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ABSTRACT

In Canada, First Nations rights and title to lands and resources have been recognized,;
however, reconciliation of land use conflicts has proven difficult. Co-management is emerging as
a potential process for sharing authority between First Nations and others, though evaluative tools
~ are required. This thesis builds on research by UNBC and T1’azt’en Nation on adaptive forest co-
management of the John Prince Research Forest. Through a case study, it presents a method for
working with local First Nations to develop measures of co-management success.

The method engages ‘local experts’ through a modified Nominal Group Technique, with
an iterative, participatory approach. Results include a set of locally-defined measures on cultural
revitalization, characteristics of effective T1’azt’en measures, and a method evaluation. The
method successfully engaged participants in generating effective measures, and constructive
participant feedback was received. Implementation of a monitoring program by the John Prince

Research Forest is required prior to complete evaluation.
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Preface

This thesis is part of a larger collaborative research endeavor, “Partnering for Sustainable
Resource Management”, led by the Tl'azt'en Nation-University of Northern British Columbia
(UNBC) Community-University Research Alliance (CURA) the Social Sciences and Humanities
Research Council award. The principal investigator of the CURA project is Dr. Gail Fondahl.
The Improved Partnerships stream, of which my thesis is a part, was led by Dr. Erin Sherry
(UNBC), Ms. Sue Grainger (John Prince Research Forest), and Ms. Beverly John (Tl'azt'en
Nation).

I began working with Tl'azt'en Nation as a research assistant for UNBC, on the Criteria
and Indicators of Adaptive Forest Co-Management research project in the fall of 2003. Here, I
was first introduced to the Tl'azt'enne, to social science, and to qualitative research methods. As a
long time resident of northern BC and as a professional forester, I feel fhat tools for cross-cultural
collaboration are critical. Relationships between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people have been
strained for too long, impeding not only land use activities, but also the well-being of Aboriginal
communities. Thus, I hope to contribute to the development of methodological tools for First

Nations and natural resource managers to work together.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Context

Aboriginal people in British Columbia continue to assert their rights as stewards of their
traditional territories. Supreme Court of Canada decisions such as Delgamuukw (1997)" and
more recently Haida (2004)? have reaffirmed the federal and provincial governments’
constitutional duty to meaningfully consult with First Nations before development proceeds on a
landbase (Hiebert and Waatainen 2004). Although some First Nations have successfully
established their rights through the treaty settlement process, this can be a lengthy and expensive
undertaking; of those who have chosen this route, few have reached resolution (Notzke 1994;
Curran 1999).% In particular, the treaty land question in British Columbia has been largely left
unresolved since it joined confederation in 1871 (Mills 1994).

At the international level, indigenous peoples’ participation in natural resource
management has been recognized as a critical component of sustainability (Brundtland 1987,
Canadiaﬁ Council of Forest Ministers 2003b). Forest managers, corporate leaders, and
government officials recognize that managing for First Nations’ values is a legal and moral
obligation, as well as a means for creating a more stable economic environment (Kant and Zhang
2002; National Forest Strategy Coalition 2003; Hickey and Nelson 2005).* Attempts to integrate
Aboriginal values into existing forest management regimes have been inadequate and

mechanisms which empower Aboriginal communities and give greater respect for Aboriginal

' Delgamuukw v. British Columbia, [1997] 3 S.C.R. 1010
2 Haida Nation v. British Columbia (Minister of Forests), 2004 SCC 73, [2004] 3 S.C.R. 511 Date: November 18, 2004
* As of June 2007, eight of 57 First Nations in British Columbia are in the fifth stage of the treaty process (of six
stages). Available at the BC Treaty website, htip://www.bctreaty.net/files/updates.
* See “The New Relationship” document, available at the BC Provincial Government website,
http://www.gov.bc.ca/arr/down/new _relationship.pdf
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knowledge, values and perspectives are needed (National Aboriginal Forestry Association
1997b; McGregor 2002; Treseder and Krogman 2002; Parsons and Prest 2003; Sherry, Karjala,
and Dewhurst 2005).

Many First Nations and forest managers agree that collaboration is a positive approach
towards sustainable forest management (National Aboriginal Forestry Association and the
Institute on Governance 2000; British Columbia Treaty Commission 2003). The First Nations
Summit, Union of BC Indian Chiefs, BC Assembly of First Nations and Premier of British
Columbia have recently agreed on a “New Relationship”, which acknowledges the need for
“Integrated intergovernmental structures and policies to promofe co-operation, including
practical and workable arrangements for land and resource decision-making and sustainable
development” (Government of British Columbia 2006, pg 3). The first action item in the New
Relationship commits the Province and BC First Nations to “develop new institutions or
structures to negotiate Government-to-Government Agreements for shared decision-making
regarding land use planning, management, tenuring and resource revenue and benefit sharing”
| (Government of British Columbia 2006, pg 4).

Co-management is an emerging approach to resource management that intends to
establish processes for sharing natural resource decision-making and benefits (Berkes ef al.
1991), particularly between local users and larger state governments (Pinkerton 1989). First
Nations have used co-management as a strategic approach for regaining partial control over their
traditional territories and benefits from natural resources, either as an interim measure or as an
alternative to litigation (Notzke 1994). Co-management shows promise as an institution where
First Nations approaches to resource management can be put into practice, although not without

potential costs (Notzke 1995; Kofinas 1998; Singleton 1998; Chambers 1999; Treseder and
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Krogman 2000; Ross and Smith 2002; Sherry 2002; Shuter, Kant, and Smith 2005; Smith and
Allen 2005). First Nations use co-management as a route to community-based economic
development, capacity building, and empowerment of local resource users (Pinkerton 1989;
Richardson and Green 1989). Policy-makers have created co-management arrangements in an
attempt to resolve conflict through treaty settlements, crisis resolution mechanisms, and
government or industry policy initiatives (Notzke 1994; Shuter, Kant, and Smith 2005).

As an evolving process, co-management requires adaptive management mechanisms for
sustainability (Berkes and Folke 1998; Walters 2001; Folke et al. 2002; Sherry 2002; Olsson,
Folke, and Berkes 2004). Adaptive management is an integral part of natural resource
management from an Aboriginal perspective (Berkes 1999; Sherry and Myers 2002; Davidson-
Hunt and Berkes 2003), and a scientific one (Holling 1978;Walters 2001). Monitoring is an
essential component of an adaptive management strategy, as it provides the data with which to
observe change over time (Walters 2001; Wright ef al. 2002). Monitoring has been defined from
a scientific perspective as “the periodic and systematic measurement and assessment of
change...” (Wright et al. 2002, pg 285) and from an Aboriginal perspective as “watching,
listening, learning and understanding about changes...” (Parlee and Lutsel K'e First Nation 1997,
pg 7).

To date, co-management monitoring and evaluation have been initiated mainly through
descriptive case study analysis of specific co-management regimes, sets of criteria developed
from literature analysis, cost-benefit analyses, before-and-after comparisons, mapping
environmental and social change, and the use of photos to stimulate evaluations (Pinkerton 1989;
Kofinas 1998; Sherry 2002). While these techniques have produced informative results, authors

report the need to delineate additional tools for determining the effectiveness of co-management
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from the perspectives of local resource users and practitioners. Criteria and Indicators (C&I)
have been recently applied in adaptive co-management settings to address these needs, but there
are few published examples; especially lacking are C&I based on Aboriginal knowledge, values

and institutions (Natcher and Hickey 2002b; Natcher and Hickey 2004, Sherry et al. 2005).

1.2 Criteria and Indicators of Adaptive Co-management

This thesis stems from a collaborative research project between T1'azt'en Nation and the
University of Northern British Columbia (UNBC); Criteria and Indicators of Adaptive Co-
Management. The project was led by Dr. Erin Sherry, Research Manager, UNBC; Ms. Susan
Grainger Manager, J ohn Prince Research Forest; and Ms. Beverly John, Tl'azt'en CURA
Coordinator, John Prince Research Forest and member of T1'azt'en Nation. This research uses the
John Prince Research Forest (introduced in Chapter 3), as a case study to investigate
participatory methods for developing local level criteria and indicators of adaptive co-
management.

Initial research shows that the use of criteria and indicators has been well accepted in the
community (Karjala and Dewhurst 2003; Karjala, Sherry, and Dewhurst 2003; Karjala, Sherry,
and Dewhurst 2004; Sherry, Karjala, and Dewhurst 2005; Sherry et al. 2005). However, these
wofks also showed that the indicators developed provide insufficient detail for full
implementation. Discrete variables (termed here as measures of success) are needed to assess

indicators, as are tested methods for their development (Sherry ef al. 2004; Sherry et al. 2005).



1.3 Research Purpose and Objectives
The purpose of my research was to develop a method for generating locally-defined
measures of co-management success, and to evaluate this method using a case study involving
members of Tl'azt'en Nation and their co-managed land base, the John Prince Research Forest.
The objectives of this study were:
a. to develop, implement and evaluate a process for identifying local Aboriginal
measures of co-management sﬁccess, specifically those related to cultural revitalization;
b. to identify measures of co-management success from an Aboriginal perspective, and
to compare these to similar studies; and,

c. to describe characteristics of effective Aboriginal measures.

1.4 Rationale for Investigating Cultural Revitalization

Grounded theory analysis and framework analysis conducted by Sherry et al. (nd-a)
identified over 600 critical local values relating to adaptive forest co-management of the John
Prince Research Forest.” It was important to limit the scope of this thesis to ensure manageability
and produce useful results. Of the broad spectrum of values identified by Tl'azt'en, those relating
to cultural revitalization were selected for investigation for four reasons. First, there was a
demonstrated need for further investigation of social indicators and measures in relation to forest
management, particularly in comparison to work on ecological and economic values (Beckley,
Parkins, and Stedman 2002; Sherry and Fondahl 2004). Second, T!'azt'enne placed a great deal of
importance on the social and cultural functions of their forest. Third, many non-T1'azt'en

participants emphasized the need for Tl'azt'en input on this matter (Sherry et al. nd-a). Fourth, it

5 These critical local values were derived from 52 locally-identified experts from Tl'azt'en Nation, UNBC, and
surrounding communities.
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was critical to choose a theme in which Tl'azt'enne had the necessary expertise and interest, and
with which they were confident, familiar, and comfortable. It should be noted that although
cultural values with specific spatial elements (such as traditional knowledge) should be
recognized in a study on cultural revitalization, they were excluded from this thesis because

additional field-based methods were required for effective participatory measures development.

1.5 Thesis Overview

This thesis documents a process for identifying local Aboriginal measures of co-
management success. To explore the existing methods for creating measures of success
(particularly in Aboriginal communities), Chapter 2 provides a review of key literature relating
to possible co-management evaluation methodologies. The case study is described in Chapter 3,
where I provide background information on Tl'azt'en Nation, and their co-managed John Prince
Research Forest. The method developed to generate local measures is presented in Chapter 4,
where I also describe the field testing experience. The results and discussion are provided in
three sections of Chapter 5 that correspond to my three research objectives: Tl'azt'en measures of
co-management success, the characteristics of Tl'azt'en measures, and, the evaluation of the
method. Chapter 6 concludes the thesis with some recommendations for implementing T1’azt’en
measures of cultural revitalization into co-management, and identification of future research

needs.

1.6 Terminology

This thesis italicises Dakelh words and place names, but not the names of First Nations or
their languages (e.g., TI’azt’en, Dakelh). I capitalize the word ‘Elder’ as a demonstration of

respect for their position and knowledge. It should also be noted that I use the terms First
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Nations, Aboriginal, and indigenous interchangeably. ‘T1’azt’en Nation’ refers to the community
partiéipating in this study, but the word T1’azt’en is also used as an adjective (e.g., T1’azt’en
villages), and TI’azt’enne means ‘T1’azt’en people’, or members of T1’azt’en Nation. ‘Dakelh’ is
known as Carrier in English, and it refers to the linguistic group and language of the indigenous
group, which includes TI’azt’en Nation. Two Dakelh words, keyoh and balhats are used in this
thesis. The traditional Dakelh governance system delineates family territories, known as keyohs.
Keyohs are family (or clan) territories from which all resources necessary to life are obtained,
and keyoh holders have responsibilities to be stewards for their keyoh (this is described further on
pages 50-51). Balhats is known in English as the potlatch, and refers to the Dakelh governance
system. ‘Local Expert’ is a term I use to describe the participants in the study, and to recognize
the value of their contributions and expertise. The term ‘Criteria and Indicators’ (or C&I) refers
to a framework of values (criteria) matched with variables for their measurement (indicators). In
practice, criteria and indicators often require multiple levels of detail, such as sub-criteria,
measures, and targets, and at times, indicators are used to describe values rather than

measurement (for a further explanation, see page 12).



2. Literature Review

2.1 Overview

This literature review explores and integrates two major concepts that underpin the
methods developed and tested in this project: Criteria and Indicators monitoring systems and
program evaluation methodology. Criteria and Indicators (C&I) are used worldwide by
governments, private industry, third-party certifiers, and local people for monitoring forest
management and community sustainability. This chapter reviews the methods used to date in
evaluating co-management, including top-down and bottom-up approaches. It also describes the
evolution of C&I to give context to locally based measures development processes. This
background is critical for determining an appropriate process for local C&I development, and for
discussion and analysis of my results. Because participatory measures development processes are
not well described in the C&I literature, concepts from the field of participatory program

evaluation are introduced as a more advanced methodology.

2.2 C 0-management

Co-management is emerging as an approach for First Nations, governments and private
industry to share power, benefits and responsibility (Bickmore 2002). Co-management regimes
differing in structure, legality, and cultural diversity are being established throughout Canada
with a regional geographic focus or involving multi-species management (Berkes 1989; Morgan
1993; Kofinas 1998; Sherry 2002). Co-management generally is used to describe a variety of
arrangements where natural resources are managed in partnership (Beckley 1998; Plummer and

FitzGibbon 2004). Co-management can be an institutional arrangement for local people and



governments to share power and responsibility over natural resources (Osherenko 1988;
Pinkerton 1989; Berkes, George, and Preston 1991; Berkes 1994). Others broaden the definition
to include partnerships between local communities and other non-government partners such as
industry, univerisities or non-profit organizations (Natcher 2000; Treseder and Krogman 2002;
Sherry et al. 2005). Terms such as collaborative management (Borrini-Feyerabend 1996; Fisher
1995), cooperative management (Pinkerton 1989), coordinated resource managemént (Paulson
1998), shared resource management (Sherry 2002), and joint management (Kothari 1996; Sekher
2001; Sherry and Fondahl 2004) are often used to describe similar arrangements. For the
purposes of this thesis, the term co-management refers to management partnerships with two or
more partners, involving at least one Aboriginal partner at the local level, and at least one other
partner from federal, provincial, or local governments, private industry, and/or non-profit
organizations.

Osherenko (1988) was one of the first to provide a definition of co-management,
describing it legalistically as a formal governance system:

A co-management regime is an institutional arrangement in which government agencies
with jurisdiction over resources enter into an agreement covering specific geographic
regions and make explicit 1) a system of rights and obligations for those interested in the
resource, 2) a collection of rules and obligations for those interested in the resource, and
3) procedures for making collective decisions affecting the interests of government
actors, and user organizations and individuals. (pg 13)

Pinkerton describes co-management as a process by which relationships are altered
between resource actors, particularly local users and various levels of government (1989).
Increasingly, co-management is being examined as a dynamic and adaptive process rather than

simply an institutional arrangement (Sherry 2002; Olsson, Folke, and Berkes 2004; Carlsson and

Berkes 2005).



Bickmore (2002) explains that as an emerging process, co-management requires

evaluation for a number of reasons, for example:

1) to contribute to the ongoing evolution in co-management theory and practice; 2) to
determine whether goals and objectives are being achieved; 3) to identify successful and
unsuccessful approach to co-management; and 4) to determine if co-management
institutions can remain effective. (pg 73)

2.3 Approaches to Evaluating Co-management

Researchers have assessed co-management effectiveness using sets of criteria determined
through literature analysis, based on the attributes co-management should possess (e.g.,
Pinkerton 1989; Beckley and Korber 1997; Bickmore 2002). One of the earliest evaluations of
co-management (Pinkerton 1989) was primarily retrospective and descriptive, but it appraised

- the extent of community involvement using a list of co-management functions, such as data

gathering and analysis, harvesting decisions, allocation decisions, protection of resources from
environmental damage, enforcement of practices and regulations, long-term planning and
enhancement, and broad policy decision-making. Beckley and Korber (1997) used these same
functions to assess co-management of the NorSask forest, a co-managed industrial forest tenure
in northern Saskatchewan. In a study of co-management in protected areas, criteria used in
previous co-management evaluations were adapted and supplemented by criteria for effective
decision-making (Hawkes 1995; Hawkes 1996). Evaluation éf co-management institutions
resulting from the James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement and the Inuvialuit Final
Agreement used criteria for effective planning as assessment tools (Bickmore 2002).

More participatory forms of evaluation have also emerged. For example, evaluation of

co-management effectiveness was compared between two caribou co-management boards based
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on interviews with government and local resource users, as well as a review of biological data
and government document analysis (Kruse et al. 1998). Participants were involved in the study
design and verification of results. Sherry (2002) conducted a modified Delphi process to better
understand participants’ views on the essential elements of co-management processes using a
bottom-up approach.

More recent evaluations have used criteria and indicators (C&I) as a framework for
identifying local values