship Plan; the memorandum of
understanding WCFC has signed with some foressused the annual grants programme and

its recipients.
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The website is a potential learning platform fary@ne interested in learning about
WCFC's activities, its plans, and forestry. Howewgearly management plans, minutes from
board meetings, WCFC'’s policies, updates on newdosembers, and annual reports are not
posted on the site. In addition, there is no ragualate of upcoming events of the organisation -
for instance, upcoming board meetings and RUGMseMésked whether the webpage could be
updated with current operations and plans of thgamisation on a regular and timely basis
Participant 1 noted that:

Those [updates] may be posted there, but not whenaa it occurs. It's just a matter of
finances. Remember our profits go into the communitthe form of grants or legacy
fund that we are going to draw interest from. Wa past everything, have a staff of ten
doing all these stuff, but then we would have remtg program. It is one of those things
that you ask where is the line that when you crpes,start to consume revenues that can
be better used in the sort of charity side of themunity forest.

This view, along with the lack of available infortizen, suggests that maintaining and managing
a website is a significant financial commitmentttNdCFC is not currently willing to make.
Below is the response | received when | asked abowtmuch goes into communications:

Directly as in terms of communication contract oat $25,000, when you include all
the stuff: walk in the woods, advertorials, trat®ws, etc., and when you include the BC
AGM it’s close to about $50,0@Participant 1).

| was also curious in finding out whose respongibit is to manage the organisation’s website:

No one manages it, but if we have to manage thatilit be [name of individual
withheld], myself, or someone else. It is sometbuthere that is a regular job, and the
reason is that a few thousand dollars to get thated But when you start doing that with
all the things people would want to do, that becomdot of money to invest in there...
Even with the Facebook, the amount of energy redquio respond to comments everyday
could consume the entire budget. So basically we Bat limits on these things; we have
set some budget line items, so we go to our buagetsay ‘we have this much for
communication,” and if that is how much the boaag Bet for communication, my job is
to ensure that we fulfill that. If | manage the wigd, | have to do less advertorials, if | do
more advertorials, less management of the websitegll these | am suggesting are all
trade-offs(Participant 1).
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4.3.2 Informal Avenues
4.3.2.1 Personal Discussions with GM and (or) Bost@imbers

Population estimates of Smithers and Telkwa aré%#nhd 1,471 respectively (British
Columbia Statistics, 2013), making them relativetyall communities. As such, my assumption
before going to the field was that personal exchangnd informal discussions between the
public and members of the board would be a commayw the public could learn about the
organisation and its forestry operations, and tokemauggestions to the board. Eleven
participants cited informal public-board membercdssions as potential communication and
learning opportunities, although some others meetiathe public could talk to board members
when necessary. Below are some reflections thigpyod participants offered:

Since it's a small town, you can just bump into gtecdlike [names of individuals
withheld], who | talk to. If there is a concern litsay, the road, | will just call [name of
individual withheld] and ask him about it just & them knowParticipant 20).

| phone in when | have concerns; | talk to [namenafividual withheld]. For instance,
with the under pass | talked about, | talked to banfind out his level of support, and to
see if that is something within their mandate tppsut. That will be very common
(Participant 21).

I have met [name of individual withheld] on seveoaicasions to ask him to explain
issues to me. [name of individual withheld]has atkme same— | phone him to get a
better idea about what | need to do, so suppo(fRaticipant 8).

To some participants, interaction with board mermsbleas resulted in them gaining deeper
understanding of WCFC'’s operations on the land.base

| like talking to [name of individual withheld], vehe he will take up a map and say this
is what it is. We had an issue with one of our @mtors in the spring for felling some
culturally modified trees (CMTs). | wanted to urgtand why those trees were not
supposed to be cut. Apparently, they had FN vallha@sneeded to be protected, so he
took out pictures of what he meant and startedaemjpig to meParticipant 8).

A lot of things | learned about community forestrevéhrough [name of individual
withheld]so maybe getting hold of a board membed aaving a chat...l speak with
people and they tell me their understanding has leedanced because they bumped into
a board member and were told what WCFC was d@agticipant 9.
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4.3.2.2 Trade Shows

There is a two-day annual Northwest Trade Ekpsted in Smithers every summer for
traders to showcase and sell their products. Eaen &t this trade show, board members of
WCFC show up at a booth (as shown in plate 4.9yawide information to the public on issues
such as the organization’s activities and contrdmst to the community. Gifts in the form of tree
seedlings are given to people who visit the boarid, there is a draw prize for a tree. Surveys are
also conducted at the trade show for feedback athmutorganisation and its activities from
members of the public who visit the booth. The psmof the trade show is to create awareness
among the public, and to provide responses to munssasked about the organisation:

At the trade show for instance, we have postergdaiied. One of them describes WCFC

just geographically, the management, and the sbvisson. There is one on governance,

because people do not know about the involvemeiieldiva, Smithers, Office of the

Wet'suwet’en, and the three community membersrgélaAnd there is one talking about
different uses of the fore@Rarticipant 7).

WCFC sees the trade show as a good way to “tatikctiaace with people” (Participants 4), and
to open themselves up to questions that may berimg in the minds of the public. Despite
people visiting WCFC’s booth at the trade show, adeel that the purpose of being at the trade
shows has not achieved the desired impact the lwantt have liked to see as captured in the
following.
Once a year we go to the trade show and we are tpeuestions, and we have done
guestionnaires three times to get input and alscaise awareness about what we are
doing. However, | can still say that you go to toein and talk to some people and they

would say they know nothing about WCFC...In genehanayou go to the trade shows, |
find at least half of the people I talk to not kmagvabout the CKParticipant 3).
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Plate 4.3: WCFC's Booth at the 2013 Trade Show

| What's the

" Wetzin'kwa
Community Forest
cal
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Photo Source: Amanda Follet, WCFC Communications Dector

4.3.2.3 Walk in Your Woods

As part of WCFC'’s activities, there are tours ke tommunity forest dubbed ‘Walk in
Your Woods.” These are organised to show the publhat is going on in their community
forest, it provides an opportunity for learning ab®/CFC and forestry in general. The walks
are organised occasionally, but occur “at leasttiwthree times a year” (Participant 4). During
National Forestry Week, such tours are organisedb@dh children and the general public.
Though the entire duration of a walk varies, it stimes last for up to two hours. The walks are
led by a tour guide, who is usually a forest prsi@sal. The topic for discussion for the walk
scheduled during the 2014 National Forestry Weelebecation was “retention levels and
regeneration in harvested areas.” Plate 4.4 shomalaorganised along the Sackungen Trail on

July 2013, to discuss the sackungen rock formation.
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Plate 4.4: A Walk in Your Woods along the Sackungeitrail (2013)

Unfortunately, the walk scheduled for the NatioRatestry week was cancelled due to a lack of
interest shown by the public. The event was postedCFC’s Facebook page on September
18" 2013, and the public was asked to join, but dmlg people signed-up. The event was
posted again on the Facebook page three days bifereeeklong celebration (scheduled to
commence on September"22013). The event was also advertised on WCFClssite Some
participants associated the lack of public inteneghe walk as resulting from poor advertising
by the WCFC. This lack of interest notwithstandiagme participants who have participated in
previous walks see them as the best way the paatidearn about forestry:
...there is a guide, an expert in area like entomypldgcal person, or biologist. [name of
individual withheld]did something like a culturabur, where we have a theme for the
walk for folks to gather to have something likerals not a hike. | find that as the best,
because you are in the forest, see things at liiastd, get questions being answered

(Participant 4).

77



Another participant had this to say about the walks

| have volunteered to take people on hikes to shew around. Three different years, |
took people around to the Demonstration Forest,3aekungen trail, and nature trails. |
went to the BCCFA and | was invited to go there ook people around on a field trip,
and showed them around our Demonstration trailying to teach people about forestry
(Participant 15).

4.4 Summary

Good public participation is considered importamtniatural resource management for
reasons such as considering multiple perspectareniuraging learning among stakeholders, and
giving a voice to stakeholders (Robson & Hunt, 20Mhile there is no single governance
structure for a community forest, the board stretof WCFC does allow for multiple
representation in that it accommodates represeasatirom industry, First Nations, three
jurisdictions (main stakeholders), and three memlmérthe public (who represent community
interests). This is in line with two objectiveststh in the BC Community Forest Agreement
(CFA): “Promote community involvement and participationd &Rromote communication and
strengthen relationships between Aboriginal and-Abariginal communities and persondC
MFLNRO, 2011). Moreover, alternating one commuratylarge board member every year
provides opportunity for new ideas to come to tii@d and for the selected person to learn from
the process of managing the community forest, winbmtributing their knowledge and
experiences.

However, missing from the board are representatfderest user groups, who operate
on the community forest tenure, such as Blkley Valley Cross Country Ski Club, Smithers
Mountain Bikers Association (SMBA), Smithers Comntyr-orest Society, BC Naturalists, and
Bulkley Valley BackpackersThough resource user group meetings provide oppitigs for
forest user groups to provide input into decisiafisthe WCFC, it is interesting that such

important stakeholders would not be representetherboard since decisions made by WCFC
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will likely directly affect them. Their omissiondm the board can be traced to the design of
WCFC'’s board structure, which automatically exclitteem from sitting on the boarBerhaps
their omission is a result of WCFC'’s inadequateac#ty as a relatively small organisatioks
pioneers of the organisation explained, the maikedtolders agreed to go by this board structure
since WCFC'’s inception, even though in designingigpatory decision-support processes,
“broad representation of affected stakeholdergdgiired to demonstrate equity and credibility”
(Sheppard, 2005, p.1521).

The board is committed to achieving consensus vdigrussing issues, partly because
community interests are held supreme by the bdesdoted in the results above, when a board
member disagrees on an issue, discussions havdl tostinue until everybody present agrees
on a way of proceeding. By this approach, board begmmxaccommodate the views and interests
of others, and they all have “an equal role in ttngathe end product” (Mascarenhas & Scarce,
2004, p.33).

Providing opportunities for public input in forestecision making is considered
imperative and has been discussed by many autbadgatified in Chapter Two (e.g., Sheppard,
2005; Robson & Hunt, 2010). The findings reveale¢hare eleven different avenues or platforms
through which members of the public can contriiatthe management of the community forest,
and through which they have the opportunity torestvout the community forest and forestry in
general. While these public involvement technigsesm broad, the data in fact reveal that only
a couple of them actually lead to active particgpatby the public, thereby providing
opportunities to learn. For instance, out of tigheformal avenues discussed, three were found
in the analysis to be effective in getting inpwnr the stakeholders and providing opportunities

for dialogue and deliberation: RUGMSs, reporting bdae municipal Council and chiefs, and
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board meetings. Of these three, RUGMs and repohkaul to Council and Chiefs are the most
effective in getting input from the public involvedith the WCFC, and for learning. The
RUGMs bring forest users together to discuss anidbetate on management and operational
plans of the organisation, and also allows fores¢rsl to learn about the organisation’s
management on the community forest tenure. Whemndbwembers report to their municipal
Councils and Chiefs, the opportunity is providedtfeem to learn about the organisation and to
suggest ideas to their representatives on the board

There are, however, no arrangements for commuanitgrge board members (who
represent community interests) to provide feedldadke public they are supposed to represent
to allow the public to learn about the activitidstite organisation, or provide input resulting in
the sort of principle/agent breakdown that McGurlale (2006) discuss. As well, the RUGMs
target specific forest users and exclude membetseofieneral public from the process. This is
because members of the public do not get the esnsaiht out to forest user groups for the
meetings, nor are the meetings advertised on alficommunication channels, such as the
organisation’s website for the public to attendu3ht seems that the broader public is excluded
from having input or learning from the activitielstbe organisation by design.

Out of the eleven avenues discussed in the dataeabsix were mentioned by
participants as opportunities through which deltien and learning occur, namely, RUGMs,
Board Meetings, Reporting back to Council, AGMsriffial platforms/avenues), Walk in Your
Woods, and personal discussions with General Mafiaged members (Informal
platforms/avenues).

Furthermore, even though an open house was usgthering information about dealing

with the mountain pine beetle epidemic, open hoasesot specifically organised by WCFC to
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get the public’s input into decisions and plangh& community forest. AGMs appear to be the

only open house available to the public to conteleome ideas to the organisation, and to learn
from the process and during my visit this event wasrly advertised and poorly attended as

outlined above.

As well, providing adequate information for pubilwolvement is the critical on-ramp to
dialogue and learning in resource and environmegakernance (Sinclair & Diduck, 2005).
However, the findings show that WCFC does not mlewnformation on its yearly management
plans to the public (except for forest user groupswhich their input might be based. Further,
board minutes are not published on the organisatiwabsite, where the public can learn about
decisions taken by the board on a monthly basid, tanquery whether such decisions are
appropriate. As a result, most community membeldipthat are not involved directly with the
organisation are isolated from the process of magathe community forest tenure, because
there is no information on operations or decisianailable to them. Opportunities to participate
in decision making and management are very limited.

The above findings were underscored by the orgéoiss apparent lack of willingness
to dedicate the resources necessary to updateelisite regularly with the sort of information
that might actually generate interest in their wdtkwas noted that spending a lot of money
updating and providing information on the websitaud take away from the money available in
the form of grants provided to the community. Sarly, there seems to be poor advertising for
some events that could involve the public, genedideussion, and provide opportunities for
learning. Mention can be made of the 2014 AGM dredWalk in Your Woods tour organised

during National Forestry Week, which some partiniggointed out as being poorly advertised.
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Perhaps, the discussion about opportunities fakimg input and learning, support
McGurk et al's (2006) assertion that “specific wajsachieving meaningful public participation
in forest management are still being tested” (p)8Hbdwever, with the emergence of public
participation as a key component of forest managertieckley, Parkins, and Sheppard, 2005)
and learning increasingly becoming a central themsatural resources management (Armitage
et al., 2008), the WCFC need to provide enough dppiies for deliberative discussions and
interactions among members of the public to allbent share their perspectives and knowledge
(Schusler et al., 2003; Cundill & Rodela, 2012)isTtan broaden their understanding on issues

being discussed or on human-environment relatipssiiBuck et al., 2001; Rdéling, 2002).
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CHAPTER FIVE
PARTICIPANT LEARNING OUTCOMES

5.1 Introduction

Collaborative governance and community forestditere suggest that there could be
opportunities for learning among interested part(eften termed stakeholders), as they
collaborate on managing natural resources. Keenviatanty (2006), for instance, observe that
“Learning between stakeholders is important astfes of a project or community initiative -
collaboratively defining learning needs can enhamweership, relevance, and commitment to
learning processes” (p.508). Based on these coomsntand having explored opportunities
available to participants to share ideas and laagnintention here is to document and describe
things learned by study participants through timimolvement with WCFC. The main themes
and subthemes of learning outcomes shared withyrgaticipants are presented in Table 4.2,
and are the focus of discussion. Individual leagr(see Table 4.2) is defined here as the learning
outcomes of individual participants as a resulthair involvement in the activities of WCFC,
while social learning refers to lessons board amdst user groups as units have learned through

working together on issues of forest management.
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Table 5.1: Major Participant Learning themes and sib-themes

INDIVIDUAL LEARNING $OCIAL LEARNING
Sustainable forest management| SFM

(SFM)

Forest governance Benefit sharing

Forest management practices ap&orestry as a
operations on the land base business/investment

Commercial aspects of forestry Working with mukipbrest
users

Relationship and trust building Relationship bunlyli

Policies/regulations

Skill-set of Board Members

Community involvement

Forest governance and forestry
operations

5.2 Individual Learning

5.2.1 Sustainable Forest Management (SFM)

As noted in Chapter Two, SFM over the years hanh@omoted as the appropriate
normative goal of forest management. Communitysioyein particular, is perceived by some
authors as a way to manage forests sustainably (&hgrnley & Poe, 2007). Not surprisingly,
SFM has found its way into the operations of WCHEOreflected in their goal to manage the
community forest tenure “for the long term econgn@nvironmental and social benefit of the

residents of the Bulkley Valley’hftp://www.wetzinkwa.ca/goals.htinlHowever, throughout

my interviews, most participants indicated that l@&Fharvesting rate is too high, would affect
the forest’s sustainability in the future, andsitniot sustainable or reflective of SFM practices.
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The increase in harvesting rate is a result oharease in WCFC’s annual allowable cut (AAC)
from 30,000 mto 95,000 m for five years (2010-2011 to 2014-2015 harvessegsons) to
allow the community forest to harvest most of theod that has been affected by the mountain
pine beetle epidemic in the tenure area. One fjaatit made the following remarks:

| have learned certain things about AAC, how mudytare allowed to take each year,
because of the pine beetle. When they started netole certain amount was going to
be taken out each year and, after years, they woeHalpply and go for five times that
amount. The first time | saw the amount, it wasrteaaking with the amount they had
taken, but that was because of the pine beetley Thd been allowed to take a large
amount, because it was dead wood alre@hyrticipant 16).

This learning resulted from the participant attegdWCFC’s open house organised to gain
community input into dealing with the mountain pineetle epidemic, as discussed in Chapter
Four.

Participant 19 held the opinion that the ratearvlst could still be reduced to lessen the
impact of harvest even though there is pine-beefistation:

The cut has been accelerated because of the pietepdut | am not sure it is all

instances that the cutting should be done at the that is taking place, even though
there is pine beetle infestation. They [WCFC] woadptee it [the rate of harvest] is not
sustainablgParticipant 19).

A number of participants also indicated that theyrhave a better understanding of how SFM
works in practice. For instance, comparing operatiof industrial forests to WCFC regarding
sustainability, Participant 20 explained:

WCFC has given me a little bit of reality. Justkiagj with them you get to realise that
sure, there is all of the conceptual and theordtlagowledge out there based on sound
ecology and it makes sense, but it may or may egiractical depending on the type of
forest you are in. How close or far you are to arke& - all these factors need
consideration because, at the end of the day, thaseto be an economy surrounding the
forest, otherwise it becomes a park; you leavdahe. | don’t think SFM is being held
back by a lack of knowledge, it is being held bagklack of a realistic ability to
implement that knowledge from a dollar and cenistpaf view.
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As a member of one of the resource groups, thiscgant has been attending resource user
group meetings and has been constantly interaetitigthe general manager of WCFC and the
chair of the organisation. It is through these aesnthat, according to him, improved his
knowledge and understanding of SFM.

In addition, Participant 4 indicated that he nomderstands SFM in a broader context
after having been involved with WCFC. He explairibdt he favoured logging on small cut-
blocks, and with small equipment, because thoseracindicate SFM practice. However, he
now holds the opinion that there is a place foging with big machinery, while still ensuring
sustainability on the land.

It [SFM] has definitely become more open...Beforeould have supported the hand
felling, small machine skidding type scenario, kimg that will be a lower impact, but |
realise that is not a cost-effective thing. Thesia be scenarios where big machinery can
do a better job than the traditional hand fellincesario...When it is a small patch clear-
cut it makes sense in a pure dead pine stands,tla@ is a gentle feller buncher
operator. It is like an art and these guys are Iskilwith the machine doing so many
things. It is not as simple as | would have thoufiké the romantic hand-felling
operations.

A few participants also mentioned that they hawred about plans by WCFC to manage for
climate change as part of managing the communitgstotenure sustainably. Two participants
shared their learning experiences regarding WCkGias. While Participant 7’s learning is a
result of her interaction with a board member, ratieg RUGMs was the source of Participant
17’s learning:

[name of individual withheld] knowledge of whitekaine and her connections with the
Bulkley Valley Research Centre (BVRC) taught meibastrategy that aims to increase
the resilience of the forest in the face of climakange by diversifying the species
compositionParticipant 7).

Another thing | learned was with climate changejati believe in it. They wanted to get
different species to keep the normal process bstefa To get different species in
different areas; Douglas fir and larch will be pla to give a diversity of species on the
land (Participant 17).
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5.2.2 Forest Governance

As already described, WCFC’s governance involvdmard structure, forest manager,
collaborating with forest resource user groups armbmmodating their views into management
plans. Some participants explained they learnetl tttea governance of WCFC is better than
some other community forests in the Bulkley Vallapd that the WCFC is more interested in
listening to public views than these other commufotrests. This openness, according to some
participants, has resulted in increasing benebtshe community. Some even argued that
WCFC'’s governance structure could potentially Imecalel for other community forests:

| have learned that they [WCFC] perform better trexpected compared to other people
I have heard speak about other community forestes@ people are more interested in
what the public has to say, and I'm not sure 8 lbecause we are watching over them or
keeping track of them. | think they want to be pzfrthe community, and want the
community to know that they are doing things wetl & a sustainable way. | think their
board of directors wants théParticipant 15).

| think the set-up of the organisation and its telaship with the First Nation, Telkwa
and Smithers creates a good opportunity to beconmmaodel of sustainable forestry
practices, and promoting the multi-uses of thedbead valuing other things rather than
just the immediate economic value of the wooda person looking in from the outside,
that is how | see (Participant 19).

...It is a revenue-generating entity, but a notfoofit, and money goes back into the
community. For me this is a big one; you have agbbordering the community that is
managed for a long-term period rather than a voldmased tenure that is in and out.
The big one | see there is the spin-off of the ihgdand you see it in a lot of projects
around(Participant 20).

The above learning outcomes partly resulted froendbnsultation processes conducted by the
WCFC in Moricetown, Smithers, and Telkwa prior fiplying for the community forest licence.
During these consultations, WCFC talked about tbeeghance structure of the organisation,
potential benefits of the organisation to the comityl among others. Also, some patrticipants,
in this case Participant 15, has a background irestoy and through discussions and

conversations with some community members indicaedame to this realisation.
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Some participants recounted that the involveménhe Wet'suwt'en by the TOS and
VOT in the initial planning stages for the commuynibrest tenure was one of their critical
learning outcomes regarding WCFC’s governance. iEHi®w two participants put it:
What was interesting about this process was thath®ms and Telkwa approached the
Office of the Wet'suwt’en before there was any iappibn for CF licence and that made
a huge difference for our leadership, because & aa opportunity to create something.
When projects are presented to the OW with stticictures, there are no room for our
principles and values to be incorporated, so thg difference was we created the CF
with the municipalitiesAnd, the Wet'suwet'en chiefs saw it as a way torparate

innovative forest management practices that wilbtpct and conserve some of our
cultural heritage resource@articipant 2).

In fact, the involvement of the OW has been ambzpuasitive; it's been a really good
experience for everybody” (Participantl).

During the initial stages of applying for a licentlee Wet'suwet'en had an opportunity to be a
third shareholder, but rejected the opportunity Pasticipant 3 explained:
They [the OW] were worried and unsure if this wasng to work for them; it was a big
risk, because they have not collaborated with leeford vice-versa, and they didn't know

the business. Actually, there is a few of us attéie who felt this could be profitable
(Participant 3).

Participants felt that even though provincial regieins require that community groups, such as
First Nations be consulted when applying for a camity forest licence, the effort made by the

shareholders to make the Wet'suwet’en a sharehasloeaks to the extent of collaboration and
partnership the TOS and VOT wanted to exist withis community forest.

Some participants also noted that it is not uncommo find members of the public who
hold different views regarding how the communityefst tenure should be valued and managed.
Surprisingly however, Participant 1 observed thetgbe who hold such contrary opinions feel
they have the support of all others, which is et tase. He noted that this was a revelation to
him regarding challenges that community forests fadheir governance:

Everybody believes strongly in a particular positi@and feels everyone else holds the
same opinion. For me, this was an eye-opener addstribes the problem with a CF in
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running things. The reality is that not everyboliyks in the same way; there are a lot of
beliefs out there, so the fact that somebody doebke it does not mean it does not work
well. You have two ends of the spectrum: you can’t ntakadssumption that because one
group feels this way; all the others feel the same.

This realisation was possible through resource gseup meetings, where forest user groups
present and share their opinions on how the commiorest tenure should be managed.

5.2.3 Forest Management Practices and OperationtherLand Base

In order to access whether participants had a ciederstanding of the actual activities
of WCFC on the land base, | posed questions to thbout what they have learned from
WCFC'’s operations since getting involved with thrgamisation. Most participants responded
that they had learned about management practicagoing to the woodlands to see what is
happening. Below, two observations are offered:

Impact from the CF is far less than the large hwigar-cuts out there. At least the
community forest tries to make it less visible s impactful. It seems the broad forest
industry hacks these mass areas, but the commiamégt lessens its impacts. That is a
visible conclusion | have come (f@articipant 16).

My thoughts are that normally cutting blocks argyaubut the CF does things differently.
They make sure blocks are not huge; some of thenbigger and that is okay, but not
huge. The contours of the blocks is nice, and lldwduoppose logging if it is done that
way, because it leaves islands of spruce standmiyau get pine around it. It is not an
ugly square block that they get everything out.ofhiey leave islands of different species
on the landParticipant 17).

Participants also revealed that through learningutiiorest management practices, they were
better able to articulate their concerns. Somegyaants noted, for example, their concern about
the increasing amount of slash (waste) piles (dat B.5), or non-merchantable wood left on
the land after logging. Some participants felsian eyesore for such huge piles of wood to be
left at various points on the land and, therefarged WCFC to find feasible ways to deal with
them:

What | have noticed in some of the blocks is afdiurned piles [waste]. | have been

dismayed by them, and it will be good to see sdntleese things used, for example, as
pellets. That is one thing | would question abdbeirtoperationgParticipant 18)
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When | asked the board and general manager ab®stash piles, they unanimously agreed that
it is a major concern to them. Participant 1 not8dhe slash piles are a big thing across the
board, because we do not have a pulp outlet; tisafeany mill near here to sell to. We have
tried numerous things, sometimes with a bit of sgs¢ but we are trying to see what happens
with it.”

One way WCFC has dealt with the situation is tovle wood from these piles to
community members to heat their homes. Communitynbegs have been allowed on the
community forest tenure area to haul the wood #ir thomes. To help community members get
better access to the wood, WCFC sometimes deptigts at easy access points on the
community forest tenure. However, there are reguiatregarding taking wood from the forest
in British Columbia, so even though the availapilf the wood is benefit to the community,
WCFC has not been able to publicly communicataveslability to the community through its
advertorials in the newspaper. As the Communicatidmector of WCFC explained:

They [slash piles] are left there for the summed @eople would often go and get their

firewood. And, WCFC, if they can, place them attage points for the community to

have access to it. [name of individual withhelddonot want to say much about it
because there is bureaucracy around it, red tapmuad it, because people have to get

permits to have access to them. People don't diéee the permits, and do you want to
promote that?

In addition to the above, WCFC burns the slashspilgually in the late fall to prevent potential

brush fires. Plate 4.6 is evidence that some ofslash piles are burned. One participant
observed, however, that burning slash piles atievdsting had negative impact on his property:
“Their [WCFC] procedure is burning the slash pilasd that is tough. That impacted me greatly
this year, and | had to stay indoors, becauserttaks filled my valley and it didn’t flow out”

(Participant 16).
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Furthermore, the board told me that there wagmbvitth NEWPRO, which manufactures
particleboard, to produce fibre from the slashiNEWPRO bought a machine to process the
waste into fibre for their use and to supply toestipulp mill industries. But following the
shutdown of the pulp mill in Kitimat, NEWPRO’s abyl to continue operations with the
machine was hampered, forcing the company to staumuging the fibre. Participant 3
explained:

They [NEWPRO] ground a lot of piles in the bushe Were the first to try that in the
bush. We gave the fibre to them; they did it sacare see if there was a business, or if
they could just take away the fibre from us. It keat really well for them. The pulp mill
closed down, and there was no need for that filme all of a sudden, there was a lot of
fibore on the market, and the company felt there ntaany need to operate this
machinery. So they got rid of it, and bought a# fibre they needed on the market. It
was a clear case of a local economy collapsingtiier material, which resulted in low
demand. We cannot take that product and transgoi iPrince George or elsewhere
because it was not economically prudent and theeefee have to light it on fire.

Also, WCFC started a fence post trial with the IsJas which the tops of trees were processed
into specific dimensions and shipped to Houstoa tmmpany that is interested in buying them
for fence posts. As some board members told neptition has not been economically viable:
In the past we have tried to develop a market satmeone in Houston, who is interested
in small diameter tops - going down to 2 incheg [edl]. It is not going to be bought by
a local mill because it is too small to make 2 blyishber from it. But this person has a

fencing and pole business and that was good. Hawéwea variety of reasons that was
not economically viable, we could not contirfRarticipant 3)

This was confirmed in WCFC’s 2012-2013 End Year 8wary, which stated that the trial was
not operationally viable, and there were some reuendations suggested for the future.

In WCFC’s 2011 Strategic Planning Retreat repdrtisistated that the organisation
engaged the services of a not-for-profit foreseaesh institute to evaluate the possibility of

converting waste wood into bio-energy (WCFC Striat&danning Retreat, 2011). According to
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the report, the economics did not favour this atitie in the short term, because there was no
outlet for waste wood in Smithers.

Through his interactions with WCFC, Participanté@lained to me that the leadership
of the community forest demonstrated to him thatemehpossible, alternatives to forest
management would be considered on the land base:

Historically, they have done lots on silviculturedaharvesting techniques, so there are
lots of forestry practices that provide opportuedito explore some of those. | have
talked to [names of individuals withheld] about there is a lot of knowledge and
interests in exploring different practices. ThidbEcause they operate not just as a non-
for-profit organisation. Canfor, for instance, wduhot explore potential harvesting
methods but minimise the bottom-line, whereas anoamty forest would look at the
various options. They don’t operate in a bubble ¢aring about how it is affecting other
areas. One of the things is that because they lasedo the community, they are under a
lot of scrutiny and rightfully so, because it iskared resource. For one of their harvest
plans, they have to answer to not just the boamd tfite community at large.

Plate 5.1: Slash piles Plate 5.2: Remnant of burnedlslailes

5.2.4 Commercial Aspects of Forestry

Some participants mentioned that they gained kedgd about the business of forestry
by observing how decisions are taken by WCFC irptiee negotiation and sale of logs. Four of
such views are presented below:

Even though | have lived in the valley for 25 yeansever really knew much about the
commercial aspect of the forest, but through atit@paneetings and talking to people, |
have had a better hand on how things work, whahortant to the community forest as
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a business, etc. For instance, how you calculagepttoductivity of the forest; so many
cubic metres of biomass increase per year typetbing. Offshoot of that is which areas
are selected for harvest, which criteria go intoking those decision®articipant 14).

I think it is more of the marketing and sale ofdogl didn’t have a lot of knowledge in
stratifying the value of the logs...We sold logshgdro poles — it gets sent to certain
mills, and some of our wood gets utilised for logmie builders. They have certain
specifications for their log requirements, but i€ wort too much of our timber to
accommodate log home buyers, they do pay morééowbod than the mills, who would
want a lower price on the bulk of our volume. Sardéng about the things you need to
consider before marketing the fibre to get a lotegtirn is something | didn’t really have
a lot of knowledge about before. And working wita tommunity forest, | am learning
more about the economics, and trying to keep thkanba with the social and
environmental benefits going back to the commuBitythose are some of the new areas
that | have learned through the community fo{@strticipant 2).

| also learned more about the business side ofstoye this was something | had not
been exposed to before in such an operational Waig. gave me a deeper understanding
and appreciation for the context of community foses and the tradeoffs that
communities have to make when attempting to mattegdorest for a wide range of
values, while running a viable enterprise at thensatime fulfilling all of the legislative
and regulatory requiremen{®articipant 7).

In BC most of our economy is based on forestry]distof us don't know anything about
it. | have learned about wood products; keeping esdocally, but also exporting.
Extracting the wood and the cost associated wiét, tand that is amazing with regards
the costs. Building a road for instance is abouf hanillion dollars(Participant 6)!

These outcomes were the result of participantautiir attending resource user groups meetings

and board meetings, during which the board makesegfic decisions regarding marketing and

selling of logs from the community forest.

5.2.5 Relationship and Trust Building

Data on individual learning outcomes also indidaeg the involvement of the Office of

the Wet'suwet’en in governing the community foresture has resulted in relationship and trust

building, which hitherto did not exist, among tleotmunicipalities (Smithers and Telkwa) and

the OW. In addition to this, there is mutual res@enong these jurisdictions, as they collaborate
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to manage the community forest tenure. Two pasditip explained the relationship among the
three bodies in the following way:

The collaboration has resulted in the Town, Villaged the Executive Director of the
OW going down to the UBCM together; they meet na@rgsas three parties to talk about
things that will help our region. That is a reswt cooperation from the community
forest...the minister is taken aback, because thisle, so the lobbying power will
benefit our region, because he will see that thermanimity(Participant 3).

| think it is the openness and understanding, dred@W has some serious issues with
forest health and that was accepted from the on-skike | said, the shareholders are
not afraid to say they are doing things differemtlfthe forest because of the OW interest.
And that is right from the start and we have bedieao foster that up to now
(Participant 23).

Furthermore, board members expressed the newvmosdiationship and trust that has come to
exist among individuals of these organizations, @nedmutual respect they have for one another,
as they make decisions and implement plans focahemunity forest. Board members explained
that the opinion of each board member is respeatedtaken into account during deliberations.
Participant 2 observes that respect and collalmoratat exists among the board is central to
WCFC'’s success thus far:

...It has created a collaborative respectful climdta community-at-large board

members to come in and work together. So | thiekGR was being solution-oriented,

not hanging up on issues or being positional, butags finding innovative ways of

moving forward. | think that is one of the ingred&to our successes — the respect and
collaboration we have had.

5.3 Social Learning
5.3.1 Sustainable Forest Management (SFM)

There has been learning on the board regardingagnag the forest sustainably. This
learning is evident in the organisation’s Integdat®esource Management (IRM) initiative
which, among others, is aimed at resiliency anaisgaliversity on the community forest tenure.
The initiative was spearheaded by a past board reenfoWCFC who, when on the board, felt

things could be done differently from an operatiqmerspective on the tenure to promote forest
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health. Through communications with the GM of WC#&t@l other forest professionals, and with
support from fellow board members, the board aetkghe initiative. The initiative was
discussed at the board’s strategic meeting in 201dive some form of structure to it, and a
budget was detailed for the initiative in 2012. #@an we invest now in a better planning
process and be able to go back to the communitysapdwve are not thinking about the cheapest
way to get the log to the mill, but thinking abadiie long term stability of the forest?”
Participant 3 said of the initiative’s importancethe community and the board.

Specific actions outlined in the initiative inckdl such things as whitebark pine (Pinus
albicaulis Engelmann) recovery; planting of westéauch (Larix occidentalis Nuttall) and
Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii (Mirbel) Frangn) anticipation of climate change;
improving stocking standards; and funding grantppsal topics that pertain to the Wetzin’kwa
tenure aimed at either promoting or benefittingltdoal forest industry, forest ecosystems, or the
forest communityExcited by the initiative, some board participastpressed their contentment:

We have a structure with the desire to embark otRA initiative...\WWe want to develop
stands that are more resilient and, having goneulgh a number of iterations with the
research going on, we can do thdthe whitebark pine recovery is part, the CNC
research is part. It is a funding plan that we haet aside money to invest in some
initiatives to take us down that path. Which irtitrta is selected every year is dependent
on the board. Some of them are no cost; thus li@retis no cost with the CNC research,
we may monitor certain things and help the collegi@ what they are doin{Participant

1).

We want to try some specific projects: plant wrat&bpine and support a researcher
who was planting to regenerate the species, becausgpears to be declining in the
natural environment; a group to brainstorm resikegnand what sort of practice that we
would incorporate in our everyday prescriptionsdathen follow through with timber
supply modelling - that piece hasn't happened yéut it is an objective for that
committee. It was to calculate our future AAC amavgle it to the government and to
say ‘This is the kind of forest practice that woblel good to support biodiversity and
resiliency.” That group is supposed to act in th#ufe...These are things we are
spending money on that we wouldn't normally doaPtiwely, we are doing this with the
help of [name of individual withheld] and other exgiists, as long as we stay within the
legal frameworkParticipant 3).
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In the 2012-2013 season, the WCFC supported a lessarcher from the Bulkley Valley
Research Centre (BVRC), a local research orgaaisatvith $4000 for a project to recover
whitebark pine . In addition, WCFC provided sitestbe community forest tenure for planting
the whitebark pine and, when | was in the fielthhit protectors were installed around them by
WCFC. Planting of western larch by the organisati@s scheduled for the spring of 2014.

When | asked for reasons for helping in restorrigtebark pine, which would not be
economically beneficial to WCFC, a board memberreghae following response:

Because it is an endangered tree; it is red-listedbss Canada, and it occurs naturally
here, so it is important to do what we can to restid. And, | know from my previous
colleagues that there is this woman, who gets tres and grows them, and she has
been putting in efforts with the restoration, sthdught we could help her a bit. She has
been doing that on volunteer badfarticipant 10)

The challenge to the IRM initiative, however, istthits progress has been somewhat affected
because the three-year term of the board member wds spearheading the initiative has

expired. | asked about the progress of the ingafrom the board and, while board members
maintained that the initiative remains a priorthyey accepted it had lost some momentum:

It is one of those things that when you have acthreat-large doing something and her
time ends and there is no one to pick up the pjatean slide a bit. And also because
there hasn't been something solid established..dtillson our priority list, on our long-
term strategic plan and key priorities. Whetheth#s got the continued passion and
steam to keep it going, we have to see...What wasedrevas a working relationship
with the BV Research Centre; bringing together aeskeers there. It has evolved into
specific projects like the whitebark plants, spedeversity, the pine hydrological special
zone, long term research stuff. It is slowly happgnbut it is not as focused as when
[name of individual witheld] was championingRarticipant 4)

As mentioned earlier, learning around managing firest in anticipation of future climate
changes has culminated in the board’s decisioratat pvestern larch and Douglas fir, which are
two species not approved by the Province for thiIBy Valley. With the direction of climate

variability not clear to the organisation, the sual of one or both species would provide
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information and insight into how tree species cdutdmanaged in the future. These species are
being introduced because, according to some boardhars, the Forest Stewardship Plan (FSP)
allows WCFC to experiment with up to 10% of norg&ted or non-approved species on the
community forest tenure, and the organisation igkilng to exploit the maximum 10%.
Participant 1 explained the relevance of introdgdihe two species, and their importance to
future management:
Spruce, balsam, and pine are the three typical isgage can plant or harvest. We know
how they behave, but we are not aware of how larah Douglas fir are going to do on
the land. They might not grow well in the shorinieiso how we make sure that they
survive in the long-term is the question. We rteekhow all the characteristics of those

species before we make that happen, because wetdhaveate a forest where we took
one (Participant 1).

Participant 15, while accepting the uncertaintycbifinate change predictions in the Bulkley
Valley, feels that WCFC could go beyond the 10%wadince provided by the government if
they demonstrate to the government that thereamgtneed for them to experiment with more
species to deal with climate change:
They say the government is limiting the amountpeties they can plant, but | am not
sure that is true. There are rules, but when yoie @i good rationale to the government
about what you want to do; government can give gdureak. But around here it is
difficult to know where we are going in terms amete change; some say drier and
hotter summer, others say wetter and colder wintersich will dictate the type of

species you plant. You have to plant for the twestWraser tried larch and it came out
very well in a lot of places, but it was not goadther areas, to¢Participant 15).

5.3.2 Benefit Sharing
As defined by several authors (e.g., Teitelbaumalet 2006; Duinker et al., 1994)

managing the forest for community benefits is cdesed a core component of community
forestry. At the outset of creating WCFC, all papants indicated that they learned about
benefit sharing and some of the benefits that tmangunity would enjoy from the community

forest, such as supporting local initiatives, dsiging the local economy, monetary benefits,
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among others. These learning outcomes were eudtidtiring the consultation process prior to
applying for the community forest licence, when WCBrganised open houses in Telkwa,
Smithers, and Moricetown to get community inpuabithe process. “Originally, it was set up to
provide extra money into the community through kating timber and taking care of the land”
(Participant 29). One way the board has ensured & community benefits from the
community forest is by distributing profits made logging to the community. To effectively do
this, the board has set up an annual grants prognawhich the public can apply for grants on a
yearly basis. Through implementing the program,itbard has learned to make its distribution
effective and efficient, often through input fronodsd members who have experiences with
distributing grants. Participant 2 recollected:
Some of the directors we have had previously hait ttands on the pulse in terms of
what was happening in the communities in terms infrastructure that is already
existing, and organisations that are existing andng to encourage social health and
wellbeing. And learning from other directors in iging their knowledge and expertise
into how our grants application and evaluation tafkace. For example, one of our
previous directors was involved with the Mountamupment Co-op grant program, so
we utilised a lot of those ideas and the formatdor grant evaluation from the previous

work that had been done by the director, and tha$ lenhanced the ability of the
community forest to do due diligence and share dognefits to the community.

The grants program supports community projectsi@tidtives in the areas of: Arts and Culture;
Recreation; Regional Economic Development; SocaliSes; Environment; and Conservation
and Natural Resources Management (WCFC End Yeanfauyn 2009-2010). Information

on WCFC’s website (sdatp://www.wetzinkwa.ca/grant-program.hjmlists grant recipients

from 2009 onwards. Grant applications are openellaly and are advertised for community
members to apply. The deadline for the 2014 grappdication was May 30, 2014, and decisions
on applications were made on June 20, 2014. Availabormation on WCFC’s Facebook page
on July 16, 2014 indicated that $178,778 was thisted among thirty successful grant

applicants for the 2014 grants cycle. Earlier oy, sammunications with one board member
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revealed that forty-four applications were receifed the 2014 grant cycle. Among the 30
projects supported by the grants program were thlewiing: Wet'suwet'en Language and
Culture Camp by the OW; Telkwa Elevator Projecflig}kwa Christian Reformed Church; Kids
School Dig Food and Summer Camp Workshops by Grdnedkers Agriculture Association;
Equipment Upgrade Project by Bulkley Valley GymistAssociation; and Hudson Bay
Mountain Road Underpass by the BV Cross CountryChkb.

In addition to the grants, WCFC donates moniethéothree main stakeholders: TOS,
VOT, and the OW. There have also been donationghéoMountain Bikers Association,
Smithers Community Forest Corporation, Bulkley ¥gllCross Country Ski Club, among others,
to assist in their operations. The above-mentioneghanisations have their trails in the
community forest tenure. Furthermore, the WCFC remt$ activities on the community forest
tenure to people within the Bulkley Valley, partady within the jurisdictions of the three
stakeholders. For example, First Nations contraoimre awarded beetle management contracts
to undertake beetle probing and burn activitiegshe 2008-2009 season (WCFC End Year
Summary, 2008-2009).
5.3.3 Forestry as a Business/Investment

An important learning outcome that board memimstified was running the WCFC as
a business. As a Corporation that pays taxes, thereed to manage the organization very well
in order not to run into losses. Consequentlybalird members underscored the importance of
staying profitable, while managing for communityeirests. Board members, particularly those
without any forestry business background, indicdked they had to learn from those with such
experiences on the board. Participant 4 captulisddéa:

...What the log market is doing determines how muaie iprofits we are going to make,
and what other opportunities we have to do thing&erently. For example, if the log
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market is low, we have to do things differentlyrtake ends meet. As things go up then
you have opportunities to do different harvestidifferent applications over and above
planting because, at the end of the day, we haveake sure that we are going to do
business to stay here for a very long time.

Through managing the community forest tenure, bpardicipants indicated that the board has
learned to invest profits being made from harvestin behalf of the community. This learning
is predicated on the board’s realization that tHeas been an increase in AAC and therefore
there is a need to create reserve funds, out ofhwthiey can draw money for future activities
and operations. In addition, through projectiohg, board realizes that through reassessment of
the AAC, it “will go from approximately 95,000 hio about 25,000 F (Participant 3), which
will be below the original AAC that was establishethien the community was awarded the
tenure.

One of the reserve funds is what is referred tthieyboard aa legacy fundwhich board
participants said aims to “bank money to draw afahvestment income from, so we are able to
maintain a steady grants program to keep somelistaljParticipant 4). Two board members
further commented on the legacy fund as follows:

The community forest board is creating a legacydfua contribute to innovative
initiatives and stewardship in the community; itlwielp finance our granting program
years down the road. The fund has been aroundldoutthree years. This will prevent

us from depending on logging, because there aresy@a wouldn’'t be able to harvest
much(Participant 2).

We have basically taken on a financial planner alviaor with the Royal Bank of
Canada to advise us on a portfolio with the intivatt we are going to roll the money we
have been making, because for two or three yeans WCFC has been making a lot of
money because we have been harvesting beetle (Raditipant 7).

The target amount for the legacy fund is $3,000888 profits made from logging activities are

already being saved towards meeting the set takfgtcommunications with an immediately
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past board member confirmed that WCFC has metténget after the 2013-2014 harvesting
season (this period is after | had completed niy fieork).

In addition to the legacy fund, there is a Silicte Fund or Silvicultte
Accrual/Liability, which provides funds for silvittural operations on the WCFC tenure. The
board has decided to set aside $4.8@fharvested wood, with the vision that the acciatinn
of these monies would help the organisation de#i silviculture treatments on the community
forest tenure into the future. Relishing the plaristhe board for sustainable funding for
silviculture, Participant 3 had this to say:

... We say that every time you sell wood put dows0$#3 in the bank, so we have funds
for our silviculture activities, which may last fap to 12 years - but we are fully funded.
Every time we harvest, we have money to re-fonetbtel next 15 years plus more. We are
a little conservative as a board, putting down mm@ney than we require.

Furthermore, Participant 3 described an Emergemag §et up by the board which, in the event
of any catastrophe, would be utilised to defray imtstrative costs, as the organisation made its
way back to active operations:

...We have a fund specifically about [amount withhedd let's say this mill burns down
tomorrow, we still have to run our business befegefigure out what to do. So we could
collapse our administrative cost structure and fgetain absolute skeletal business for a
year or two, and be able to pay to management grdile Silvicon, because we might
not harvest wood for a year or so. We have seteasidney for such catastrophic events
(Participant 3)!

5.3.4 Working with Multiple Forest Users

The community forest tenure has trails for recoea activities such a skiing, biking,
hiking, and trapping, as outlined above. Though WWG@$-not directly in charge of recreation on
its tenure, the organisation supports recreatignalips whose activities are within the tenure.
“They do nothing about recreation; we [recreatiogi@ups] have to go to them and tell them

what we want to do about recreation. We suggestsiédout what we want to do,” Participant
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15 said of the role WCFC plays in recreation. Bynsig MOUs and incorporating the views of
forest user groups into management plans, WCF€aising ways to work with such groups in
the community. Learning to work with multiple reat®nal groups on the community forest
tenure is even more important in Smithers, bect#use was contention regarding the future of
recreation on the community forest tenure that gest WCFC. Therefore, finding ways to
accommodate recreational users is considered achigvement by participants, even though the
CFA legislation requires that management of comtyuioirests include meaningful input from
such stakeholders:
The recreational use is contentious in this areagduse every group wants the other’s
activities excluded. For example, the skier doetwant the snowmobiler anywhere
close. The community forest tries to find a wayt teeeryone can undertake their
activities fairly, and it is not easy to find susblutions in the valley that everybody will
buy into(Participant 14).
Participant 1 used the following example to illagtr the contention that occurred among two
forest user groups when WCFC initially invited sth&lders to the RUGMs:
A good example: The trail people didn’t want theumtain bike guys to operate on the
community forest or be at the [Resource User Groopgetings. Those are difficult
hurdles... That is because they know they are gmiriave somebody there that does not
think the exact same way that they do, and thatesyakir [WCFC] position tougher.
Their position is easier when everybody at the mgetgrees with them, and that is what

every one of them wanted, right? It is easier tdahdogs if everybody agrees with you, so
the way to do this is to exclude people from théig@pation process.

When | asked how these earlier contentions we@wes, he recounted:
You invite everybody there, and if somebody doesvant to come, they don’t have to

come. It's that simple.... They can also provide infanother way and if that is how
they want it, fair enough, but | can’t exclude menstof the community.

There are MOU's signed with groups such as the Ig&rstCommunity Forest Society (SCFC),
Smithers Mountain Bike Association, and the Bulkigslley Cross Country Ski Club (CCSC).
With the MOUs, WCFC has pledged to incorporatehigirt plans ways to protect, for instance,

trails of these groups and to manage the tenukeays to enhance recreation. Three different

102



recreational group participants commented on tlsgtige working relationship that has evolved
between them and WCFC:

The wood creek is where we have our trails, so thaitain the road for us, though we
manage the trails. For us, this is huge becaustnef roads weren't there, our trails
wouldn’t be there. Maybe they would have been tHareit won't be the sort of trails we
have... | look at the engagement between the CCSGhan@F, and | see their close
relationship in there. | look at how they have mged their harvest very well and also
done a bunch of hazard tree removal to the advantdghe CCSC. This shows that there
is a good collaboration going on thegearticipant 20).

We developed a master agreement with them alongskiutrails, and we completely

accept their mandate for the management in the.afbay gave us a tenure right; our
tenure right was loose prior to their coming, seythhelped us to attain a much stronger
tenure(Participant 21).

Well, they certainly are concerned when they wargt a logging block on the trails of
a hiking trail, so we will talk to them about ituBgenerally, they say on each side of
your hiking trail, we will leave an unlogged buftgrmaybe 15 metres, so it protects your
trails (Participant 15).

In addition, most participants from recreationabugys mentioned that they do actually impact
management/management plans of WCFC as reflectée iiollowing:

Yes, our club has; the methods of cutting, the $oofcutting, etc. Anything that affects
us, we have an influence. When they are cuttingtaleto them about the kind of
finishing they should leave behind. We have tatkettiem about what areas they would
cut, and their ability to remove dangerous tréarticipant 21).

We have had a couple of informal meetings, wheaenps of individuals withheld] were
there and we showed a map of where we wanted telageand how that is going to
affect harvesting and any concerns WCFC had. Innatance, we provided them with
data, which they incorporated into their plans,tBey left a buffer. It seems to me that it
went seamless because we sent it (names withhaliipur request was met - it made an
impact just talking to them. So at the time it et objective and theirs. Initially, we
made a layout of our trail and asked if they hadahantable timber, etqParticipant
20).

I have influenced some decisions about ski traild hiking trails management. This is
because we have recreation tenure and we are ths who manage them, so | think we
have had some influence th€Rarticipant 15).

However, Participant 15 noted that WCFC “preselmsr toperating plans for a year about what

they want to do and ask for feedback, but they t@ik about managementOne Participant
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from the BV Backpackers had contrary views to wdther groups had said regarding WCFC'’s
role in promoting recreation on the community fotesure. He was of the view that recreation
does not rank highly on the agenda of WCFC, andttiey (BV Backpackers) have not been

invited as a group to make input into WCFC'’s plafsough he concedes that “most of their
(WCFC) logging area is away from the core area that(BV Backpackers) trails are located,”

the group still has trails within the community ést tenure and, therefore, should be invited to
also make input:

The question of recreation and multi-use is notamof their agenda and there is room
for some friction, but the CF objectives do inclugeomotion of recreational
opportunities. | don't think the lines of commurtica are as established as they should
be to allow for us to hear about decisions thaeetffrecreation and the trails and make
some input into it. There was logging to the enteanf one of the trails on our maps and
no one told us anything about it...\We were not folyreghproached to make inputs, but |
know they have an open house every year, and ghext bpportunity for us to make an
input. However, no one has made the effort to apghnais, and we have not made direct
overtures to them other than applying for grafRarticipant 19).

| asked Participant 19 if he was aware of the RUGMsere WCFC meets with all recreational
groups to discuss their plans on the communitystalenure and he had this for an answer:

If there is a RUGM, we have not been invited tauig if there is something in there for
recreation then they should have done more to reaals...if there are any avenues to
meet resource groups, we should be involved, becaashave a large group of people.

As well, the board of WCFC has learned that prangdgrants and donations to recreational
groups to help assist with their activities withite community forest tenure is a good way to
create goodwill among stakeholders.

Our major point of engagement is that we have kekifunding from them [WCFC] on
two occasions; we have been successful on eatte ¢diites we have applied for funding
from them. We try to maintain our trails, which pgrposely build and ensure access to
(Participant 2Q)

They have managed our side of the forest in wags Iblenefit us. For example,
financially, when they pull logs out of our arebey are inclined to give us a significant
cut from that; and they are cooperative with us whkiesigning their cutting plans, and
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the timing of their cut, so it impacts us minimalljhat is hugely valuable, since they
have the right to get logs out of th€Rarticipant 21)

5.3.5 Relationship Building

By working with forest user groups, the Office betWet'suwet’en, and the Bulkley
Valley Research Centre, board members are convirthat they are learning to build
relationships with groups in the community. Theatienship WCFC has built with the Cross
Country Ski Club (CCSC) or the Nordic Centre wastimmed by most participants. The story
goes that in one of its logging operations, WCF@gexl with great care along the trails of the
CCSC, and shared profits made on the sale of & Woth the club. In fact, CCSC members
indicated when they wanted WCFC to log, and thé gboutcome they would like to see after
harvesting was completed. WCFC and the CCSC watdgether on the harvesting plans, and
after the harvest CCSC members were satisfied twétwork done by the organisation, and this
has been the basis for a good working relationsatpreen the two organisations. As some board
members pointed out, the CCSC wants WCFC to do baclesting again in the future. Two
board members captured nicely the board’s learnmgelationship building with recreational
groups:

I will say some companies wouldn't go as far addwelike our MOU with the ski club,
where we make them tell us when they want to hiarVleugh it is our right to harvest
and manage all these areas, we recognise the vafuthe visual impact to their
recreation. And we give them profits in those arels®. We are walking the walk! We
are committed to the fact that with a CF, it is mbbut harvesting trees to make the most
money out of the process, but continuously prgfitmthe long run and benefiting other
community initiatives and values as w@articipant 3).

Within that area [WCFC tenure], there is the Smith€ommunity Forest Society and, in
the past, we created interpretive trails for hikensd demonstrating interpretive signs.
We have been working with the mountain bikers smwenthat we are not impacting their
trails on the tenure. Through our grants prograne @&iso support these recreation
groups to develop and maintain their infrastructorethe land bas@Participant 2)
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Furthermore, WCFC, in collaboration with the Offioé the Wet'suwet'enhas constructed a
gatheringstructure along the McDermott Road within the foregich can be used for picnics
by community members. The shelter is located on ohdhe Wet'suwet'en’s traditional
gathering places, which is the hub of a numberraifst (Participant 2). Plate 4.7 shows the
shelter, which was opened in the summer of 2012.

In order to ensure that community members whd th& shelter learn about WCFC and
its operations, and the collaboration between W@RrQ the OW, WCFC and the Wet'suwet’en
hereditary chiefs have created interpretive postetare displayed at the shelter. These posters
are also on display at the Nordic Centre [the CCS@ppendix Il shows the three posters
created. Participant 2 revealed that:

There is a commitment to hold annual gatheringshat picnic shelter to include the
Wet'suwet’en, the broader public, the directorsted WCFC, and contractors to have a
gathering on the land base. So again that is ongware trying to create interest.

Plate 5.3: The Silvern Gathering Shelter with theliree interpretive posters.

Source: Anderson Assuah, 2013
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5.3.6 Policies
In a strategic meeting organised by WCFC in 20Jdglecy subcommittee was formed to
review the organisation’s existing policies andlevelop new ones where necessary, in order to
guide strategic and/or operational decisions. Tbley committee was formed because of the
realisation by board members that the ‘Corporasiopblicy framework was insufficient’
(Wetzin'kwa Strategic Planning Retreat, 2011, p.I)e committee has gone on to work
together to create some new policies and makeioegido others such as WCFC’s Board of
Directors Operating Policy. Below are two exampbésesponses from board members that |
feel show learning by the board around policies, e actual actions that followed the learning:
The policy sub-committee of which | was a part i some policy gaps and went
through a process to prioritize these. We each tiled one or two policies that we
would take the lead to draft...we revised and/or wpdea few existing policies and
developed at least two new policies. One of theatItled was the development of a
community involvement & communications policy -tthary broadly set out some

objectives and identified some ways in which wehtiachieve those objectives
(Participant 7).

We reviewed the existing operations and investipelnties and made changes to them.
We provided procedure documents for whoever wasiinfreasurer position in signing
of cheques, and to be more conscientious whenmgjgrtieques. We have a good policy
in place regarding how the board should interadthwnanagemer{Participant 8)

| was also informed by some board members that W&aghed from the policies of other
community forests as they helped to inform the 8aar the kind of policies that needed to be
drafted: “We have had some policies from Sunshinas€and Burns Lake Community Forests
to compare and see what they had, so we see whahé#ve in place(Participant 8).

In addition to developing policies, there has bleanning around WCFC'’s regulations to
guide management of the community forest tenuree €uch regulation requires contractors
working on the community forest tenure to proteuattwrally modified trees (CMTs) when

logging within the tenure. “At one meeting we wereking at the regulations for the contractors
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and the atonement they would pay if they do nadelby these rules. So, we were working with
the Office of the Wet'suwt'en to see what would faér,” said Participant 8. The board’'s
discussions and learning on the impact of penaftesprotecting CMTs has resulted in a
decision to fine contractors who do not obey thgulaion. Participant 30, a contractor,
confirmed this explaining that:

You can get a fine when you do not obey the rifilgseu fall a CMT, you get a fine. It is
usually negotiated after everything is done. Theg heputable contractors, so if you
don’t understand anything, you have to ask questiowhen you log for them they keep
10% or $10,000 as a hold back till you are done awdrything is alright. Then you get it
back. [During] summer time, they have a good loblwhat was done. So when they find
something wrong, then you don’t get your money back

Although there are provincial regulations in BC aeting protecting cultural features/heritage
such as CMTs, Participant 2 noted that with WCH{@, @Office of the Wet'suwet’en is certain
that they will be protected unlike other licensd¢s.explains:

When we have issues with them (industry) aroundurall heritage destruction, it
becomes a convoluted issue; the complaint has tedistered with the RCMP, and the
Ministry of Forests does not have mechanisms t¢ wéh the destruction of cultural
heritage.

In addition to WCFC-related policies, most boardnmbers also discussed learning about
provincial policies and regulations and their apgiion:

People sometimes have some expectations that yaudst be logging at all, or we
should be logging half as much. | was even thinkiegcould see things like that, but if
we don't log there, someone is going to do so. cHief forester sets the volume to be
taken, so it is not up to us in the community for&ad, if planting trees or doing really
little things is going to make you non-compliardyyare going to get a fine. | thought it
was easier for sure, but | have learned a lot fittvn law(Participant 10).

| got to understand the opportunities and constisinvhat you can do as a board when
making decisions, and the constraints that existexind provincial regulations when
making decisions. The AAC needed to be changeg &wveryears or so, and that was
very challenging, because it influenced how muahgauld cut, especially when prices
are low, and it is not sustainable...But that was i@ had to do. | was saddened by
that because things acted at the Provincial l€Participant 11).
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Learning on the board around provincial policiesl golicies of the organisatiohas been
instrumental to managing the community forest ten@ince forestry is ‘heavily’ regulated in
British Columbia (Participant 7), the organisattuas to stay within policies while managing the
tenure. Two policies were noted in particular timfuence forest management in the Bulkley
Valley: The Bulkley Land and Resources Managemért BBLRMP), and the Forest and Range
Practices Act (FRPA). Respondents indicated thatctntents of both policies must be adhered
to in managing the forest. Developed in 1998 by Bugkley Valley Community Resources
Board, the B.V. LRMP is a unique sub-regional ma&magnt plan considered the dominant
document that drives natural resource managemeteimulkley Valley. The plan was signed
off by three cabinet ministers of British ColumbERPA, on the other hand, is the provincial
forest policy that guides forest management bfoadist licensees.

5.3.7 Skill-set of Board Members

One way the board of WCFC has learned “is throwggtessing ourselves as a board and
looking at the gaps in terms of skills to give usidea of who we have to recruit for that”
(Participant 6). Board members indicated that tbarth always seeks to be diverse and to
accommodate people of different professional bamkgus on the board. It is therefore not
surprising that members that self-identify as amrenmentalist, social worker, wood worker,
forester, business person, an administrator, adademd banker have been on the board since
the inception of the organisation. To know the treéastrengths of each board member, a matrix
was developed and used by the board in cataloghé&igcharacteristics. The three core and sub-
areas that were assessed in the matrix are prdsenkégure 4.1. As some board members told
me, the matrix can be useful when recruiting newnitmers of the public onto the board — it
could be used as a reference point to recruit pewph different skill-sets to complement those

already on the board. “We try not to select thetmgaslified forestry person, but kind of looking
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for the most community-minded that will bring sofiag to the board to make us rounded. This

is different from how many industrial forests wilb” (Participant 4).

Fig 4.1: Board Skills and Experience

Source: Wetzinkwa Community Forest Corporation,201
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5.3.8 Community Involvement/ Surveys

In addition to assessing their skills, board membestablished that they look to learn
about the extent of the public’s involvement, knedde about WCFC'’s activities, and comments
on operations through conducting surveys at eva&rtk as the Annual Trade Expo. Results from
the survey were used by the board to assess fwrp@nce regarding communications with the
public, the public’s interest in the organisatieend also to get feedback on operations.
Appendix Il shows responses from the survey cotetlat the 2013 Trade Expo.

The major thing that the board has taken away fthensurveys, according to board
members, is that there have not been a lot of tveg@omments on the organisation’s
operations on the tenure, and “to an extent them# huge complaining in the newspaper or
controversies, so there seems to be satisfactPartiCipant 6). In the board’s view, a lot more
people could participate in WCFC'’s activities, i board maintains that limited involvement
could also mean the organisation is charting tightrpath and going about managing the
community forest tenure well. This is how two boardmbers explained it:

There are people who are really interested in tlre But not until something really goes

wrong you don’t hear from them, because we havehaot a lot of that from this

community. | know there are some problems withratbenmunity forests in BC, which
has given the community members a lot to say, thimk we are doing good with WCFC
because there hasn’'t been any opposition in whaamedoing, and the community is

engaged so when someone has an issue we hear ébaud seek some resolution
(Participant 2).

Through the Resource User Group, AGM, Council, ete. have not had many negative
feedback. Some may say we do a lot of clear-cuttingve harvest a lot and are

philosophically against that, but | think peoplalise in the end that we are harvesting
as sensitively as we can and targeting well, thealged trees...The community is well-
engaged. There are a lot of researchers and pewogie are concerned about the
environment, so if we can harvest to the degredawe here in the last four years and
have no negative comments, it is amazing, in myiapi If it was some other operators
who came in to do this, | think they would havechance, because you do all that and
all the profits going to the shareholders and theg seeing nothin¢Participants 3).
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5.3.9 Forest Governance and Forestry Operations

All present and past board members agreed thdiahes has learned and is continuously
learning about managing the community forest tentings learning stretches from community
participation through the grants program to foreperations on the land. The following
describes learning around forest governance bipdhaed:

We had little titbits of knowledge when we startad,now it is the broader awareness of
the whole process; from planning to layout, ledisia, stumpage rate, the numbers and
what it takes to stay profitable. Logging, skiddingtes of mills etc, so we can stretch
those dollars and once all of your basic cost i$ we think about the profitdarticipant
4).

We have incorporated many management plans to nmnsad protect Wet'suwet’en

values. We have also realised that there is a nfeedcommunity component and
awareness. | think the learning we have done atttead providing information at the

trade shows and putting articles in the newspaper efforts to bring awareness to the
community at large in what we are doi(igrticipant 2).

Our discussion on the board has always been abowt to manage for the community
values, whether they are the OW values or traitg] & has been a learning curve for
them on that. Some may have no experiences on libatthey have been able to
participate and made decisions to do it, give thd Girections and he does it. So big
buffer zones, trails, or whatever it is, all thdssve been learning for those who have no
idea in forestry, and we have been able to makieatole decisions. We make decisions
to help enhance the management, etc. Even witHeedm have a forestry background,
they still need to learn why we are consideringaierthings, and all these have helped
in making decisions to make the forest {Hrticipant 3)

We learned about administration and how the jotddee. | did four field trips personally
when | was on the board, where we went to lookuatbtocks, how they were logged,
who we were dealing with and the various agreem@dsgticipant 13).

Not only has the board learned from its own operetiand engagement with the public, but also
from other community forests regarding how to get strategies used for efficient operations,
and challenges faced by these community forests.

| remember at a point [name of individual withheldhs tasked to find out from other
community forests - how they had set out. So we trgng to learn from other models
as to how things were workir{Barticipant 11).

112



We had some of the results from Burns Lake andcBri@eorge regarding how they had

tried to deal with the pine beetle. So we had tssah what worked and what did not

work. We had the benefits of that, so we kind efkthat there was no need doing these
little wee patches, because you go and log thatpe¢eh and did not get all the beetles

around it(Participant 5)

One of the things that WCFC has done in terms ioigoguccessful is looking at other CF
structures and some of the positives and challetiggtsthose CFs faced...We definitely
wanted to share the resources with community grodipgere have been examples of
other community forests in BC that were buildingpees and owning certain
corporations and trying to get community benefitsrf that...We wanted to keep things
simple by encouraging there to be economic andasggowth and having the grant
program go to a diversity of people consistentlhat was how we wanted to share
profits with the community. That is also an insitgdking at the size of our tenure and
AAC, which is modest. We didn’t want our activite®verride the financial viability of
the tenure over tim@articipant 2).

| think Bill and his organisation organised matdsido explain a lot of things, so people
can learn if they attend the meetings. There wesé 20 people at the meeting | went. If
people don't care, they don'’t, and it's difficutt €ducate people if they don’t want to be
educatedParticipant 17).

5.4 Challenges to learning

All board members and most non-board participated that inadequate engagement
and communication between WCFC and the publicakalenge WCFC faces in terms of the
ability of the public to learn about the activitiekthe organisation. With limited engagement,
there are not many opportunities for the publigébinvolved in the organisation’s activities and
to learn from the process. Participant 20 had tihisay about the engagement between WCFC
and the public:

The greatest challenge is actually getting peomeehgage. The onus is on the

community to ask questions and demonstrate thgtateinterested, and do a little more

work to understand what WCFC does. But how aregaing to do that? Again, the onus

is on people to show up. | am involved becausestisean overlap with that aspect of the

community with that of the CF; | didn’t actively gat there to do so. There is a sort of a

gap as we move forward in the agreement betweelkhand the Crowr{Participant
20).
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In this regard, most participants mentioned that\WCFC has not been proactive or invested in
the sorts of community education and outreachwhatid provide the platform for the public to
learn about forestry and/or their activities, makthe public more able to effectively engage in
discussions about the community forest and foredelow are some views of participants
regarding how WCFC can face this challenge:

People keep saying the forest industry is dyingwmidon't see it as such. | think they
[WCFC] need to start communicating what forest tead about; what forest tenure is

about; being able to demonstrate that if we do shimg in the right way, then there will

be a future for the forest industry... They needtaot £ducating the people about the
importance of forest developméRarticipant 23).

Making a two or three-hour section for early higtheol and middle high school kids to
go and say this is how we do it (managing the tprésd, it is not just the kids, but the
parents will also be interested, and you get evedytthinking about i{Participant 14).

...But we can have one board meeting to gain und®igtg of forest management or
forestry in general. We have talked about it, bathave never really made time to do it.
That is a weak excuse though, but | am sure ongegotact all the others they will say
they have no more tin{articipant 3).

5.5 Summary

The findings presented above show that all resepacticipants (board and non-board)
have learned from being involved in the decisionkimg and management of the WCFC
community forest tenure. Most participants werdahaf opinion that through their involvement
with the organisation they have improved their kiemlge on forest governance and issues
related to forestry in general, such as runningrastry business and distributing benefits to
members of the community. These and other learoiutgomes support the popular assertion in
the social learning literature that through pap@tory approaches to resource management,
participants are likely to learn and acquire nevowdedge that leads to better management

outcomes (e.g., Buck et al., 2001; Pahl-Wostl &&{@004).
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In addition, trust and relationship building haveeh discussed as being important
components of the social learning process (e.gnd@y2010; Cundill & Rodela, 2012) and
both of these were important outcomes of learnimigah by participants of the study, particularly
among board members. It was also found that relsliip and trust building occurred among the
board and WCFC employees and forest user groupspanaaps most importantly, the ongoing
relationship building among the three key staketddf WCFC. This was something that had
not occurred in the past. The board members leahbedt internal policy weaknesses, which led
to the creation of new policies and revision ofersly in order to guide management of the CF
through considering their own experience and whiars had done. This is also consistent with
the reflection and action components that are de=ttrin the social learning literature (e.g.,
Keen et al., 2005).

Some authors (e.g., Maarleveld & Dangbégnon, 193%n et al.,, 2005; Cundill &
Rodela, 2012), discuss collective action as a piaieoutcome of learning. This notion is also
supported by the data, for example, by the attemrmaide to deal with the slash (waste) piles on
the community forest tenure area, after the boaatdned about the waste piles being a major
challenge to their operations and of concern tersthThus, burning the piles, providing some of
the piles to community members for heating purpogesducing fibre from the piles, and
experimenting with a fence pole company in Houst@me all actions taken collectively by the
board to find a use for the waste.

Furthermore, the board’s acceptance of the IRMaitive also reflects collective action
and supports the idea that through social learridegs and experiences shared by individuals
can be reflected on by other stakeholders andtrigsattion (Keen et al., 2005). Board members

reflected on the IRM concept put forward by a membeought structure to it, particularly at
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strategic planning meetings, and have pursued soongponents of the initiative, such as

recovering whitebark pine. This initiative also hlights that such action requires maintenance
or continued learning for success. In this casse#gms that the board is having difficulty

translating the outcomes of the initiative and mgviorward, since the main driver behind it has
left the board.

It can be said that the fence pole and NEWPRO fibeds/experiments showed that
WCEFC is trying to learn through experimenting wittw ways of adding value to logs instead of
selling them in their raw form. However, such inabens or experiments are susceptible to
unfavourable conditions that are beyond the comtfdhe community forest (Bradshaw, 2003).
For instance, the inability of NEWPRO to continugerating their machine to produce fibre
resulted in the closure of the pulp mill in Kitimahd an excess supply of fibre on the market.
These challenges led to negative outcomes for WD though the causes were external to
their influence.

The action of finding ways to reveal the strengtrsl weaknesses of each board
member’s skills and therefore the gaps in skillsoaghthe board could be important to the
learning outcomes of the board — as the data asloows. Applying the board skills-matrix and
appointing people to the board who think differgriths the potential to encourage thoughtful
discussions and deliberations on issues relatéarést management. This could work in favour
of effective management of the WCFC. Of coursehsaidecision matrix could also be used to
direct outcomes in a particular way, which woukely limit learning outcomes and effective
management.

The community forest literature establishes at tlerigat managing the forest for local

benefits is key to the emergence of CF as a forestagement approach (e.g., Duinker et al.,
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1994; Teitelbaum, 2014). Finding meaningful waysst@mre benefits among communities is
something that the board must learn about, and WiSKBIng so through grants and donations
to community organizations and forest user gro&aard members are doing their best to find
ways to share the profits that are being made fagging and this effort will likely continue to
mature, especially in terms of transparency andnara development.

Learning to work with multiple forest users on t@mmunity forest tenure has helped
WCFC lessen or mitigate conflict among forest ysassconfirmed by some participants in the
data presented, and between forest users andgharisation. For instance, WCFC has involved
forest user groups in discussing its managementattchg plans, and made use of their input to
prevent any negative impacts on such groups, asrsbhy the example of the CCSC described
above.Having different recreational groups go about tlagtivities on the community forest
tenure without conflicts among them supports tlguarent by Bullock and Hanna (2008) that
through community forest management, conflicts agndorest user groups can likely be
mitigated as they have to this point in the WCFC.

As participants from recreational groups revealdgy have been able to influence
decisions taken by WCFC that would affect theirrapens within the community forest tenure.
This is an expectation of community forestry andipigatory resource management approaches
in general. It is also found in the social learniibgrature, which suggests that when managing a
resource, input from stakeholders should help gapkrations and management.

Through deliberative processes, stakeholders care gheir knowledge while learning
amongst themselves and from the process in orderdaden their knowledge about forestry
issues (Keen et al., 2005). However, this mighsd@ewhat limited in the case of WCFC since

as one participant noted, the RUGMs do not genetistaissions around management, but are
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organised to present “operating plans for a yeauatwhat they [WCFC] want to do and ask for
feedback” (Participant 15).

One way of thinking about the social learning outes revealed in the data discussed
above is through the single and double loop typplafgearning presented in Chapter Two (e.qg.,
Maarleveld & Dangbégnon, 1999; Pah-Wostl et alQ80 Armitage et al. (2008) explained
single loop learning as finding alternative coureégaction/strategies and knowledge to solve a
problem and improve outcomes. The data revealttiea?WCFC board engaged in a fair amount
of single loop learning through their deliberatipfts example, the attempts by the board to find
solutions to the slash piles and finding approadbelsenefit sharing as described above. The
board is still engaging in single loop learning nelation to running a successful forestry
business, for example, how to reinvest profits.

The data also revealed evidence of double loomileg explained in the literature as
being related to questioning underlying valuesymmor beliefs of one’s actions (Pah-Wostl et
al., 2008; Armitage et al., 2008). The board’séag around the IRM is a good example: value-
laden questions were asked, according to the tiniéia proponent, and people had to compare
their own beliefs about what was right against wias being proposed. Why should we do
things the same way? Why can we not change thitgista improve forest health and resiliency
on the land base? These questions sparked thiakgund how things could be done differently
on the land. Perhaps questioning the value of Ciii@ other cultural features to the OW
sparked learning around them, leading the boardntrt regulations to deal with contractors
who do not protect the trees. As the board reptatea of the OW explained, the Province is

unable to properly resolve conflicts that occur wiogher licensees destroy cultural features of
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the OW. In this sense, learning around the besttagyotect these culturally valuable features

also falls in line with double loop learning.
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CHAPTER SIX
COLLABORATION AND SUSTAINABLE FOREST MANAGEMENT PRA CTICES

6.1 Introduction

As established in Chapter Two, community foregojows a governance model that
tends to be collaborative and patrticipatory in ratun BC, the community forest agreement
acknowledges this model by recognizing the neepréwide opportunities for participation by
communities and First Nations in managing commufotgsts. As a result of working with
multiple forest users and organisations in managvegcommunity forest tenure, WCFC has
collaborated with others on several initiatives,ichhl outline in this chapter. Participants felt
that many of these collaborations were attemptobgyre indicative of, the organisation’s desire
to manage the community forest tenure sustainaiyt@a gain new insight into SFM practices. |
further outline the challenges being faced by WGkEing the collaborative process and in
achieving SFM, as described by participants.
6.2 Research Collaborations

Part of the board’s learning that resulted from tRM initiative was to collaborate with
researchers and fund researchers’ work throughtgr#s such, WCFC is now looking at
committing $2,000 per year ($500 per proposal, domaximum of four proposals) in their
budget to attract researchers to write researcht greoposals. This, in the board’s opinion,
would provide employment for community membersaddition to being aimed at providing
information on new forest management practiceshencommunity forest tenure. The response
of Participant 3 captures this collaborative plarpooposal writing:

We talked about support for grant writing withinighnitiative (Integrated Resource
Management Initiative); there are a lot of reseagchiwho want to bring in grant money
for research within the community, so we have up2®O00 per year or $500/grant to
give to research scientists to write grants, ang ‘s&ite a grant application to support
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the community somehow’. Ultimately, we are tryiagpting money into the community
through these grants, and it is an economic modehbse we would put people to work
for three months or whatever depending on the grarttan also benefit our community
forest by targeting the grant and research worldtosomething that will help us in our

long-term management... In our opinion, we do nottwanget money out there for

research that will not be of any benefit to us - ave thinking about it as a business
(Participant 3).

As introduced in Chapter Two, WCFC is collaboratwigh College of New Caledonia and the
North West Community College on climate change asde in the community forest tenure.
Participant 3 explained that the initiative startélden the head of the North West Community
College approached the chair and general managersttime researchers from the College of
New Caledonia were looking for community forest darry out a research. The proposed
research was an experiment focused on plantingewektrch and Douglas fir for climate change
adaptation. As climate change presents uncertainfgrest management, this initiative would
seem to support the assertion that through colédiver management, stakeholders collectively
recognise the inherent complexities to managingsaurce and look for ways to deal with such
uncertainties (Keen et al., 2005; Berkes, 2009).

WCFC selected sites for the experiment, and thee@» of New Caledonia installed the
necessary equipment in preparation for plantintheftwo tree types in 2014 (WCFC End Year
Summary, 2012-2013). On June 12, 2014, a post orfFG&C Facebook page showed that
western larch, Douglas fir, and cedar (Plate 4&&) been planted on the sites provided for the
research. According to Participant 1, the climatél Wwe monitored, and repetitive re-
measurements taken of various characteristicsesité.

Another research collaboration noted was the regowf whitebark pine, for which
WCFC collaborated with a researcher from the Byiklalley. During my first forest tour, | was

told that whitebark pine is a keystone speciestilife (e.g., moose), because of its large seeds
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(Notes from forest tour). The community forest iartly supporting the recovery of the
whitebark pine in order to enhance the populabbmmoose, a species of concern on the

community forest tenure.

Plate 6.1: Climate Change Adaptation Species

Douglas fir Cedah(iJa plicata Don ex D. Don) Western larch
Source: Wetzinkwa Community Forest Corporation, 2201
Excited by the collaboration and the positive imag creates for WCFC in the
community, Participant 3 said:
“If we can help an organisation in our community reeet its goals without any harm,
then why not? This collaboration is a good fit; ia@ren't any big risks in doing that. It

makes us look collaborative, and also that thersamething positive in our community
and we supported it”.

Emphasising the benefits that should accrue to W&g@rding collaboration on this research,
Participant 1, for instance, mentioned that WCFCuldolearn from the outcome of the
experiment and use the knowledge gained to impianeést management. He said:
We collaborated with the local college and CNC torésearch in the community forest,
so they know their research is not going to be émygOne of the main components of

that initiative is that it has to be an applied easch; if you do this, this will be the
outcome. We want something that would impact ouragamentParticipant 1).

The description of the expected benefits of théabokration to WCFC underscores the board’s

willingness to learn about new forest managemeptagehes for the future. Participant 15 also
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suggested that there could be a stronger partpebogiiveen WCFC and the BVRC, and between
WCFC and the Smithers Community Forest Societyresearch to enhance learning among the
public.

| have talked also about doing forestry researchtha CF; they have been somewhat
open, but not as open as | would have hoped...Tloerd be research involved. There is
the BV Research Centre and board, and | think gsteyuld be more involved with the
community forest. Or, at least communicate backfanith with them. Research is about
learning, and if there is a research project going people can come and learn
(Participant 15).

6.3 Collaborating with the Office of the Wet’suwetéen First Nation
6.3.1 Protecting Wet'suwet’en Cultural Values

Collaborating with the Office of the Wet'suwet’@m managing the community forest
tenure has resulted in an arrangement where thec@Wmake changes in operational plans
before they are implemented. This is a check agahe possible destruction of Wet'suwet’en
cultural values, medicinal plants, traditional tsistems, etc.

To a certain extent, the Wet'suwet’en is in a uaigosition in that the General Manager
develops the cutting permits and we have a uniguangement in terms of the
community forest; we have a referral coordinataattets to see the operational plans of
the community forest before they are formalised, gets to make changes...The referral
coordinator, through the OW, provides a letter opgort to the plans once everything is
okay(Participant 2).

When asked for any evidence that might show howtifgom the OW is actually incorporated
in operational plans, participants offered respsisseh as the following:

There have been situations where the board and rgeneanager, without any

challenges, have dropped some of these cutting ifseim significant areas for the

Wet'suwet'en. This is a huge difference workingh vat major licensee, where our
concerns are heard and managed for. There are sssue present and these are
managed for on the land base...We had one of theguytermits withdrawn completely
from the plans; there was some valuable timberdsgahat the GM dropped because of
the Wet'suwet’en valugParticipant 2).

...They (the Wet'suwet’en) are into picking berrgasl those kind of things, and in the
CF there are certain areas that those things grdwwey come forward and say those
areas we are planning to log have a good conceigtnabf mushroom, so is there
something we can do not to damag@#rticipant 5).
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The Wet'suwet’en is participating in forest tenunanagement on their territory, and
they have direct impact on what is happening... Theayted a big buffer for goat habitat
and they have it, a bigger buffer around streamd #rey have that. They wanted to
propagate vaccinium and we embarked on doing #@there is a lot of an advantage
here(Participant 1).

Participant 2 gave a detailed description of how REZCand the Wet'suwet'en have shared
information and worked together to protect cultwalues on the tenure:

One other thing we have done is to GPS our tratesy, and if there is forestry activities
around the trail system, the CF ensures that wihenplantation is planted, our trail is
not going to be reforested, so when the next fa@stes up, the trail network will still be
functional, and that is a lot different from thermal licensee, who plant the whole
structure and the whole trail system is lost. Salrace important to the OW and there is
a lot in the tenure area, and we manage it not amiselation to provincial requirements,
but with additional free zones and buffers arounent... Another example is that there
are culturally modified trees that we take time@BS, so they are protected on the land
base after forest activities- that is another dgfece with other major licensees who
would not take the same precaution like the comiyndioiest will do...

Some participants expressed delight with WCFC’oredf at protecting and managing for
Wet'suwet’en cultural values on the land. Two adrthnoted:

We have been trying to promote the conservationpmatection of our cultural heritage
resources and valued ecosystem layers, but withrthjer licensees we don't get the
same results as we have with the (Barticipant 2).

For the Wet'suwet’'en, we did quite an extensivening from the beginning and that is

also a big part of it, sharing that information. IFas being able to share and trust one
another with that information, and if the infornati we share is actually going to be

used, because we are not there as a token stalkehdéldd we have seen that; they have
demonstrated that in the forest practi¢Bsirticipant 23).

In addition, some indicated that collaboration witte OW has led to a more careful and
precautionary approach to harvesting in areas #rat good habitats for wildlife. Two
participants explained how the involvement of thet@uwet’en has contributed to sustainably
managing for wildlife on the community forest teeur
...Not targeting forests that are adjacent to wetlgrigecause some riparian conditions
are good for protecting wildlife habitat; and thee¥suwet’en shared valued ecosystem

information, and we (Wet'suwet’en) have createdyet that represents limiting moose
habitat, which may involve some of the areas foeretheir forest cover is conducive ...
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There aren't intensive forest activities in the asesuch as along the Copper River
(Participant 2).

Other than following the rules, we have funded sqnugects like moose enhancement
within basically where they brush the bunch of whkow to enhance moose browsing.
And, definitely working with the Office of the VBatvet’en on the trail network. It is the

game trails; they were mapped and made aware af,ainsteps and precautions were

taken to make sure that they (the trails) are neangd(Participant 4).

Some participants mentioned that the collaboratwth the OW and efforts at preserving their
values on the land by WCFC signal that SFM prastare being applied on the land.

In terms of preserving some of Wet'suwet’en vafuekinterests on the land base, that is
making practices sustainablEor the commercial side of managing the forest, yauve

to look at it for a longer period, because we may lbe able to harvest as many trees in
the future(Participant 2).

The representative from the OW was involved torerthiat things that we were going to
do were sustainable (Participant 12).

Plate 6.2: Culturally Modified Trees Preserved ontite Community Forest Tenure

2

Sdurce: Ahdérson Assdah, 2013 ource: WCEFC, 2013

During interviews some participants revealed tiat board is dedicated to going the
extra mile and taking extra precaution in manading forest to ensure satisfaction among
members of the community and, in this instanceumng satisfaction among the Wet'suwet’en.

Participant 4 captures this vision of the board:
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Regulations exist on all these (wildlife, watershetd.), but it is the board's desire to go
over and above them. The regulations were put tteepotect the forest ultimately, but

the best we can do leaves a lot - a lot more carddo®e on the (tenure) area than
regulations demand, so that is what we are doirige Board is keen to do whatever we
can; to go over and above, provided we are proféabnd recognising that is the

minimum(Participant 4)

Speaking about the collaboration between the OWthadwo municipalities in managing the
community forest, Participant 23 explained how Wet'suwet’en hereditary chiefs feel about
the OW'’s involvement with the process:
..they (hereditary chiefs) have seen the devasts@wound the territories, and they have
felt that they needed to be part of the decisiokintaso that these travesties do not
happen anymore, and being able to determine whatcceptable in harvesting and
creating forest health. So that has always beeretf@ so many years, and the chiefs’
accessibility to the territory from past and preséorest practices and the amount of

access people have to the territories at largebfaging all these big issues into a small
community forest has been a tremendous feat, é\aeli

| asked if it was safe to assume that the hergdihiefs were happy with whatever was going
on, and she responded, “I wouldn’t say happy butfoaable, because being happy will mean
no disturbance.”
6.3.2 Collaboration in the Management of Non-Timberest Values

Community forestry is perceived as having the pidéno manage for multiple forest
values to the benefit of communities (Teitelbau®l4). Therefore managing for non-timber
forest products (NTFPs) such as mushrooms, beamsng others, is an important aspect of
community forest management. As a result of theoorggcollaboration between WCFC and the
OW, the former has supported the latter (who mairttee rights to harvest NTFPs) to propagate
huckleberries and blueberries. Even though | wiaklyp Participant 1 that “At this time, it is not
part of our license to manage that [NTFPs],” WCE@morted the Wet'suwet’en with $15,000 to
assist in research regarding berry propagation (&/&rd Year Summary, 2009-2010). The

research involved growing berries in a greenhousk assessing their survival rates. If the
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berries were successful, then they would be plaotethe land base. However, the trial did not
yield the desired results to allow planting to coemte:

It is tricky to propagate huckleberries; our intewis that we tried to develop some
shoots and seedlings and put them back in the beasé — now we are going through a
trial and error process of doing it... Last year wadhb0 percent survival rate, and this
year | haven’t gotten the results. However, thegkmthe huckleberries stay in the
greenhouse, the lower its survival rate. One thwng are cognisant of is that for a
huckleberry to survive it has to be in the plantoaunity they came from; they can’t just
be in the greenhoug®Participant 2)

As one past board member mentioned, supportingd¥ein managing for NTFPs, including
medicinal plants, started when logging began orctimemunity forest tenure area. He explained:

A unique thing was that the Wet'suwet’en werelyemiterested in knowing what was

happening on the ground, after we have logged aa aff, because their medicines were
found on the land. We created a fund that wenbisupport them in identifying their

native products they take from the ground...The sy kioard works as a unit and

involving the FN in the process, setting aside myofee the FN to investigate and

determine what the undergrowth is after logging)cit me as uniquéParticipant 13).

According to Participant 2, WCFC has been helpiuurveying areas that are likely to enhance
the growth of berries in the community forest tenur

The WCFC hired a Wet'suwt’en local contractor to slame surveys, where there are
productive berry stands and regenerating forestsd ghere were different options put
forward on the table on how you can do certainisilitural practices that would
enhance berry production. Since the community fesgaretty young, a lot of plantations
are not at that point that need silviculture treatmh, but we have put money aside and we
are investing in looking at different options. Whiéns time to do some silviculture
treatments, we can do some practices that are cowneiio enhancing berry production.

In addition, WCFC board members stated that thexg avconscious effort to avoid harvesting in
areas considered to be important habitats for NTFPs

Through the Wet'suwet’en, the community forest basn really open as far as
preserving traditional berry or mushroom areas.tBere have been areas where maybe
the GM says we will log in here and the board merfioen the Wet'suwet’en says this is
our traditional mushroom area, so we just leavewe don't go in or do something
around it(Participant 5).
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Even though there are efforts at managing for NTERs/ have not been vigorously pursued by
WCFC. This is partly because neither WCFC nor thet’Mwet’en has pushed to commercialise
the products, and managing NFTPs is not a highripridor WCFC at this stage. Two
participants further explained:

...The Wet'suwt’en have provided a number of valuedystem layers that show where
there were NTFPs based on a predicted ecosystenpingpmlatabase where our
medicinal plants would be, food plants would bee TF has been pretty respectful of
this. The Aboriginal people including the Wet'siemt’do maintain the right to these
resources, and we haven't actually made provismisaking these economically viable
resources for the community at large. There is r@age natural respect for the cultural
uses of these resources, so there hasn’'t beeniagythere marketing has been put
towards developing these ecosystems [resoul&sslicipant 2).

At this time it [NTFPs] is not part of our licence authority to manage that... In terms
of botanicals, that is not part of our licencdf.we were to pursue those things we might
come into conflict with the OW in their traditiongéthering sites and interests there, and
so we want to really approach that carefully... Wi# only try and expand our economic
value generation with agreement from the OW becthesg have medicinal and cultural
harvesting practices and we don’t want to conflicth that. It [NTFPs] is something |
would want us to pursue, but it hasn't been tigldst priority because this business has
lasted just six years; we need to deal with pinetlbeand get ourselves organised... |
think there are opportunities to diversify theree \lid spend some money and gave the
OW grant money to do some berry propagation/triae-have financially supported that
- but we have not aggressively pursued that. Amdesdhat we have strategically made
the decision to hold off - it is not a super higiopty until we can mesh up well with the
Wet'suwt’en to look at something on a joint bgBiarticipant 3).

Additional reasons that could account for the malimfforts at managing NTFPs are that the
CFA does not automatically transfer rights to comities to access forest resources such as
NTFPs (Mcllveen & Bradshaw (2005/2006), nor doegrént community forests exclusive
rights to harvest NTFPs (Davis, 2011). In thisecggermission would have to be sought from
the province as part of the forest managementde@greement.

Participant 2 provided the following comment onatvhe thinks has contributed to the

success of the collaboration between the WCFC lam®WV:
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I think what is working for us is that the munidipas wanted to create a CF with the
OW, so the involvement of the First Nation wasarotafter-thought, and we [the OW]

weren’t sold a predetermined project or methodopération or management. It was
collaboration and a lot of up-front discussion thai@s done. Within that also, it

enhanced the relationship between the municipalis@d the Wet'suwet'en, and it
created a collaborative respectful climate for coamity-at-large board members to

come in and work together. So | think the CF waadsolution-oriented, not hanging

up on issues or being positional, but always figdimovative ways of moving forward. |
think that is one of the ingredients to our sucesss the respect and collaboration we
have had.

6.4 Collaborating to Manage Watersheds and Drainage
There has been a collaborative effort by WCFC, Nhristry of Forests, and private
woodlot owners on managing drainage that runs titothe community forest. This
collaborative effort was targeted at sustainablyagang drainage by, for instance, reducing the
level of harvest around key drainage areas. Ppaiti 3 provided further details of this
collaboration, and pointed out that participatinghe process indicates WCFC’s commitment to
work on projects that will enhance managing resesian the tenure:
There is a place called Pine Creek, where ther Igydrological concern because of its
stability. It is a lacustrine type soil, fine texdd; there is evidence of historic mass
wasting and swamping in the area. The GM of WCF@&eadwith a Technical Working
Group in the Ministry of Environment, West FraseillMand my woodlot in that area
and we said ‘how much harvest should we set asnmuan threshold to protect the
watershed from instability?’ So we started estdtitig thresholds for harvesting different
elevations, which the hydrologists told us weredrtgmt. You have to put a cap on low,
middle, and high elevations to manage the sprini m&e, so there is enough cover to

preserve snow long enough into the season in ardeto have a much damping of snow
in that area, creating an erosion impact. We paptite in some of these (Participant 3).

The OW, | am told, made requests to WCFC to leaugel buffer areas around watersheds and
riparian areas, to which WCFC has adhered.

To Participant 15, a better way to manage for vgatxls is through selective logging on
the community forest tenure: “Well, they are limditheir clear-cut areas in their watershed

areas...But you see, once you selectively log, necefif you did partial harvesting, you don't
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need to worry about watershed areas.”

6.5 Collaboration Challenges

In spite of the collaborative potential of comntyrforestry as discussed in the literature,
authors also document challenges that stakehotdensiunities might face in a collaborative
setting and through community forest managemeagt, (Beckley, 1998; Bradshaw, 2003). With
this knowledge in mind, | explored these possibiallenges through my interviews.

6.5.1 Initial Challenges

Pioneers of WCFC and past board members explairadhe organization did not face
major challenges when the idea was conceived tbat@ommunity forest. They attribute this to
the organisation’s approach to getting input angpsut from the public right from the outset.
For instance, there were discussions and presemsato the thirteen Wet'suwet’en hereditary
chiefs regarding the initiative, to seek their ilvament in the process. In addition, there were
about 50 letters sent to potential stakeholderk sisctrappers, private land owners and woodlot
owners, who were in and around the community forestire area (Participant 28). Three open
houses were also held in Smithers, Telkwa, and détwivn (the communities of all three main
stakeholders) to explain to the public the essaidde community forest and to garner their
input.

These efforts notwithstanding, there were chalsn agreeing to an approach to
managing the tenure. One community-at-large basthber resigned from the board over this
because he disagreed with the approach to forestageanent that the newly formed
organisation was going to embrace. As explained pgst board member:

| don’t remember anything negative. Honestly, nughis negative unless you decide to
log. One community-at-large board member quit whenealised that the company was
going to log, because he didn’'t want to be involweth the logging - that is when we
went to the strategic meeting (at the onset). Téragn realised that there was going to
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be harvesting, so graciously resigned. Some oftibeghts at the strategic meeting were
if we were going to harvest everything very fashaotrto harvest at all. The decision was

to definitely harvest — manage the resource, anasicler all other valuegParticipant
12).

When | approached this person who resigned, heaimyaal that at the outset WCFC could have
chosen to be a model for ecosystem-based manageioeking into the long term and
considering other values on the land base, buteckmggo with the industrial forest model of
logging and focusing on profits. He therefore terdein a letter of resignation, because the
committee that was championing this vision was-sté@ped and decisions made were not in
line with how the organisation had been initialgnceived:
| was a board director when it started in 2005/20@&it | resigned because of how
decisions were made. This is because originally,deeided to set-up a company, of
which the Town of Smithers, the Village of Telkarad the Office of the Wet'suwet'en
would eventually be the shareholders, but thereldvdae a shareholders’ agreement
regarding what values should be managed for, hosy tlvould be managed, etc. With
this, we could modify operations from what industogs maximising profits. There was

a committee that worked towards this, but there wadecision made outside of this
committee that we wouldn’t go in this direction angre(Participant 24).

6.5.2 Capacity Challenges
6.5.2.1 Finance

Start-up capital was a major challenge to gettlrey WCFC partners working together
according to Participant 3, who was also one ofpimmeers of the organisation. He indicated
that it was estimated that $100,000 - $150,000neqsired to pay for initial administrative costs
such as submitting the CFA application, cuttingnuies and environmental assessments. As a
result, the steering committee that was set upversee the activities of the organisation
approached the local mill, Pacific Inland Resoun@e$Vest Fraser Timber Company), for some
money but was unsuccessful. The company did notaseemmunity forest as part of their
mandate and did not want to get involved with ils@) the banks were not ready to risk money

for an organisation without any financial recordbasiness experience.

130



The committee set up to oversee the organisatien approached Northern Engineered
Wood Products (NEWPRO) and was able to negotialeaa arrangement with them for
$150,000 at a 2% interest rate. There was, howeavegiprocal arrangement that WCFC would
negotiate on behalf of NEWPRO to get constant suppfibre from the sale of the community
forest logs to the local mill. Two participantse#d the following in this regard:

| think there was some kind of agreement with NE@Q/R® give that company some
dedicated volume of wood. But that would go tontiile[PIR], since NEWPRO does not
deal directly with the logs. However, through thid,ithey could get the sawdust as their
raw material. So they were putting some kind of eyomto the whole thing. | asked
questions about that, but no one actually produaadagreement; however, there was
clearly an agreement, be it a handshake or somettiarticipant 24).

Before we could execute the loan, the owner [oYMRRO] passed away, and in his
estate gave $150,000 to the town, which he saidevhs used for forestry activities. And
the town made it available to us at the same camditwe arranged with NEWPRO
initially. So we (WCFC) took advantage of that, gu¢ money, and paid it back in the
fourth year, though it was a five-year term (Pagant 3).

6.5.2.2 Time Constraints

With a volunteer board of directors managing tbemunity forest licence, the amount
of time they dedicate to discussion and delibenasibout the plans of the organisation could be
critical to its success. It is probably no surptisat board members mentioned time as a major
challenge to their participation on the board.

For me, it is about the amount of time everythedges. When | got involved | had visions
of projects, possibilities and excitement aroundrgthing that | could do or bring on
board, and | think family and work and reality setslt takes a lot of time and energy to
make things happen...One of the biggest lessonshaasHoly, it's a lot more than |
thought it would be.” And some disappointments, iodhat the reason | got involved
was because | was really passionate and | hachake ideas to go forward, and | realise
that as a director you are kind of limited, becayee are a volunteer; my time is limited,
the potential is limitedParticipant 4).

I think scheduling a time that we all can be togetas a board. We do our best though
and the meetings are consistent. Part of it is lanteer position, so balancing that with
people’s jobs is important. But when a lot of issaeme up, people would be happy to
make time to deal with them — we haven’'t had aflidsues thoug(Participant2).
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...This is a volunteer board that puts in a lot ohdito give direction to the CF. So
wanting them to put in extra hours to do all otkards of stuff would be difficult. That is
the big question: Is there adequate time for uddsomething elsgParticipant 1).

This last quote in particular points to the diffiges time constraints can pose in doing more than
the minimum in terms of the board being involvedhe management of the forest and having
time to collaborate with others on new issues. Tooestraints are preventing the board from
meeting to discuss issues as often as they wddddi

6.5.3 Public Outreach and Communication

As established in Chapter Four, most participaoted that in their view, the public is
apathetic about collaborating with the WCFC on ngamgthe tenure. Like the board, all other
participants attributed this apathy to a lack oblpuoutreach, or communication gaps between
the organisation and the public, and mentioned ithe fundamental challenge to the limited
collaboration. The board particularly sees thigt@snajor challenge and believes there needs to
be innovative approaches to bridging this gap. Sboswd members shared their views on the
issue:

...But for the grassroots constant participation,réhbasn't been a lot and we have tried
...we do what we can, but we have not been reallgtigeein how to get more people
who have issues to show up. There have been wergdeple who have been involved,
and those who feel we are logging along their prope get involved. It has actually
been challenging to get consistent and thoughtifolif as to both operational levels and,
in the long-term, what we will do with the benefitsthink people are busy and until
there is something wrong, they are not willing t@rtigipate even in things that will

impact then{Participant 4).

We could do better in terms of structuring opengssumore frequently and in a targeted
way to engage the community more. And that is padur mandate - though it is not
more of community education, but a way to get faekitand input into what we are
doing. You are limited by budget and time, becahseboard may not want to go out
there once a quarter to do such because it is @fldime, but it is really no excuse. As a
CF, | think we should fund more of those thingwill say it is a shortcoming of our
board policies right now, because we can do bettadan't think we have done a great
job communicating with the public, but | think teeare people who see the opportunity
for sharing in our profits. We have funded aboutos@anisations, so that in itself raises
awareness in the organisatigRarticipant 3).
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The OW representative ranked interest of the We#sien in getting involved with WCFC
from low to moderate, and attributed this rankiogrtore pressing issues in other sectors of the
economy, such as mining and exploration, that loaecepied their attention. He said:
For instance, now there is a proposed project ofih@ pipeline go through our territory.
Since there has been an increase in activities umt@rritory, there are more concerns
towards the effect of these proposed projects,mdortwnately forestry has taken a back

seat in the area; other projects have taken the.lea

One community participant commented on the commuoitest’s lack of outreach and how that

affected him:

Well, they don’'t do a lot of outreachOne of the disappointments | had was nobody
came to see me and in a way that they share tlsabresibility, because | live at the edge
of their harvest area, but nobody came to me. ¢ interaction with them came from
their flagging, and then | knew they were in myaar®o, | had to contact them because
the impact is coming. That was a slight disappoaritnbecause they were not proactive
in getting in touch with somebody like me who livethe area they were cutting. Nobody
came to ask me anythirgBarticipant 16).

6.5.4Conflict
As some authors (e.g., Ansell & Gash, 2008; Ch&igjurtevant, 2012) have noted that

the plurality of interests represented by stakedsldh a collaborative management setting could
serve as a source of conflict, and can impact #ffecollaboration among stakeholders, | delved
into the issue of conflict with participants.
6.5.4.1 Among Board Members

All current board members stated that there hasbaeh conflict among them as they
deliberate and make decisions about the tenurenankl to agreeable solutions, albeit they do
not always agree. Board members feel fortunatehis tregard, as revealed by the fact that
community interest remains supreme in their deéibens:

We have been fortunate to have good people ondarmllio work with and collaborate
on ideas. There have been times that we do noeabte there has been no animosity so
far, or a lot of tensions on the board, so it haei fun to participate on the board
(Participant 4).
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| haven't seen anything like that, we have beedlyrdacky! | don’t know if it is the
diversity or the interest of people being on thardp but we have not had any meetings
sabotaged (Participant 2).

The dedication of the board, and in my time, thess been a few tensions here and
there, but overall, I think it has been a highlyndtioning board and under (nhame
withheld) leadership. I think it's partly set thene under which the board operates the
norms and valuefParticipant 7)

Board members further pointed out that there cbeldonflict of interest among members of the

board because of their possible association witterobrganisations in the community and,

therefore, there are policy and guidelines on eoindif interest.
There hasn’t been any conflicts among directors,dming a small community, a board
member may be part of a group and therefore woaldehto abstain themselves from
voting from a certain topic because it might cartflvith interests of the other group. So
there are mechanisms to deal with such things. un recruiting process, we check
backgrounds to find out where people work and tteupgs that they belong to. So if
anything in terms of grants distribution comes tlyat board member would decline from

voting. But there are some instances that the oéshe board wants to listen to their
perspective to hear what they have to say (Pasiti2).

The major conflicts happen on the ground with ofiers, but not on the board. People
do not have to take things personally on the bo#ten there is a conflict of interest, it
is discussed on the board and people stay bgladicipant 6.

One board member told me she had to declare hdliatarf interest status when discussions
were on-going about specific organisations in whpobfits were to be invested. The Conflict of
Interest and Policy and Guidelind3plicy #2002 requires WCFC’s board members, staff, and
employees to declare their status in honesty obtbanisation. However, | was not informed of
any conflict resolution or mitigation strategiestithe board has in place to manage any future
conflicts.
6.5.4.2 Among Key Stakeholders

Some participants mentioned that there has nom ey conflict between the three

stakeholders. However, board members noted that thas an issue that could have been a
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recipe for conflict between the town of Smithersl dhe village of Telkwa, when the former
demanded an amount of money from WCFC to invediuitding an arena for the town. The

village of Telkwa objected to that request.

We had something with Smithers, where they wamtddke a lot of money from the
WCFC funds to build the aren@hey said 'we are partners and we should be abteke
the amount that we want to build this arena’ andkWwa spoke up and said not so fast.
So, I don't know if there is an expectation thar¢his a lot of money, and if there will be
pressure as [financial] resources [from harvestiry/indle(Participant 9)

One participant from the village of Telkwa commehtm the issue as follows:

Back up to about a year, the CF had more than Hanikitting in the bank. And | had a
meeting with Smithers, and | proposed we ask thmnaflarger dividend. Smithers
almost screwed my head off, “You keep your hanfilshat money and mind your
business” That is where that ended, and in a femtims later they were lobbying to get
$600,000 for the arena and they wanted us, Telkwaiipport it. We wouldn’t support it.

| wasn’t against them getting $600,000 provided\Wet'suwet'en and Telkwa were each
getting $600,000. Arbitrarily giving Smithers alo$600,000 is not right, because they
are only a third owner of the community forest...Vieeg[the Telkwa representative]
instruction that we aren’t going to consider it,cahdon’t think it went further than that
(Participant 29).

The board’s stance on the issue was to explaintio fparties that it was not possible to dole out
that amount of money for the project, and thisaw/ lthe situation was resolved.

6.5.4.3 Between the Board and Shareholders

Board members indicated there have not been ctyflbetween them and the
shareholders, but three board members raised cendbat Telkwa and Smithers are most
interested in the profits made from logging ackeat and their keenness could be a potential
source of future conflict between the shareholdeid the board. Two board members explained
the situation:

There have been differences in opinions regardiag lour profits will be used. They

have had some discussions with us and some Causdilive projects in their areas that

they want us to use the money for. We have tohd thes the board's decision to decide
how money is going to be used; we have taken yaice but no guarantees. [If you do

not like it, then you can employ yourselves]. Thegebe the major challenge in future:
strong voices from Council as to how our monieukhbe used. So far, | can't say there
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are any major challenges; we have been left to Hatwe want to do. They have been
very respectful for this wide community supportr{iegpant 3).

What we have done in the past is, we have depasite@ of the profits in a legacy fund
to make it continue forever and ever. The politisilnave seen that there is some money
there, so of course they want to have access to Al we are like: No, you are not
going to have access to that! Not that we haveafuthority that way, but we make sure
that things are looked after the way they shoultbb&ed aftei(Participant 5)

My interview with Participant 29 partly confirmele interest both Telkwa and Smithers have in

the profits being made by the organisation:

I think they got 2.5 million sitting there, and ¢gt thinking it will be nice to get our
hands on some of that money, because we are therawvirelkwa and Smithers need a lot
of things, but after | learned about what that ey fund] was all about, | am quite
satisfied to let the funds build to the level theynt, and we will start distributing funds
that come in year to year.

6.5.4.4 Between the Board and Forest Users

Almost all participants were of the opinion thaete has not been conflict between

WCFC and forest users in the community forest ten8ome referenced the MOU with forest

user groups as managing expectations and as afwdgaling with any potential conflicts that

might arise. Two participants explained:

| would say it has been good; there haven't begnragjor conflicts. The general public
makes input, and | haven't heard any backlash. BErat was chosen because it was
controversial, so the fact that they have beernare logging pine-infested wood and the
CCSC have developed a lot of trails [biathlon - footh shooting and skiing], the
naturalists haven’t extended that much, so it seenie that everybody has their interest
looked after. They also put their plans out theeeduse the FSP, for instance, has to be
advertised for the public to review it. There wéreamuch community input when |
reviewed their FSP, because the process was salidtlaerefore unless there is a big
problem it moves on like that (Participant 23).

We haven't had any real conflicts, which is a resfilcommunication. Initially we could
have had a conflict with them regarding the ille¢ralil we put in there. The conflicts we
have to resolve is the road and the residents likatin the area, but not with WCFC.
They have been supportive in doing things likeaggi(Participant 20).

However, Participant 14 noted that some communignivers residing close to the community

forest tenure were at odds with logging in that pathe forest. He explained that:
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Some of the people that live on the town edgeeofCth are strongly concerned about
what kind of activities happens in the forest. Ig opinion, their interests are not
necessarily the best interest of the CF. | think & not in my back yard [NIMBY] thing.
They don’t want to hear the sound of the loggingimges, or visual, or generally they
do not want trees cut down. That is the only onean think about as a conflict
(Participant 14).

6.5.4.5 Among Recreational Groups

Participant 1 explained that there was an initizhllenge getting all interested groups
that operate on the community tenure to attend RYGddiscuss the organisation’s plans,
because of disagreements and seeming conflictebataome recreational groups.

In fact, in starting the RUGM, there were a lottiings such as ‘we are not going to be
there, because ATVers are there.” This is becaush people didn’'t want to be at a
meeting, where machine-powered resource groups \aeadlable. They didn’t agree
with them. It was difficult getting people to cotnghe meetings. Another good example
was that the trail people didn’t want the mounthikers to operate in the CF. Those
were difficult hurdles, and they didn’t want to there because they didn’t want anyone
challenging them, so that their positions are sgyenand agreed to, by all others. Trying
to exclude opposing opinions, right? You invitergvedy there and if somebody does not
want to come, they wouldn’t be there. It is that@e! They can decide not to be there,
but provide input in another means if they want.

6.6 Implementing SFM Practices

As established in Chapter Two, there are many forakies that are measured under
BC’s and Canada’s C&l framework for measuring SEMving to this, | listed some specific
markers identified in the literature relating tokagical sustainability to see if | could observe
these indicators on the community forest tenurdrdadly considered activities related to
wildlife, riparian/watersheds, soil, forest overdamnder story, reforestation, fire management,
and management for biodiversity, which were commmamkers | identified while reviewing the
literature (see: CCFM, 2005; BC MFML, 2010; NRC 120 While | recognise the existence of
both economic and social/cultural sustainabilitynponents in the data presented thus far, |

specifically focused on participants’ perceptionl amy observations regarding how the WCFC is
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implementing these and other markers. In doind atso watched for evidence of collaboration
and/or learning related to these SFM indicators.

6.6.1 Biodiversity

Managing for biodiversity is one of many practiceslertaken by WCFC, although the
organisation is currently pre-occupied with harwesipine-infested wood. When | asked how
WCFC manages for biodiversity, all participants trmred that WCFC plants different tree
species that are appropriate to the ecosystem efBinkley Valley, that is pine (Pinus
banksiana Lamb), spruce (Picea abies), and balgaiforf sub-alpine) (Abies balsamea (L.)
Mill). Some participants shared specific information biodiversity, which along with the data

in the chapters above help to show how both cofltim and learning have impacted this

marker:

We try to plant the ranges of species ecologicaliyed to this site, and that is defined by
government, but we will also leave commercial aod-commercial size trees, where the
stand structure exists before we start harvestiEMen in this pine salvaging areas, we
still leave as much structure as possi@articipant 3).

It [biodiversity] is a funny one, because we areahie middle of mountain pine beetle. We
are harvesting for the pine-infested wood and tdbitws us to do a couple of things. It
allows us to make sure that we get those treeanaffnew once growing up, and we are
participating in a broader planting of some spectlat includes species that would

adapt to climate change, but are not found in otgaa That includes whitebark pine,

which is suffering massive{Participant 1).

In its collaboration with WCFC, the OW is contrimg to managing for biodiversity on the
community forest tenure by providing data on rgrecges that need to be protected:

...With biodiversity, there has been information ttiet OW has brought forward and is
contributing in managing that. The OW has done aalysis on their land base and
determined ecosystems that are rare. The proviasetimese, but that is throughout the
whole province. We [the OW]have created one thahigue to this area and it is shared
with the general manager to ensure that we arefootising on harvesting activities in
areas with such rare species or medicinal plgarticipant 2).
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Planting western larch, Douglas fir and cedar (alh-target tree species) as part of the IRM
initiative further adds to biodiversity managemedtivities of the WCFC and, as earlier
explained, this is a collaborative experiment andcbmmunity forest tenure.

However, one community participant was of the vidvat WCFC did not have a
commitment to manage biodiversity beyond what quimed by law and, in this case, beyond
what is stipulated in the Bulkley Valley Land anddeurce Management Plan:

The LRMP provides minimum protections and so (& #re minimum protections
sufficient? | don’t know; (b) they could provideopections greater than what is said in
the LRMP if they wanted to. | don't think thereaisy inclination to do anything more
than the LRMP minimum objectives. At one of thetimgseabout pine beetle infestation
and logging | attended, | was told ‘we are not gpito do more than what the LRMP
requires’ (Participant 19).

6.6.2 Wildlife Management

Participant responses regarding how WCFC is magdgir wildlife included comments
about adhering to both the LRMP and FRPA rules ddlife management, which required
learning about these regulations, as noted aboveneing willow growth for wildlife (e.g., for
moose browsing); and deactivating winter roadsethuce access to wildlife hunting, which is a
result of learning from forestry operations.

We [WCFC] have done some cutting of willows indahea to enhance willow growth. So
the GM and lay-out crew are very careful in detenimg where there is road access.
There are some provisions to preserve some decsgdand browse species within the
area. One of the things is access, because once ithaccess in a lot of these areas, it
encourages overhunting. Since we are harvestinthenwinter, some of these winter
roads have been deactivated for access in the suaamdefall when the hunting pressure
would be out theréParticipant 2).

| have to tell you that there is an area that wobkl good for moose habitat, and they
[WCFC] have deactivated the logging road to alldve tmoose to move through to the
river, where they can feed on the willow. That ésyvgood! | think they did that on
purpose and that will take care of wildlifBarticipant 17)

Yes, like | said they are utilising different loggipractices and leaving patches behind
for the animals. On the surface it is a good ideat whether they are utilising some
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wildlife surveys to know places where they shoald/ést or not, | am not aware of that
(Participant 18).

Participant 24 was not sure if value is placednndlife management by WCFC, as he
explained: “I haven’'t seen them emphasise thatdlilél management], even though they have
made communications with the community. What | hegen them emphasise is how much goes
back to the community.”

As | toured the forest | was shown areas wherélifal patches have been left behind
after logging, and it was explained by my tour gsidhat this is another wildlife management
approach. Plate 4.10 shows small patches of keftdsehind after logging and Plate 4.11 shows
a cow moose | spotted on the community forest n8ome participants and my tour guides
mentioned that there are core ecosystems withinctmemunity forest tenure that had been
delineated by the Bulkley Valley Land and Resouk@nagement Plan and these areas are
protected by the WCFC through its management.

During my second tour of the community forest, guyde explained to me that wildlife
management is considered in the planning phase wWenare drawing up logging plans, and
one participant confirmed this, as he explained:

I think it [wildlife management] is in the planning Your goal for clear-cutting and

distribution should fit well in the landscape, leay mature cover in the landscape in

order not to disrupt wildlife. This is where Sileitis very good; they know how to look
all these regulationgParticipant 3).

In WCFC’s 2013 Logging Plan Map, | observed thdtlife tree rentention areas (WTRAS) had
been left out of the areas to be harvested. Whemuired from one of the contractors, he
explained that the WTRAs are purposely left fordiie management. As well, my second forest
tour guide pointed to a wildlife corridor on thenmmunity forest, which is left purposely for

wildlife like moose and mountain goats. This is hbeonfirmed that wildlife management was
considered in planning, because | couldn’t taketupe of the large wildlife corridor.
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Plate 6.3: Tree patches Plate 6.4: Cow moose

Source: Anderson Assuah, 2013

6.6.3 Watershed/Riparian Area Management

Watersheds/riparian areas are important to resdenthe Bulkley Valley, as they are
major sources of water. Through the Bulkley Land &gesource Management Plan, there have
been limits set on the amount of harvest that camldne within the reach of a watershed or
riparian area. This requires careful managementvatersheds within the community forest
tenure area. According to Participant 15, the Baykhquatic Resources Committee (BARC) has
set limits to harvesting in drainages. He told hne in his communications with board members
of WCFC, he was told there was not going to bermoye harvesting in drainage areas because
of these set limits.

In addition, collaborating with the OW has resdlte managing watersheds and riparian
areas beyond the requirements of both the LRMP FRBA. Participant 1 explained, “Our
riparian management areas are wider and broadenthat is provided for (in the LRMP). We
have signed an MOU with the OW who want wider mamagnt.” Participant 11 also revealed
that “For instance, leaving a buffer around an anes not have been stated, but the GM finds it

necessary to do so and everyone agrees on that.”
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According to Participant 2, the focus on salvagpige infested wood is implicitly
helping WCFC to manage for watersheds, becausegpoves in drier areas and therefore there
is no harvesting of it in the wetter areas:

We have had an uplift in our AAC to deal with tleepbeetle epidemic, and pine trees

grow in drier areas, so we are not in the wettezas or riparian or water table areas. As

a result of that we are protecting the watershets, tributaries, and where the water

table is high. The nature of our AAC will reducepants on the watershed itself to an

extent, and, in the future, we have to figure autovative ways to maintain the

hydrological integrity of the forest when we aramgpto harvest the areas with spruce,
etc.

6.6.4 Forest Over-and-Understory Management

During harvesting, WCFC retains forest understarysome cut-blocks. Not all areas are
subjected to clear cutting, although that appeatsetthe dominant approach to getting beetle-
infested wood out of the forest. During my secoadr tof the forest, which coincided with
logging, | observed that not all trees on a cutklwere cleared. The trees | saw left behind
were not merchantable but, as | moved around, | athers which looked merchantable, but
were also not logged. | asked for explanations, lawds told these are understory left behind

during logging (see Plate 4.12).

Plate 6.5: Forest Understory

Source: Anderson Assuah, 2013
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During my interviews, | asked questions regardimg$t under-and-over story management, and
below are examples of the responses | received pamicipants:

They are the biggest we are managing for, becasares paying our loggers to retain it.
On each cut-block, we are retaining sapling poled &rees that are not targeted: balsam
and spruc€Participant 1).

We have been lucky that some of the loggers we hiagd are retaining a lot of
understory. In the past there wasn’t much to dgrotecting understory. The way that
the blocks are laid out, the skid trails are layt,cand the skills of the operators, they are
able to harvest to minimize impacts on the ground eetain a lot of the understory
(Participant 2).

They are keeping some of those [understory trdad],| think it is because the CF is
close to the ski club, so everyone is watching,taegt don’t want everywhere to be flat.
That is my guess. My sense is they don’t see awgytesm benefits of understory; maybe
they do(Participant15).

However, as two participants explained, there i$ moich understory left during logging
activities, even though the understory is the fitatock of the forest and needs to be well
managed:

They will tell you there is retention, but thatvisry little. When they do the prescription,
what is left in most places is a very small amafrirees. To me, it is unsightly and, if
there was a different way to do it and leave a tgeamount of trees, that would be a
better practice; especially in some areas that eliese to town and are at the heart of
recreation for peopléParticipant19).

Now they talk about harvesting pine-infested wood a lot of the understory gets

damaged. It is hard to maintain them because ofkthd of equipment used to protect
your understory, which is your future stock. Settihe clock back to zero, if you leave
trees behind, you are not going back to zero. if go back to zero it means your whole
land is not stocked for 10-15 years, because thengdrees need to use the space
(Participant 15).

Surprisingly, all except Participant 3 commentedanest over-story and he was of the opinion
that it was difficult to leave over-story, becausdethe pine beetle infestation: “It is typically

difficult to leave over-story at this point, so warvest it” (Participant 3).
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6.6.5 Timber Harvesting

Participants indicated that logging is done dutimg winter season, because there is less

impact from harvesting on the land/ground. Harvesturing winter is also a way to manage for

soil health, according to Participant 10, who ekyd that: “We do winter logging and, as

opposed to summer logging, the difference is stgkiThe soil layer is undisturbed, because

there are no skid trails. Soils are also a requergmn the FSP, and there is 5% or 10%

disturbance depending on the kind of soil.”

Regarding the method of harvesting utilised by WClparticipants agreed that it is

mainly clear-cut. However, most explained thasiticlear-cut with some retention on the land

base.

When

this to

It's a clear-cut silviculture system- we take ngall mature merchantable trees...and we
recover it. Except when there are things like qaltdeatures or Wet'suwet’en trails or
visual impacts, then we leave as much structurpassible...So it is mainly clear-cut,
which is an acceptable practice, but people asgeai@gatives with Participant 3)

Right now it is conventional logging practices, there is a lot more care about the pre-
logging and logging plans. | think the CF isn’t é@ed on saving every penny and
sometimes it costs us a little bit more in termbadfing the contractors take more time to
save trees for regeneration. It sometimes costiare to do so, but the CF is always
willing to assume those cost for the protectiParticipant 2).

I do not know everything they are doing, but theg aertainly not clear-cutting
everywhere; they leave some partial retention iairtfharvesting. | do not know how
diverse their range of planting is; | would thirtkely are planting a fairly diverse species
of trees.. Compared with other forest companies, they seeemfghasise on smaller cut
blocks, different species, and different logginggbices which, on the surface, looks very
good(Participant 18).

| approached one contractor regarding the adeth harvesting used on the tenure, he had
say:

It depends on the block. They have places they {eéinand certain places they want
saplings and poles left, so it varies — it is atomig. It is a mixture between clear-cut and
selective logging. By selective logging, you will $2ave merchantable tree behind if
you are not after that particular species. Someg$aare left because they are wetlands,
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CMTs, cultural trails, or too sensitive. The whalea is labelled on the map given us
(Participant 30).

| asked questions regarding the possibility ofisitiy more partial logging than clear-cutting,
and | was told by some board members that there discussions around partial logging, but
salvaging pine-infested wood meant that partiafjiog could not happen immediately:
There have been discussions around selective Igggu it is because of where we are
in our uplift harvesting beetle-infested pine tre@®sce we move to other trees species in
the future, | think there would be more opportwestifor selective logging...It isn’t

conducive to do selective logging right now, beeatl® beetle infestation is about 70
percent on our area, so our license directs uhuse areagParticipant 2).

Owing to WCFC'’s collaboration with the Bulkley Vail Cross Country Ski Club, however,
harvesting along the trails of the latter was daleand more targeted, as explained in the data
above. Some participants referred to this appreagbartial/selective harvesting.

One participant was of the opinion that partiajgmg can be done on the community
forest amid salvaging pine-infested wood. He suiggkthat this could be possible when fines
are attached to logging contracts to prevent cotdra from destroying understory with the big
harvesting equipment:

I would say there should be more partial logginggrein the pine-infested forest. What |

find is that they have logged the pine, but they rast paying much attention to the trees

that they have left behind. It is very difficultoggers are being paid by the amount of
cubic metres they harvest and you tell them togutahese trees? My way of thinking is
that if there isn’t any kind of fine for damagirgettrees, then they tend to run these trees
over with the big equipmentMy thinking is that there should be a fine attachedhe

document, and 1 think they would be more carefutl ahey would bid lower
(Participant15).

Furthermore, WCFC manages visual impacts of itgilug operations on cut-blocks through
visual quality assessment and modelling. For itgam WCFC’s End Year Summary (2012-
2013), it is stated that visual impact assessmerte developed on cutting blocks along the
Tatlow slope area on the community forest tenuné, the assessments were shared with forest

user groups at the resource user group meetin@1iB.2Irhe assessment was shared with forest
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user groups for their input since WCFC collaboratéh such groups in its management of the
community forest tenure, as earlier discussed.

Based on the assessment, it was estimated thabxapately 8,800 rh was to be
harvested along the Tatlow slope for the 2013-20d”esting season. During my interviews,
some participants expressed satisfaction with ibgaVimpact management of logged cut-blocks
by WCFC.Three participants explained:

They do a lot of aesthetics stuff and | don’t ustird that. | think it is a computer
modelling that keeps the visual impacts of loggiadow key as possible, so that for the
many places that people are walking, you don’tgeothat. A lot of visual impact stuff.
You don't notice it, so you don't see it and tlsathie whole poingParticipant14).

What they do for the view, they have certain pamghe valley that they take into

consideration. They project the line of site irffte tmountains and try to hide the logging
blocks behind it like a screen. | didn’t know treayed about that because, when you
drive across B.C, there are lots and lots of logtpmtks that have ugly views sticking
out. | didn’t know they would be this concerriPdrticipant 17).

They were talking about a proposed area they warttarvest. With the data they had
gathered and analysed, and just for the visual déags from my point of view, they had
gone over and above what normal forestry companmdd do(Participant 20).

Participant 7 raised a concern over the futureisfial impact assessment management when
logging activities commence in very visible areaglte community forest tenure:

There are visual quality objectives but, at thisnpol am not very sure about what we
are going to do when we have to harvest some dfé¢les which are very visible. | think
there will be more community consultation whenoines to that part of it in mitigating

the visual impacts.

6.6.6 Tree Planting
Reforestation is core to SFM, and to forestry fatjons in BC Tree planting on the

community forest tenure is usually from June to éatgf every year. Since the inception of the
community forest in 2007 up to 2013, WCFC has gdmver 1.7 million trees (Notes from

AGM). A contract to plant approximately 299,420esein the 2014 tree planting season was
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completed in the summer of 2013 (WCFC Year End Samm2012-2013). According to
Participant 30:

They [WCFC] plant trees as soon as we harvest,illingf their silviculture
responsibilities. They talked about free to grow tther night [at the AGM]. They are
responsible for trees unless they are free to gmlhich is a minimum of 5 years. In that
aspect, they are doing a good job for sustainaiedtry.

Plate 6.6: Location of the 1,000,000tree planted on the community forest tenure

AbAALbARAAAL

1,000,000
TREES PLANTED

7 s

Source: Anderson Assuah, 2013

6.7 Challenges to Implementing SFM

Below, | present the views of participants on thallenges they think WCFC faces in
achieving sustainability and SFM.

6.7.1 Mountain Pine Beetle Epidemic

The mountain pine beetle epidemic and its assatihtevest was identified by most
participants as a major challenge to achieving asugble forest management by the
organisation, because they were unsure how and WH&RC would return to more sustainable

cut levels, after taking a lot of wood from thedst within a short period of time.
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...the pine beetle, because they are logging alletlazeas with pine, so the challenge is
how they are going to get back to reducing theit ouer the next five years to a
sustainable levglParticipant 15).

The pine beetle is also a challenge; how much wddy leave standing behind for
biodiversity purposes vs. leaving it and makingurattake its course? The pine beetle
can affect the way they want to harvest, becauseliitaffect other adjacent species
around it. And, another thing is how much do yopleasise pine? The whole challenge
now is diversity; you do not know how trees woelspiond to climate changParticipant
18).

6.7.2 Provincial Regulations

Most participants pointed to provincial regulasosurrounding forest management as a
major challenge to achieving sustainability. Thefed that forestry is highly regulated in the
province, and this does not give much space faygis’ in the industry, such as community
forests, to be innovative in managing the forest.

There is disconnect, actually between industries the people that work for them. The
assumption is that people are just interested ittirgee wood and making much money,
but working with [names withheld] that is not thesse, because they have lots of different
interests with forestry, but are hampered by thgutations. They want to make less
money and manage things differently, but regulatisay no, you can’t; you must
manage things this way. That is an interesting esmé potential learning for the
community(Participant 20)

The Forest Act is a challenge to sustainabilitycdese it provides just minimums for
industry, which does not resonate with First NasimalueqParticipant 23)

...Stocking standards, when you write your FSP, yemrdrthe knowledge to go with it,
but the regulations are all about timber objectiv¥®u take money out and you have to
put money back. Now with the money, the treesramgigg, and is it money that we want
or the forest? So the government is about that thatl is silly, because things happen
like the beetle. The beetle is not supposed tatadiech large areas, because we have
always been managing pine since the 1800s. Anypalicy is a challenge to SFM
(Participant 10).

The biggest challenge for all forest managers & folicy and legislation is focused on
maximizing short-term economic gain and assumingiremmental processes and
products will be maintained. The community forestsan opportunity to do something
different and have a longer-term viéRarticipant 27).
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6.7.3 Climate change

A few participants mentioned climate change asalehge to SFM on the community
forest tenure, as captured by the following quote:

Obviously, a change in climate will be one of th¥ve are in an area where, depending
on which model you look at, will be hotter and diwe warmer and wetter. Two totally
different trajectories in climate change, and wa’tput our eggs in one basket there. If
we aren’t careful we would be caught with our pagsvn, and we won't be able to have
a resilient stand. If we decide to plant all larblhcause it manages to do well in the next
two years (legislation won'’t allow that anyway), wiél be opening ourselves up to some
pests (Participant 1).

According to Participant 15, actualising the gadsin WCFC’s Forest Stewardship Plan (FSP)
is the major challenge to achieving sustainabilitg.explained:

I don't think there is anything [challenge], excgpu have to do what you said you want
to do. That is the biggest challenge. For instaricgou say you will replant you have to
do so. And not just replanting what you can getyawdh.

6.7.4 Availability of markets

Some patrticipants observed that in the event otlbsure of the only mill in Smithers,
sustainability would be threatened, because théldevadditional costs to haul logs to different
mills in different locations, which would affect giits being made by the organisation and
overall viability of the community forest tenure.

What happens if the mill closes? It means we handeag our logs at a cost of extra $40
or $50 dollars/m3 to get farther to the next malhd maybe the market does not support
it, and you have to close down. Another is witlyawle mill in town, they can say this is
our price and if you don't want it ...lack of cortipen is also a threat, | think
(Participant 3).

| think the advantage they have is that they amselto a saw mill that they sell to,
because hauling costs would impact them if the gloBed. If the stumpage rate goes up,
and the saw mill shuts down, that would be a bigllehge. If anything disrupts that
formula it would be difficult for it to succe€Barticipant 22).

| just think one thing is that Canada sucks in temwh value-added, but in particular BC
It is like “let’'s try and get our wood out and supp the community.” The small

businesses who want to do value added cannot hafidlgese fees involved. | think that
is a challenge to sustainability, because theraassustainable market, but mostly big
mills influenced by globalisation, and that inflees CFs. There are some
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entrepreneurial or value added things that the @R support, for instance, tables made
from WCFC forest§Participant 11).

Diversifying [the number of] places they can sathlder is a challenge, because my
understanding is that the mills determine how mtiotber of which type they want.
Diversified markets might allow for more discretior resource managers. | think
managers are in a difficult position and limitedvitnat they can do because they have so
much risk and economic pressures to congiBarticipant 27).

6.8 Summary

Collaboration with other groups and individualdicates WCFC'’s intent and willingness
to open themselves up to initiatives which couldddi the organisation, and through which the
community forest can learn to improve or enhansenanagement of the community forest, both
on the land base and in their relationships witheotorganisations. For instance, it could be
argued that making use of information shared byQk¢ and protecting their values on the land
base point to a collaborative governance approackihich stakeholders are not seen as token
participants in managing the forest, but have theices heard on things they want carefully
managed on their behalf. This was confirmed by paricipant from the Wet'suwet’en, who
indicated that WCFC has demonstrated through iesstaonanagement that information shared by
the OW is being utilised.

The ongoing cross-cultural collaboration betweemtngas involved in WCFC that
previously was non-existent according to participaa an important achievement to this point.
There were no major collaborations between the Nagions and the two municipalities (TOS
and VOT) on projects or with previous forest pragducompanies. Through WCFC,
collaboration has started to emerge, with the Weté&t’en having the opportunity to confirm
management plans before they are actually apprareti applied on the land base. The
Wet'suwet’'en mentioned to me that the hereditdngfs are comfortable with the collaboration

taking place, having witnessed the many devasst@nthe land in the past through forestry
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activities. This collaboration also shows actionome of the objectives of the CFA in BC, which
is to “promote communication and strengthen relationslipsveen Aboriginal and non-
Aboriginal communities and person®C MFLNRO, 2011).

As well, the board’s stance on the potential cohBituation between the VOT and TOS
related to the distribution of benefits could beilatited to its strength as an independent board.
Had appointees of these jurisdictions on the bdeeh Councillors, outcomes related to this
conflict could have been different because of ewfned positions. And, with WCFC not having
any conflict management or mitigation strategiesthrir procedures, it could have proven
difficult to resolve the issue. Since the underygause of this potential conflict revolved around
benefits derived from WCFC, it indicates that dimiting benefits is a challenge in community
forestry requiring appropriate mechanisms to dgvelans and transparency.

Bradshaw's (2003) assessment of ten community tfqiést programs in BC concluded
that there are capacity challenges that commumitgsts are likely to face in the province
because of the design and implementation of the. @¥?# of the noted challenges was securing
start-up and operating capital, which | also foundWCFC. As in the cases Bradshaw
considered, the WCFC lacked start-up capital/fuamd were unable to secure loans based on
their limited collateral and having no track recofdusiness activities. Also, Bradshaw reported
on the problem of depending on volunteer staff emage the pilot community forests, which
often resulted in high burn-out rates among volerseWCFC is solely dependent on a volunteer
board, who meet monthly to take decisions aboutctiramunity forest. Though there was no
clear indication of burn out among board membengy twere concerned about their time

commitments. Some even indicated that lack of pme¥ented them from doing more to help the
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cause of the organisation. The WCFC does, howawey, have the capital to hire a forestry
company and consultants to aid in their activities.

In spite of the challenges to collaboration, thekwvof the WCFC with others has had
some impact on SFM. Based on WCFC'’s consideratimh management action related to the
ecological sustainability markers | listed priorry field work, it can be argued that the board
has made efforts to consider ecological sustainablgheir forest management activities. As
well, actions such as paying contractors to prdiaetst understory, leaving buffers in areas not
required by law, and leaving larger buffers aloipgian zones because of the OW interest, all
speak to the fact that some actions are being téemelp to ensure a level of ecological
sustainability. However, without a direct empirieafaluation, the effects of these efforts cannot
be determined. Some of these management practsesldeen enhanced through, for instance,
collaborating with the OW and the two colleges, vesll as learning through operational
experience.

However, in order to make any strong statementardagg WCFC’'s SFM execution, its
performance needs to be measured against a lodallgloped set of criteria and indicators
established around forest values being managecdhercammunity forest tenure that are not
currently in place. Board members mentioned that\ifCFC follows the criteria and indicators
developed by the province and, therefore, the WG&Cnot developed a set that is unique to the
community forest. Hence, there was no evidencdealr agneasures of performance against these
provincial indicators, apart from meeting requirensein the LRMP and FRPA. The expectation
of board members is that in the future, there wdnddnitiatives that would help develop a set of

criteria and indicators for the community forest.

152



In this regard, one also has to take into accdumtbncerns raised by a few participants
that management of the community forest is restidib the minimum requirements of the
LRMP. These participants liken the operations of MZCon the land to that of traditional
industrial forests, contrary to expectations byamdies of community forestry in BC that it is
supposed to be “distinct from conventional, soezhllindustrial-style’ forestry” (Mcllveen &
Bradshaw, 2005/2006, p.70). In the future, evideoic¢his should be found after examining
WCFC performance on locally developed SFM indicator

In terms of challenges faced that threaten suadity of the forest, most participants
identified clear-cutting as a major challenge the¢ds to be addressed by WCFC. While some
participants suggested that partial logging coutd explored, the board explains that clear-
cutting is being used because of the mountain peetle epidemic with a level of retention in
some cut-blocks. Even though one contractor coefifrthat harvesting methods are a mix
between partial logging and clear-cutting with samention, most participants still think there
is not much retention, and that WCFC is destroyiregfuture stock of the forest by clear-cutting
forest understory.

The other challenge to sustainability identified most participants was related to
economics and the need to find an alternative tmiflell WCFC'’s logs in the event that the only
mill in Smithers closes down. Again, this challengeconcerned with the CFs vulnerability to
external shocks as described in Chapter Five. &inl the conditions that prevented the pulp
industry in Kitimat from supporting fibre produaticon the community forest, closure of the
local mill could mean reduction in WCFC'’s profifdhe organisation does not get similar prices
for their logs in other markets. Additionally, hieng logs to these distant locations would mean

increased transportation costs, which will impatipoofits.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
7.1Introduction

The purpose of the research was to investigate ¢alaboration and learning among
stakeholders help in managing community forestsagwbly. The related objectives set in this
regard included: to examine opportunities and ptats that exist for having input into decisions
and learning (including activities such as trainisgminars, community talks, etc); to describe
what people (resource user groups, broader pupéisf and current board members) have
learned through their involvement with the WetziaskkZommunity Forest Corporation; to
describe how collaboration and learning is impagtsustainable forest management (SFM)
efforts; and to examine the challenges and bartgecsllaboration and learning.

To address the objectives, | selected the Wetzinkdganmunity Forest Corporation
(WCFC) located in Smithers, British Columbia, astlioed in Chapter Three. Data were
collected for the study mainly through thirty sestidctured interviews together with three forest
tours, observation of forestry operations, and dwent review. Themes were generated from the
information provided through interviews and anatyze line with objectives of the study and
through constructs from the literature outlinecCimapter Two.

7.2 Opportunities/Platforms for Making Input and Learning

Through the data | identified eleven avenues atf@ms for the public to make input
into decisions, deliberate on issues, and to léagether through WCFC’s management of the
community forest tenure. Eight of the avenues wermal and included opportunities such as
the AGM meetings, while three were informal, sushVdalk in Your Woods (see table 4.1).
RUGMSs, Reporting back to Council and Chiefs, boardetings (all formal avenues), trade

shows, and Personal Discussion with Board/GM (dtirimal opportunities) were identified as
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the frequently used avenues and most effectivggéorerating input into decisions according to
participants. However, for learning about foresagyd the management plans of WCFC,
RUGMs, Reporting Back to Council, Board meeting8 {armal platforms), Trade shows,
Personal Discussion with Board/GM, and Walk in Y®oods (Informal platforms) were the
most effective opportunities according to partiatsa

The data, however, indicates different opportesitand platforms for making input into
management decisions and learning by those whalieeetly involved and affected by the
operations of WCFC (e.g., forest user groups arddomembers) and the public. Thus, although
opportunities exist to make input and to learn,ghblic is not very involved with the activities
of WCFC compared with property owners and forest gsoups. This can partly be attributed to
the unintentional exclusion of the public from &eliation and discussion of WCFC's
management plans, particularly from the formal asn For instance, out of the eight formal
platforms, AGMs seem to be the only avenue throwgfch the public can provide input into
decisions which of course is open to those whadaestly involved and impacted by WCFC's
operations. By design, the formal avenues andgtat largely prevent the broader public from
having input into decisions, deliberating on plaars] learning from the process. However, these
activities do present good opportunities for leagnemong those directly involved, such as
board members, as the data above show. In themiaation of public participation in the
development of land use plans in Manitoba and @ntKidd and Sinclair (2007) also found that
public involvement events focused on locally aféectpeople although the projects had
implications affecting all citizens.

Another factor that prevents the public from gegtinvolved in WCFC'’s activities is the
lack of structure or plan to directly involve theobader public in decision making and

deliberation. Although most participants mentionledt the public is disinterested or apathetic
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toward involvement with WCFC, | could hardly findyameaningful opportunities developed by
the community forest to gain the input of the palitito decisions. For instance, the organisation
has not put the necessary resources into the \eetosiénsure it includes information such as
minutes of monthly board meetings, yearly managemkms, and annual reports. Updates of
these items and more current activities in venwsgdeafrom the Facebook page could provide
opportunities for the public to learn about WCF@&&ivities, and to provide input into managing
the community forest tenure. Providing adequatermétion to the public or allowing public
access to information are considered critical aspet participatory processes that can lead to
effective participation and learning by the puhlicresource and environmental governance
(Sinclair & Diduck, 2005).

In addition, the concern raised by one particidamin the B.V. Backpackers regarding
the non-involvement of his group in RUGMs led taiédnal questions regarding the extent of
involvement or exclusion of forest users in manggthe community forest tenure. This
exclusion could become a source of conflict. Theliesion of the B.V. Backpackers could be
that the name of their current contact person @ RUGMs is not existent on the e-mail list
WCFC utilizes in inviting forest users to the RUGNsliscovered this when | requested the list
to recruit participants for my study, where | foutidht the contact information was for the
group’s past president. This was similar to otheugs on the list. This is an indication that the
e-mail list needs to be updated regularly.

7.3 Participant Learning Outcomes

Study participants indicated that they have learabdut a variety of things that are
specific to WCFC and to forestry in general thatehanhanced their knowledge of community
forestry and the forest sector. Broadly, there wetateen areas where participants identified

learning outcomes. | categorised five of these sagmindividual learning and nine as social
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learning (see Table 5.1). The areas of learnindi\(idual and social) described by participants
included issues such as SFM, forestry as a busif@est governance, and relationship and trust
building. In relation to this last point, Schuslketr al. (2003) found that 83% of their study
participants reported they had gained trust inrstlas a result of their participation in a multi-
stakeholder wildlife management undertaking. Howgetleey reported that there was limited
evidence of relationship building among particigarats 66% of participants reported that their
relationships with others had not changed.

An important individual learning outcome most papants mentioned was the
involvement of the OW in the process of managing ¢dbmmunity forest, which started right
from the planning stages before WCFC applied ferabmmunity forest licence. Subsequently,
the involvement of the OW has resulted in a newnfaf relationship with the two other
stakeholders of the community forest tenure (thiéaye of Telkwa and the Town of Smithers),
which previously did not exist. Thus, accordingprticipants, there is now an on-going cross-
cultural collaboration between the OW and the twmitipalities that had not been experienced
prior to the establishment of the community for@$te OW, for instance, shares information on
their territory with WCFC regarding operational ppéng, and it is in a position to make changes
to cutting permits before they are approved byNheistry of Forests and applied on the land
base.

With regard to social learning, there have beecaues related to relationship and trust
building that have allowed the board to work withefst users that operate on the community
forest tenure. This has been revealed, for instahosugh signing MOUs with these groups that
ensure that their trails on the community foresiute area are protected, which also help to
recognize the values these groups hold in relabotime forest. Further, by working with these

forest users, WCFC has helped to lessen confliatngnmsuch groups. This is important in
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Smithers, given that forestry activities on the ocmmity forest tenure area were contentious
among recreational groups prior to WCFC securirg ltbense. Learning about distributing

benefits from operations to the public was alsoaomlesson for board members, particularly
because of the expectations people had of the caityrforest during its inception.

Furthermore, the decision by the board to learmfather community forests regarding
how they set their policies in an effort to avoitstakes committed by others is an indication of
the board’s willingness to learn and adapt whilenaging the community forest tenure, as
discussed in the social learning literature (évtparleveld & Dangbégnon, 1999; Berkes, 2009).
This finding also indicates that there is a plamectoss learning among community forests, as a
result of their overarching objective of managihg forest for community benefits and interests.
As indicated by one board member, the communitgsisr WCFC learned from were willing to
share their information and policies when the thewly formed Wetzinkwa Community Forest
Corporation requested such information. If suctssriearning is encouraged among the many
community forests (without considering their spiecdoals), there is potential for information
sharing on plausible plans and strategies, andssesaments to guide their operations and
activities. For instance, WCFC’s approach to deplivith the mountain pine beetle epidemic
was partly informed by information they gatheredtbe successes and failures of approaches
developed by other community forests faced withlainchallenges.

It was also clear that these learning outcomes shadence of single loop and double
loop learning. The former, which is concerned Wittding solutions to problems and improving
outcomes, was supported by the board’'s actiongab with the waste piles that remain on the
community forest tenure after logging. These adtibagan when the board learned about the
waste piles being a challenge to their operatioffse board’s approval of the IRM initiative that

is aimed at managing the forest for forest heaftti gesiliency is also consistent with double
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loop learning. Thus, these two types of socialre®y discussed in the literature by authors such
as Armitage et al. (2008) and others (e.g., Maafte& Dangbégnon, 1999; Pahl-Wostl et al.,

2008) are supported by this study. However, | ditifimd any learning outcomes related to triple

loop learning, which is concerned with stakeholdeaning how to learn when managing

resources (Maarleveld & Dangbégnon, 1999).

My findings reveal many single loop learning out&snin comparison with the double
loop learning identfied. This signifies that WCF€an organisation is learning to implement the
CFA in British Columbia in line with the variousg@ations and laws that guide community
forestry in the province. A case in point is th@aoisation’s learning from other community
forests, which has helped in developing appropriptdicies and regulations to guide
management of the WCFC tenure. In addition, thglsilbop outcomes show that WCFC, where
appropriate, is in a position to explore othertetyges to manage the community forest tenure to
increase benefits to the community, which is anrwgaching goal of community forestry
described by several authors such as Teitelbau®§20

On the other hand, the low number of double lo@nmg outcomes raises questions
regarding the extent to which ‘traditional’ or ‘ogmtional’ forest management practices - that
may also differ from government policy - are becopsidered by WCFC. These practices could
include finding ways of doing things differently dne land base to increase forest health and
resiliency, which are the ecological outcomes mexpect from community-based approaches to
forest management (e.g., Charnley & Poe, 2007). IYfeund little evidence of this sort of
innovation. It could be that the WCFC is still tearly in its existence to question norms and
ideals as they attempt to firmly establish operegjdout it is concerning that some people who

were involved in the development of the corporateomd had alternative views on forest
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management are no longer involved, as the modgitaddas trended toward more traditional
forest management.

Further, the non existence of triple loop learnoygcomes could be associated with
WCFC being a relatively young organisation, whiokams time is required to get to this level of
learning, particularly when the board is pre-ocedpwith dealing with the pine-beetle epidemic.
However, board members mentioned that they ardearaing process since a community forest
approach is a whole new venture for them. Thissa@bn provides some hope for the future in
that the board can critically examine their currdetisions at some point which could help
shape how they learn in the future.
7.41mpact of Collaboration and Learning on SustainableForest Management Efforts

The data show that the WCFC is making attempisdiress economic, social/cultural,
and ecological criteria related to SFM. | idewrtifiexamples of SFM that included indicators
such as distributing benefits, providing local eoayphent, managing for biodiversity, and
protecting watersheds. The evidence is insufficierdonclude whether these SFM outcomes are
advanced or modest, but as outlined below, sontkesie have also been identified as positive
SFM outcomes in the CF literature.

Foremost among the positive SFM outcomes in aelattd socio-economic wellbeing is
the establishment of a legacy fund (as describecChiapter Five) that seeks to draw on
investment profits to finance the yearly grantsgoamme in the long term. This indicates
sustainable thinking on the part of the board,sM&CFC would be in a position to continue to
distribute monetary benefits to the public even nvpeofits made on yearly harvests decline. As
board members revealed, there would be times wieprganisation would not harvest as much
as it does now, particularly when the current AAGdduced; and this might affect profits on log

sales. As a result, there is need for careful pranto invest current profits for the future. Since
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benefit distribution is listed as one of the cragunder socio-economic benefit and impact) for
SFM reporting in BC and Canada (CCFM, 2005) WCFQmiaking strides at achieving a
significant CF goal and a goal of SFM.

The board has also encouraged collaboration anal lbenefit sharing through the
provision of direct and indirect employment oppaities for community members, as WCFC'’s
hiring policy is 100% local. As a result, loggetrge planters, and other contractors that work on
the community forest earn income from the proc&sst is to say, as long as the community
forest harvests logs, plants trees, etc., theséramtars will earn income working on the
community forest tenure. According to the indicatdor SFM reporting in BC, providing
employment for the public is classified as an iathe for economic sustainability (BC Ministry
of Forests, Mines, and Lands, 2010). These firglarg also consistent with Teitelbaum (2014),
who found that the greatest economic benefit tddbe community forests she studied was local
hiring. | was not, however, able to ascertain thace number of spin-off jobs created by the
WCFC to determine precisely the number of jobstekéocally and the overall impact of this in
a community context beyond the benefit to thosefgeactually employed.

Furthermore, the board’s learning around investméwis led it to reserve money for
silviculture treatments on the community foresturenarea, which is a sustainable investment
back into the forest. Thus, with the establishmaintn Silviculture Accrual Fund (reserving
4.50/n7 of harvest) to take care of future silvicultureaiments, WCFC does not need to, in the
future, take from its profits to maintain the fareghis is also an effort at achieving economic
sustainability.

Through collaboration and learning, WCFC has aisaole strides on the social aspects of
SFM. This has become possible because the boamhisvorking with multiple forest users and

incorporates their input into management plans dadisions in their governance of the
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community forest tenure. Most forest user groups,ifistance, talked about their satisfaction
with WCFC's activities, and the fact that they alde to influence decisions that directly affect
them. For their part, the OW also expressed comfath the process of managing the
community forest tenure by WCFC, because input theke into decisions and plans are
applied on the land base. As discussed by Beckl898), an important challenge to community
forestry is maintaining involvement by stakeholdargl the broad range of interests that these
stakeholders represent. Being able to work witlseéhgroups and having their support speak to
how socially sustainable the organisation has been.

The involvement of the Wet'suwet’en First Natian decision making, planning, and
their access to forest resources, and the forest gups’ involvement in managing the
community forest also indicate social sustainapiih the part of the community forest, since
the CFA urges the public and First Nation commasitio be involved in managing the forest,
and public involvement is listed as a criteriorSiAM reporting in BC.

WCFC'’s collaboration with CNC and NWCC on the die change experiment is an
effort towards ensuring ecological/environmentaitainability. By planting non-targeted species
such as western larch, Douglas fir, and cedar enctmmunity forest tenure area, WCFC is
increasing species diversity on the landscape tbptesents a component of ecological
sustainability (BC MFML, 2010; CCFM, 2005).

In addition, the organisation is looking to learew forest management practices from
the outcome of the experiment that can impact atifi@est management approaches to improve
forest health and resiliency - the overarching ggaMWCFC’s IRM initiative. This is also
consistent with the literature (e.g. BC MFML, 20NRC, 2012), which identifies forest health
as an important component of ecological sustaiitgbil

Moreover, WCFC manages for wildlife, watershedpdbrersity, soil, etc. - all
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components of ecological sustainability. In somstances, participants mentioned that the
organisation does manage these components beyoatdisvirequired in the LRMP and FRPA
that guide resource management in the Bulkley Yalle

In spite of all these accomplishments, WCFC has lve#n very innovative in its
management of the community forest, as the dataate\Some participants identified the
constraints posed by the CFA and provincial padi@s the reason behind the lack of innovation,
noting that the community forests are requiredatisf/ the same requirements enshrined in the
FRPA as traditional industrial forest licensees. dk& participant noted, opting to do things
differently on the land might end up with the Chnlgefined by the Ministry of Forests, Land,
and Natural Resources Operation. These explanadosmssupported by Ambus and Hoberg
(2011), who concluded that authority devolved tonownities under the CFA in BC involves
operational decisions affecting harvesting, and twéh a few relatively minor exceptions, the
CFA is a small version of the large industrial abased tenure, the Tree Farm License” (p.945).
Thus, the CFA, by its design does not necessartlyige the flexibility required by communities
to be innovative in management, nor does it fulgvde autonomy to communities to manage
the forest for their benefits (Bradshaw, 2003; Medn & Bradshaw, 2005/2006; Ambus &
Hoberg, 2011).
7.5 Challenges to Collaboration and Learning

WCFC has faced challenges collaborating with thielip and forest users in managing
the community forest tenure. One of the first dradies that confronted the organisation was
securing start-up and operating capital to apphttie community forest license. This happened
because banks were not willing to loan monies eorbwly formed WCFC that had no track
record of doing business. The organisation surnemlrthis challenge when the Town of

Smithers provided a loan of $150,000 to WCFC. Thaney came from the estate of a former
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owner of NEWPRO who, in his estate, gave out $1BD,® the TOS and indicated that the
money be used to support forestry activities. Tdhiallenge corroborates Bradshaw’s (2003)
finding that other community pilot projects in B@dalso found it difficult to secure start-up
funds for their operations.

With regard to conflict, the data revealed tharéhhas been limited conflict among
stakeholders of the community forest tenure, fousst groups, and the public. Where there has
been conflict, it has been resolved by WCFC’s baatplaining and clarifying issues among
feuding parties. Signing of MOU’s between WCFC darkst user groups has also lessened
potential conflicts that might have occurred betw#é¢CFC and forest users.

The two main challenges to learning identified fgrticipants were the inadequate
engagement between WCFC and the public, and tkeofacommunity education on the part of
WCFC. It can therefore be concluded that WCFC lmsmade sufficient deliberate attempts to
educate the public on issues related to their fayegernance, community forestry, and forestry
in general. As social learning continues to asswanaormative role in natural resources
management, such education can broaden the pulki@s/ledge on human-environmental
relationships, while allowing them to contributeeithown perspectives and knowledge to
managing the community forest tenure (Buck e2&lQ1; Keen et al., 2005).

7.6 Recommendations

The following recommendations are based on thdy&ufindings, conclusions, and
suggestions made by some participants. The recoduatiens are grouped under three main
themes: public participation, SFM, and learning.

7.6.1 Public Participation
WCFC should test ways to improve local public iggyation in their decision making by

developing a public participation plan. Specifigathis plan should involve:
164



1.

Investing in an update of the WCFC website witloinfation that would allow the public
to inform themselves about happenings within thenmaonity forest. For instance,
information on monthly board meetings, outcomefRbIGMs, and yearly management
plans that are not currently posted on its welsitguld be made available to the public.
These updates should request input from the poblissues discussed.

Dedicating resources to community education andeaah. In this way the organisation
can bridge the huge gap that currently exists batwehat the WCFC does and what the
public knows about these activities. As suggestea llew participants, WCFC should
make use of the community radio station in Smitlerseducation purposes and to ‘sell’
the organisation to a majority of the public.

Organising open houses every year, primarily to pablic input on WCFC'’s
management, forest practices, and operational pla@sidition to the RUGMs. By doing
so, the public would feel involved in the procedsnmmnaging the community forest
tenure and can learn about the organisation threligin deliberations. One participant
suggested that WCFC should be very clear aboutevaed when (e.g., revision of the
FSP or AAC determination) the broader communitylddwave a meaningful input into
its activities, so that the public can get involwedhe process.

WCFC should engage members of the various userpgrdloey work with by, for
instance, making short presentations at the mee{mgAGMs) of these groups. This is
another way WCFC can raise its profile among thaipand solicit their input on issues.
This is because WCFC works with the leadership hafs¢ groups and there is no
guarantee that their members know as much about GV&$-would their leaders. A

participant suggested that there could be presensaand discussions about WCFC'’s
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activities at the yearly open house organised &sent cheques to community grant

recipients.

In addition to the above, the e-mail list for fdreser groups must be updated regularly to
include the contact information of current grougdso, WCFC should reassess the forest user
groups they work with to ensure that they are eimgpall such groups.

7.6.2 Sustainable Forest Management

Most participants showed an interest in the faat tperations have been unsustainable
due to the increase in AAC to get pine-infested @voot of the community forest. Based on this,
WCFC should prepare Annual Sustainability Repontst® operations and make them available
to the public. One Participant indicated that amual Sustainability Report would give the
public a deeper understanding of WCFC'’s operations.

In order to track its performance regarding SFMeetively and efficiently, WCFC
should develop its own set of criteria and indicst(C&I) for the many forest values that are
managed on the community forest tenure. This iseneive given that the LRMP that guides
forest management in the Bulkley Valley has notnbewised for some time, and one cannot be
sure that the minimum requirements stated in tloeneh@nt would guarantee sustainability of the
forest into the future. With a specific C&I for ttemmunity forest, changes that occur in SFM
components overtime can be revised accordingly.

Furthermore, WCFC should be more innovative innisnagement, particularly as the
increase in AAC comes to an end. Since the CFAtmnded to provide ‘greater flexibility’ to
communities in managing local forests (BC MFLNRO12), the community forest should ask
permission from the MFLNRO to extensively embark for instance, NTFP development on

the forest. Some participants suggested that themmity forest should be innovative in its
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harvesting method by embarking on more selectiggitay rather than clearcuts, and also
experiment with silviculture practices that woulthance biodiversity on the land base.
7.6.3 Learning

The WCFC should encourage discussion and delibarabout the management of the
forest, in addition to seeking input on managenpéents from forest user groups at the RUGMs.
As one participant suggested, different alternatieemanaging a particular forest value such as
watersheds, should be presented by WCFC at the R&AGMlIlow forest users to deliberate on
them before the group makes a decision. WCFC categliscussions by explaining to forest
users the policy implications of the various alsdives, and their potential impacts on the
community forest tenure. This approach would hédixesholders learn more about management
and forestry in general. It is through such dehitiens and discussions that forest user groups
and the public can question the underlying valdderest management practices that they have
known over the years and offer suggestions onrgltste approaches.

The WCFC should design specific initiatives aroutsdnanagement that would directly
provide learning opportunities for the public, suels frequent community talks. Some
participants felt that through such direct learningiatives and activities, the public will
enhance their knowledge about forestry and WCFCamagement of the community forest
tenure. That is to say, the community forest wél dreating a social learning platform for the
public, which can also be a positive way to budtationships in the community.

These recommendations cover all aspects of the ¥ Chkhanagement and operations.
Implementation will take time to yield desired carres, for instance, developing a set of C&l to
measure SFM, and would require a willingness orptre of the WCFC to invest the necessary
resources, particularly volunteer and staff time amney. Since it would be very difficult to

attempt all of these recommendations at once,eiinseto me that it is most important to start
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with are the ones related to participation andniegy. One of the clear benefits of community
forestry touted in the literature is that it brirgggme important management decisions to the local
level and provides better opportunities for loeadalvement than traditional forest management.
| was therefore surprised at the lack of local lmgment in WCFC. The WCFC could easily
start posting to its website board minutes, anmebrts, and its yearly management plan. By
providing such information to the public, WCFC wdWwe opening up their management and
operations on the tenure to the broader publiayelsas providing an on-ramp for facilitating
more meaningful engagement between them and tHeptibis would result in discussions and
learning that would impact operations of the WCFC.

7.7 Concluding Comments

Having carried out this research, it is imperativenote that community forestry is an
important new governance approach in that it offees prospect of decisions being made by
those directly affected, and for benefits to beastiamong the local people who have the closest
relationship with the forest. These two points aloaddress important concerns about
conventional forestry practices involving multi-lwaial corporations. The data show, though,
that important questions remain in regard to thespecially the role of the state (i.e., the
province of BC) in directing what is possible a& tommunity level, and the community forests
themselves actually being representative of thenconity.

Furthermore, my data align with the literature mowing that social learning can result
from collaborative, local management of resoureceh @s the forest. In this case, the data show
that through learning stakeholders deepened tineienstanding of forestry operations, and were
introduced to other aspects of forestry for whioeythad no or little knowledge. In fact, learning
on the board played an important role in WCFC’'sm4f at managing the forest to meet the goals

of sustainable forest management.
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Even though there is not overwhelming evidence ha literature to suggest that
community forestry in BC or social learning yield®re sustainable outcomes, providing and
enhancing social learning opportunities through momity forest management will have
positive outcomes in terms of achieving the godlsSBM and thereby sustainability more

broadly.
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APPENDIX |

Draft Interview Schedule

Study title: Learning Through Community Forest Mag@iaent

Introduction

What was your motivation for joining the Wetzinku@ommunity Forest Corporation
(WCFC)?

How long have you been involved with the process?

In which ways do you feel you have benefitted fritv CF governance approach?

Platforms/Opportunities for Individual and Sociehining

What approach to governance does WCFC?
Are there opportunities for discussion and deliberaamong members?
Are presentations given by experts at Board meg®ing
Are there other avenues to learn and share id@estibe any.
o Formal: Seminars, training, community talks, formmdetings, etc.
o Informal: small discussion groups outside formaktimggs, personal discussions,
field visits, etc.
Are there any of these that you found particul&gipful for i. sharing ideas; ii. learning?
Through which of these avenues do you learn more?

Outcomes of Learning

What are some of the things you have learned ttrtwegng part of the CF organization?
Which were the most influential events or actiatibat impacted such learning?

In which ways has what you learned impacted yowerymay thinking and decisions
about the forest (if not captured above)? Can gtiurte some of these?

Would you say what you have learned has causedoyquestion practices, norms, etc.
that you held about SFM/CF before being part ofGReorganization? If so, can you give
examples of this?

How easy or difficult was it for you to accept thesew practices, ideas, etc.?

How have you linked your learning experience asltiey from your collaboration with
the CF?

In which ways do you think learning can be enhanegdin the Board/committee level,
and between the Board/committee members and thenaaity? Eor Board memberg

In which ways do you think learning can be enhanaewmng the community and
between the Board and the communitly8r(community memberg

Learning and Sustainable Forest management (SFM)

What were your thoughts on SFM/ sustainabilityted forest before you joined the CF?
Have these changed?

How does the WCFC as an organization explain t@rstlyour approach to SFM or
managing the forest sustainably?
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Which practices of the CF do you consider as suglédé or constituting SFM based on
your understanding of the concept? (Examples)

Why do you consider them sustainable? (Evidence)

In your opinion, how well do WCFC'’s activities refit the Criteria and Indicators they
use to define Sustainable Forest Management?

What have been the biggest barriers and challemmgesorking towards achieving
Sustainable Forest Management?

In which ways have your learning experiences a#f@echanaging the forest sustainably?
Can you give some examples?

Challenges to Collaboration and LearniR@i(Board and committee members’ interview$y

What challenges do you face in trying to operate aollaborative way?

Has anything been done to try to meet these clydkh

How has WCFC tried to involve the local communityside of active Board members in
their deliberations?

What has been the level of interest from the comty®@n

What are the major obstacles to getting peoplelved?

What strategies have been used for dealing with sbstacles?

What would improve the collaboration process inryopinion?

Would you say there is fair representation of comityu interests on the
Board/Committees?

How are conflicts that arise within the Board/cortie@s resolved? Are decisions at the
Board/committee level borne out of collective ac#oAny saboteurs? How do you deal
with that?

How often do you meet with the people (user grazgramittees) you represent?

Challenges to Collaboration and LearniR@{ community members’ interviews

How interested and proactive is the Board in ggttipeople involved in their
management processes?

Why did you get involved? How indicative do younththis is of others?

Is their ample opportunity for discussion and daigdtion of your ideas at consultation
events?

What are the major obstacles to getting othersyldeinvolved?

In which ways have these obstacles been dealthyithe Board or committees?

What key things have you learned through your ineolent?

What would improve the collaboration process inryopinion?

How often do you meet with your representativesh@nBoard or committees?

How do you communicate with them? Face-to-face imggt e-mails, etc.

Are your representative(s) able to communicate yotarests at Board and committee
meetings?

How are conflicts that arise between you and thar@committees resolved?
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APPENDIX II

Collaborative Posters Made by WCFC and the Wet's'ewdHereditary Chiefs
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APPENDIX 1l

2013 Wetzin’kwa Community Forest Survey Responses

ETZIN'KWA
! COMMUNITY FOREST CORPORATION

7 i e.a ﬂn ) AR AT
o0 1, v

e v

. How aware are you of the Wetzin’kwa Community F&?€slick all that apply)

a

a

| just discovered you!3({7)

| think I've heard your name before.15)
I know your name — what do you daP1j
I know all about you guyslL()

| visit every chance | getij

If you're already aware of us, what have you hedrout? (click all that apply)
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o The community grant prograr?)

o Economic initiatives (logging, forestryl?2)

o Events (i.e. A Walk in Your Woods})§)

o A nice place to visit with trees and trails2|

o A joint community initiative between Smithers, Tetk and the Wet'suwet’erli§)

o Other: @ checked, no comment

» | saw your recent, eye-catching ad in Interior Nég@esnmunity grant program]
* Last year’s trade fair

* Firsttime I heard

* Responsible forestry?

* School — girls went there

* | just heard about it from Amanda

» Wildlife habitat values

* Firsttime

. Wetzin’kwa strives to balance the economic benelfit®gging with the ecological, cultural

and recreational values that exist within its teramrea. How can we do this better?

» Let the public know about the features of the fores

* More economically effective logging, more enviromtaly safe

» Balance industry/forest

* | just found out what the community forest is so hot too sure. Doing visits to cutting
areas to show how you actively manage the foragtidee neat.

* | just learned about your operation model; it saufaahtastic. Keep up the terrific work
you're doing. | will contact you if | think of ansuggestions for you.

» Keep up the good work

» Keep on doing what you are doing and involved aldershare their knowledge more!

* It's good to see an effort like this taking place

* I'm not too sure what you do now, so it's harde you that! Just that you're here doing
this is great.

* More advertising further north!

* Including community on development or logging ie ®mithers area

* Planting more trees and offering trees to youtplamt — kids love to plant things and |
think when they learn at young age how importamtforests are it can balancing [?] in
the future

* Keep creating, supporting and promoting activiteedo in nature®©
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* Don’t know

* Plant more trees and care for them until they cawgasily by themselves

* Make it easier for fire wood pile on landing/loaglif?] for people

* (You do great! Nothing) — it is a shame about tgging in the area. | have been to two
sites and they make me cry to see the waste arabttion.

» By listening to all involved parties

» Keep providing the grants for the community

» Just heard about this, will research more about it

» Get community involved

* Hmm, not sure. Would need to think about it.

* Arrange group hiking trips for various levels

» Keep thinking long term as well as wildlife value

» Full utilization

* Newto area

» Keepitup!

* More events to go to

» Create more local employment

» Public awareness, government grants

» Keep on doing what you are doing

» Doing a great job!

» Expand the CF area (eg. into Gitxsan territory)

* Increase what you do already. Keep up the good job.

* Be more media oriented to branch out.

* More advertising. | didn’t even know it existed!

* Sounds good what you are doing — plant more sgraes

» Continue with trails and let us know where we can g

* Perhaps a small on-site sawmill

» There’s a lot of work to be done making a trail tiourist

* Find a better solution to the burning of slashgileg. chipping waste wood for
pellets/district heating/biofuels, etc.)

4. What initiatives, projects or events would yike lto see happening in your community
forest?

» The logging of pine beetle Kill for sure as freeWood for community residents

» More awareness. People, unless in the logging tnddsn’t know much

* Advertise walks; community trails

» Are there information boards along trails to tepebple about what's growing/living in
the forest? Guided nature walks?

* I need to learn more!

» Public environmental education events — for adaris kids (e.g. pollinating insect
recognition and ID); continue to support biodiveisesource research

* None that | can think of at the moment

* Medicine walks
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» Teaching the youth

* | need to learn more about the forest before Imake suggestions

* More advertising to local youth, such as cub scdots, etc.

* Working with school kids to encourage balanced atiaon

» If trees reach power line they should be trimmdd [?

* Regrowth!

* More history/trails/info

» Develop more hiking trails in communities near 3t

» Scavenger hunts for kids or nature walk for sclstadlents

» Continue to do what you are doing

» Hiking trails, parks

» Give work to those young guys that are walking ng down the street of Smithers

* Immediate replantation before erosion and wildkfeestroyed.

» Trials [sic], shelters and access to trails

* We definitely need to pay closer attention to hodustry is polluting our environment

* Animal counts (with Ministry, ie Conrad Thiessehixding activities

* Outdoor education sessions

* More trails to enjoy the forest

* Tours with plant identification

» Do not restrict access to taypayers

* Anything that includes family and food (it attrgcts

* More trails

» Educational events

* | have to think about it and look at the brochure

» School presentation and tours

* Love the trails — more walking trails always wel@arGreat work with BV Nordic
Centre

» Community walks, sighage, education

* More work within the schools to promote the idedaoésters.

» Trails with garbage cans; possible tours with gsiide

* More environmental/cultural education signs

e Summer interpretive events

* More people working, training young people

* More logging/harvesting demonstrations

5. Please use the back of this sheet for any additcomments or suggestions.

* You are generous supporters of the community: Télank
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APPENDIX IV

DESCRIPTION OF PARTICIPANTS

Type of Participant Number Gender
Female Male
*Board Members 7 3 4
Past Board Members 4 2 2
WCFC General Manager 1 - 1
WCFC Communications Director 1 1 -
Pioneers of WCFC 2 - 2
Land/Property Owners 2 - 2
Village of Telkwa (VOT) Councillor 1 - 1
Contractor 1 - 1
Community Researcher 1 1 -
An Executive of the OW 1 1 -
District Directors of the Ministry of Forests 2 1 1
Resource User Groups 7 - 7
Total 30 9 21

* It includes a representative from the office lo¢ tWet'suwet’en
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APPENDIX V
INFORMED CONSENT FOR PARTICIPANTS

BN UNIVERSITY
2L+ oF MANITOBA

NATURAL RESOURCES INSTITUTE

70 Dysart Road, Winnipeg, Manitoba
Canada R3T 2N2.
General Office (204) 474-7170
Fax: (204) 261-0038
http://www.umanitoba.ca/academic/institutes/natuedources

Research Project Title: Learning for Sustainabilityough Collaborative Community-Based
Forest Management.

Principal Researcher: Anderson Assuah

Sponsor: Social Science and Humanities Researchddd8SHRC).

This consent form, a copy of which will be left tviyou for your records and reference, is only
part of the process of informed consent. It shaiNe you the basic idea of what the research is
about and what your participation will involve.ybu would like more detail about something
mentioned here, or information not included heiwwy ghould feel free to ask. Please take the
time to read this carefully and to understand argpmpanying information.

Project Summary: This study is part of requirements to complete ateles degree in Natural
Resources Management, and it is titlededrning for Sustainability through Collaborative
Community-based Forest Managemeihere is a growing body of literature that susfgethat
communities that collaborate to manage the for@gheir benefits have the capacity to learn
among themselves, and what they learn helps thamamaging the forest in a more sustainable
way. As a result, | am investigating this commurfityest to ascertain the validity of these
assertions on the ground. The purpose of the r@sdherefore is to investigate the learning
outcomes that can result from a collaborative comtydorest management approach that aims
at sustainability outcomes. To achieve this purpbédeave these four objectives: to examine
opportunities/platforms that exist for individuatcasocial learning through community forest
management; to describe what people (communities @her stakeholders) have learned
through their participation in collaborative comntyrforestry efforts; to establish how learning
is impacting SFM efforts; and to examine challengad barriers to collaboration and learning in
a community forest management setting. Through shigly, | seek to document the learning
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experiences of present and past Board and commtt®bers, as well as those of active
community members who have been with the operatbttse community forest.

What you are consenting to You have been asked to consent for your particpan an
interview. You may withdraw your consent at anydinthe interview will be recorded with an
audio recording device if you consent to the userd. If you do not wish to have the interview
recorded using an audio recording device the irgarwill be recorded manually. The interview
will take approximately one hour to complete. Thiimation you provide during the interview
will be transcribed and analyzed with other intewiinformation in order to draw conclusions
about the research topic.

Data Gathering and Storage All recordings, notes and transcripts will berstbin password
protected computer files and any hard copies velstored in a locked cabinet. The information
resulting from this interview will be kept conficad. If you wish to retain anonymity, a
participant number, rather than your name, willused to identify you on transcripts and any
other reproductions of the information you provitke one other than me will have access to
your real name if you choose to remain anonymouwaa Bollected for the study will be stored
for a period of five years, after which they wi# blestroyed.

Risk and Benefits:No information will be used in a way that could pau at risk. You may
also choose not to respond to some questions, ufdeem them inappropriate, or you can
carefully word your sentences. You may benefit frparticipating in this research project
through further exposure to the collaborative managnt arrangement of the community forest,
and possibly learning about what is really workiagd some challenges that need to be
addressed.

Expected OutcomesA Master’s thesis, academic publications and prasems would be the
result of this study. Once you provide consentyfmur real name and direct quotations to be used
in any publication, no further written consent via# required of you during such publications. If
you are interested in receiving a copy of the fagdi of my research, | will make that available to
you.

Feedback/Debriefing

A summary of the interview and the interview traisc will be sent to a selection of
respondents, four months after the interview predes been completed. This will be a request
for you to verify and confirm information you shdreuring interviews. Participants are not
required to review the interview schedule. You mwthdraw your consent for the use of
information at this time. You may do so by informithe researcher that you no longer wish to
participate or to have your information used insttstudy. There will be no negative
consequences for this decision - you can withdraang time.

Research Timeline: Data collection (document review, forest field ®umterviews, focus
groups and participant observation) will be carwed during the fall (October to December) of
2013. Over the next several months, | may contaatwith follow-up questions, or to ask for
clarification or confirmation of the information ydave provided.
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Questions:If you have any questions either now or in the rfeityplease feel free to contact me
or my advisor (contacts are provided on the negepa

Anderson Assuah

Natural resources Institute

University of Manitoba, 303 Sinnot Bldg,
70 Dysart Road, MB R3T 2N2, Winnipeg.

E-mail: assuaha@-cc.umanitoba.ca

Dr. A. John Sinclair (Professor)

Natural resources Institute, University of Manitoba
306 Sinnot Bldg, 70 Dysart Road

MB R3T 2M6, Winnipeg.

Tel: (204) 4748374

Fax: (204) 2610038

Email: john.sinclair@ad.umanitoba.ca

Your signature on this form indicates that you hawelerstood to your satisfaction the
information regarding participation in the reseapthject and agree to participate as a subject.
In no way does this waive your legal rights noeasle the researchers, sponsors, or involved
institutions from their legal and professional @sgibilities. You are free to withdraw from the
study at any time, and /or refrain from answerimy guestions you prefer to omit, without
prejudice or consequence. Your continued partimpashould be as informed as your initial
consent, so you should feel free to ask for clatfon or new information throughout your
participation.

The University of Manitoba may look at your reséarecords to see that the research is being
done in a safe and proper way.

This research has been approved by the Joint-lyaEtitics Review Board. If you have any
concerns or complaints about this project you maytact any of the above-named persons or
the Human Ethics Coordinator (HEC) at 474-7122.ofaycof this consent form has been given
to you to keep for your records and reference.
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L] Yes, | agree to have the interview recorded uamglectronic audio recording device.
LJ No, I do not agree to have the interview recondgidg an electronic audio recording device.

[JYes, | wish to remain anonymous, and my name will be associated with any of my
remarks in the interview.

LINo, | do not wish to remain anonymous, and my navilebe associated with any of my
remarks in the interview.

LIYes, | would prefer to receive the transcript aeslits of this research.

LINo, I would prefer to receive the transcript ansuits of this research.

I, agree to pzatein the interview.

Research Patrticipant’s Signature Date

Researcher’s Signature Date

Thank you for your time.
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