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ABSTRACT

This report focuses on a case study of land use planning on Haida Gwaii, which is

an internationally significant region for both ecological and cultural reasons. Haida

Gwaii has recently undergone a land use planning process based on an innovative

collaborative planning model that engages First Nations and other stakeholders in

consensus-based negotiations to reach agreement. It is important to evaluate this

innovative process, and to learn lessons from it that can be used to develop guidelines for

achieving sustainability and working with First Nations. The stakeholders of the Haida

Gwaii process were surveyed and their experiences with the process were evaluated

based on 26 'best practices' process and outcome criteria. This evaluation highlights both

the strengths and weaknesses of the process, as well as an assessment of various unique

process features.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

It was 1987 when the World Commission on Environment and Development

(WCED) first defined sustainability as "meeting the needs of the present without

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs (WCED 1987)".

Since then, sustainability has emerged as a high priority of the public and governments.

This research project examines how to achieve sustainability in British Columbia's

coastal communities, by way of a case study analysis of Haida Gwaii. A land and

resource management plan was recently completed for Haida Gwaii based on an

innovative collaborative planning model that engages First Nations and other

stakeholders in consensus based negotiations to reach agreement. This innovative

planning approach to achieve sustainability has worldwide significance and is

increasingly being used by planning agencies (Susskind et al. 2003; Wondolleck and

Yaffee 2000). It is important to evaluate this innovative process, and to learn lessons

from it that can be used to achieve sustainability that can be applied elsewhere in British

Columbia and the world.

1.2 Study Context

Achieving sustainability through allocation and management of natural resources

has proven to be a considerable challenge for resource managers. The dominant model of

land use planning over the past century, known as the technocratic model, uses a top

down anti-participatory approach which relies on independent experts and scientific

analysis to determine land use designations. This model has proven increasingly

incapable of resolving conflicts that arise from land and resource allocation issues,

especially in the current era of participatory governance and a rise in socio-environmental

values (Owen 1998). Greater demand for citizen involvement has led to an increase in

public participation in the land use decision-making process, with collaborative planning



emerging as a viable alternative to the technocratic model (Hodge 1998; Gunton and Day

2003).

Collaborative planning (CP) is a consensus-based approach to land use planning,

which uses face-to-face discussion among relevant stakeholders, with a goal of

establishing land use strategies by way of consensus and shared decision-making

(Gunton and Day 2003). The CP model offers a unique alternative to technocratic forms

of land use planning by allowing stakeholders to actively engage to develop innovative

and sustainable solutions for their land base.

Collaborative planning has been used in multiple countries to resolve land use

conflicts, including Canada, Australia, and the United States (Gunton and Day 2003;

Leach et al. 2002; Margerum 1999). As CP is increasingly becoming adopted by

planning agencies, there is a need for comprehensive, empirical evaluation of case studies

in order to identify strengths and weaknesses of the CP process and identify best practices

guidelines.

1.2.1 Collaborative Planning in British Columbia

Conflict between resource extraction and environmental protection in British

Columbia is a longstanding issue. From forestry to conservation, from mining to tourism,

BC has found itself confronted with various land use concerns that have created conflict

within the province for several decades (Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004; Owen 1998;

McAllister 1998). Collaborative planning (CP) was first introduced in British Columbia

in 1992 under the Commission on Resources and Environment (CORE) as a method of

resolving land use disputes and achieving sustainability in land use planning, and has

since gained popularity as a valuable and innovative tool to address the complex issues of

land use planning (Owen 1998; Gunton and Day 2003). British Columbia is unique in

that it is the only jurisdiction to have consistently used collaborative planning for an

extended period of time, through BC's 'Land and Resource Management Plan' (LRMP)

process to prepare plans for almost the entire provincial land base (Frame, Gunton, and

Day 2004). The LRMP process divided the province into 28 sub-regions, which then

undergo an interest-based multi-stakeholder negotiation to prepare a plan grounded in the

2



principles of collaborative planning. Once the stakeholder table has reached a consensus

agreement on land and resource use for the plan area, the final document is then delivered

to the provincial government for final approval and implementation. Because of both the

timeframe and scale of the BC's experiment with collaborative planning, BC offers an

unparalleled opportunity to evaluate the success of CP as a land use planning technique

(Day, Gunton and Williams 2003; Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004).

1.2.2 The Haida Gwaii Land and Resource Management Plan

Haida Gwaii is a collection of over 150 islands that span 250 kilometers along

the coast of British Columbia. Archaeological records show indigenous habitation of the

islands dating back well over 10,000 years (Horwood and Parkin 2000). The current

population of the area is approximately 5,000 people, most of whom reside in the city

centers of Queen Charlotte City, Port Clements, Masset, Skidegate, and in the Haida

communities of Old Masset and Sandspit. Haida Gwaii is a primarily resource-based

economy, with heavy emphasis on forestry and fisheries (BC 2003d).

The Haida Gwaii Land and Resource management plan (HGLRMP) utilized

principles of collaborative planning to reach a collaborative decision on land and resource

use for the Haida Gwaii area of British Columbia. The HGLRMP was co-designed and

co-managed by the Haida Nation and the province of BC, and incorporated a number of

innovative components for conflict resolution (HGLRMP 2006). These features include

the use of an independent information team, a two-tier stakeholder process for cross

cultural integration of First Nations, and the incorporation of Haida spiritual values

through the 'Haida Land Use Vision', which outlined an ecosystem-based approach to

planning and acted as an umbrella document for the entire HGLRMP process (CHN

2004).

1.3 Research Overview

As collaborative planning is increasingly becoming adopted by planning agencies,

there is a need for a comprehensive, empirical evaluation of case studies in order to

identify strengths and weaknesses of the CP process and identify best practices guidelines

(Schuett, Selin, and Carr 2001; Gunton and Day 2003; Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004).

3



The School of Resource and Environmental Management (REM) at Simon Fraser

University has undertaken a multi-stage analysis of the collaborative planning process,

using BC's LRMPs to review case study examples of the processes and outcomes ofCP.

This analysis ofBC's collaborative planning experience has occurred in three phases.

The first phase, which took place from 1990-1992, reviewed the theoretical

approaches to decision making, and examined the current institutional structures for land

management (Cullen 2006; Gunton 1992). The second phase of research, which occurred

from 1992-1996, began reviewing early collaborative planning efforts in BC, including

early LRMP and CORE land use processes (Tamblyn and Day 1998; Parker 1998;

Penrose, Day, and Roseland 1998). The third and current phase of research is threefold

in its mandate:

1. To conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the LRMP process in BC;

2. To survey process participants and establish best practices in land use

policy;

3. To assess current provincial implementation and monitoring practices.

(Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004)

This evaluation of the HGLRMP falls within the third phase of research, and will

allow for a more complete understanding of the numerous successes and challenges of

the CP process as a method of achieving sustainability in British Columbia's coastal

communities. Another important component of this research is that it presents an in-depth

review of the challenges of First Nations engagement in land use planning, thus

contributing to the establishment of best practices for working with First Nations.

1.3.1 Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of the HGLRMP evaluation is threefold.

1. To evaluate the effectiveness ofCP in creating a sustainable land and

resource management plan for Haida Gwaii;

4



2. To determine if certain specific innovations in the HGLRMP process were

successful in addressing deficiencies of previous CP efforts in British

Columbia, and in improving the level of First Nations participation in land

use planning;

3. To examine and evaluate the various elements ofCP as an approach to

sustainable land use planning more generally.

1.3.2 Methodology

Methodology for the assessment of CP has been well developed in the literature

by Innes and Booher (1999), Cormick et al. (1996), Campbell and Floyd (1996), Harter

(1997), Gunton, Day and Williams (2003), and Frame, Gunton and Day (2004).

The ongoing collaborative planning research being done at REM has consistently

used a specific methodology designed by Frame (2002) to evaluate various LRMP

processes:

1. Complete a literature review related to the theory of dispute resolution and
collaborative planning;

2. Complete a literature review of planning and policy in BC with emphasis on the
history of cross-cultural collaboration and First Nations engagement;

3. Review the LRMP process for British Columbia and the Haida Gwaii region;

4. Survey Haida Gwaii LRMP Process Participants;

5. Evaluate the Haida Gwaii LRMP in terms of process criteria and outcome criteria

6. Incorporate the Haida Gwaii case study results into a CP database;

7. Identify key findings and make recommendations on how to manage CP
processes effectively by developing best practice guidelines.

5



1.4 Report Outline

Chapter two of this report outlines the history and evolution of CP as a land use

planning model, as well as the methodological framework for evaluation. Cross-cultural

collaboration and the future of collaborative planning are also addressed in chapter 2.

Chapter 3 examines land use planning in British Columbia, with specific emphasis on the

LRMP process and the Haida Gwaii experience. Chapter 4 summarizes the research

findings, and concluding remarks and recommendations can be found in chapter 5.

6



2 COLLABORATIVE PLANNING

Through decades of planning practice it has become apparent that there is a

notable divide between the 'high-ground' of conservation science and planning theory

and the 'swampy lowland' of planning in practice (Salafsky et al. 2002). While

conservation science and planning theory offer concrete and delineated methods based on

scientific and social research, on-the-ground planning practice is informed by a complex

host of biological, social, economic, and institutional factors which, if not adequately

addressed, can 'muddy the waters' of management and can ultimately lead to failure

(Salafsky et al. 2002).

This chapter will draw on the evolution of planning theory and examine strengths

and weaknesses of several planning models and their respective methodologies. This

chapter will review the limitations of the technocratic, rational-comprehensive approach

to land use planning, and track the changes that occurred within the planning profession,

from the advocacy model of the 1970's to current collaborative planning (CP) model

(Cormick et al. 1996; Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000; Carr, Selin, and Schuett 1998). This

chapter will establish how collaborative planning has evolved as a viable and useable

alternative to the technocratic, centralized planning model that has conventionally

dominated the planning profession. CP will then be evaluated for its strengths and

weaknesses, with a brief speculation as to the future of CP as a planning model. Finally,

the evaluative framework and methodologies for the CP research will be explained, and

research challenges and limitations will be addressed.

2.1 The Evolution of Collaborative Planning

The 20th century saw a marked increase in strategic land use planning in British

Columbia, with the added complexities of addressing an increasingly involved and aware

public, managing for environmental sustainability, and incorporating First Nations into

land use planning (Bryner 1999, Owen 1998). These new and complex issues demanded

7



a fresh perspective on land use planning. The technocratic approach to planning was ill

equipped to handle the planning challenges of the 20th century. In response, planners and

resource managers began looking for a new toolkit, and turned to the literature in public

participation, civic science, power relations, adaptive management, and communicative

rationality to give them the tools they needed to adapt to the changing environment of

resource management (Krajnc, 2002; Moote et al. 1997; Innes and Booher 1999). What

has developed in response to this professional outreach is a variety of alternative planning

models, including the advocacy model, alternative dispute resolution (ADR), the

mediation model, ecosystem-based management, strategic planning, and collaborative

planning (CP).

2.1.1 The Limits of the Technocratic Approach to Planning

The western perception of the natural world has historically been informed by the

reductionist, scientific worldview that was the hallmark of western modernism, which

flourished from the late 19th to the mid 20th century (Lockwood, Worboys, and Kothari

2006). This perspective demanded a separation of man from nature and the reduction of

nature into smaller, more manageable scales to be studied and recorded (Lockwood,

Worboys, and Kothari 2006). It was with the aid of these modernist theoretical

underpinnings that the technocratic model of planning emerged.

As a centralized, top-down, state-based model of planning, the technocratic

model, also called the 'rational-comprehensive' model, is anti-participatory in nature and

focuses exclusively on the natural and physical sciences in the decision-making process

(West and Brechin 1991). The technocratic approach to land use planning relies on

independent experts and scientific analysis to determine land use designations through

rational deduction and comprehensive examination (Murray 2005; Gunton and Day

2003). While the technocratic model is still frequently used in land use planning,

research has shown that technocratic planning has several weaknesses.

The technocratic model was historically promoted by planners as a method of

planning which successfully avoided political bias and presented clearly justifiable

decision criteria based on hard scientific evidence (Lockwood, Worboys, and Kothari
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2006). However, by the mid 1960's critics were quick to point out the significant

weaknesses to this approach to planning (Murray 2005).

The failure of the technocratic approach is summarized by four interrelated

elements:

1. The tendency for planners to promote themselves as experts focused on the
scientific dimensions ofplanning.

This has led to a distinct disregard for social considerations, value-choice and
distributive questions, and political dimensions to planning. Resource managers
may therefore define problems too narrowly, or favour quantitative data over
intuitive understanding and localized knowledge (Cardinali and Day 1998).

2. The assumption that there is a homogenous public interest that can be
scientifically derived.

Assuming that values and goals of plans are universal in nature and can be
scientifically derived ignores the diversity of interests that are inherent in any
planning process (Lockwood, Worboys and Kothari 2006).

3. The lack ofpublic participation

A lack of public participation can lead to a general public distrust in government
planning institutions (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000). The rationalized and
centralized approach to resource management offered through the technocratic
model does little to address the socio-political and environmental complexities
which shape public opinion.

4. The tendency for planners to favour efficiency over effectiveness

Technocratic planners may overlook the practical issues of environmental
sustainability, poverty, and social health in favour of economic efficiency and
maximizing resource potential (Susskind et al. 2003).

In short, the science-based technocratic model does not fit well with the political

framework within which it must operate, and has led to ineffective plan implementation

public alienation, cross-cultural conflict, and environmental degradation. (Gunton and

Day 2003; Cardinali and Day 1998).
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2.1.2 An Alternative to the Technocratic Model: The Advocacy Approach

As the shortcomings of the technocratic approach became increasingly apparent to

resource professionals throughout the 1960'sand 1970's, they turned to new models for

resource management and land use planning. Two of these approaches are the advocacy

approach to planning, which attempts to address the lack of stakeholder power in the

planning process, and the mediation approach to planning, which attempts to integrate the

interests of various stakeholders.

Advocacy planning assumes resource management and land use planning are

value-laden processes that are products not only of scientific expertise, but also processes

influenced by political motivation and power distributions (Gunton and Day 2003). By

explicitly acknowledging the issues of power and equity in the planning process,

advocacy planners aim to bring otherwise disaffected stakeholders and interest groups

into the planning arena. Advocacy planners often target a redistribution of resources,

with emphasis on minority groups and other stakeholders that were previously perceived

as disempowered or otherwise underprivileged. While the advocacy approach was very

popular in the 1960s as a means of addressing failed urban renewal schemes and

attacking the 'war on poverty' , it is not universally applicable, and it has several

limitations (Susskind, Wansem and Ciccarelli 2003).

For example, advocacy planners often tum to the justice system to resolve cases

of unequal access to resources. This promotes expensive litigation and subsequently

fosters a win-lose mentality among competing stakeholders. While certain groups may

improve their temporary condition and achieve short-term gain, the advocacy approach

tends to promote conflict between stakeholders and polarize interest groups. Because the

advocacy model does not provide a means by which to resolve underlying differences

among participants, conflict may continue to grow regardless of the final outcome of the

litigation. Therefore while the specific issues at hand may appear resolved, affected

parties may be left disappointed with the decision and hostile towards other participants,

making future cooperation unlikely at best (Susskind, Wansem, and Ciccarelli 2003).
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2.1.3 The Emergence of the Collaborative Planning Model

The introduction of social sciences, ecology, participatory democracy, traditional

ecological knowledge, and adaptive management into the discipline of resource

management allowed for a radical departure from earlier techniques, and are-evaluation

of the role of the professional planner (Lockwood, Worboys, and Kothari 2006;

McNamee 2003). Planning practitioners and researchers have now moved towards

planning frameworks that recognize that biodiversity and environmental protection is

most effective when it occurs in collaboration with local communities, and when it exists

within-rather than in spite of-the larger social, cultural and economic context of the

region (Alcorn 1993; Lane 2001).

2.1.4 Collaborative Planning

The use of mediation in planning encourages options for mutual gain and fosters

stakeholder participation in the decision-making process. Mediation utilizes a controlled

process of negotiation and problem solving that integrates the interests of various

stakeholders through facilitated agreement (Susskind, Wansem, and Ciccarelli 2003;

Gunton and Day 2003). Proponents of the mediation approach claim mediation creates

win-win situations, where stakeholder relationships are improved, or at least left intact.

Collaborative planning (CP) has evolved out of the mediation approach, as an

alternative that seeks to address the inefficiencies of technocratic and advocacy

approaches to land use planning. Collaborative planning (CP) is a consensus-based

approach to land use planning, which uses face-to-face, interest-based negotiation among

relevant stakeholders, with a goal of establishing sustainable land use strategies by way

of consensus and shared decision-making (Gunton and Day 2003). The CP model offers

a unique alternative to the more traditional forms of land use planning by encouraging

stakeholders most affected by land use practices to actively engage to develop innovative

and sustainable solutions for their land base. While CP is similar to the mediation

approach in its mutual gain options and interest-based negotiation, CP goes further than

mediation, by giving stakeholders control of the planning process.
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While the collaborative model also embraces an adaptive and holistic

management processes, its management focus is on reaching stakeholder consensus and

shared decision-making to achieve effective management plans. The fundamental goals

of CP include the creation of a consensus-based plan that addresses the mutual interests

of all involved parties. By creating options for mutual gain, a win-win environment is

created among stakeholders, which is believed to have numerous benefits, including but

not limited to:

• Increased probability of plan implementation;

• Reduced probability of protest or civil disobedience;

• Formation of a plan which reflects broad public interests;

• Creation of social capital and improved relationships between stakeholders.
(Finnigan, Gunton, and Williams 2003)

Because the collaborative model is stakeholder driven, each planning process is

self-designed by process participants. However, there remains a general methodology

that can be applied to a majority of collaborative planning processes, explained in figure

2.1 below.

Table 2.1: Methodology for Collaborative Planning Model

TABLE 2.1

METHODOLOGY FOR COLLABORATIVE PLANNING MODEL

Step 1: Design the Process

• Identify planning team and relevant stakeholders

• Establish mechanisms that enable all stakeholders to engage with the process

Step 2: Collect relevant data

• Identify critical issues, threats, and opportunities through stakeholder discussion
and relevant scientific and traditional knowledge

Step 3: Develop goals, objectives, and targets

• Establish priorities and identify common interests among stakeholders
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• Brainstorm ecological and social objectives and indicators

Step 4: Develop actions and strategies

• Identify options that may be effective in meeting objectives of plan

• Use of workshops, focus groups, and outreached may be used to promote
creativity and integrate local knowledge into the development of strategies

Step 5: Evaluate and choose management strategies

• Stakeholder review of potential strategies to meet objectives

• Selection of strategies to be implemented

Step 6: Implement management plan

• Create an implementation program and implement strategies

• Stakeholder involvement to continue through implementation phase

Step 7: Monitor and review

• Assess success of management strategies

• Decide if current strategies are effective in reaching targets

• Reconvene stakeholders and revise plan as required

adapted from Lockwood, Worboys, and Kothari 2006

2.2 Advantages of Collaborative Planning

Collaborative planning (CP) emerged in response to a changing attitude in

resource management. As the public demanded a greater role in land use planning and

sustainability became a priority of both citizens and governments, planners both in

British Columbia and across the globe began implementing CP methods to create

resource and land use plans.

Historically, land use planning, and resource management more generally, has

tended to create conflict among various stakeholders. CP allows planners and resource

managers to restructure the planning process, prevent or reduce destructive conflict, and

avoid or ameliorate the adversarial battling that typically occurs in the course of

technocratic and advocacy planning. By applying CP techniques to the planning process,
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previously destructive conflict among stakeholders becomes productive conflict, allowing

for innovative and creative problem solving and mutual-gain solutions (Duffy, Roseland,

and Gunton 1996).

While an effective and implementable plan is obviously a key criterion for

success, advocates of the CP model contend that the CP process is not only about creating

a workable land use plan, but also about experimenting, creating relationships,

establishing trust among stakeholders, and building shared meanings (Innes and Booher

1999). Proponents of the CP model maintain that these second and third order effects are

as important as the actual creation of a land use plan, and should therefore be included in

any evaluation of collaborative planning (Innes and Booher 1999; Wondolleck and

Yaffee 2000; Carr, Selin, and Schuett 1998).

While numerous tangible and intangible benefits to CP are often cited in the

literature (Innes and Booher 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000; Carr, Selin, and Schuett

1998; Duffy, Roseland, and Gunton 1996), there are four distinct benefits that should be

addressed directly, as they offer a comprehensive and encompassing perspective on the

social and environmental benefits of using the CP process for resource and land use

decisions. These benefits are: the creation of high-quality, stable agreements; an

increased opportunity for plan implementation; the creation of social capital and positive

stakeholder relationships; and improvements in ecological integrity. The following

sections will address each of these benefits in greater detail.

2.2.1 Quality Agreements

One reason why CP encourages high-quality, stable agreements is that joint

learning and shared knowledge among stakeholders, using information and technology

that comes from a source perceived as legitimate and unbiased, gives the stakeholder

group the tools necessary to create realistic, implementable, long-tenn solutions

(Susskind, Wansem and Ciccarelli 2003). If the infonnation given to process participants

is viewed as suspect or bias, it can damage the working relationship of the group and

limit options for creativity. CP strives to ensure that infonnation and technology received

by the stakeholder group comes from an independent body, so that participants can trust
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the information they are given and work together towards creating solutions (Innes and

Booher 1999).

A second reason why CP creates high quality agreements is that through joint

fact-finding and group research, knowledge from multiple sources can be integrated into

the decision making process. This allows for diverse groups such as resource extractors,

environmental advocates, community groups, and First Nations to incorporate their

unique knowledge of the area into the final plan. By establishing a more holistic

perspective of the resource values and land use options for the region in question, the

planning table can produce a plan that is more likely to address the multi-dimensional

values of the area (Murray 2005). This holistic and inclusive approach to land use

planning has been shown to reduce the probability of conflict, litigation, and civil

disobedience, as the underlying interests which spawn such events would have been

addressed and incorporated into the final agreement (Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000; Carr,

Selin and Schuett 1998). Consequently, CP agreements are innovative, inclusive and

well informed.

2.2.2 Implementation

An essential component of any successful land use plan is a final agreement on

how to proceed with resource management for the specified region. While the

technocratic approach to planning was fairly efficient in creating plans, the plans were

often held up in litigation or with a general public challenge against the decision. In

more extreme cases civil disobedience may have resulted, which polarizes the respective

stakeholders, delays implementation, and creates mistrust of government officials

(Moote, McClaran and Chickering 1997).

Using CP to create land use agreements has been found to resolve many of the

issues listed above. As CP encourages stakeholders to create the plan, each stakeholder is

partly responsible not only for the final agreement, but also for the process used to bring

the agreement into fruition. This system has been found to create plans that are more

stable than traditional plans (Susskind, Wansem and Ciccarelli 2003; Innes and Booher

1999).
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Implementation failure most often occurs when planners and resource managers

underestimate the complexity of activities and interests within a given area, consequently

creating plans which are ineffective in their desired outcome. As CP allows for the

creation of a comprehensive plan that incorporates a larger variety of activities and

interests, the chance of implementation failure is reduced (Albert, Gunton, and Day 2003)

CP also promotes improved implementation in that there is there is a high level of

compliance among stakeholders (Susskind, Wansem and Ciccarelli 2003). As the CP

process encourages stakeholders to work together to develop the final plan, process

participants develop a collective goal of achieving agreement. This in tum gives

stakeholders a sense of ownership over the plan (Murray 2005).

2.2.3 Improved Social Capital and Stakeholder Relations

Another frequently cited benefit of using CP in land use planning is the improved

relationships and communication amongst stakeholders, accomplished through joint

learning and trust building (Susskind, Wansem and Ciccarelli 2003; Fisher and Dry

1991). With increased trust and improved stakeholder relations, there is opportunity for

dialogue and knowledge sharing among competing interests, which can trigger a

perceptual change and joint-learning at a community level (Innes and Booher 1999).

The collaborative model aims to create a consensus-based plan that addresses the

mutual interests of all involved parties. By allowing an otherwise opaque planning

process to become transparent and citizen-driven, the CP models allows affected

stakeholders to weigh the social, environmental, and economic issues and jointly

determine the optimal strategies for their region through consensus and shared decision

making (Gunton and Day 2003). By establishing a respectful and positive working

relationship, potential conflict can be avoided as groups move away from destructive

confrontation, and towards accommodation and creating options for mutual-gain

(Cormick et al. 1996). This development of social capital has an intrinsic worth, by

establishing norms and values that act to foster trust and understanding within the lager

group. This improves the opportunity for meaningful negotiation and dialogue among
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parties, not only during the exercise in question, but also in future encounters among

participants (Fukuyama 1995).

2.2.4 Ecological Integrity

Ecological integrity and sustainable resource management have risen in

importance over the last several decades. Although early efforts to place biodiversity

conservation and sustainable development on the global agenda were successful, such as

UNESCO, IUCN, and the UNEP, it was the 1987 WCED document Our Common

Future, also known as the Brundtland report, which catalyzed sustainable development

and biodiversity conservation as a key component to our future success (WCED 1987).

For the first time on the international stage, sustainable management and protection of

natural resources was promoted as an intrinsic step towards development and socio

economic well-being (Robinson 2006). This keystone report has since gained

international acclaim as a progressive and defining work for the sustainability initiative.

A key message within Our Common Future is that increased public participation

is integral to sustainable development (WCED 1987,63). Indeed, advocates of the CP

model contend that collaborative resource management is more effective at creating

sustainable options than non-collaborative efforts (Owen 1998; Birkhoff and Lowry

2003; Cormick et al 1996). This may be due to the multiple forms of knowledge and

community learning that occurs with collaboration. By allowing scientific, spiritual,

ethical and emotional rationale to inform the decision process, there can be a greater and

more holistic interpretation of the various economic, ecological and social values

occurring within the plan area (Jackson and Curry 2004).

2.3 Criticism of Collaborative Planning

2.3.1 Power Relationships of Stakeholders

Abuses of power can come in various forms. Local elites can exert political

pressure by using their position of influence (Murray 2005; Bradshaw 2003). Powerful

economic interests can use their strong connections with government or their unique

position as a primary community employer to bias decisions or pursue alternative
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avenues to achieve their interests (Gunton and Day 2003). Finally, government can

unduly influence the process by way of limiting available information or by constraining

alternatives (Murray 2005).

Another area where power relationships and potential for power imbalance is

evident is in the challenge of getting all stakeholders together and engaged. Industry and

government are better equipped to fulfill the time requirements of a CP process, as

industry and government representatives at the table are generally paid by their respective

employers for their participation in and contributions to the process. Members of the

public, however, may have to take time out of their schedule and volunteer their time and

resources (Finnigan, Gunton, and Williams 2003). This presents an equity issue whereby

certain table members have an advantage over others. This is further reflected in the

findings of Carr, Selin, and Schuett (1998) where a study of CP initiatives in the US

Forest Service found that while government employees found the time required to

complete the process reasonable, external stakeholders felt that the process was overly

time-consuming and costly in terms of time invested.

Finally, the power each stakeholder has at the table is directly linked to his or her

'best alternative to negotiated agreement,' or BATNA. Some stakeholder groups, such as

resource extractors, have historically dealt directly with governments over land use and

resource allocation decisions. As such, they may perceive that if negotiations should

happen to not favor their interests, they can appeal directly to the government to remedy

any perceived wrongs. As such, these groups have a high BATNA. Other groups, such

as local recreation or environmental interests, may lack sufficient funding or connections

to pursue their interests in another forum. As such, these groups have a low BATNA.

When BATNAs of participants vary dramatically, power imbalances can occur, whereby

the group with the higher BATNA may intimidate other participants or hold undue

influence in the negotiations (Finnigan, Gunton, and William 2003). As such, it is

important that the respective government ensure that all parties understand the

consequences of not reaching negotiated agreement.
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2.3.2 Process as Not Accountable

There has been a criticism that the CP process reflects a relatively narrow range of

interests and that those interests are unrepresentative of the broader public interest

(Beierle and Cayford 2002). As a stakeholder group by definition is constructed of a

limited number of relevant interested parties, often in the form of organized groups, there

is a criticism that the process is undemocratic and may not represent all of the broader

public concerns (Gunton and Flynn 1992).

2.3.3 Time Constraints and Other Logistical Barriers

There are multiple organizational and institutional challenges to initiating a CP

process. As stakeholders come from a diverse range of interests and positions, there is a

potential for a substantial level of resentment among stakeholders. A challenging

working relationship and the time and facilitation required to overcome the antagonism

felt between parties constitutes a sizeable expenditure of both time and resources (Gunton

and Day 2003). This issue becomes even more difficult to address when faced with the

institutional reluctance to hand over power to stakeholder groups due to their institutional

bias, which favors quantitative data over participatory design and localized knowledge

(CardinalI and Day 1998).

2.3.4 LCD Approach to Land Use Planning

A common criticism of the CP approach to planning is that consensus-based

decision-making can lead to a 'lowest common denominator' effect, whereby second-best

solutions and vague language are a result of stakeholders trying to develop an outcome

suitable to all participants (Susskind, Wansem, and Ciccarelli 2003; Margerum 1999).

The resulting plan may therefore avoid or defer difficult issues to a later date in order to

reach consensus, or may weaken the language of the plan to the point where planning

practitioners lack the guidance needed to implement the plan effectively (Margerum

1999; Gunton and Day 2003).
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2.4 CP Evaluation

As collaborative planning continues to emerge as an increasingly popular

alternative mode of land use planning, it is important to ensure that an empirical

evaluation of the collaborative process occurs (Innes and Booher 1999; Gunton and Day

2003). Although collaborative planning is relatively new, there have been several

notable evaluations of the CP process. These include both evaluations of individual

processes, such as Cullen (2006) and McGee (2006) and meta-analysis of multiple

processes, such as Frame, Gunton, and Day (2004), Leach et al. (2002), Susskind,

Wansem, and Ciccarelli (2003), and Margerum (1999).

One of the greatest difficulties in measuring the success of a collaborative

process is that it is not readily comparable to other, non-participatory planning processes

because the different processes do not occur side by side in similar planning

environments where all other factors that could affect planning are held constant (Gunton

and Day 2003). While a collaborative process is made up of a unique set of stakeholders

and issue groups, a non-collaborative process has different structure for decision-making.

This makes evaluation and comparison of CP relative to non-collaborative processes

difficult, due to the lack of comparable control groups (Gunton and Day2003).

Although the evaluation of collaborative planning has proved challenging, a body

of research has emerged documenting the strengths and weaknesses of CP (Moote,

McClaran, and Chickering 1997; Carr, Selin, and Schuett 1998; Innes and Booherl999;

Margerum 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000; Leach et al. 2002; Gunton and Day 2003;

Susskind, Wansem, and Ciccarelli 2003; Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004; Cullen 2006;

McGee 2006). Several case studies of collaborative planning processes, both

within British Columbia and internationally, are discussed below.

2.4.1 Case Studies in Collaborative Planning in British Columbia

Over 93% ofland in British Columbia is public crown land, with a majority of it

being covered by coniferous forest. Land use disputes in BC occur frequently, with

environmental NGOs and community groups taking issue with forestry practices and the
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provincial government's decisions on land use within in the province. According to

McAllister (1998), much of this conflict came:

As a result of procedural dysfunction, whereby land use decisions
frequently become the subject of judicial review, civil
disobedience and blockades, and high-profile media campaigns
which receive both domestic and international attention. In
reaction, governments made decisions on an issue-by-issue basis in
the absence of any overall formal planning process ... [which is]
something that is not affordable environmentally or economically.
(127)

Beginning in 1992, the provincial government initiated the Commission of

Resource and the Environment (CORE) with the goal of resolving land use disputes and

increasing sustainability through shared-decision making and public participation. CORE

initiated four processes throughout the province: Vancouver Island, Cariboo-Chi1cotin,

West Kootenays, and East Kootenay-Boundary area. CORE was the very first process in

Canada which attempted to use the principles of collaborative planning to

comprehensively approach environment and land use issues at such a large scale (Owen

1998).

While CORE's experiment with shared decision making redefined the role of

stakeholders in the land use planning process in BC, it was generally regarded as

unsuccessful, as none of the four CORE processes managed to reach a full consensus,

although several important sub-agreements were reached. McAllister (1998) points out

six key weaknesses that may have made consensus difficult and which eventually led to

the termination of the CORE initiative in 1996. These include:

1. A lack of political support beyond the initial vision of the process, which

resulted in difficulties crafting and structuring the process;

2. A lack of adequate public representation, resulting in special interests

dominating the process;

3. As CORE was the first of its kind, it was a novel and radical concept and

could not draw from previous case studies or examples for support or advice

on process structure;
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4. An unrealistic 18 month time constraint placed on process participants, by

which time consensus must have been reached or the decision would go to

the government;

5. New sweeping legislation, such as the Protected Areas Strategy and the

Forest Practices Code, were enacted during the CORE processes, which had

to be considered and integrated into the table decisions mid-way through the

process;

6. A lack of an effective dispute resolution mechanism. The Cabinet remained

as the dispute resolution body, which removed the participants for the

dispute resolution process, an important component of collaborative

planning.

While the CORE process is considered overall to have suffered from several

design flaws (McAllister 1998; Owen 1998) it did act to institutionalize the inclusion of

environmental values in the land use planning process, redefining the way land use

decisions are made in BC (McAllister 1998). While it was recognized that the CORE

process would not work as the strategic planning model for British Columbia, it was also

recognized that the days of technocratic, government-led land use planning were over.

The CORE process acted as a catalyst, redefining the role of the citizen in land use

decisions and entrenching the expectation of meaningful public participation (McAllister

1998). As an experiment in public process, CORE encouraged BC to redesign and re

tool shared decision making and interest-based negotiation to address weaknesses in the

CORE process. What developed was the Land and Resource Management Planning

(LRMP) process.

The LRMP process utilizes the strengths of shared-decision making and interest

based negotiation while modifying the structure, scope, and timeline of the process to be

more accountable, transparent, and effective. The result is the most comprehensive

application of collaborative planning across the globe (Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004).

LRMPs have been established for nearly the entire land base of British Columbia, using

the principles of collaborative planning and the lessons learned from the CORE process

to create land use plans for a vast majority of the land base. In her comprehensive study
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on the LRMP process up to 2002, Frame (2002) evaluated 17 LRNIPs completed or

nearing completion in British Columbia.

Frame (2002) began with a literature review of collaborative planning, where she

was able to develop a framework for evaluation, which included 14 process criteria and

11 outcome criteria. She then proceeded to evaluate 17 LRMP processes based on how

well each process met the evaluation criteria, using a comprehensive survey sent to 767

process participants from all 17 LRMP processes, with a response rate of 35% (Frame,

Gunton, and Day 2004).

Frame discovered that 93% of LRNIPs had reached agreement, and 90% of

respondents felt that they had gained knowledge, understanding, and skills through

participating in the process. Furthermore, 82% of respondents noted a significant

improvement in their relationships with other table members and a building of social

capital, 64% of respondents were satisfied with the process, and 92% admitted a deeper

understanding of the range of issues and values that need to be considered during the land

use planning process (Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004). Although only 53% of

respondents felt that conflict was reduced and only 56% felt that there was equal

opportunity at the table, 78% of respondents still felt that their participation was valued

and made a difference in the final decision, and 69% felt that the CP model was the best

way to conduct land use planning (Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004).

Since the Frame (2002) study, several other LRMP evaluations have taken place,

using the evaluation framework developed in the Frame (2002) study. These include an

evaluation of both the North (McGee 2006) and Central Coast (Cullen 2006) LRMP

processes. These were distinct from earlier LRMP processes due to an evolving

relationship between First Nations and the province, as well as the use of an independent

information team to gather necessary technical data. Ecosystem-based management

principles also played a much larger role in the North and Central Coast processes than in

earlier LRMPs. The findings of the North Coast LRMP study and the Central Coast

LRMP study had similar findings to that of Frame (2002).
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2.4.2 Non-Canadian Case Studies of Collaborative Planning

Although British Columbia has been a leader in applying the principles of

collaborative planning, stakeholder-based collaborative processes are occurring

throughout the world. Several cases in the United States and Australia have been

evaluated to determine the strengths and weaknesses of the collaborative process.

Carr, Selin, and Schuett (1998) undertook an evaluation of a collaborative process

applied by the US Forest Service (USFS) for managing the US national forest. Using a

total of 113 forest service employees and 15 stakeholder groups from different spheres of

interest, the study analyzed the primary barriers to implementation in the stakeholder

driven forest management process. Using personal interviews and phone surveys, the

researchers developed three key findings:

• civic literacy is a necessary component of the process;

• collaborative planning is crucial to the evolution of the USFS;

• risk-taking and trust-building are two way streets.
(Carr, Selin, and Schuett 1998)

On a scale from 1-7, 1 being 'strongly disagree' and 7 being 'strongly agree', the

analysis of survey results showed that support for the collaborative process was ranked at

6.75 for Forest Service employees and 5.8 for non-Forest Service employees,

demonstrating a high level of support for the collaborative process both within and

outside of the Forest Service (Carr, Selin, and Schuett 1998). Both groups also noted

improved relationships and increased knowledge as major benefits of the process. Forest

Service employees also noted that the reduction in appeals and lawsuits was a major

benefit to come out of the process. The one major barrier to effective and meaningful

collaboration was the institutional organizational culture of the USFS. Forest Service

participants stated that the USFS personnel reward structure, line item funding

procedures, and constraining regulations made implementing a meaningful collaborative

process difficult (Carr, Selin, and Schuett 1998).

A second U.S. study, completed in 2002, evaluated 44 collaborative watershed

management processes in California and Washington that had occurred between 1995
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and 1999. The study attempted to evaluate the collaborative approach to watershed

planning using multidimensional definitions of success - including perceived effects on

specific watershed problems, perceived effects on social capital and trust-building, extent

of agreement reached, implementation of agreement, monitoring, and outreach (Leach et

al. 2002). Leach et al. (2002) chose a random selection of 35 stakeholder-based

management processes in California and 9 stakeholder-based management processes in

Washington to conduct their study. Leach et al. (2002) used 157 personal interviews and

a mail-out survey that used a 7-point Likert scale to 1185 participants to evaluate the

management process. The response rate on the surveys was 65%.

Findings were generally positive in the Leach et al. (2002) evaluation. 84% of

participants agreed that the consensus-based approaches were the most suitable strategy

for resolving their watershed management issues. When asked to rank the perceived

effects of the process on human and social capital, 100% of the partnerships ranked at 4.5

or higher on a 7 point scale, with 7 being 'strong positive effect'.

One of the most significant finding of the Leach et al. (2002) study is that long

standing partnerships appear to score higher on all criteria than younger processes. For

example, 11 of the 44 partnership had been active for 60 months or more, and 100% of

those had reached agreement. 64% ofthose partnerships were in a stage of active

monitoring, and 10 of the 11 partnerships were conducting watershed restoration projects

(Leach et al. 2002). It appears from this study that 48 months is a reasonable time by

which to reach agreement and begin implementation, education and monitoring. In their

conclusion, Leach et al. (2002) state that:

Given the importance of partnership age, public officials and
funding agencies should be careful not to prematurely judge early
stage partnerships as failures. It takes time (typically 4 to 6 years)
to educate participants, overcome distrust, reach agreements,
secure funding, and begin implementation. (666)

A final example from the US experience is the 2003 study by the Consensus

Building Institute (CBI), which undertook a review of 100 cases of mediated land use

disputes across six distinct fields of planning, using participant interviews. The cases

were randomly chosen as a stratified sample across the Midwest, the North, the Pacific
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Coast, the Rockies, and the Southern United States. Of the cases chosen for evaluation,

two-thirds of them were settled, while one-third had yet to reach agreement.

The study focused on four areas of issue: (I) the satisfaction of stakeholders with

both the process and the outcomes, (2) the resolution of underlying issues and the

improvement in stakeholder relations, (3) the time and cost of the process, and (4) the

importance of the mediator. Stakeholders overall had a positive view of the process, with

an average satisfaction rating of 84.5%. In cases where an agreement had been reached,

92% of surveyed participants felt that their interests had been adequately addressed by

the final agreement (Susskind, Wansem, and Ciccarelli 2003). Additionally, 88% of

respondents noted that the solutions developed within the agreement were creative and

demonstrated a meaningful attempt at creating the best possible outcome for involved

parties (Susskind, Wansem, and Ciccarelli 2003). Even in cases where agreement had

not yet been reached, 65% of respondents felt that the process was helping to resolve

underlying conflict.

When asked if the mediation model was more efficient than other processes, 81 %

of respondents felt that the collaborative process saved both time and money in relation to

solving the matter through alternative processes, such as an appeal or lawsuit (Susskind,

Wansem, and Ciccarelli 2003). Finally, 80% of respondents claimed that reaching an

agreement would not have been possible without a mediator to facilitate discussion and

guide the process.

While the findings from the CBI study demonstrate support for the collaborative

process on multiple levels, the study does note several instances where the use of

mediated dispute resolution for land and resource issues may not be appropriate. These

instances include: when the decision is a precedent-setting event, when there is not

recognition of the rights of all parties, when there is a positional deadlock or total

stalemate, when funding is lacking, or when mediation is used to stall or delay rather than

to promote a mutual agreement (Susskind, Wansem, and Ciccarelli 2003).

Another area of the world that is actively experimenting with the principles of

collaborative planning is Australia. A 1999 study of collaborative initiatives in both

Australia and the United States demonstrates the widespread applicability of the
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collaborative process. Margerum (1999) reviewed 15 cases from Australia and 8 cases

from the US in order to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of collaborative planning

in watershed management. Margerum (1999) surveyed 100 US participants and 550

Australian participants using both closed and open-ended survey questions. Interviews

and secondary literature such as meeting minutes and final agreements were also used in

the evaluation. Margerum divided the evaluation into three core components:

achievements, products, and outcomes. Achievements included intangibles such as

building trust, gaining knowledge and creating networks. Products pertained primarily to

actual deliverables, such as the agreement itself, sub-agreements, and related documents.

Outcomes referred to a change in policy or priorities that emerged as a result of the

collaborative process (Margerum 1999).

While the study found that a majority of cases resulted in improved social capital,

networks, shared knowledge, and a general enthusiasm for the process, many participants

were concerned about a lack of progress beyond initial agreement. Margerum (1999)

notes three primary hurdles that need to be overcome to ensure an effective agreement.

These include: (1) the lack of strategic direction (2) the lack of adequate community

involvement and support, and (3) the lack of stakeholder commitment and agency

enthusiasm.

In the Australian cases, 70% of respondents felt that the agreement reached was

useful, although many added the caveat that more strategic direction would have helped

move the process forward. Upon examination of the US case documents, it appeared that

they also suffered from a general lack of strategic direction, with many lacking a process

for setting priorities (Margerum 1999).

When Australian participants were surveyed regarding their perception of whether

or not the process had adequate community involvement and support, only 27% of

respondents agreed that public involvement was sufficient (Margerum 1999).

The final hurdle - the lack of stakeholder commitment and agency enthusiasm 

relates to how stakeholder groups and government agency interact. The Australian cases

found that 60% of stakeholders trusted that the state government was committed to the

process, although this number fell to 45% when the jurisdiction was local. This is
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reinforced through a survey of government participants, 63% of whom believed that their

role was 'one-way' - acting to provide advice or give information rather than actively

participating and listening to community concerns (Margerum 1999).

In conclusion, the Margerum (1999) study found that collaborative initiatives in

both Australia and the US faired quite well in creating agreements and building trust and

social capital, but their success was somewhat tempered by a lack of institutional

commitment and a dearth of strategic direction.

2.5 Next Steps in Collaborative Planning: Research and Evaluation

Evaluations like those mentioned above from Frame, Gunton, and Day (2004),

Carr, Selin, and Schuett (1998), Leach et al. (2002), McAllister (1998), Cullen (2006),

McGee (2006), Susskind, Wansem, and Ciccarelli (2003), and Margerum (1999)

demonstrate progress in the analysis and examination of collaborative planning

processes. Unfortunately, evaluations tend to be isolated and case-specific, and lack

common evaluation criteria by which to assess performance both within and across

processes (Gunton and Day 2003, Todd 2001, Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004). This is

further complicated by the fact that evaluations of collaborative planning are most

effective if the evaluation is based on multidimensional criteria for success, rather than

whether or not an agreement was reached. This leads to complex evaluation processes

which mayor may not be applicable outside of the individual study. As explained in

Todd (2001):

It is time to adopt a uniform, measurable definition of what
constitutes effectiveness [in collaborative planning]. Most of the
researchers asked the negotiators to assess their process in their
own terms. Since each individual devises a slightly different
yardstick, we cannot compare across cases. Clearly it is time to
adopt a uniform measure of effectiveness that incorporates the
primary criteria proposed in many different studies (108-109).

If the evaluation of collaborative planning is to lead to the identification of best

practices guidelines, there must be a comprehensive empirical evaluation of collaborative

processes, with common evaluation criteria by which to assess performance (Gunton and

Day 2003; Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004). Comprehensive evaluation of the
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collaborative process is an integral next step in determining best practices in collaborative

planning.

Another area of research that should be further explored is discovering what

social, environmental, and economic preconditions are necessary for success of the

process, and what attributes most commonly determine success (Gunton and Day 2003;

Susskind, Wansem, and Ciccarelli 2003). Further research should also be undertaken to

determine when collaborative planning may not be successful, and how to overcome the

procedural and substantive obstacles that may hinder success (Susskind, Wansem, and

Ciccarelli 2003; Schuett, Selin, and Carr 2001; Margerum 1999). Common barriers noted

in case study evaluations include issues of institutional organization, stakeholder

engagement, and lack of strategic direction (Margerum 1999; Schuett, Selin, and Carr

2001; Carr, Selin, and Schuett 1998; McAllister 1998). It would be useful to further

research what specific characteristics make certain cases more amenable to a

collaborative process than others, and if strategies can be developed to break down the

barriers most common to successful implementation.

Finally, it is important not to focus exclusively on research and evaluation. In

order to strengthen the foundations of the collaborative process, it is essential to further

the theory of collaborative planning, as well as the practice. Murray (2005) discusses the

need to develop a cohesive description of collaborative planning theory and how it relates

to resource management and land use planning. Collaborative planning does not exist in

isolation, but rather within a larger organizational structure of laws, regulations, policies,

markets, and governance structures, which differ from jurisdiction to jurisdiction (Murray

2005). More discussion is warranted on how collaborative planning theory addresses

these institutional arrangements and external forces that invariably shape and affect the

collaborative process.

2.6 Collaborative Planning Evaluation Methodology

As noted in the previous section, further evaluation is critical to understanding the

strengths and weakness of the collaborative planning process. Moreover, comprehensive

empirical evaluation is most useful if common evaluation criteria are used to assess
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performance, as it will allow for case evaluations to be cross referenced and evaluated in

a meta-analysis (Todd 200 I; Gunton and Day 2003; Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004). The

evaluation framework presented in sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 below was developed by

Frame (2002) and consists of 25 process and outcome evaluation criteria by which to

assess land use and resource management in British Columbia. Frame's (2002)

framework was used in a comprehensive study of 15 LRMP processes and 4 CORE

processes in 2002, and has since been used by both Cullen (2006) and McGee (2006) in

evaluating the Central and North Coast LRMP processes in British Columbia.

Frame's (2002) methodology in developing her framework for evaluation began

with a literature review of collaborative planning principles and practice, as well as a

review on programme evaluation. Frame (2002) then developed 14 process criteria and

I I outcome criteria for evaluation by amalgamating key elements and general principles

from several different frameworks proposed in the literature into a single evaluation

framework. Literature used in the creation of Frame's (2002) evaluation framework

included: Gray (1985); Susskind and McMahon (1985); Caton Campbell and Floyd

(1996); Cormick et al. (1996); Hal1er (1997); Menkel-Meadow (1997); Moote et al.

(1997).

The following evaluation framework, developed by Frame (2002) and enhanced

by both Cullen (2006) and McGee (2006) will be used in the evaluation of the Haida

Gwaii LRMP process.

2.6.1 Process Criteria

Frame (2002) developed 14 process criteria which define desirable features of a

collaborative land use and resource management process. These criteria are explained in

table 2.2 below.

Table 2.2: Process Criteria for Haida Gwaii LRMP

TABLE 2.2
PROCESS CRITERIA
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1. Purpose and Incentives
The collaborative process is driven by a shared purpose, whereby all stakeholders
involved believe that the process will produce the best solution available, relative
to other available processes. Stakeholders negotiate in good faith with an ultimate
goal of reaching consensus agreement.

2. Inclusive Representation
Representation is inclusive if the following parties are involved: those directing
affected by or with a significant interest in the agreement, those necessary to
implement the agreement, those that may challenge or destabilize the final
agreement, especially non-activist and non-aligned members of the public, and the
relevant goverrunent authorities. Coalitions may be sought when interests between
stakeholder groups are comparable, to maintain a manageable table size and avoid
overlapping representation.

3. Voluntary Participation and Commitment

Stakeholders are participating in the process of their own volition and have a
genuine commitment to the process. No stakeholder is required to remain
involved in the process if they feel that the process is not serving them adequately.
This helps to ensure that table members respect each other and attempt to
incorporate all interests.

4. Self-Design
Flexibility allows participants to design a process and institute the ground rules
and objectives that best suit the circumstances of the particular group. All table
members are given an equal Oppoliunity to involve themselves in the design
process. Mediators and facilitators may propose design options, although the final
decisions over design are left to the table members.

5. Clear Ground Rules

Ground rules are created and a Terms of Reference is developed that addresses the
scope and mandate of the process, the roles and responsibilities of participants, a
code of conduct for interaction between participants, a clear description of the
term 'consensus', a defined method for resolving disputes, the use of sub-groups,
and a strategy for media and outreach. Rules should allow for flexibility and
adaptation.

I 6. Equal Opportunity and Resources

Every table member is able to participate effectively throughout the process. To
ensure that all parties have the opportunity and resources to participate, training in
consensus decision-making and negotiation are offered to participants, as well as
access to any information relevant to the decision-making process. Finally
adequate resources should be available to all participants.

7. Principled Negotiation and Respect

Diverse interests, values, and knowledge of all stakeholders are respected.
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Principled negotiation and respect allow for participants to learn from the
diversity of knowledge and interests at the stakeholder table. This type of
dialogue also encourages trust and honesty, and promotes interest -based
negotiation rather than positional bargaining.

8. Accountability
Paliicipants are held accountable to the collaborative process that they helped to
design, and public outreach occurs to keep the public up to date on the process.
This includes processes to confirm that the decisions of the stakeholder table are
representative of the interests of the broader public, as well as the interests of
those particiQating directly.

9. Flexible, Adaptive, Creative
The process is flexible enough and adaptive enough to allow for adjustments as
circumstances change and/or as stakeholders move through the collaborative
process. Creative and innovative problem-soJving allows for comprehensive and
integrated solutions.

10. High-Quality Information
Participants have adequate and accurate information that is given to them in a
timely fashion. The information is presented in such a way as to be clear to all
participants and is incor~orated in the decision-making process.

11. Time Limits
Time limits set for the group to reach consensus and develop a plan are reasonable
and realistic. The stakeholders recognize that if the deadline to reach agreement is
passed, an alternate decision will be imposed on the group.

12. Commitment to Implementation and Monitoring
Participants feel ownership and commitment towards the plan and feel a
responsibility towards implementing the final agreement. The agreement
incorporates an implementation and monitoring plan, as well as a system for
addressing issues that may arise.

13. Effective Process Management
ImpaJiial process staff are useful in managing the process and ensuring that
stakeholders do not suffer burnout. Effective process management will allow for:
the management and execution of a process plan, coordination and
communication, information management, meeting facilities, complete records of
all meetings and decisions, and administrative support. Impartial, non-affiliated
process staff may also perform a pre-negotiation assessment to ensure that all
stakeholders are identified and that a collaborative process is appropriate given the
circumstances of the situation.

14. Independent Facilitation
The use of a neutral facilitator or mediator that all parties can agree on is useful to
bring pmiies towards consensus. Trained facilitators ensure that all table members
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feel respected and secure. Facilitators also work to move parties away from
positional bargaining and towards interest-based negotiation, and to create a
balance of power among participants through equal opportunity to voice concerns
and ideas.

Adapted from Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004; McGee 2006; Cullen 2006

2.6.2 Outcome Criteria

Frame (2002) developed her outcome criteria in the same manner as her process

criteria; by integrating various frameworks from relevant authors in the field of

collaborative planning, primary using a combination of the frameworks set forth by both

Innes and Booher (1999) and Duffy et al. (1998). The resulting framework includes 11

outcome criteria explained in table 2.3 below.

Table 2.3: Outcome Criteria for the HGLRMP

TABLE 2.3
OUTCOME CRITERIA

1. Agreement
An agreement is reached that is acceptable to all parties involved. A high-quality
agreement is one that is feasible, stable, t1exible, adaptive, and implementable. If
full consensus agreement does not occur, sub-agreements and other minor
agreements may move parties forward even without reaching a full consensus
agreement.

2. Perceived as Successful
Stakeholders consider the process and outcomes to be a success, and are satisfied
with their role in the process. The overall experience of collaborative planning is
viewed positively by participants.

3. Conflict Reduced
Conflict is perceived as less than what it was prior to the collaborative process.
Pmiicipants feel that both the process and the outcomes have reduced the potential
for conflict over relevant issues.

4. Superior to Other Methods
The collaborative process is viewed by participants as superior to alternative
models of resource management and land use planning in terms of both costs and
benefits. Time, money, and resources should all be considered when weighting the
costs of the process relative to other processes. Benefits include both tangible
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(final agreement) and intangible (increased trust and social capital) products.

5. Innovation and Creativity
The process produces innovative and creative strategies and actions. The
principles of adaptive management are incorporated into the implementation of
the plan, and unsuccessful strategies will act to foster growth and understanding
which will inform the subsequent actions.

6. Knowledge, Understanding, and Skills

Participants increase their knowledge, understanding, and skills by partaking in
the collaborative process. Skills gained may include communication, negotiation,
and decision-making skills. Participants are also better informed as to the range of
issues involved and the underlying interests of the other participants.

7. Relationships and Social Capital
New relationships and increases in social capital occur as a result of the
collaborative process. This increase in social capital translates into a higher level
of trust, cooperation, and respect among table participants, as well as a reduction
in transaction costs.

8. Information
High quality information is available as a result of the collaborative process. Data
collection and analysis is done in such a way that it is accepted as accurate by all
participants. Joint-fact finding is used whenever possible to ensure that the
information is deemed legitimate by all group members. The information
collected during the process is then made available for general use.

1

9. Second-Order Effects
By working together on the collaborative process, participants reap second-order
benefits such as changes in behaviors and actions, spin-off partnerships, umbrella
groups, collaborative activities, new practices, or new institutions. Participants
may continue to collaborate with each other on projects outside the scope of the

, process.

10. Public Interest
The outcomes of the collaborative process are deemed to serve the greater public
interest, as well as the more specific interests of~rocess participants.

11. Understanding and Support of CP
Participants have a greater understanding and respect for the collaborative
process. Participants are in favor of continued use of collaborative planning as an
approach to decision making.

Adapted from Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004; McGee 2006
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2.7 Research Challenges and Limitations

While comprehensive, empirical evaluations of CP case studies are indispensable

in identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the CP process, and in identifying best

practices guidelines, there are limitations to CP evaluations. These limitations are as

follows:

• It is difficult to evaluate the performance of a control group that uses
collaborative planning to resolve a land use issue to another group that does
not use a CP process to resolve issues. The existence of many confounding
factors that affect planning make it difficult to isolate the specific impact of
CP on the process (Frame 2002; Gunton and Day 2003).

• There are methodological challenges to defining the success of CP processes
and outcomes within an acceptable range of statistical certainty (Gunton and
Day 2003). There are several distinct qualities, unique to the CP process,
which may prove difficult to capture through conventional evaluation (McGee
2006).

• The use of participant observation to evaluate LRMP processes and outcomes
may induce bias into the evaluation. This may occur because process
participants lack experience in other land use planning processes, which
would help them compare their experience with CP to their experiences with
other planning models (McGee 2006).
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3 LAND USE PLANNING IN BRITISH COLUMBIA AND
THE HAIDA GWAII EXPERIENCE

3.1 The History of Land Use Planning in British Columbia

British Columbia has a land base of over 947,000 sq kIn., which is four times

larger than the United Kingdom, and is home to over four million residents (Jackson and

Curry 2004). In BC, municipalities only make up 0.3% of the total land base, with

agricultural lands, water bodies, and private forest initiatives taking up another 7.7%

(Jackson and Curry 2004). The remaining 93% of land is public, also called 'Crown

land', and is managed by the provincial government. I As a large percentage of Crown

land is forested, the government has historically handed the mandate of managing Crown

land to the Ministry of Forests.

3.1.1 Ministry of Forests and Land Use Planning

From the 1870' s to the early 20th century, land leases and forest tenures were

granted freely to forest companies, with no overarching regulations or policies governing

timber extraction (Hayter 2003). Vast areas ofBC's forests were as degraded or

destroyed. Concern over the effects of uncontrolled harvesting resulted in MoF stopping

the granting of new timber leases in 1913 (Hayter 2003), and the first tree replanting

efforts began in 1930 (Bryner 1999). However, it was not until the passing of the Forest

Act in 1947 that the MoF began to establish an overarching plan for forestry management

in Be. The Forest Act was a technocratic approach to land use planning, and focused on

the concept of 'sustained yield' to guide management. The Act allowed for long-term

leases (Tree Farm Licenses) of Crown land to forestry companies, with the goal of

increasing a sense of ownership over the leasehold. This would theoretically switch the

focus from pure extraction and liquidation to maintenance and management. An 'Annual

Allowable Cut' (AAC) was also established, which defined the amount of timber that

I This number is changing as First Nations land claims are being negotiated throughout the province.
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could be harvested within a calendar year (Jackson and Curry 2004; Hayter 2003).

However, events after World War II led to a sharp rise in economic growth in BC, and

the sustained yield policies outlined in the"Forest Act (1947) were often ignored in favor

of higher levels of extraction to feed the growing demand for timber. From 1956 to 1976,

the AAC was increased by 400%, and new technologies made extraction quicker and

easier (Jackson and Curry 2004; Bryner 1999). BC forests were being logged at a rate

that was previously inconceivable and long-term sustainability and concerns over

resource depletion began to surface.

The Pearse Commission (1976) set out to review the forest resources in British

Columbia, and to evaluate current forestry practices. What followed was the Forestry

Act (1978), where non-timber resources were given greater emphasis within the MoF

(Jackson and Curry 2004). Recreational, environmental, and aesthetic values emerged as

relevant issues that had to be addressed in the planning process. This included

integrating timber extraction with factors such as wildlife, water, fish habitat, and tourism

(Jackson and Curry 2004). Although the early days of the Forestry Act (1978) seemed to

be moving towards sustainability planning and integrated management, it was not to last.

The structural challenges of bureaucratic organization, paired with a deep recession in the

early 1980's, proved too taxing for the province, and integrated management was

supplanted by 'sympathetic management', which lowered environmental standards and

shifted its focus towards maximizing extraction rather than long-term management

(Jackson and Curry 2004). Forestry companies were given greater freedom in the hopes

that the forest industry could pull BC out of its recession by capitalizing on mass timber

extraction. The loss of 20,000 jobs and $500 million in 1982 turned the forest industry

on its head, and acted as a catalyst for a new era in forest management (Hayter 2003).

3.1.2 A Shift in Public Perception and a 'War in the Woods'

While a shifting public perception regarding the nature ofBC's forests had been

occurring since the 1970's, it was the events of the 1980's and early 1990's that led to

major changes in the BC forest industry. Nonindustrial values begin to permeate the

agenda and environmental issues and previously marginalized actors (such as First

Nations) begin to reshape the discussion on resource use. Hayter (2003) explains that:
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...The Fordist boom also created an environmental CrISIS. The
intensity and scope of resource cycles has rapidly depleted
resources, and it threatened the nonindustrial values of resources
everywhere. In late Fordism, warnings pressed as "silent spring"
and "spaceship earth" evoked widespread public alarm over the
extent of environmental destruction, the loss of ecological and
cultural diversity, and resource scarcity. (709)

This fundamental shift in public perception led to protests and blockades on a

massive scale, protesting BC's logging practices and demanding a sustainable forest

industry. Valley by valley, ENGOs, First Nations, and individual citizens demonstrated

their discontent with civil disobedience and media campaigns (Owen 1998; Frame,

Gunton, and Day 2004; Jackson and Curry 2004). These environmental protests were

paired with First Nations refutations of government rights to grant timber licenses to

forestry companies, as much of the leased land in question was within areas of unsettled

land claims (Jackson and Curry 2004; Hayter 2003).

This combination of valley by valley protest, unflattering media attention, and the

resurgence ofland claims by First Nations prompted recognition that an overhaul in

forestry management and land use planning was in order. In 1988, government agencies,

industry and numerous public interest groups and private citizens sat together to develop

a draft agreement outlining the need for a new land use planning process for BC, termed

the 'Dunsmuir Agreement,' and less than a year later, the 'Roundtable on Environment

and Economy' was developed to address the issue of sustainable development (Cullen

2006; Jackson and Curry 2004). It was clear that British Columbians were demanding

greater environmental and social responsibility from their government. In 1991, the BC

New Democratic Party (NDP) ran their election campaign promising to resolve the 'war

in the woods' and to usher in a new era of sustainable land use planning in BC The public

agreed, and in 1991, the longstanding Social Credit government, who had dominated BC

governance since 1952, was defeated by the NDP.

3.1.3 A New Approach to Land Use Planning

With a new government came a major overhaul in land use policies and forestry

regulation. Using many of the ideas and principles put forward in the Dunsmuir
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Agreement and at the BC Roundtable for Environment and Economy, the NDP

aggressively moved forward with several major policy initiatives. These included: (l) a

new protected areas strategy which aimed to double the protected areas in BC, (2) an

Environmental Assessment Act to address gaps and weaknesses in earlier legislation, (3)

a Forest Practices Code to provide a transparent performance standard for the forest

industry and improve environmental conditions, (4) a system of timber supply reviews to

reassess AACs and ensure they fall within a sustainable yield framework, (5) a BC Treaty

Commission to settle unsettled land claims for BC First Nations, and (6) a strategic land

use planning system based on stakeholder collaboration and public participation (Jackson

and Curry 2004). Fundamental to the development of these initiatives was the

Commission on Resources and the Environment (CORE).

CORE was given the legislative mandate to "develop for public and government

consideration a British-Columbia wide strategy for land use and related resource and

environmental management (BC CORE Act s.4.1 1992)", guided by the five principles of

(1) sustainability, (2) public participation, (3) interagency cooperation, (4) alternative

dispute resolution, and (5) independent oversight of the entire process to ensure

transparency and accountability (Owen 1998). CORE utilized a collaborative approach

to land use planning when designing the new strategic planning system. While none of

the CORE processes reached full consensus, each of the four plans (Vancouver Island,

Cariboo-Chilcotin, East Kootenay, and West Kootenay-Boundary) were implemented

after further negotiation. Also, the lessons learned from the CORE processes were

invaluable in guiding the establishment of a new strategic planning process: Land and

Resource Management Plans (LRMPs).

3.1.4 The LRMP is Born

Land and Resource Management Plans (LRMPs) were initiated for the regions of

the province that had not been covered under the CORE processes. These regional

planning processes used the same collaborative efforts and participatory design as the

CORE process, and used the lessons learned in the CORE processes to fine-tune their

process design (McGee 2006). While the LRMP and the CORE processes were based on

the same central principles, the LRMPs had the benefit of improved design and increased
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awareness of the complexities of issues surrounding participatory process and land use

planning. The central principles applied in both CORE and LRMP processes include:

• Separate people from the problem: the personalities and character traits of the
individuals at the planning table should be separate from the issues being
addressed

• Identify the underlying interests ofeach stakeholder: ensure that interests
relevant to the agreement are accommodated

• Translate the interests at the stakeholder table into objectives: ensure that
objectives are able to be measured and evaluated

• Negotiate in goodfaith, and with the goal ofreaching mutual agreement:
avoid positional bargaining and other non-accommodating negotiation tactics

• Use interest-based objectives and evaluation criteria when developing and
considering various options

• Consider the effect ofnot reaching consensus agreement: think about the
alternatives to negotiated agreement and how these alternatives may affect
other stakeholders

(BC 1996; Owen 1998; Jackson and Curry 2004)

In 1996, the regional CORE processes was terminated and the LRMP process

continued on as the preferred method of regional planning for the province, under the

general management of the Land Use Coordination Office (LUCO) (Frame, Gunton, and

Day 2004).

With the election of a new provincial government in 2001, LUCO moved into the

Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management (MSRM), and then moved once more in

2005 into the Ministry of Agriculture and Lands (MAL). The most recent shuffle has

seen strategic land use planning and associated LRMP responsibilities fall to the

Integrated Land Management Bureau (lLMB), which is a department within MAL

(McGee 2006). As of May 2008, 24 LRMPs have been completed, covering nearly the

entire province. Only the Lillooet and Sea-to-Sky LRMPs have yet to reach a consensus

agreement (BC 2008e).

Table 3.1 below outlines the major events in BC's history that have led to the

current strategic land use planning process that is occurring throughout the province.
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Table 3.1: Chronology of Land use and Resource Management in British Columbia

Pre 1912 Forest tenures granted liberally

PIONEER ERA MoF in charge of land use planning

1912 Forest Act

EARLY 1913 MoF no longer granting new leases

REGULATION 1945 Sloan Commission

SUSTAINED YIELD 1947 Forest Act

& Post Rapid economic growth; 400% increase in AAC
I D STRIAL

WWll
GROWTH

1976 Pearse Commission
MULTIPLE USE

1978 Forest Act

1988 Dunsmuir Agreement

1990 BC Roundtable on Environment and Economy
CORE established

1992 LUCO established
Protected Areas Strategy released

TOWARDS 1993 LRMPs authorized by government

SU TAINABLE 1995 Forest Practices Code

MANAGEMENT 1996 CORE terminated
LRMPs maintained by LUCO

2001 MSRM takes over for LUCO

2005 ILMB takes on LRMPs and other strategic
planning throughout the province

12008 II LRMPs completed or IP for the entire province.
24 of26 completed

Hayter 2003; Cullen 2006;Cortex 2001

3.1.5 LRMP Principles and Process

While each LRMP process may progress somewhat differently depending on the

participants, the unique character of the area, the resources involved, and other logistical

or political characteristics, there are several elements common to all LRMP processes.

These principles are explained in detail in the Integrated Resource Planning Committee's

(IRPC) (1993) "Land and Resource Management Planning: A Statement of Principles

and Process." The principles are:
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• LRMPs are guided by provincial policies and approved regional plans;

• LRMPs provide direction for more detailed resource planning by government
agencies and the private sector;

• All resource values are considered in the LRMP process to ensure that land
use and resource management decisions are based on a comprehensive
assessment of resource values;

• Public participation is required in each LRMP. The public, aboriginal groups
and government agencies negotiate an agreement on the objectives and
methods of public participation at the outset of each LRMP project;

• Aboriginal people are encouraged to actively and directly participate in
LRMPs to ensure that decisions are sensitive to their interests. LRMP process
occurs without prejudice to treaty negotiations;

• LRMP is based on resource sustainability and integrated resource
management. Land use and resource management recommendations must be
within the environmental capacity of the land to sustain use;

• The objective is consensus on decisions and recommendations in LRMPs;

• LRMPs are prepared within the constraints of information, funding, and time;

• The goal of the LRMP process is to present to Cabinet ministers, designated
by the Cabinet Committee on Sustainable Development, a recommended
consensus agreement including a description of any scenarios considered;

• Land and Resource Management Plans will be reviewed and revised regularly
when major issues arise.

(BC IRPC 1993,3)

While the IRPC report highlights several principles fundamental to the LRMP

process, there are also several basic steps fundamental to the LRMP process. As LRMPs

began in 1992 and continue today, modifications have been made to the process to

address several concerns that have stemmed from previous processes. As such, the steps

outlined in Figure 3.1 remain very general, and may not completely represent each ofthe

steps taken in every LRMP process. For example, while step 5 indicates generating a

zoning map based on a four zone system, some LRMPs have chosen a six zone system.
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Figure 3.1: General Steps in the LRMP Process

FIGURE 3.1

GENERAL STEPS IN THE LRMP PROCESS

1. Establish a stakeholder table that encompasses all relevant interests;

• The stakeholder table will design and manage the process and ultimately
develop a land use plan to submit to government for approval

• An independent chair will manage each process. Support staff will also be
available for technical matters, data collection, and logistical issues

• A trained facilitator is available to aid in negotiation and train participants in
conflict resolution and shared-decision making

• Subcommittees may be formed to address specific issues

• Public participation will occur via outreach, open houses, and newsletters

2. Develop a Terms of Reference;

• As a group, the stakeholder table will establish table objectives, ground
rules, and procedures to guide them through conflict or impasse

3. Develop goals, objectives and issue identification;

4. Analyse data and develop suitability maps;

5. Generate land use options using a 4 zone approach;

• Zones should include some form of each of the following: protected area
zone (no extraction), special management zone (where extraction is limited
and environmental consideration is high), general resource extraction zone,
and an enhanced resource extraction zone.

6. Develop the final decision through consensus negotiation;

7. Submit the plan to the government for approval.

( Adapted from Frame, Gunton, and Day 2004)
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3.1.6 Sustainable Resource Management Plans and the LRlVIP Process

During the early 2000's, the MSRM, under the direction of the provincial

government saw an opportunity to further their strategic planning programme by

initiating local-level Sustainable Resource Management Plans (SRMPs). Because many

LRMPs across the province had been completed by the beginning of the 21 sl century, it

became apparent that it was time to delve deeper into the multi-level regional planning

program that had been initiated under the CORE processes.

While LRMPs tended to cover an area of more than 100,000 ha, SRMPs focused

on watershed scale plans, usually ranging from 50,000 to 100,000 ha (McGee 2006).

SRMPs take most of their management direction and zoning from the higher-level

LRMPs, and usually included old-growth management strategies, wildlife management,

economic development issues, tourism, recreation, and agriculture. As such, SRMPs act

to fill in the gaps between LRMPs and operational level plans (BC 2008e). While the

LRMP phase of strategic planning in British Columbia is now by and large in a phase of

implementation and monitoring, SRMPs continue to be developed as part of British

Columbia's land use planning strategy.

3.2 First Nations and Land Use Planning in Be

As ofthe 2001 census, there are over 170,000 individuals across BC that identify

as First Nations (BC 2001a). Because First Nations communities are present in and are

asserting land and treaty rights and title claims to all regions of British Columbia, it is

important to understand the legal context for First Nations involvement in land use

planning.

While most of Canada concluded treaties with First Nations, treaties have not

been concluded for most ofBC. This has left BC with an abundance of unresolved land

claims and has shaped the conflict surrounding land use and First Nations rights and title

(BC 2008f; Maybee and Hoberg 2006). Many of the culturally significant places to First

Nations rest on Crown land, and subsequently the responsibility for them is left to land

managers. These managers may lack the understanding to adequately address aboriginal

cultural values, which subsequently may get pushed aside for more lucrative commercial
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interests (Lewis and Sheppard 2005). It is issues like these that have created conflict and

fostered mistrust between First Nations and provincial land managers, and must be

addressed if both parties wish to move forward towards a more congenial working

relationship. This section will examine the concepts of 'aboriginal rights and title' and

the 'duty to consult', and how these concepts have played out in both a legal and practical

context.

3.2.1 A Legal Backgrounder - 'Rights and Title'

Aboriginal title refers to the exclusive use and occupation of land by First

Nations. It is a communal, inalienable right (except to the Crown), and is protected under

S.35 (1) of the Constitution Act (1982). The Supreme Court of Canada (SCC) defines

Aboriginal title as:

... more than the right to engage in site-specific activities which
are aspects of the practices, customs and traditions of distinctive
aboriginal cultures. Site-specific rights can be made out even if
title cannot. What aboriginal title confers is the right to the land
itself. (Delgamuukw v. British Columbia 1997, par. 138).

According to the Constitution Act (1982) and subsequent court decisions, the

Crown can only infringe on Aboriginal rights and title in a way that is deemed 'justified'

under a two-part legal test. Firstly, the infringement must have a substantial legal

objective. Secondly, the infringement must meet a fiduciary relationship between the

Crown and aboriginal peoples (R. v. Sparrow 1075).

The reason why the question of aboriginal rights and title is so relevant to BC is

that, historically, the provincial government has claimed that First Nations rights and title

in BC were extinguished upon entrance into confederation in 1871 (BC 2008f; Donovan

and Co. 2004). In short, without a court decision or treaty outlining rights and title for a

particular area, the government of British Columbia historically did not recognize First

Nations rights and title.

The first major challenge to this position came in 1973 SCC Calder decision. The

Nisga'a First Nation in BC filed a land claim for its entire traditional territory, based on

the fact that the Nisga'a held exclusive occupancy of the land in question predating
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European contact and at the time when the Crown asserted sovereignty to the area

(Donovan and Co. 2004). While the decision was unanimous that the Nisga'a had once

held aboriginal title, the court split over whether or not the title was extinguished. While

the Calder decision did not solidify the absolute existence of aboriginal rights and title on

Crown land, it did force the provincial government to revisit their assumptions about

aboriginal rights and title, and opened the doors for further legal action from

disenfranchised and previously marginalized First Nations communities (Donovan and

Co. 2004; Donovan and Co.2005a).

What followed was a series of court decisions which have shaped land claims and

aboriginal title in BC. These cases include:

• R. v. Sparrow, [1990/1 S.CR. 1075

In the Sparrow decision, the SCR determined that aboriginal rights cannot

be infringed upon by the Crown without 'justification', and set out a two-part

'justification' test (R. v. Sparrow 1075).

• Delgamuukw v. British Columbia. [1997/3 S.CC 1010

In the Delgamuukw decision, the question set forth to the Supreme Court

of Canada was whether or not the Gitksan and Wet'suwet'en held aboriginal

rights and title to their traditional territory. While the SCC did not decide on

that particular issue, they did put forward important advice on the nature of

aboriginal rights and title and on the duty of consultation by government.

Upon hearing the conclusions of the SCC decision, it became apparent

that consultation, accommodation, and compensation may be required when

making decisions regarding land that falls within an area held under

aboriginal rights and title. The court set out a three part test for First Nations

wishing to assert a claim for aboriginal title. The three tests are:

1. The land in question was occupied by the First Nation prior to
sovereignty;
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2. If the First Nation currently lives on the land in question, there must
be proof of continuity between current and pre-sovereignty occupation;

3. Occupation at time of sovereignty was exclusive.
(Donovan and Co. 2005b)

• Taku River TUngit First Nation v. Ringstad et al. [2002] B.C.C.A 59

The Taku River Tlingit case was between Redfern Resources Ltd. and the

Taku River Tlingit First Nation. Redfern Resources was constructing an

access road to reach the Tulsequah Chief mine. The road cut directly through

Tlingit traditional territory, although no rights and title had ever been proven

in court. While the Tlingit were invited to sit on a project review committee,

their concerns went unheard, and their assertion of aboriginal rights and title

were not addressed.

The Tlingit unsuccessfully petitioned to stop the approval of the road, and

subsequently went to provincial court claiming that the government had

breached its fiduciary duty under the 'justification for infringement' test

outlined in the Sparrow (1990) decision. The Judge agreed, and halted the

approval. The government then went to the BC Court of Appeals to have the

decision overturned. The BCCA upheld the decision of the original judge,

and the road approval was denied based on a breach of fiduciary duty by the

government. This was groundbreaking in that it held that there was a 'duty to

accommodate', even if aboriginal rights and title to the land had not yet been

proven in court.

• Haida Nation v. British Columbia (Ministry ofForests) (2004) see 73

In 1999, the BC government approved a TFL for the forestry company

Macmillan Bloedel without adequate consultation with the Haida Nation. The

TLF transferred shortly after from Macmillan Bloedel to Weyerhaeuser,

again, without consultation with the Haida nation. The Haida went to the

BCSC with their case, which was dismissed because Haida title over the area
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in question had yet to be established in a court of law. The Haida then

appealed to the BC Court of Appeal (BCCA), stating that the government had

a duty to consult with the Haida even though their claim had yet to be settled.

Citing the Taku River Tlingit decision, the BCCA agreed with the Haida, thus

further entrenching the 'duty to consult', regardless of whether or not the

claim has been proven in court. In 2004 the Ministry of Forests and

Weyerhaeuser brought the case to the Supreme Court of Canada, where the

lower court decision was again upheld.

These cases have dramatically changed the parameters in which resource

management and land use planning occurs in British Columbia. The

following sections explore recent advances and strategies for working with

First Nations on land and resourc~ issues.

3.2.2 The Provincial 'Framework for Cross Cultural Land Use Planning

By the early 1990's it had become evident that unsettled land claims and the 'duty

to consult' were going to continue to playa major role in the future ofland use planning

in British Columbia. In 1992, as part of a broader agenda by the provincial government

to improve land use planning and First Nations relations across the province, the

government set up the BC Treaty Commission (BCTC) to address issues of aboriginal

rights and title across British Columbia (Jackson and Curry 2004). The six-step treaty

negotiation process was developed based on recommendations from a 1991 task force

that was established to build "a new relationship based on mutual trust, respect, and

understanding-through political negotiations (BCTC 2008)." The six stages of

negotiation include (1) Statement ofIntent, (2) Readiness, (3) Framework Agreement, (4)

Agreement in Principle, (5) Final agreement and (6) Treaty Implementation.

As of May 2008, there are 57 First Nations involved in the treaty process. Of

those, 39 groups have reached stage four (agreement-in-principle) and eight others are in

the fifth stage of finalizing a treaty agreement (BCTC 2008).
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With the election of a new provincial government in 200 I came several changes

to the official process for engaging with First Nations. In a speech by Liberal Premier

Gordon Campbell, he explained that there would be a "new relationship with First

Nations based on reconciliation for past injustices, recognition of each other's rights and

responsibilities, and renewed efforts to build a brighter future for all British Columbians

(BC 2003a)." An integral part of this 'new relationship' was the New Relationship Trust

Act (2006), which established a non-profit corporation and seven member board to

manage a multi-million dollar fund for capacity-building in First Nations communities,

as well as to address relevant socio-cultural or economic needs and priorities (BC 2006a).

The guiding vision of the 'new relationship agreement,' as expressed by the provincial

government, is described below:

We agree to establish processes and institutions for shared
decision-making about the land and resources and for revenue and
benefit sharing, recognizing, as has been determined in court
decisions, that the right to aboriginal title "in its full form",
including the inherent right for the community to make decisions
as to the use of the land and therefore the right to have a political
structure for making those decisions, i,s constitutionally guaranteed
by Section 35. These inherent rights flow from First Nations'
historical and sacred relat,ipnship with their territories (BC 2008b)

Since the advent of the 'new relationship' between government and First Nations,

there have been several areas where significant progress towards reconciliation is evident.

Examples include:

• Negotiation of an agreement with the Tsay Keh Dene Band and
Kwadacha Nation, which dealt with the longstanding flooding
impacts resulting from the building of the Bennett Dam.

• Passage of legislation for two treaties with Tsawwassen and Maa
nulth First Nation, which are the first urban treaties signed under the
BC Treaty Process.

• Completion of land use agreements with First Nations including the
Haida, Squamish, and In-SHUCK-ch.

• Provision of significant funding for First Nations to address forestry
agreements, establish the Great Bear Rainforest as a protected area,
provide employment training, and promote First Nations activities
such as fisheries and tourism throughout Be's coastal communities.
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(BC 2008b; BC 2008c)

3.2.3 First Nations Engagement throughout the SLRP Planning Process

Although strategic land use planning in British Columbia began in earnest under

the CORE processes of the early 1990's, First Nations engagement in the process has not

remained static. Table 3.2 below shows the evolution ofFirst Nations engagement in the

BC's land use planning process.

Table 3.2: First Nations Engagement in Be's LUP Process 1990-2007

PHASE FIRST NATIONS ENGAGEMENT

First Nations w r in it d t participate in the r gionaJ plans
I dey; loped under CORE, but few chose to participate as there was

1990-1995 concern ver n gotiations prejudicing aborigin 1right and tille, as
well as concerns sun·ouuding capacity building.

I First Nations were invited to palticipate in the LRMP processes1hm

ll&lll Iwere occurring thronghoutBC, although many chose to remain as

1996-2001
observers. Several later LRMPs were able to encourage .Fi..~t INations to participate through funding provisions and assta'"ace that
negotiations were without prejudice to ~boriginal rights and title.

Increased participation by First Nations in the North and Central
IV I Coast, Morice, Sea-to-Sky, and Lillooet LRMPs. This phase of

2001-2005 engagement is characterized by increased capacity-building, new
funding provisions, and joint initiatives.

2005-2007
First Nations and the provincial government engage in government
to government negotiations as per the 'New Relationship' agreement.

( Adapted from BC 2008a)
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4 HAIDA GWAII

4.1 Geography of Haida Gwaii

The Islands of Haida Gwaii rest 80 km off of BC' s west coast, and span over 250

kilometers (Carey 1995). Although the island chain consists of more than 150 islands

and islets, there are six main islands that make up most of the land area: Langara,

Graham, Moresby, Louise, Lyell, and Kunhit, with Graham island the biggest of the six

(Carey 1995). Due to its geographical position between 52° and 54° north latitude, the

islands of Haida Gwaii boasts a mild maritime climate, lacking the harsh weather

conditions present in other areas of BC. The varied topography of Haida Gwaii has been

likened to 'BC in miniature,' due to the diversity of the landscapes found throughout

Haida Gwaii, which including mountainous regions, fjords, bogs, rainforest, and sub

alpine tundra.

With such varied geography and mild climate, it is not surprising that Haida

Gwaii is a high biodiversity area, with many sub-species unique to the region. In fact,

Haida Gwaii has even been termed the 'Galapagos of Canada' due to its rich biodiversity.

Haida Gwaii boast nearly 40 species and sub-species unique to the islands, including the

saw-whet owl, the hairy woodpecker, and the Stellers Jay, BC's official bird since 1987

(Horwood and Parkin 2000). Introduced species are also common throughout the islands.

These include the Columbian blacktailed deer, elk, raccoon, squirrel, beaver, muskrat,

and various rodents (Horwood and Parkin 2000).

4.1.1 Early history of Haida Gwaii

Archaeological records indicate that the islands have been inhabited for over

10,000 years by the Haida people (Gill 1997). The seafaring Haida were known as one of

the strongest and largest First Nations communities in the Pacific Northwest (Horwood

and Parkin 2000). Although European contact was first made in 1774 by Spanish

51



explorer Captain Juan Perez, it was not until 1787 Haida Gwaii was given the name of

the 'Queen Charlotte Islands,' by European explorer Captain Dixon.

Trade in the Pacific Northwest had become commonplace by 1786, and by 1831

the Hudson's Bay Company had set up permanent posts in the area (Harwood and Parkin

2000). European explorers and traders frequented the islands as the fur trade grew, and

began to settle there. Western contact and subsequent settlement had a devastating effect

on the Haida, as is the story with so many indigenous populations around the world.

Disease, guns, and alcohol dramatically changed the cultural landscape of the Pacific

Northwest, decimating Haida populations, which fell from 15,000-30,000 pre-contact to

estimates of less than 1000 (Gill 1997). Although Haida populations were devastated by

the arrival of Europeans, many cultural practices and traditions survived. Age-old

customs and ancestral traditions have been restored in the last 50 years, representing a

renewal and restoration of Haida culture and spirituality.

4.1.2 Population and Economy of Haida Gwaii

Commercial resource activities such as fishing, mining, and logging thrived on

the islands during the early 20th century, and resource-based employment caused a

significant in-migration of non-First Nations residents to the islands. As more people

moved to the islands, resource communities grew and new townships sprang up

throughout the archipelago. Populations doubled from 3000 inhabitants in 1955 to 6000

inhabitants in 1995 (Carey 1995). Since then the population has slowly declined, and

current estimates place the population of Haida Gwaii at approximately 5000 residents,

most of who reside in one of eight main communities: Old Masset, Masset, Port

Clements, Tlell, Skidegate, Skidegate Landing, and Queen Charlotte City (Holman and

Nichol 2004). The decline in populations is most likely a result of outmigration due to

cuts in forestry and fisheries related employment (Holman and Nichol 2004).

Most recent studies estimate that the forest industry remains the largest source of

employment for island residents, at 33% of total employment (Holman and Nichol 2004).

From 1998-2002, the forest industry generated 1200 direct harvesting and processing jobs

annually in Haida Gwaii and a further 1800 indirect jobs throughout the rest of the
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province (Holman and Nichol 2004). The public sector is the second largest source of

employment (30%), with government offices based in Queen Charlotte City. Tourism

(13%) and fisheries (7%) also represent significant sources of employment throughout

the islands.

4.1.3 Political Conflict and the Gwaii Haanas National Park Reserve

Commercial logging has been an economic mainstay of the islands since the

1800's, generating significant employment and revenues for the entire province.

However, by the mid 1970's, massive cutblocks scarred the landscape. Environmental

degradation from unsustainable logging practices affected salmon streams and critical

nesting habitat as entire mountainsides were cleared without adequate protections (Carey

1995; Gill 1997). It was with this backdrop that Haida Gwaii and the fight to protect the

pristine landscape of South Moresby from logging became international symbols of the

need for environmental protection and sustainable harvesting.

In 1974, the provincial government granted a logging permit for an area of

Burnaby Island, an as-of-yet untouched swath of forest near the southern tip of the island

archipelago. In response, a group of residents organized the Island Protection Society,

and developed the 'South Moresby Wilderness Proposal,' which suggested the

establishment of a protected area coving over one third of Moresby Island, or 15% of the

entire land base of Haida Gwaii (Carey 1995). Over 500 residents signed a petition

supporting the proposal, which was sent to the provincial government. In response, the

government moved the logging permit from Burnaby Island to Lyell Island. Lyell Island

also fell within a proposed wilderness area (Gill 1997). The resulting conflict

surrounding timber harvesting on Haida Gwaii attracted international attention and placed

Haida Gwaii in the centre of the debate on environmental sustainability.

The Haida nation and environmental groups collaborated in one of the most

expensive environmental media campaigns in history, polarizing island residents (Gill

1997). Concerns over environmental sustainability, protection of cultural heritage, and

preservation of the natural landscape drove the First Nations and environmental agenda,

while concerns over forest industry employment and the economy dominated the pro-
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logging side of the argument. Using television, radio, and print media, the environmental

campaign to save South Moresby was heard across the globe, and received over three

million pledges of support (Gill 1997).

Confrontation came to a head in 1985, during a Haida blockade and protest on

Lyell Island. Over 70 Haida were arrested and charged with criminal contempt of court.

These arrests acted to further catalyze support for the cause, and resulted in outcries from

the international community and a resolution by the Canadian government supporting the

Haida in their wilderness proposal (Carey 1995; Gill 1997). By 1987 a Memorandum of

Understanding was signed by the federal government, the provincial government, and the

Haida nation committing to protection of the South Moresby wilderness area,

subsequently named the Gwaii Haanas National Park Reserve. The Haida nation and the

government have since developed a co-management arrangement for the park reserve,

which encompasses 15% of the entire land base of Haida Gwaii, and over 1600

kilometers of coastline (Harwood and Parkin 2000; Gill 1997).

It should be noted that although the protests and media campaigns faded away

with the establishment of the Gwaii Haanas National Park Reserve, tension remained.

Conflict over compensation and economic development funding for those negatively

affected by the establishment of Gwaii Haanas continued for years, entrenching loyalties

and polarizing island residents (Gill 1997).

4.1.4 CHN and Haida Independence

The Council of the Haida Nation (CHN) was founded in 1974, with the goal of

organizing the Haida Nation into a viable political entity, settling unresolved land claims

to the islands, and developing a system of governance for the Haida (CHN 2008). Since

then, the CHN have asserted themselves as a National government, and have developed

and enacted policy for the islands of Haida Gwaii. As a governing body, they have also

developed agreements with other First Nations, as well as the provincial and federal

government (CHN 2008).

The CHN has been in treaty negotiations with the federal government since 1993,

and filed an official statement of claim to the Supreme Court of British Columbia in 2002
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for the "the land, inland waters, seabed, archipelagic waters, air space, and everything

contained thereon and therein comprising Haida Gwaii (CHN 2008)." They have also

drafted a Haida constitution, asserting the Haida' s claim to the islands as well as

establishing the rights and freedoms of the Haida people, the mandate of the CHN, and

the policies and principles of the Haida governance structure. The Constitution ofthe

Haida Nation was officially adopted in 2003 (CHN 2008). Some of the primary

responsibilities of the CHN, as expressed in The Constitution ofthe Haida Nation and in

other supporting documentation, are as follows:

• "The CHN shall strive for full independence, sovereignty and self-sufficiency
of the Haida Nation."

• "The CHN shall protect the Domestic and Foreign interests of the Haida
Nation and Territories through long-term strategies, negotiations, and steps
consistent with the objectives of the Haida Nation."

• "CHN shall establish land and resource policies consistent with nature's
ability to produce. The Policies will be applicable to all users of the
Territories."

• "CHN shall regulate access to resources by Citizens of the Haida Nation
and other users of Haida Gwaii."

• "CHN shall conduct the external affairs of the Haida Nation."

(CHN 2008)

Actions such as the official statement of claim for the islands of Haida Gwaii, the

establishment of the CHN, and the creation of the Haida constitution all represent a desire

by the Haida to assert their sovereignty as a separate and legitimate National government.

As such, land use decisions and planning processes on Haida Gwaii require special care

and attention to the unique political and cultural climate of the Islands.
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4.2 Land Use Planning and Haida Gwaii

In the late 1990's, the provincial government attempted to initiate a LRMP

process in Haida Gwaii, as part of their larger mandate to create sustainable strategic

regional plans throughout the province. The LRMP process that was developed at the

time was rejected by the Council of the Haida Nation (CHN), and the process was

terminated pending further negotiations with the CHN.

In 200 I, the CHN and the province signed two keystone agreements: The General

Protocol on Land Use Planning and Interim Measures and the Haida Protocol on Land

Use Planning and Interim Measures. In these agreements the CHN and the province

jointly agreed to:

• Mutually undertake a planning process;

• Cooperatively develop a land use plan for Haida Gwaii;

• Develop a Haida land use vision to guide the land use plan;

• Share information regarding land and resource issues;

• Develop land use planning recommendations by way of a community
planning forum that would include the CHN, the province, island
residents and other relevant interested parties;

• Use ecosystem-based management and a Coast Information Team during
the land use planning process;

• Engage in government-to-government negotiations to resolve any matters
left outstanding between parties and to complete a land use plan based on
the recommendations of the community planning forum.

(BC 2001b; BC 2001c)

These agreements laid the foundations for joint decision-making in land use

planning on Haida Gwaii. Upon signing the two protocol agreements in 2001, The CHN

and the province proceeded with a co-designed and co-managed LRMP process for the

1.01 million hectares ofland that comprises the Haida Gwaii LRMP plan area.
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4.2.1 The HGLRMP Process

The HGLRMP process began with initial preparation by the CHN and the

provincial government in 2003. The process was co-designed by both the CHN and the

provincial government, and was to be completed within a 15 month timeline, beginning

with the first meeting of the Community Planning Forum (CPF). The CPF consisted of

15 stakeholder seats representing 15 different areas of interest, and would make up the

bulk of the stakeholder engagement and collaborative planning portion of the HGLRMP.

The role of the CPF was to develop land use plan recommendations based on consensus

based negotiations, which would then inform the government-to-government discussions

between the CHN and the provincial government to reach final agreement on land use

plans. The interests represented at the CPF included:

1. Forest-based employment
2. Small business forestry
3. Aquatic ecosystems
4. Terrestrial ecosystems
5. Heritage tourism
6. Tourism
7. Public interest
8. Forest Tenure holders

9. Non-timber forest products and forest
recreation
10. Subsurface resources
11. Haida cultural values
12. Band councils
13. Council of the Haida Nation
14. Provincial government
15. Local government

Each seat on the CPF was shared by two representatives, to ensure that there was

always at least one individual representing each interest at each meeting. Participants

met approximately once a month for two to three days at a time to discuss

recommendations for the plan area. The table structure for the HGLRMP is depicted in

figure 4.1 below.
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Figure 4.1: Table Structure and Process for the HGLRMP
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(Adapted from HG CPF 2006)

4.2.2 Features Unique to the HGLRMP

Although the HGLRMP is only one of twenty-eight LRMPs throughout British

Columbia, there are several features which make the HGLRMP unique and worthy of

detailed consideration. Although other LRMPs have created innovative options for

engagement and participation by First Nations, the HGLRMP is the only LRMP in which

a First Nation is a full partner in the development, process and implementation phases of

the LRMP. The use of a two-tiered planning table with government-to-government

decision making is also a new phenomenon within the LRMP, and has only been used in

three of the 28 LRMP processes, the other two being the North Coast and Central Coast

LRMP processes. Another significant difference between the HGLRMP and other

LRNIPs is that the HGLRMP was informed by a Haida Land Use Vision, a unique

document created by the CHN to ensure that all process participants were aware of and

guided by the physical and spiritual relationship that the Haida people have to the islands

of Haida Gwaii. As explained in the Haida Land Use Vision:
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The Haida Land Use vision reflects our understanding of how
things function together and how they have changed through time.
It conveys our concern about the damage that has occurred in
recent times, and addresses the need to ensure continuity and
sustainability for the generations to come. (CHN 2004, 3)

Two other features that distinguish the HGLRMP from most other LRNIP

processes are (1) the use of Ecosystem-Based Management (EBM) to guide management

direction, and (2) the use of a Coast Information Team (CIT), an independent body which

provided advice and delivered planning products as requested by the CPF. These two

features have only been used in three LRMP processes to date: the North Coast LRMP,

the Central Coast LRMP, and the HGLRMP. Results of the North Coast LRMP and the

Central Coast LRMP evaluations are discussed in chapter 5.

4.2.3 Goals and Outcomes of the HGLRMP

Armed with the goals of protecting ecosystem integrity, maintaining cultural

values, enhancing economic opportunity, and encouraging social well-being, the

Community Planning Forum (CPF) was launched in September of2003. Over the course

of 17 months, the CPF was able to develop a recommendations report to serve as a

foundation for government-to-government negotiations and the final LRMP. It should be

noted however, that although agreement was reached in many areas of the

recommendations, full consensus agreement was not reached on all aspects of the report.

Within the final recommendations report, time constraints are noted as the primary reason

behind the inability to reach full consensus agreement.

As set out in the two-tiered table structure for the HGLRMP, government-to

government negotiations ensued, using the CPF's recommendations report as a

foundation for decision-making. The Haida and the province reached agreement for a

land use plan for Haida Gwaii in September of 2007.

While the drafting of a strategic land use plan for the HGI QCI plan area was the

ultimate aim of the entire LRMP process, several reports and projects were produced by

the Coast Information Team (CIT) during the process of developing recommendations

that are useful as stand-alone documents. These technical reports and analysis include:
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• Socio-Economic and Environmental Assessment Report

• HGI QCI Land Use Viewpoints: Ecological Risk Assessment

• HGI QCI LUP Timber Supply Analysis

• HGI QCI Timber Harvest and Processing Employment Survey

• EBM Scenarios - Ecological Results

• EBM Scenarios - Timber Supply Analysis

• HG/QCI Economic Summary Report

• Base Case Timber Supply Analysis

• HGI QCI Environmental Conditions Report

• Haida Tourism Opportunities Study

• Seabird Colonies Background Report

• Second-Growth Timber Opportunities on Haida Gwaii I QCI

• QCI Fish Lodges SWOT Assessment

• Survey of Silviculture Systems and Harvesting Practices on HGI QCI

(BC 2008a)

4.2.4 CPF Planning Principles and Steps in Plan Recommendation

Planning principles and procedures were developed by the CPF and the process

management team to guide the process through to conclusions. The core planning

principles of the CPF included:

• A commitment to ecosystem-based management;

• Conservation of native species and habitats and the preservation of hydro
npanan areas;

• Cooperation in the planning and management of the CPF process by the CHN
and the provincial government;

• Respect for traditional ecological knowledge and cultural practices of the
Haida Nation;

• Engagement of all stakeholders in the CP process;

• Efficiency and expeditiousness in plan development;
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• Use of science when developing land-use decisions; and,

• Application of adaptive management.

(BC 2003b)

The CPF also incorporated information and products from other relevant land-use

planning processes that had been completed for the area, including park plans, urban area

and community plans, and Haida resource plans (BC 2003b).

Steps in the planning process followed the framework outlined in figure 4.2

below, taken from the Haida Gwaii Strategic Land Use Plan Process Framework (BC

2003b).

Figure 4.2: Overview of the HGLRMP Process Steps
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During the initial preparation phase of the process, technical support and process

management teams were established, the process framework was developed, and existing

data sources such as GIS maps and background reports were compiled. Community

consultation also occurred during this 'initial preparation' phase, to identify potential

stakeholder groups and table representatives.

During the next phase of the process, chosen table representatives developed the

guiding principles and operating procedures for the table, and began informing

themselves as to the relevant resource values, issues, and activities for Haida Gwaii. This

included the development of background and technical reports (HGLRMP 2004a).

The third phase of the CPF process is where the actual scenarios and options were

developed for the final recommendations report. The 7-step process for building

agreement on all draft planning products as well as the final report was:

1. Identify relevant issues;

2. Identify interests and provide information to ensure that all table members

understand the issues;

3. Have the technical team prepare draft products based on the discussions at

the CPF table;

4. Revise draft products at the CPF as required to reach agreement in principle

(or flag issues where agreement is not reached to be negotiated at a later

time);

5. Review the completed package of draft products and unresolved issues and

attempt to reach consensus on a final package of recommendations;
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6. Engage in mediation and other dispute resolution if the CPF has reached

impasse in an attempt to build consensus on the final package of

recommendations2
;

7. Submit a final recommendations report and/or an options package (in case of

impasse) to provide information and support for the government to

government negotiation process.

(HGLRMP 2003a)

The final two phases, plan approval and plan monitoring, occurred as part of the

government to government process.

4.3 The Final Land Use Plan Recommendations Report

After 17 months of negotiations, the CPF compiled a recommendations report to

'inform and guide the government-to-government process that was the next step of

cO,mpleting a land use plan for Haida Gwaii. As consensus was not reached on all issues,

the report was presented in an options format. In the areas where there were diverging

viewpoints, both sets of viewpoints and associated strategies were listed in the main body

of the report. Table 4.1 outlines some of the areas where consensus was not reached, and

highlights both the areas of agreement and the diverging viewpoints.

2 The graduated dispute resolution process consisted of four steps: (1 )Use of independent facilitation in all
CPF meetings to avoid positional conflict and maintain the principles of interest-based negotiation; (2) If
consensus ifnot reached at the CPF using step 1, working groups should be formed to develop possible
strategies and solutions to the issues in dispute; (3) Where step 1 and step 2 have failed to bring consensus
to the group, a mediator should be brought into the CPF; (4) If steps 1,2 and 3 above have failed to yield
consensus agreement, an options report should be prepared by the CPF to aid in the government to
government discussions (BC 2003b) .
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Table 4.1: Land Use Options Where Agreement Was Not Reached

TOPIC VIEWPOINT 2

• Protect 21 sites
covering 204,140 Ha2

• PA recommendations
map supplied to final
table

.50-70% old growth
retention on all site
series depending on
biogeoclimatic
variants.

Manage low
biodiversity areas as
'core working forest
areas'

Provide protection
status for a portion of
Haida Gwaii

Precise areas to be
included not specified

Manage high
biodiversity areas to a • Develop connectivity
minimum of 20% corridors to maintain
retention b~ site ~eries1 an ecosystem network

Manage riparian areas Manage riparian areas
as per the existing using measures
requirements for additional to the
riparian management existing requirements
zones under the Forest for riparian zones under
Practices Code and the the Forest Practices
Forest and Range Code and the Forest
Practices Act and Range Practices

Act

Agreement reached for
some of the proposed
protected areas. As
viewpoint 1 is not
specific, the particular
areas of agreement
cannot be identified

Set percentage value
for old growth retention

Identify and designate
all OGMA

Maintain a minimum
50 metre reserve buffer
along all' coastal
shorelines, except in
those few areas where
shoreline access is
required

• Protected red-listed and
culturally important
plant communities

• No agreement The protected areas
recommendations of
the CPF report, in
addition to the current
legislation for cedar
will address cedar
requirements

• Use a cedar strategy
consistent with the
CRN's 1000 year cedar
strategy

Protect all cedar
outlined in map 2 of the
HLUV
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• Improve dialogue • Maintain current • Pursue higher level
between forest forest certification forest certification

C'i!.l licensees, the CRN, procedures procedures (CSA, FSC)
r:z:l MoF, and other forest

~ ~ Maintain current • Establish AAC based
interests.

procedures for on spatial modelling
0
C'i!.l • Maintain a sustainable determining the AAC for each landscape unit

!a forestry operations
• Adjust forest tenures to

~

I ~ Establish a committee

I

improve operational
to review forest

I

viability and social

~ management issues

I

benefits and achieve
// environmental
l!k~ Create opportunities I objectives.

for local processing of

1timber I

HGLRMP 20061

The CPF negotiations resulted in a suite of recommendations, based on the

principles of ecosystem-based management, including general management direction

recommendations for ecosystem integrity, spiritual and cultural values, community and. ;

economic wellbeing, and implementation and monitoring for the HGLRL\1P plan area.

These sections can be found in full in the Haida Gwaii Land Use Recommendations'

Report (HGLRMP 2006) are outlined below.

4.3.1 Ecosystem Integrity

The CPF made recommendations regarding ecosystem integrity for the plan area,

using the principles ofEBM and the coarse filter approach to management.3 By

comparing predicted forest conditions with historic conditions, researchers can estimate

the level of ecological risk associated with the particular area. An environmental

conditions report created for the CPF indicates that that the HG/ QCI plan area includes

both low risk and high risk ecosystems. The ecosystems falling within the 'high risk'

category tend to be the hemlock forests near the Skidegate plateau (HGLRMP 2006).

3 The goal of coarse filter management is to ensure abroad spectrum of habitats across various landscape
types, with the underlying assumption that this will ensure that the habitat requirements of a majority of
species will be addressed.
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Using this environment conditions report to guide them, the CPF created general

management directions for:

• old growth forest representation;

• parks and protected areas;

• hydro-riparian ecosystems;

• seabird colonies;

• introduced species;

• a variety of unique and endangered species such as the Haida black bear,
the Marbled Murrelet, the northern goshawk, the Haida ermine, the
Keen's Myotis, the great blue heron, and the Haida Gwaii saw-whet owl.

4.3.2 Spiritual and Cultural Values

The spiritual and cultural values of the First Nations people ofHaida Gwaii

connect them to the land and sea in a way that goes far beyond mere subsistence. It is

this spiritual relationship, developed over many thousands of years, that makes up Haida

,culture (eRN 2004). In ~reating the land use plan recommendations report for Haida

Gwaii, CPF members were.guided by the Haida Land Use ,vision, talks and presentatIons

by Haida Elders, and archaeological records. General management direction for spiritual

and cultural values for:

• archaeological and cultural monumental red and yellow cedar;

• culturally important plants.

4.3.3 Community and Economic Well-Being

There are approximately 5,000 full-time residents living on Haida Gwaii. The

islands have a strong resource-based economy composed primarily of forestry, fisheries,

and mining (HGLRMP 2006). Recently eco-tourism and recreation activities have also

become an employment generator throughout the islands. General management

directions recommended for community and economic well-being include

recommendations for:

• Community sustainability;

• Tourism and recreation;
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• Visual management;

• Timber resources;

• Non-timber forest products;

• And mineral resources.

4.3.4 Plan Implementation and Monitoring

Although the CHN and the provincial government were responsible for

developing the specific implementation and monitoring activities, the CPF did offer

general recommendations for implementing and monitoring the land use plan. They

recommended that a committee be established to (1) act as a monitoring body for the

plan, and to (2) ensure that the implementation structure developed in the government-to

government negotiations is compatible with the CPF's perspective on resource

management, such as the implementation ofEBM principles and the use of adaptive

management to ensure a process of continuaJ improvement (HGLRlv1P 2006). More

specifically, the CPF highlighted six areas where moriitoring IS recommended.

Table 4.2: Implementation and Effectiveness Monitoring Recommendations
) ..-,

IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVENESS MONITORING
I

cld
Z TASKS What actions are being undertaken?
00

~§
TARGETS

What are the completion dates and expected
E--<O
ZE--< results?
P-:l Z::8 0
~:E ASSESSMENT Is the action producing expected results?0..
:E.......

I

r/)
OUTCOMES

What is the desired outcome for each
r/)O resource value?ffi§

INDICATORS
What is the appropriate measure of

>0....... E--< perfonnance for each outcome?E--< .......
UZ
P-:l0
~:E ASSESSMENT Are the desired outcomes being met?
P-:l

Adapted from HGLRNIP 2006
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4.3.5 Land Use Zoning

Upon completion of the HGLRMP process, the land-base was divided into
five zones:

1. New Protected Areas

• zoned for ecological and cultural conservation, and spiritual and
recreational use

2. Existing Protected Areas

• previously zoned as a protected area, at the federal, provincial,
regional, or municipal level

3. Operating Areas

• zoned for resource development, including timber extraction and other
forest management activities, in accordance with EBM principles

4. Special Value Areas

• zoned for 100% forest retention in order to accommodate critical
habitat for unique and endangered species

5. Private Land

• Land owned by private citizens or corporations

4.4 Government to Government Negotiation and Final Land Use Agreement

The CPF process ended with the completion of the final recommendations report

in February of2005, after 17 months ofnegotiation between a diverse group of

stakeholders, ranging from environmental groups and recreationalists to mining interests

and corporate forestry representatives. While it is true that consensus was not reached on

all issues, the CPF was able to produce an extensive recommendations report to inform

the government to government negotiations for land use planning on Haida Gwaii.

Government-to-government negotiations between the CRN and the BC provincial

government began in May of 2005, guided by the recommendations report developed by

the CPF. A draft agreement was signed in May of 2007, and the final agreement was

signed in December of 2007 (BC 2007b). Highlights from the agreement include:
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• 254,000 ha. increase in protected areas, to be managed collaboratively
between the CHN and the province;

• a commitment of at least 800,000 m3 of timber opportunity each year, to
allow for sustainable forestry operations;

• the establishment of 'special value areas,' in which 100% timber
retention will be enforced, to accommodate nesting habitat for several
critical species including the goshawk and great blue heron;

• the establishment of ecosystem-based management for forestry
operations to allow for a balance between a healthy economy and a
healthy ecosystem;

• the assurance that a detailed plan for cultural cedar values and coastal
zone management would be forthcoming within the next 24 months.

(BC 2007)

The dramatic increase in protected areas and the commitment to ecosystem-based

management for Haida Gwaii is seen as a breakthrough by both government and the

CHN, and represents a dedication towards sustainable land-use practices by the CPF, the

CHN and the Provincial government (BC 2007; HGLRMP 2006). Table 4.3 below

outlines the protected areas and EBM zones which resulted from the final agreement.

Table 4.3: Total Protected Areas for "aida Gwaii

Total Protected Areas Ha2 Protected Total % Protected

Pre-existing PAs 226,000 23%

New PAs under the HGLRMP 254,000 25%
I

New EBM reserves under the HGLMRP 38,000 4%

TOTAL PROTECTED AREAS 518,000 52%

Adapted from CHN 2008
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5 HGLRMP EVALUATION AND RESULTS

5.1 Introduction

In this chapter the HGLRMP community planning forum process will be

evaluated for effectiveness based on an analysis of participant survey responses. The

survey was created based on the process and outcome criteria developed by Frame (2002)

that was discussed in chapter 2. The survey has since been amended and used by both

McGee (2006) and Cullen (2006) to evaluate collaborative land use decision making

processes in British Columbia. The discussion will begin with an evaluation of the

results of the 'closed question' portion of the stakeholder survey, as they relate to the

process and outcome criteria develop by Frame (2002). The 'open ended' portion of the

stakeholder survey results will follow.

5.1.1 Stakeholder Survey

Electronic and mail surveys were sent to ten sector representatives, three Haida

representatives, and two government representatives, constituting the fifteen interests

represented at the HGLRMP Community Planning Forum. In most cases, surveys were

sent to both the primary and alternate representative, except in four instances where one

of the two representatives could not be located and in one instance where the individual

has since passed away. As of July 22, 2008, eleven of the fifteen interests represented at

the table completed the survey and are included in the analysis of the CPF process (73%

response rate). The sectors that completed the survey and are included in the CPF

analysis are defined in table 5.1 below. The stakeholder survey and tabulated participant

responses are in appendix B.
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Table 5.l: Number of Survey Responses by Sector

CPF REPRESENTATION BY # OF RESPONSES

SECTOR

Aquatic Ecosystems I

Council of the Haida Nation I

Cultural Heritage Tourism I

Forest Based Employment 2

Major Forest Tenure Holders I

Haida Cultural Values 0
Local Government I

Minerals I

Culturally Important Plants 0

Band Councils 0

Provincial Goverrunent I

Public Interest 0

Small Business Forestry 2

Terrestrial Ecosystems I

Tourism I

TOTAL 13

The survey is designed in five parts - A, B, C, D and E. For sections A, B, and C

participants were asked to respond to a series of statements regarding their experience at

the CPF based on a four-point Likert scale. Options available to participants were

'strongly agree', 'somewhat agree', 'somewhat disagree', 'strongly disagree', and 'not

applicable'. Part D of the survey used a similar Likert scale system, whereby participants

were given a list of factors that mayor may not be deemed important in a collaborative

process. Participants were asked to rank each factor as ei ther 'very important',

'important', 'somewhat important', or 'not important'. Finally, in section E of the

survey, participants were asked a series of open-ended questions regarding their

experiences at the CPF table.

For sections A, B, and C percentages were calculated for each question based on

the frequency of each response (frequency of response divided by total number of

responses). In the cases where a participant chose 'not applicable', their response was
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excluded from the equation. To determine how well the HGLRMP CPF faired as a

collaborative planning process, an average was calculated based on the percentage of

stakeholders who gave a positive response ('strongly agree' or 'somewhat agree') to each

statement. Results for each process and outcome criteria are based on the average of the

responses to the statements relevant to the specific criterion. Any score of 50%

agreement or higher was classified as meaning that the criterion had been met within the

HGLRMP CPF process.

For section D, the Likert responses were assigned a numeric value, with 0 being

'not important', 1 being 'somewhat important, 2 being 'important' and 3 being 'very

important'. By calculating the totals for each category and the average of all categories,

the factors were able to be ranked according to how important stakeholders felt each

factor was to the CPF process.

Section E was analyzed by grouping similar responses together into categories to

further interpret and evaluate research findings from sections A, B, C, and D.

5.2 Survey Results - Process Criteria

As discussed in chapter 2, there are 14 process criteria used to evaluate

collaborative land use decision making processes. These include:

1. Purpose and Incentives

2. Inclusive Representation

3. Voluntary Participation

4. Self Design

5. Clear Ground Rules

6. Equal Opportunity and Resources

7. Principled Negotiation and Respect

8. Accountability

9. Flexible, Adaptive, Creative

10. High-Quality Information

11. Time Limits

12. Implementation and Monitoring

13. Effective Process
Management

14. Independent Facilitation
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The following section will review the results of the survey in relation to the

process criteria, by examining the extent to which HGLRMP participants felt that their

process met each criterion. All relevant survey questions and responses will be included

in the discussion. A discussion of survey results will follow.

5.2.1 Purpose and Incentives

A process that meets the criterion of 'purpose and incentives' is one that is guided

by a common purpose and provides incentives to participate and build consensus.

Results summarized in table 5.2 show that 100% of participants indicated that they got

involved in the process because they felt that it was the best way to achieve their land use

goals. All participants also agreed that they had come to the table with clear and defined

goals when they first became involved in the process, and recognized that the differences

in values among table participants were considerable. Furthermore, 85% of participants

agreed that the issues dealt with in the LRMP process were significant and required

timely resolution and 77% understood that ifno consensus was reached at the CPF, the

provincial government would make the land use decisions.

Although establishing goals and objectives of the process as a group is considered

an integral part of the collaborative planning process, only 62% of participants felt that

goals and objectives of the process were clearly identified and agreed upon by the group

as a whole. One potential reason for the relatively low agreement rate could be that CPF

members did not sit at the government-to-govemment table where some of the decision

making regarding process occurred.

Overall this criterion was met.

Table 5.2: Level of Agreement for 'Purpose and Incentives' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

A.1 - I became involved in the process because limy organization felt
it was the best way to achieve our goals with respect to land use. 100%
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A.2 - I had clear goals in mind when I first became involved in the
LRMP process 100%

8.2 -There were significant differences in values among participants
100%

8.5 - The process participants collectively identified and agreed upon
clear goals and objectives 62%

8.10 - Stakeholders had a clear understanding that if no consensus
was reached, the provincial government would make the decisions 77%

8.26 - The issues we were dealing with were significant problems
requiring timely resolution 85%

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 87%

5.2.2 Inclusive Representation

A process that meets the criterion of 'inclusive representation' is where all parties

with a considerable interest in the issues and outcomes are involved in the process. The

results of the survey indicate that 72% of surveyed participants agreed that all interests

were represented at the CPF, and 92% agreed that the relevant government agencies were

adequately involved. A further 77% of participants felt satisfied with the level of First

Nations involvement in the process. It should be noted, however, that in the open-ended

comments portion of the survey, participants appear split on the issue of First Nations

representation. Some participants commented that they felt that First Nations dominated

the decision making process, and that several non-First Nations representatives felt

marginalized. For example, one participant stated that "this LUP was between the Haida

Nation and the province, and didn't include the other residents of the Islands." Another

participant commented that "... the CHN held that balance of power and it would really

not have mattered what the participants came up with."

When asked what the biggest weakness of the process was, one participant replied

"bias, non-recognition of other values, and dominance of Haida Nation." These

comments indicate that while 77% of respondents agreed that they were satisfied with the
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level of First Nations involvement, there were evidently others who felt that First Nations

dominated the CPF process.

Overall this criterion was met.

Table 5.3: Level of Agreement for 'Inclusive Representation' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS
I LEVEL OF

AGREEMENT

B.l - All appropriate values or interests were represented 72%

B.3 - All government agencies that needed to be involved were
92%

adequately represented

B.8 - I am satisfied with the way First Nations were involved in the
77%

process.

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 80%

5.2.3 Voluntary Participation

A process that meets the criterion of 'voluntary participation' is a process where

all interested parties participate voluntarily and are committed to the process. The results

from the survey indicate that while 100% of respondents claim to have been fully

committed to making the process work, only 46% of respondents felt that all of the other

participants were also committed to making the process work. This indicates a divide

between the stated intentions of each participant and the way that they were perceived by

other stakeholders at the table.

Comments from the open-ended portion of the survey indicate that some

participants felt that others were willing to allow the process to move into government-to

government negotiations without a consensus recommendations package from the CPF.

For example, one participant commented that " ...Many participants were happy to 'fail'

and allow Haida to negotiate directly with the province. Haida were trusted by many and

in any case were viewed as having the real power in Haida Gwaii." Other stakeholder
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comments fallon a similar line, noting that some stakeholders had more power than

others and that certain groups were willing to step aside and agree to whatever the Haida

put forward. This may be one reason for the discrepancy between participants' stated

commitment to the process and other stakeholders' perceptions of that commitment.

Overall this criterion was met.

Table 5.4: Level of Agreement for 'Voluntary Participation' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
\AGREEMENT

A.3 - I was fully committed to making the process work. 100%

B.4 - All participants were committed to making the process work. 46%

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 73%

5.2.4 Self Design

A process that meets the criterion of 'self design' is a process where stakeholders

work together to design a process to reflect the specific needs of its participants. This

includes involvement in the original design of the process and the tenns of reference and

involvement in any modifications or adjustments made during the process to better meet

the needs of the table. Results indicate that while 70% of respondents felt that they were

pa11 of the original design of the LRMP process, only 31 % felt that they were able to

influence the process on an ongoing basis. Comments from the open-ended section of the

survey also indicate that some participants felt frustrated with the process and felt unable

to affect change.

Overall this criterion was met.
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Table 5.5: Level of Agreement for 'Self Design' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

A.4 - I was involved in the design of the LRMP process. 70%

A.5 - On an ongoing basis, I was able to influence the LRMP 31%
process.

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 51%

5.2.5 Clear Ground Rules

A process that meets the criterion of 'clear ground rules' is a process with a

comprehensive, widely understood procedural framework. This includes the design of

comprehensive terms of reference. Results indicate that 62% of participants felt that

participant roles and First Nations roles were clearly defined, while 69% felt that the

procedural ground rules were clearly defined.

Overall this criterion was met.

Table 5.6: Level of Agreement for 'Clear Ground Rules' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

B.6 - Participant roles were clearly defined. 62%

B.7 - First Nations roles were clearly defined. 62%

B.9 - The procedural ground rules were clearly defined. 69%

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 64%
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5.2.6 Equal Opportunity and Resources

A process that meets the criterion of 'equal opportunity and resources' is a

process which allows for equal opportunity for meaningful participation of all affected

stakeholders. Results indicate that while a majority of participants felt they had sufficient

training (92%) and funding (77%) to participate, less than half felt that each interest had

equal influence at the table (31 %). Furthermore, only 38% of respondents felt that the

CPF process reduced power imbalances among participants. Even with the apparent

inequalities and power imbalances at the table, a majority (62%) of participants still felt

that their participation made a difference in the outcomes of the process.

Overall this criterion was met.

Table 5.7: Level of Agreement for 'Equal Opportunity and Resources' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

A.6 - I had or received sufficient training to participate effectively. 92%

A.7 - I had or received sufficient funding to participate effectively. 77%

A.8 - My participation made a difference in the outcomes of the
62%LRMP process.

B.ll - All interests/perspectives had equal influence at the LRMP 31%
table.

B.12 - The process reduced power imbalances among participants. 38%

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 60%

5.2.7 Principled Negotiation and Respect

A process that meets the criterion of 'principled negotiation and respect' is a

process which operates according with mutual respect, trust, and understanding. In

section B of the survey, stakeholders were asked to comment on several statements
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pertaining to the 'principled negotiation and respect' criterion. Although a strong

majority (92%) of participants agreed that the process encouraged open communication

about p311icipants' interests, only 46% agreed that all paI1icipants demonstrated a clear

understanding of the different stakeholder interests around the table and that the process

generated trust among participants. Furthermore, 58% of participants felt that the process

was hindered by a lack of communication and negotiation skills.

Overall this criterion was met.

Table 5.8: Level of Agreement for "Principled Negotiation and Respect" Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

B.13 - The process encouraged open communication about 92%
participants' interests.

8.14 - All participants demonstrated a clear understanding of the 46%
different stakeholder interests around the table.

B. 15 - The process was not hindered by a lack of communication and 42%
negotiation ski lls. 4

B.16 - The process generated trust among participants. 46%

B.17 - The process fostered teamwork. 54%

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 56%

5.2.8 Accountability

A process that meets the criterion of 'accountability' is a process in which both

the process and its participants are accountable to the broader public and to their

respective constituents. The statements used to evaluate the 'accountability' criteria use

4 Question inverted from original survey statement. Original statement was "The process was hindered by
a Jack of communication and negotiation skills" with an agreement rate of 58%. The statement has been
invel1ed to fit the data set.
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both the accountability of table members to their constituency and the accountability of

the CPF to the broader public in the analysis.

Results indicate that 69% of participants felt that the process alJowed for them to

effectively communicate with and gain support from their constituency, and that they in

turn were accountable to those constituencies. Furthermore, 73% agreed that the process

helped to ensure accountability to their respective constituency. Three quarters of

paliicipants (77%) were satisfied with the amount of direction given to them by their

sector or organization. Overall, it appears that pm1icipants were satisfied with the level

of accountability of table members to their constituency.

Accountability to the public to the general public fared less well, with only 46%

of participants agreeing that there was an effective strategy for communicating with the

broader public. In addition, 54% of participants felt that the process was effective in

representing the interests of the broader public.

Overall this criterion was met.

Table 5.9: Level of Agreement for "Accountability' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

A.9 - The process allowed for me to effectively communicate with 69%
and gain support from my constituency.5

A.lO - The process helped to ensure I was accountable to the 73%
constituency I was representing.

A.ll - The organization/sector/group I represented provided me with 77%
clear direction throughout the process.

B.18 - Generally, the representatives at the table were accountable to 69%
their consti tuencies.

B.19 - The process had an effective strategy for communicating with 46%
the broader public.

5 Question inverted from original survey statement. Original statement was "Due to the constraints of the
process, I was unable to effectively communicate with and gain support from my constituency" with an
agreement rate of 3 I%. The statement has been inverted to fit the data set.
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B.20 - The process was effective in representing the interests of the 54%
broader public.

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 65%

5.2.9 Flexible, Adaptive, Creative

A process that meets the criterion of 'flexible, adaptive, creative' is a process

where the process is flexible enough to allow for adaptation and allows for creative

problem solving. A strong majority (85%) of participants felt that the process was

flexible enough to be adaptive to new information and changing circumstances, and 62%

felt that there was opportunity to assess and adjust the process as needed.

Overall this criterion was met.

Table 5.10: Level of Agreement for "Flexible, Adaptive, Creative' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

B.2l - The process was flexible enough to be adaptive to new 85%
information or changing circumstances.

B.22 - Participants were given the opportunity to periodically assess 62%
the process and make adjustments as needed.

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 74%

5.2.10 High Quality Information

A process that meets the criterion of 'high quality information' is a process that

uses high-quality information in their decision-making. Results indicate that a vast

majority of participants (92%) found using techniques such as the multiple accounts

method and overlay of resource values on maps useful for evaluating land use options.

Even though only 46% of participants were satisfied with the quality of information

81



provided by the CIT, 54% still felt that the process had adequate high-quality information

for effective decision-making, and that the process was well prepared with the

information needed to accommodate protected areas within the LRMP.

Only 25% of participants found the provincial guide of 12% Protected Areas was

helpful to reaching consensus. This may be due to the high percentage of Haida Gwaii

that was protected before the HGLRMP. As noted in chapter 3, with the new agreement

in place, over 50% of Haida Gwaii is protected. As such, the 12% provincial guide was

not relevant to the planning process.

Overall this criterion was met.

Table 5.11: Level of Agreement with "High Quality Information" Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

8.33 - The Coast Information Team provided high-quality scientific 46%
and social information to the planning table.

B.34 - The process had adequate high-quality information for 54%
effective decision-making. 6

B.35 - The setting of the provincial guide of 12% Protected Areas was 25%
helpful to reaching consensus.

B.36 - The process was well prepared with the information needed to 54%
accommodate protected areas within the LRMP.

B.37 - The overlay of resource values on maps was a useful technique 92%
for evaluating land use options.

B.38 - The multiple accounts method was a useful way of evaluating 92%
land use options.

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 61%

6 Question inverted from original survey statement. Original statement was "The process lacked adequate
high-quality information for effective decision-making" with an agreement rate of 46%. The statement has
been inverted to fit the data set
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5.2.11 Time Limits

Results indicate that participants were generally not satisfied with the time limits

for the CPF process. Although 62% of participants agreed that deadlines throughout the

process did help to move the process forward, only 46% agreed that there was a

sufficiently detailed project plan with clear milestones. Furthermore, only 38% felt that

the time allotted to the process was realistic.

Overall this criterion was not met.

Table 5.12: Level of Agreement with 'Time Limits' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

B.23 - The process had a detailed project plan (for the negotiation 46%
process) including clear milestones.

B.24 - Deadlines during the process were helpful in moving the 62%
process along.

B.25 - The time allotted to the process was realistic. 38%

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 49%

5.2.12 Implementation and Monitoring

A process that meets the criterion of 'implementation and monitoring' must

include a clear commitment to implementation and monitoring throughout the process

and in the final agreement. Although the final recommendations report included a section

addressing implementation and monitoring recommendations, only 15% of participants

agreed that the table had developed a clear strategy for implementation, and only 23%

felt that the table shared a strong commitment to plan implementation. These low

numbers indicate that participants overall were not satisfied with this component of the

process.
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Chapter 4 section 4.3.1.4 outlines the implementation and monitoring

recommendations put forward by the CPF in their final recommendations report. It is

unclear whether the participants were dissatisfied with the level of detail included in the

recommendations, or if it was the lack of consensus surrounding the recommendations

themselves that caused such as low level of agreement to the 'implementation and

monitoring' survey statements. Participant feedback from the open-ended section of the

survey does not address this issue.

Overall this criterion is not met.

Table 5.13: Level of Agreement with 'Implementation and Monitoring' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS ,I LEVEL OF
I AGREEMENT

B.39 - The table developed a clear strategy for plan implementation. 15%

B.40 - At the end of the process, the table participants shared a strong 23%
commitment to plan implementation.

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 19%

5.2.13 Effective Process Management

A process that meets the criterion of 'effective process management' is a process

that is managed in an effective and neutral manner. A slim majority (54%) felt that the

process was adequately structured, while 62% of participants felt that both the process

staff and the agency responsible for managing the LRMP acted in a neutral and unbiased

manner. The rate of agreement was slightly higher when asked if process staff were

skilled in running meetings, at 77% agreement.

Overall this criterion is met.
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Table 5.14: Level of Agreement for 'Effective Process Management" Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

I

B.27 - The process was not hindered by lack of structure. 7 54%

B.28 - Process staff acted in a neutral and unbiased manner. 62%

B.29 - The agency responsible for managing the LRMP process 62%
acted in a neutral and unbiased manner.

B.30 - Process staff (including facilitator(s) if used) were skilled in 77%
running meetings.

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS
64%

5.2.14 Independent Facilitation

A process that meets the criterion of 'independent facilitation' uses a neutral and

well trained facilitator to guide the process. Results indicate that 50% of pat1icipants felt

that the presence of an independent facilitator/mediator improved process effectiveness,

while 58% felt that the independent facilitator/mediator acted in an unbiased manner.

These relatively low levels of agreement are not surprising considering the comments

from the open-ended section of the survey, where several participants commented on a

perceived bias and a general lack of skill in facilitation. For example, one pat1icipant

commented that it would have been helpful to see "more control on the part of the chairs

in the process - (they) overlooked several excursions from maintaining proper meeting

etiquette, such as personal attacks on individuals that were not called for."

Overall this criterion is met.

7 Question inverted from original survey statemenl. Original statement was "The process was hindered by
lack of structure" with an agreement rate of 46%. The statement has been inverted to fit the data sel.
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Table 5.15: Level of Agreement for" Independent Facilitation' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

B.31- The presence of an independent facilitator/mediator improved 50%
process effectiveness.

B.32 - The independent facilitator/mediator acted in an unbiased 58%
manner.

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 54%

5.3 Survey Results - Outcome Criteria

As discussed in chapter 2, there are 11 outcome criteria by which to evaluate

collaborative land use decision making processes. These include

1. Perceived as successful 7. Relationships and social capital

2. Agreement 8. Information

3. Conflict Reduced 9. Second order effects

4. Superior to other methods 10. Public Interest

5. Creative and innovative 11. Understanding and support of

6. Knowledge, understanding and SDM

skills

The following section will review the results of the survey in relation to the

outcome criteria, by examining to what end the HGLRMP participants felt that their

process met each criterion. All relevant survey questions and responses will be included

in the discllssion.

5.3.1 Perceived as Successful

A process outcome that meets the criterion of 'perceived as successful' is one

where participants are satisfied with the outcomes of the process. Overall, participants

did not perceive the CPF to be successful. Results indicate that 33% of participants

consider the process to be a success. Even though a majority (66%) of participants did
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not feel the process was a success, 54% still felt that the LRMP as a whole was a positive

expenence.

Overall this criterion is not met.

Table 5.l6: Level of Agreement for 'Perceived as Successful' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

C.1 - The LRMP process I pal1icipated in was a success. 33%

C.2 - The LRMP process was a positive experience. 54%

C.3 - I am satisfied with the outcome of the process. 23%

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 37%

5.3.2 Agreement

A process outcome that meets the criterion of 'agreement is one where

participants perceive the process as having a successful outcome, where the final

agreement meets the needs of all stakeholders. One-third of pat1icipants (33%) agreed

that the plan recommendations put forward by the CPF addressed the needs, concerns,

and values of their constituency. With the survey responses are broken down further, a

full 50% of pal1icipants surveyed strongly disagreed, while 17% somewhat disagreed. Of

the 33% who did agree with the statement, only 8% strongly agreed, while 25%

somewhat agreed.

While it is unfortunate that a majority of participants did not feel that the final

plan recommendations fully addressed their concerns and values, it is not surprising,

considering the results of the previous outcome criteria discussed in section 5.3.1.

Overall this criterion is not met.
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Table 5.17: Level of Agreement for 'Agreement' Survey Statement

SURVEY STATEMENT LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

I

C.4 - The resulting plan addressed the needs, concerns, and values,
33%

of the group I represented.

5.3.3 Conflict Reduced

A process outcome that meets the criterion of 'conflict reduced' is one where

participants feel that there is less conflict post-negotiation sUlTounding the issues that

were brought to the table for discussion. When asked whether or not the LRMP process

has reduced land use conflicts in the area, only 33% of participants felt that it had.

Overall this criterion is not met.

Table 5.18: Level of Agreement for the 'Conllict Reduced' Survey Statement

SURVEY STATEMENT LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

C.6- As a result of the LRMP process, conflict over land use in the
33%

area has decreased.

5.3.4 Superior to Other Methods

A process outcome that meets the criterion of 'superior to other methods' IS one

both where participants feel that the process was better to other planning models in terms

of costs associated and benefits accrued. Even though only 42% of participants felt that

their interests had been accommodated better through the LRMP process than they would

have been through other means, 67% still felt that the LRMP process was the best way of

developing a land use plan.

Overall this criterion is met.
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Table 5.19: Level of Agreement for 'Superior to Other Methods' Survey Statements

I

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

e.7 - The LRMP process was the best way of developing a land use
67%

plan.

e.8 - My organizations' interests have been accommodated better
through the LRMP process than would have been through other 42%
means.

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 55%

5.3.5 Creative and Innovative

A process outcome that meets the criterion of 'creative and innovative' uses

creativity and innovation to develop solutions to land use dilemmas. Results indicate that

69% of participants felt that the planning process produced creative ideas for actions.

Overall this criterion is met.

Table 5.20: Level of Agreement for 'Creative and innovative' Survey Statement

SURVEY STATEMENT

e.9 - The planning process produced creative ideas for action.

5.3.6 Knowledge, Understanding, and Skills

LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

69%

A process outcome that meets the criterion of 'knowledge, understanding and

skills' is one where participants have improved their knowledge and understanding of

relevant issues and information pertaining to the plan, and have gained skills in

negotiation, data analysis, and decision-making. Every participant surveyed (100%)

agreed that, as a result of the process, they have developed a good understanding of the
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interests of other participants. Furthermore, 85% of participants agreed that they had

gained new skills or improved upon existing skills as a result of their participation in the

LRMP. Three quarters (75%) of pat1icipants also acknowledged a better understanding

of their region as a result of their participation in the LRMP process. Finally, 58% of

participants felt that participating in the LRMP processes gave them a better

understanding of how government works with respect to land and resource management.

Overall this criterion is met.

Table 5.21: Level of Agreement for 'Knowledge, Understanding, and Skills' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF

I

AGREEMENT

C.IO - As a result of the process, I have a good understanding of the
100%

interests of other participants.

C.ll - As a result of the process, I now have a better understanding of
how government works with respect to land and resource 58%
management.

C.12 - As a result of the process, I have a better understanding of my
75%

regIon.

C.13 - I gained new or improved skills as a result of my involvement
85%

in the process.

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 80%

5.3.7 Relationships and Social Capital

A process outcome that meets the criterion of 'relationships and social capital'

indicates that stakeholders have established new relationships and have benefitted from

an increased level of trust, respect and understanding. Three qual1ers (77%) of

participants agreed that relationships among table members improved over the course of

the process. Furthermore, 92% agreed that, as a result of the LRMP process, they now

have better working relationships with other parties involved in land use planning, and
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that contacts acquired through participation in the LRMP process are useful to them or

their organization.

Overall this criterion is met.

Table 5.22: Level of Agreement for "Relationships and Social Capital' Survey Statements
I

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

C.14 - The relationships among table members improved over the
77%

course of the process.

C.15 - I have better working relationships with other parties involved
92%

in land use planning as a result of the LRMP process.

C.16 - Contacts I acquired through my participation in the LRMP
92%

process are useful to me and/or my sector/organization

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 87%

5.3.8 Information

A process outcome that meets the criterion of' information' implies that the data,

infonnation, and analyses done throughout the process occurred tlu'ough joint fact

finding and that all participants understood the information as accurate. Considering the

responses to statements discussed earlier pertaining to information gathering (section

4.2.10) agreement (section 4.3.2) and satisfaction with the final plan document (section

4.3.1), it is not surprising that only 46% of participants agree that the LRMP process

produced infonnation that has been understood and accepted by all participants.

However, 85% of participants still acknowledged that information acquired through

patiicipation in the LRMP process has been useful to them and/or their sector.

Additionally, 69% of participants also acknowledge that they have since used infonnation

generated though the LRMP process for purposes outside the LRMP process.

Overall this criterion is met.
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Table 5.23: Level of Agreement for 'Information' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

C.17 - The LRMP process produced information that has been
46%

understood and accepted by all participants.

C.18 - Information acquired through my participation in the LRMP
85%

process is useful to me and/or my sector/organization

C.19 - I have used information generated through the LRMP process
69%

for purposes outside of the process.

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 67%

5.3.9 Second Order Effects

A process outcome that meets the criterion of 'second order effects' is one that

promotes changes in participant actions, and which encourages participants to work

together on projects not directly related to the original process. Most participants did not

agree that second order effects were evident, with only 38% agreement that changes in

behaviors and actions have occurred as a result of the LRMP process, and only 18%

agreement that there have been spin-off partnerships or collaborative activities or new

organizations that arose as a result of the process.

Overall this criterion is not met.
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Table 5.24: Level of Agreement for 'Second Order Effects' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS ILEVEL OF
I AGREEMENT

C.20 - I have seen changes in behaviours and actions as a result of
the process. 38%

C.21 - I am aware of spin-off partnerships or collaborative activities
18%

or new organizations that arose as a result of the process.

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 28%

5.3.10 Public Interest

A process outcome that meets the criterion of 'public interest' is one where the

final agreement is seen to serve the common good or public interest. Only 38% of

participants felt that the outcome served the public interest.

Overall this criterion is not met.

Table 5.25: Level of Agreement for' Public Interest' Survey Statement

SURVEY STATEMENT LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

C.22 - I believe the outcome of the LRMP process served the
38%

common good or public interest.

5.3.11 Understanding and Support of SDM

A process outcome that meets the criterion of 'understanding and support for

SDM' is one where participants gain a greater understanding of the collaborative process

and support the use of collaborative decision making for future land use planning

processes. Even though (based on survey data in sections 4.2 and 4.3) there appears to be

a certain level of dissatisfaction with the outcomes of the HGLRMP process, 83% of

participants would nonetheless get involved in another process similar to the LRMP.
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Additionally, 85% of participants still believe that consensus based processes are an

effecti ve way of making land and resource use decisions, and 92% believe that the

government should involve the public in land and resource use decisions.

Overall this criterion is met.

Table 5.26: Level of Agreement for 'Understanding and Support of SDM' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

C.23 - I believe that consensus based processes are an effective way
of making land and resource use decisions. 85%

C.24 - The government should involve the public in land and
resource use decisions. 92%

C.25 - Knowing what I know now I would get involved in a process
similar to the LRMP again. 83%

AVERAGE RATE OF AGREEMENT FOR ALL STATEMENTS 87%

5.3.12 Affects of First Nations on Outcomes

Results indicate that 85% of participants felt that First Nations participation made

a significant difference in the outcome of the LRMP process. The significance of First

Nations involvement in the CPF is discussed further in the analysis of survey results,

section 5.5.5.

Overall this criterion is met.

Table 5.27: Level of Agreement for' Affects of First Nations on Outcomes' Survey Statements

SURVEY STATEMENTS LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

C.5 - First Nations participation made a significant difference in the
85%

outcome of the LRMP process.
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5.4 Process and Outcome Criteria Summaries

5.4.1 Process Criteria Summary

12 of the 14 process criteria received 50% or higher agreement by participants.

The two process criteria that did not meet the 50% agreement threshold were 'time limits'

and' commitment to implementation and monitoring.' The overall average for agreement

on all 14 process criteria was 61 %.

Table 5.28: Average Scores for Process Criteria

PROCESS CRITERIA SCORE

I. Purpose and Incentives 87%

2. Inclusive Representation 80%

3. Voluntary Participation and Commitment 73%

4. Self-Design 51%

5. Clear Ground Rules 64%

6. Equal Opportunity and Resources 60%

7. Principled Negotiation and Respect 56%

8. Accountability 65%

9. Flexible, Adaptive, Creative 74%

10. High-Quality Information 61%

11. Time Limits 49%

12. Commitment to Implementation and Monitoring 19%

13. Effective Process Management 64%

14. Independent Facilitation 54%

TOTAL PROCESS AGREEMENT 61%
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5.4.2 Outcome Criteria Summary

Seven of the twelve outcome criteria received 50% or higher agreement by

participants. The five outcome criteria that did not meet the 50% agreement tlu'eshold

were 'perceived as successful, . 'agreement,' 'conflict reduced,' 'second order effects,'

and 'public interest.' The overall average for agreement on all outcome criteria was 58%.

Table 5.29: Average Scores for Outcome Criteria

OUTOME CRITERIA SCORE I

1. Perceived as Successful 37%

2. Agreement 33%

3. Conflict Reduced 33%

4. Superior to Other Methods 55%

5. Innovation and Creativity 69%

6. Knowledge, Understanding, and Skills 80%

7. Relationships and Social Capital 87%

8. Information 67%

9. Second-Order Effects 28%

10. Public Interest 38%

11. Understanding and Support of SDM 87%

12. Affects of First Nations on Outcomes 85%

TOTAL OUTCOME AGREEMENT 58%
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5.5 Participant Feedback to Open Ended Survey Questions

In section E of the survey, participants were given a series of nine open-ended

questions. Participant responses to each question were grouped into thematic categories.

5.5.1 Achievements

When asked what they felt were the most significant achievements of the planning

process, a majority of participants answered that it produced knowledge and

understanding among participants. Several participants also noted the creation of locally

supported goals as a major achievement of the process.

Figure 5.1: Achievements of the HGLRMP Process
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5.5.2 Who Benefited?

Frequency of Response

The second question of the open-ended series asked participants whom they felt

benefited the most from the outcomes of the planning process. Seven of eleven

participants believed that the Council of the Haida Nation (CHN) benefited the most from
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the outcomes of the process. Other frequently cited benefactors included the provincial

government, environmental groups, and the community ofHaida Gwaii.

Figure 5.2: Who Benefited Most in the HGLRMP Process
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5.5.3 StI-engths and Weaknesses of the Process

Community involvement and ownership of the process was the most

frequently cited response when participants were asked what they felt was the biggest

strength of the process. Good information was also noted as a key strength of the process

by several patticipants.

When asked about the weaknesses of the process, three factors stood out

as the most frequent: power imbalance, bias, and poor process management. Other

common responses include an insufficient time, inadequate information for decision

making, and uneven commitment by table members.
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Figure 5.3: Strengths and Weaknesses of the Planning Process
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5.5.4 Strengths and Weaknesses of EBM

Participants were asked to comment on the strengths and weaknesses of using

ecosystem-based management to guide plan development. Primary strengths were EBM

produced good options for decision making and that it offered a relevant framework for

land use planning. The most commonly cited weakness is that table member did not feel

that there was a clear and mutually decided definition of EBM. One paliicjpant also

noted that they felt EBM was overly bio-centric.
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Figure 5.4: Strengths and Weaknesses of Ecosystem-Based Management
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5.5.5 Strengths and Weaknesses of First Nations Participation

When asked about the strengths of First Nations involvement in plan

development, the two most common responses were that (1) the Haida were critical to

developing a good plan and (2) that the Haida had a strong connection to the land. Some

participants also mentioned that the Haida were an excellent source of information.

The most frequent response when asked about the weaknesses of First Nations

involvement in plan development was that their presence created a power imbalance.

Other participants also noted that the Haida presence increased political tension within

the group and that it increased the level of non-scientific decision making.
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Figure 5.5: Strengths and Weaknesses of First Nations Participation

Strengths and Weaknesses of First Nations
Pa rticipation

Excellent source for information

Critical to developing d good plan

Strong connection to the land

Non-scientific decision rn(Jking

Created power imbalance

Incrc,l,cd politic;:Ji tcnsion wilhin U1C group

I

j

J

-

o 1 2 3 4 5 6

Frequency of response

_ Weakn' ses _ Strengths

5.5.6 Strengths and Weakness ofthe Coast Infomation Team

Six of eleven participants felt that the biggest strength of the CIT is that it

provided good scientific information to the table. The most common response when

asked about the biggest weakness of the CIT is that some information was missing and

that the CIT did not always supply the information requested by the table. Other

weaknesses noted by participants include a bias in the infonnation, untimely information,

and that information was at times presented as though it was a decision in itself, rather

than a tool for decision-making.
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Figure 5.6: Strengths and Weaknesses of the Coast Information Team
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5.5.7 Useful Information for Decision Making

Participants were asked to comment on which information they felt was most

useful in developing the recommendations report. The use of maps and resource

inventories was the most frequent response. Background information, information

supplied by the CIT, the EBM handbook, and local knowledge were all also mentioned as

information useful to the table. Three respondents felt that most information was not

useful in decision making.
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Figure 5.7: Information Useful to Decision Making
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5.5.8 Recommendations for Improvement

Frequency of Response

The two most common recommendations for improvement were better process

management by the process chairs, and a longer timeline. Other recommendations

included reducing the number of stakeholders at the table, compiling a more

comprehensive set of socio-economic data, paying more attention to local knowledge,

and ensuring that all table members were truly committed to the process. Finally, several

paliicipants commented that they would have liked some fonn of involvement in the

government-to-government process, be it via a feedback mechanism or by having some

SOli of representation at the government-to-government table
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Figure 5.8: Recommendations for Improvement
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5.5.9 General Feedback

Participants were given the opportunity to give general feedback about their

experiences in the LRMP process. While the responses were diverse, ranging from

personal stories to general concerns and comments, there were some themes that emerged

consistently.

A number of participants expressed support for the ideals and principles of

collaborative decision-making, in spite of any reservations they had about the outcome of

the HGLRMP. Other comments included a general concern over the deviation from the

collaborative process by using a majority vote to decide several areas of contention in the

final meeting. The apparent lack of commitment by certain groups was also noted as a

general point of frustration. Finally, some participants expressed concern over how their

report would be used at the government-to-government table.
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Figure 5.9: General Feedback
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5.5.10 Features Important to a Successful Process

Frequency of Response

Participants were asked to rate a series of factors as either very important,

important, somewhat important, or not impo11ant in achieving a successful process and

outcome. 'Not important' was counted as a 0, 'somewhat important' as 1, 'important' as

2, and 'very important' as 3. As every factor listed in this assessment scored a 2

(' important' or higher), it can be said that each of the factors listed in figure 5.10 is

important to the success of collaborative planning processes.

Several factors scored 2.8 or higher out of 3, representing the factors participants

selected as most important in achieving a successful process and outcome. These factors

include: access the high-quality information; accountability of representatives to their

constituency; stakeholders having a clear understanding of their own and other

stakeholders' interests; effective process management; mutual trust and respect; a clearly

defined purpose and objective; commitment of stakeholders to the process; and inclusive

representation of all relevant interest groups. Of these, only 2 factors scored 3 out of 3:

effective process management and clearly defined purpose and objectives.
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Figure 5: 10: Importance of Factors in Achieving a Successful Process and Outcome
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5.6 Discussion of Process Evaluation Results

While 12 out of a potential 14 process criteria were defined as 'met' based on the

50% rate of agreement evaluation criteria, several survey questions returned low rates of

agreement and should be discussed in order to better understand the strengths and

weakness of the CPF process. Specifically, agreement rates of less than 50% on the

following survey questions indicate specific areas of weakness in the CPF process.

Discussion on the potential causes and consequences of these scores are discussed below.

Table 5.30: Low Scoring Survey Response Summary - Process

SURVEY QUESTION LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

B.11
All interests/perspectives had equal influence at the LRMP

31%
table

B.12 The process reduced power imbalances among participants 38%

B.14
All participants demonstrated a clear understanding of the

46%
different stakeholder interests around the table

B.16 The process generated trust among participants 46%

8.19
The process had an effective strategy for communicating

46%
with the broader public

B.23
The process had a detailed project plan including clear

46%
milestones

B.25 The time allotted to the process was realistic 38%

B.27 The process was hindered by lack of structure 46%

B.31
The presence of an independent facilitator/mediator

50%
improved process effectiveness

B.33
The Coast Information Team provided high-quality

36%
scientific and social information to the planning table

B.39
The table developed a clear strategy for plan

15%
implementation

BAO
At the end of the process, the table participants shared a

23%
strong commitment to plan implementation.
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It is clear upon reviewing results of the survey that participants noted several

areas of weakness within the CPF process. These areas can be broken down into five

categories: (1) power and equality, (2) trust and understanding, (3) facilitation, (4)

infOlmation, and (5) time constraints.

5.6.1 Power and Equity

It is interesting that the two survey statements pertaining to equality (B. 11) and

power balance (B.12) both suffered from low levels of agreement among participants.

Participant comments in the open-ended section of the survey also make note of unequal

influence at the table. For example, one table member commented that "...the

weaknesses in my opinion were that some groups at the table had more influence than

others." Another table member commented that the biggest weakness of the process was

"an imbalance in table representation."

Power imbalances can come in various forms. Local elites may exert political

pressure by using their position of influence (Murray 2005; Bradshaw 2003). Powerful

economic interests can use their strong connections with government or their unique

position as a primary community employer to bias decisions or pursue alternative

avenues to achieve their interests (Gunton and Day 2003). Finally, government can

unduly influence the process by way of limiting available information or by constraining

alternatives (Murray 2005). The generalized nature of the survey questions limit the

ability to evaluate which (if any) of these factors played a role in the power imbalances

present at the CPF. However, open-ended participant responses do help to shed some

light on how power affected the table. Participants noted an "obvious bias of

representatives to support industry," and the "dominance ofHaida Nation" as two areas

where power imbalance appeared to affect the overall process. This indicates a

sentiment among some participants that their roles in the process were not perceived as

equal to the roles of government or the CRN. As the provincial government and the

CRN were the only two stakeholder groups involved in the government-to-government

negotiations that succeeded the CPF, this sentiment may reflect participants' sense of

exclusion from the final decision-making process.
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5.6.2 Trust and Understanding

Three of the survey statements pertaining to trust and understanding (B.14, B.15

and B.16) received relatively low rates of agreement among process participants. These

results are especially interesting considering that a vast majority of participants (92%)

agreed that the process encouraged open communication about participants' interests.

In the open-ended comments section of the survey, several participants indicated

that they felt that there was not enough time given to the process to foster trust and

understanding. For example, one participant noted that "it was a worthwhile but

frustrating process which didn't reach full consensus in part due to a too short timeline."

Given the tumultuous political history of the region and the diversity of stakeholder

groups involved, it is unsurprising that participants had difficulty overcoming the history

of mistrust and developing strong connections within the timeline provided.

5.6.3 Facilitation

. . Although while the HGLRMP met the 'independeht facilitation' criteria, survey

. '. responses indicated that there could have been impro~ements in the facilitation and

mediation of the process. The use of a neutral facilitator dm bring parties towards

consensus and help to move the process forward. Trained facilitators ensure that all table

members feel respected and secure, and also move parties away from positional

bargaining and towards interest-based negotiation. Finally, strong facilitation can help to

establish and maintain a balance of power among participants through equal opportunity

for discussion. While participants overall did agree that the facilitators acted in an

unbiased manner (58%), it was a slim majority and indicates a weakness in the

facilitation of the CPF. This is confirmed by participants' comments in the open ended

section of the survey, where concerns over unprofessional facilitation were expressed.

For example, one participant commented that there was "a lack of definition of who was

guiding the process." Another participant noted that poor facilitation was one of the

primary weaknesses ofthe entire process. Although there was facilitation throughout the

process, it was not adequately organized. The facilitation was done on an ad hoc basis by

various process management team members for the first eight meetings, at which time the
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CPF decided that a properly trained facilitator would benefit the table. On the ninth

meeting a trained facilitator was brought in to facilitate the CPF. However, on the tenth

meeting the CPF decided that the facilitator would act in an advisory capacity with the

process management team. The co-chairs took on the role of facilitators for the

remainder of the CPF meetings.

5.6.4 Information

Only 46% of surveyed participants agreed that the Coast Information Team (CIT)

provided high-quality scientific and social information to the planning table. This

relatively low level of satisfaction with the CIT may be understood through participant

comments in the open-ended section ofthe survey. Several participants express a concern

regarding bias of information and confusion regarding the definition of EBM. Participant

feedback included comments such as:

• "Some of the information that was presented to the table was clearly biased,"

.' . "There was never any clear definition of ecosystem-based management or
any agreement as to what it, w,ould be."

• "EBM was never defined adequately before, during and after the process for
stakeholders to understand the consequences and impacts of their decisions."

• "They (CIT) picked and chose which information to provide."

• "Information was often presented suggesting a foregone conclusion as
opposed to blank slates."

The above comments confirm a general distrust of the CIT from several

participants. As such, it is not surprising that only 46% of participants felt that the CIT

provided high-quality scientific and social information to the planning table. This

highlights the need to ensure that all interests share the same understanding of foundation

concepts, as multiple definitions can lead to frustration and misunderstanding.
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5.6.5 Time Constraints

It is critical that timelines set to reach consensus and develop a plan are

reasonable and realistic. Upon review of both closed and open ended survey responses it

appears that timelines for the CPF were impractical. Only 38% of participants agreed

that the timelines to reach consensus were realistic. This result is confirmed in the open

ended section of the survey, where several participants note the umealistic timelines as a

prominent limiting factor in the success of the CPF. For example, one participant

commented that " ...a timetable is important but only if it is realistic. Ours was not, and it

was obvious from the beginning."

5.7 Discussion of Outcomes Evaluation Results

Of the 12 outcome criteria, only 7 were defined as 'met' based on the 50% rate of

agreement evaluation criteria. Table 5.31 highlights survey responses that returned low

rates of agreement. Discussion on the potential causes and consequences of these scores

are discussed below.

Table 5.31: Low Scoring Survey Response Summary - Outcomes

SURVEY QUESTION LEVEL OF
AGREEMENT

C1 The LRMP process I participated in was a success. 33%

C3 I am satisfied with the outcome of the process 23%

CA
The resulting plan addressed the needs, concerns, and

33%
values, of the QTOUp I represented.

C6
As a result of the LRMP process, conflict over land use in

33%
the area has decreased.

C17
The LRMP process produced information that has been

46%
understood and accepted by all participants

C20
I have seen changes in behaviours and actions as a result of

38%
the process.

C22
I believe the outcome of the LRMP process served the

38%
common good or public interest
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It is clear upon reviewing results of the survey that participants were not satisfied

with the outcomes of the CPF process. A majority of the survey responses which did not

meet the 50% agreement criteria fall into two areas: (1) success of the CPF and (2)

reduction of conflict.

5.7.1 Success of the CPF as a organized body

The survey shows that only one-third (33%) ofparticipants felt that the CPF was a

success. Perhaps this low level of agreement could be expected considering the low

scores on several of the process criteria, namely the concerns over time constraints,

power imbalances, ineffective facilitation, and inadequate information. Comments from

the open-ended section of the survey are also useful in understanding some ofthe

underlying reasons for the low level of agreement~For example, one participant

commented that "the inability to complete our discussions and the rush to meet the

provinces timelines for concluding all of the LRMP processes did a great disservice to the·

process and resulted in less than could have been achieved."

It is interesting to note that even though only 33% of participants felt that the

process was a success, 54% still felt that the process was a positive experience. This may

speak to the other benefits of CP, such as sharing and understanding of other participants'

interests (100% agreement), acquiring ofnew skills and information (85% agreement),

and relationship-building among table participant (92%).

Further analysis of how future processes similar to the CPF can improve upon the

CPF process can be found in section 6.5.

5.7.2 Reduction of Conflict

Only 33% of participants felt that conflict over land use in the area has decreased

since the conclusion ofthe CPF. Furthermore, only 38% of participants have seen

changes in behaviors and actions of other stakeholder groups. A fundamental concept

within CP is that all participants should feel that they have meaningfully contributed to
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the final report and that the final report is a product of collaborative decision-making.

This in tum should reduce conflict among stakeholders as everyone with an interest in the

decision collaborated to develop the plan. Unfortunately, it appears that the CPF process

deviated from consensus-based negotiation in the final meeting, as participants were

asked to vote on a series of land use alternatives for the sake of completing the

recommendations report on time. As one participant noted:

...the table was called upon to vote on a senes of alternate
recommendations at the last meeting. These alternate
recommendations were arrived at through the ecosystem-based
management work group. I believe these recommendations should
have been left standing and used at the government-to-government
negotiations....This to my way of thinking was a significant
deviation from collaborative planning and consensus-based
decisions making (stakeholder comment).

This deviation from consensus-based negotiation may have pushed forward

alternatives that were not supported by the table as a whole, and as a result left several

table participants feeling frustrated and sidelined. This sentiment is reiterated by another "

participant who commented that there was "...a deviation from consensus-based decision

making to one ofvoting (at the final meeting), which was highly biased against the

resource extraction representation." Based on stakeholder comments it is evident that

this shift towards a majority vote to decide issues amplified already existing conflict

within the group.

5.8 Comparison with the NCLRMP and CCLRMP Evaluations

The HGLRMP, the CCLRMP, and the NCLRMP are the only three LRMP

processes to have used the two-tier table process, ecosystem-based management to guide

decision making, and the Coast Information Team to gather and interpret information.

As such, it is useful to compare the results of the HGLRMP with the evaluation results of

the CCLRMP and the NCLRMP. Table 5.32 below contrasts the outcome evaluation

results of the HGLRMP with these other two processes. It is evident that the HGLRMP

scored lower than the other two processes in several areas. Most notable is the variation
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in the four outcome criteria that were not met in the HGLMRP evaluation: (l) perceived

as successful, (2) agreement, (3) conflict reduced, and (4) public interest8
• Note that

while these criteria received low levels of agreement for the HGLRMP process, they

received significantly higher levels of agreement in the other processes.

Table 5.32: Outcome criteria summary comparison for HGLRMP, CCLRMP and NCLRMPs

Percent Percent Percent
Agreement: Agreement: Agreement:

Outcome Criterion HGLRMP CCLRMP NCLRMP

1. Perceived as successful: The process and outcomes
37% 77% 63%are perceived to be successful.

2. Agreement: The process results in an agreement that
33% 62% 50%meets the interests of stakeholders.

3. Conflict reduced: The process and outcomes reduce 33% 62% 69%conflict among stakeholders.

4. Superior to other methods: The process is superior to 55% 90% 68%other decision methods in terms of costs and benefits.

5. Creative and innovative: The process produces
69% 79% 82%creative and innovative ideas.

'--.-;----- _.-

6. Knowledge, understanding, and skills: Stakehoiders I
1gain knowledge, improved skills, and better 80% 95% 92%

understanding by participating in process. -------..Jf--:-- 1------

7. Relationships and social capital: The process
produces new relationships and social capital among 87% 93% 94%
stakeholders.

8. Information: The process produces information that
67% 76% 82%is useful for stakeholders.

9. Second-order effects: The process produces changes
in behavior and relationships that are useful for other 28% 85% 65%
projects outside of the process.

10. Public interest: Outcomes of the process serve the 38% 79% 75%public interest.

11. Understanding and support of collaborative
planning: The process increases support and 87% 86% 84%
understanding ofcollaborative planning.

12. Affects of First Nations on outcomes: First Nations
were able to influence the decision-making process. 85% n1a 82%

8 . The fifth outcome criterion that was not met in the HGLRMP, 'second-order effects' may be reflective
of the relatively recent completion of the process, rather than the lack of second-order effects. These may
become more evident in time.
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Overall, HGLRMP outcome criteria scores were lower than the other two LRMP

evaluations. As such, it is useful to complete a side by side comparison of the process

criteria results. This will allow for a better understanding of what factors may have

contributed to the low level of agreement in the outcome criteria assessment for the

HGLRMP. Table 5.33 summarizes the process criteria percent agreement for all three

processes.

One interesting observation is that the 'equal opportunity and resources' criteria

has similar levels of agreement for all three processes, ranging from 57%-65%

agreement. In the open ended section of the HGLRMP evaluation, participants

frequently cited power imbalance as a weakness of the process and a detriment to

success. However, as the level of agreement is similar for all three processes, and the

other two processes report much higher levels of agreement in the 'perceived as

successful,' 'agreement,' and 'conflict reduced' outcome criteria, it is unlikely that power

. imbalance within the CPF was a primary cause for the low level of satisfaction with

process outcomes.

However, four process criteria do stand out as having noticeably lower rates of

agreement in theHGLRMP process relative to the other two processes. These include:

(1) self-design, (2) time limits, (3) implementation and monitoring, and (4) independent

facilitation. As discussed in section 5.6.2, these four criteria represent the areas of

weakness in the CPF process. The NCLRMP and CCLRNIP processes saw much higher

levels of agreement for these criteria. As such, it is possible that these four process

criteria represent the factors which ultimately led to low levels of satisfaction on process

outcomes for the HGLRMP.
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Table 5.33: Process criteria summary comparison for HGLRMP, CCLRMP and NCLRMPs

Percent Percent Percent
Agreement: Agreement: Agreement:

Process Criterion HGLRMP CCLRMP NCLRMP

1. Purpose and incentives: The process is driven by a
shared purpose, and provides incentives to participate and 87% 92% 75%
work toward consensus.

2. Inclusive representation: All parties with a significant
Iinterest in the issues and outcome are involved 80% 62% 62%

throughout the process.

3. Voluntary participation: The parties participate
73% 79% 76%voluntarily and are committed to the process.

4. Self-design: The involved parties design a process to
suit the specifics of the particular problem and the needs 51% 67% 68%
of participants.

5. Clear ground rules: As the process is initiated, a
comprehensive procedural framework is established 64% 81% 75%
including clear terms of reference and ground rules.

6. Equal opportunity and resources: The process provides
fOf equal and balanced opportunity for effective 60% 65% 57%i
participation of all parties. . .

I------+---~-- ,----
7. Principled negotiation and respect: The process I
operates according to the conditions of principled

56% 86% I 66%negotiation, including mutual respect, trust, and
understanding.

r----- - ---
8. Accountability: The process and its participants are
accountable to the broader public, to their constituents, 65% 71% 61%'
and to the process itself.

9. Flexible, adaptive, and creative: Flexibility is designed
into the process to allow for adaptation and creativity in 74% 72% 71%
problem solving.

10. High-quality information: The process incorporates
61% 56% 64%high-quality information into decision making.

11. Time limits: Realistic milestones and deadlines are
49%established and managed throughout the process. 65% 70%

12. Implementation and monitoring: The process and
final agreement include clear commitments to 19% 75% 53%

Iimplementation and monitoring.

13. Effective process management: The process is
coordinated and managed effectively, and in a neutral 64% 84% 70%
manner.

14. Independent facilitation: Throughout the process, an
54% 83% 85%independent, trained facilitator is involved.
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5.9 Summary

Results from the evaluation indicate that overall the HGLRMP met a majority of

the process and outcome evaluation criteria, meeting 12 of the 14 process criteria and 7 of

the 12 outcome criteria. Furthermore, participants expressed a high level of support for

both collaborative decision-making and public involvement in land use planning.

Participants also expressed a certain amount of dissatisfaction with the outcomes of the

CPF and the final report. The next chapter will review underlying causes for the

successes and setbacks of the CPF, and discuss recommendations for improvement.
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6 RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION

6.1 Was the Process Successful?

As the process met 7 of the 12 outcome criteria used in the evaluation, it can be

said that there were both successful and unsuccessful elements to the CPF. Although the

average score for all outcome criteria was 57%, individual criteria scores varied

dramatically. There are three criteria that scored particularly well (greater than 80%),

representing areas that participants felt were the most successful elements of the process.

The first of these criteria is the gaining of knowledge, understanding, and skills.

By participating in the CPF, stakeholders understood more about the relevant issues and

interests than they would have otherwise. Furthermore, stakeholders gained valuable

skills through participation, including but not limited to improved skills in

communication, negotiation, and decision-making.

The second of these criteria is the building of relationships and social capital.

Even though participants cited differences and frustrations with other table members,

87% still acknowledged that the process created new personal and/or working

relationships, and built social capital among participants. This trust-building creates

bonds of understanding and co-operation between participants, which extend beyond the

scope of the CPF.

The final criterion that fared particularly well in the evaluation is the

understanding and support for shared decision-making. Even though only 49% of

participants felt that the CPF process was a success, 85% still felt that consensus based

negotiations are an effective method of land use planning, and 83% would get involved in

another process similar to the CPF. Furthennore, 92% of participants felt that the

government should involve the public in land and resource use decisions. These high

levels of agreement indicate that even though participants were not entirely satisfied with

the outcomes of their process, they still maintain a high level of support for the principles

of collaborative decision-making.
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Several criteria did not meet the threshold for success. Firstly, only one-half of

participants (49%) perceived the process as successful. A second criterion that scored

below the 50% threshold is the agreement criterion, in which the process should reach an

agreement that met the interests of and was acceptable to all stakeholders. As consensus

was not reached on all issues, and a deviation from consensus-based negotiation to a

majority vote occurred (against the wishes of several participants) at the final meeting, it

is expected that participants would not feel that this criterion was met.

The three final criteria that were not met were (1) the reduction of conflict, (2) the

emergence of second-order effects, and (3) that outcomes are regarded as serving the

greater public good and not just the interests of the table participants. What is interesting

about these low scores is that they conflict with some of the other results - specifically,

even though only 18% of participants agreed that they were not aware of spin-off

partnerships or collaborative activities that arose as a result of the process, 92% admit

that contacts acquired through participation in the process have been useful to their sector

or organization. It is possible that this apparent contradiction indicates that potential new

partnerships and alliances are still in their fledgling stages and are not yet identified as

alliances by participants. This would account for the high rate of agreement when asked

if contacts acquired through participation in the process have been useful to their sector,

but low level of agreements when asked if they were aware of spin-off partnerships or

collaborative activities.

A second example of conflicting results is that while only 33% of participants

agreed that the process reduced conflict over land use, 92% admitted to having better

working relationships with other parties involved in land use planning as a result of the

LRMP process. It is possible that this apparent contradiction is actually an example of

participants learning how to 'separate people from the problem (Fisher and Dry 1991),'

Although the underlying land use conflicts may not have been resolved, participants seem

able to communicate more effectively and improve their working relationship with other

stakeholders.
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6.2 How did the process affect the outcome?

The CPF process met 12 of the 14 process criteria, indicating a high level of

success within the process itself. It is interesting that while the process seems to have

been fairly successful, participants' perceptions of the outcomes of the process do not

entirely reflect this high level of success within the process. It is useful to review the

process criteria that were not met in order to better understand this apparent

contradiction.

The first process criteria that was not met is the 'time limits' criterion. The CPF

was given a 15 month timeline from the provincial government to develop a

recommendations report. The CPF was able to produce a recommendations report in 17

months, two months longer than the original deadline, although consensus agreement was

not reached on all issues. Even with this deadline extension, only 38% of participants felt

that the timeline was realistic. Participant feedback from the open-ended section of the

survey confirms a general level of frustration with the time allotted to the process.

The 17 month timeline for the HGLRNIP is inconsistent with timelines for other

LRMPs that have occurred throughout British Columbia. The average time to complete

an LRMP in BC is approximately 48 months. The CPF was given just over a quarter of

this time and expected to reach consensus agreement. It is interesting that the provincial

government would impose a significantly reduced timeline by which to reach agreement,

especially considering that unrealistic timelines of 18 months were listed as one of the

primary weaknesses of the early CORE processes that occurred throughout BC

(McAllister 1998). U.S. studies on collaborative watershed agreements have also

determined that a timeline of 48 months or more increases the probability of consensus

agreement and stakeholder satisfaction with process outcomes (Leach et al. 2002). As

Haida Gwaii is an area of BC that has experienced extensive conflict over resource

extraction and land use, with a history of civil disobedience and high-profile lawsuits

between the Haida and forestry operators, a 17 month timeline by which to reach

consensus agreement appears overly optimistic. The Central Coast LRMP was given a
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significantly longer timeline, with stakeholder negotiations lasting from 1996 - 2004

(Cullen 2006).9

It is interesting to note that the North Coast LRMP also had a short timeline (26

months), and scored much higher in the evaluation, meeting all process and outcome

criteria. Why was the short timeline an impediment to success for the HGLRMP but not

for the NCLRMP? Each process is unique, with local conditions and circumstances that

affect the process. Some processes, such as the NCLRMP, were able to reach consensus

within the timeline, while others, such as the HGLRMP, need more time. The timeline

should be adapted to fit the needs of the process, rather than trying to fit the process into

an unrealistic timeline.

The second process criterion that was not met was 'commitment to

implementation and monitoring.' This criterion scored the lowest of all process and

outcome criteria at 19%, with only 15% of participants agreeing that the table developed

a clear strategy for plan implementation, and only 23% agreeing that table participants

shared a strong commitment to plan implementation. There are several factors with may

have contributed to this low score.

The first factor is that consensus agreement was not reached on all issues, which

implies that some participants may not have been satisfied with the final

recommendations package. This assumption is verified through the survey results, where

only 23% of respondents felt that they were satisfied with the final recommendations

report. With such a low level of satisfaction, participants would not likely have a strong

commitment to plan implementation.

The second factor is that, being a two-table process, many of the final decisions

regarding implementation were decided at the government-to-government table. As

explained in section, 4.3.1.4, the CHN and the provincial government were responsible

for developing the specific implementation and monitoring activities. As such, there was

no mandate for the CPF to develop a clear strategy for plan implementation.

9 Table I negotiated from 1996-2001 while table 2 negotiated from 2001-2004. GovemmenHo-govemment
negotiations followed and a final agreement was reached in 2006.
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Another factor not related to the process or outcome criteria that appeared to be an

issue for several participants was the lack of feedback between the two tables. Several

participants of the CPF expressed concern about their lack of involvement in the

government-to-government table. Some participants were uncertain how the report would

be used and how much weight it carried in the final decisions, while others were upset

that the CPF was not given an opportunity to review the plan that was developed at the

government-to-government table before it was finalized. This reflects both a breakdown

in communication between the two tables and a deviation from the stated process.

6.3 The Success of HGLRMP Process Features

Several features of the HGLRMP were relatively new to the LRMP process.

These include the co-design and co-management of the process by First Nations, the use

of the Coast Information Team, and the application of ecosystem-based management to

guide decision making. Each of these features will be evaluated in the following

sections.

6.3.1 First Nations Involvement

The provincial government first attempted to initiate an LRMP process in Haida

Gwaii in the 1990's. The CHN rejected the process, and the LRMP was terminated.

Subsequent negotiations between the province and the CHJ'J" concluded with the

development of the co-designed and co-managed two-table HGLRMP process that was

eventually used to create a land use plan for Haida Gwaii. Although First Nations have

been involved in various capacities in other LRMP processes, the HGLRMP is one of the

only LRMPs to have the process co-designed and co-chaired by First Nations.

When asked about the satisfaction with First Nations participation in the process,

77% of participants were satisfied with the way First Nations were involved in the

process, and 85% felt that First Nations participation made a significant difference in the

outcome of the process. Comments from the open-ended section of the survey also

convey a general sense that Haida involvement was both beneficial and necessary to

develop a meaningful and well-developed plan.
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Overall, it appears that a majority of participants felt that the level of First Nations

involvement was satisfactory. However, some participants expressed concern that the

CHN held the balance of power at the CPF, as they were the only participant to also have

a voice at the government-to-government table.

6.3.2 The Success of the Coast Information Team

The use of the CIT is a relatively novel addition to the LRMP process, used only

in the North Coast, Central Coast, and Haida Gwaii LRMP processes. The goal of the

CIT was to act as an independent information body that would gather and present the

both scientific and traditional knowledge to CPF participants to aid in the development of

land use recommendations.

According to survey results and participant comments it appears that the success

of the CIT was mixed. Only 46% of participants agreed that the CIT provided high

quality scientific and social information to the planning table, while 54% felt that the

process had adequate high-quality information for effective decision-making. Comments

from the open-ended section indicate that while the CIT did provide useful scientific

information, some information was missing and the information was often not timely.

Furthermore, some participants felt that there was a bias in the delivery of information.

Of concern to several participants was the lack of appropriate socio-economic data.

While the CIT was useful in delivering ecological information, the lack of

appropriate socio-economic data and the untimely delivery of information represent

major weaknesses of the CIT.

6.3.3 The Success of Eco-System Based Management

Although it was agreed upon in the early stages of process design that ecosystem

based management would be used to guide decision-making, CPF participants were

nonetheless confused as to the precise definition of EBM and how it was to be used

within the CPF process. When asked about the strengths and weaknesses of using EBM

to guide decision making, a majority of participants indicated that the definition of EBM

was never adequately defined and agreed upon by all CPF participants, which led to
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confusion and frustration throughout the process. In future applications of EBM, it

would be beneficial to ensure that all relevant parties have the same understanding of

EBM and how it will be used within the decision-making process.

6.4 Recommendations

The CPF process had both strengths and weaknesses. In order to learn from the

CPF process, it is important to implicitly address both what worked well and what needed

improvement. This will ensure that subsequent land use planning processes both within

BC and around the world can learn from the efforts of the HGLRMP. Recommendations

for future collaborative land use planning processes include:

1. Allow sufficient time to complete the process

Many CPF participants cited unrealistic timelines as a major weakness within the

process. The 17 month timeline was insufficient and resulted in a final report that was

not supported by all participants. Previous research in collaborative planning indicates

that a 48 month timeline is more realistic and will dramatically increase the likelihood

of consensus agreement (Leach et aI, 2002). The exact time required will vary from

process to process. The two processes most akin to the Haida Gwaii process are the

North Coast and the Central Coast LRMPs, which took two and a half and ten years

respectively to reach a consensus agreement. The guideline should be to allow the

process to continue until it reaches a consensus agreement or until the stakeholders

conclude that the process is not worth continuing.

2. Include an independent and well-trainedfacilitator

Several CPF participants felt that there could have been improvements in the

facilitation. The facilitation of the CPF was confused by having various process

management members take on the role of facilitator for the first half of the process,

while the co-chairs acted as the facilitators for the second half of the process.

Ensuring that the process has a well-trained and independent facilitator may reduce the
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perception of bias and subsequent mistrust that emerges when participants sense bias

in the facilitators. A well-trained facilitator will help to build trust and communication

between participants, and will ensure that all participants feel respected and heard.

Effective facilitation can also act to counter perceptions of power imbalance by

allowing all participants an equal voice at the table.

3. Ensure public participation and accountability to the public

Many of the CPF participants did not feel that the process was effective at representing

the interests of the broader public. One of the reasons why participants felt this way

may have been that there was not an effective strategy for communicating with the

public. Although all meetings were open to the public and the CPF produced several

newsletters updating the community about their progress, participants felt that more

could have been done. Ensuring that there is an appropriate strategy in place for

engaging the public is integral in insuring public accountability. The public should be

kept informed of all process developments and should have their interests represented

in the final agreement.

4. Encourage support and commitment to plan implementation

Commitment to plan implementation was very weak in the CPF, for reasons stated in

section 5.2. It is important that participants feel a sense of ownership over the final

product. In cases similar to the CPF, where there is a two-tiered table with

government-to-government negotiations following table negotiations, it is important to

have some form of feedback mechanism to keep participants informed of and to

provide some input into decisions relating to the land use plan.

5. Define goals, objectives, and key concepts collectively

The most frequently cited weakness with the use of ecosystem-based management is

that participants did not share the same definition. As such, options and strategies
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seen as falling within the EBM framework to some participants were seen as not

following the EBM framework to others. This divergence of opinion created friction

and frustration between participants. Had the group defined EBM collectively at the

beginning of the process, perhaps the confusion could have been avoided. It is

therefore important that participants collectively define the goals, objectives, and key

concepts relevant to their process to avoid such misunderstandings and unnecessary

conflict.

6. Collect adequate information to aid in decision-making

High quality scientific, traditional, and local knowledge is integral to the success of

any collaborative land use planning process. Participants indicated that they felt some

information was lacking and other information came too late. Several participants also

complained of bias in the CIT. Similar findings pertaining to bias and ineffectiveness

of the CIT can be found in other evaluations of recent LRMPs, specifically in

evaluations of the North and Central Coast LRMP processes. Recommendations put

forward in both Cullen (2006) and McGee (2006) regarding changes to the CIT

include: the use of a peer review process to maintain the integrity of information, the

integration of the CIT with process management staff to improve the timeliness and

relevance of information provided, and finally, the consideration of not using an

information team such as the CIT. An alternative information model would need to be

developed to ensure that relevant information is delivered to participants.

7. Engage First Nations

The two table process that allows First Nations to engage in both the community

planning forum and the government-to-government negotiations is a step forward,

allowing for meaningful dialogue and relationship-building between First Nations,

industry stakeholders, community members, and local and provincial government.

However, the two-table process, and the fact that First Nations and the provincial

government were the only participants to sit at both tables, did increase political
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tension and power imbalance at the CPF. It is a unique challenge to accommodate two

types of participants, First Nations and non First Nations. In future land use planning

processes, it would be beneficial to develop a framework that fully engages First

Nations without alienating other table participants. Establishing formal links between

the two tables and ensuring that there is an adequate feedback mechanism for

communication may reduce the tension and perception of inequality at the stakeholder

table, as it would allow for continued involvement of the stakeholder table in the final

decision making.

6.5 Conclusion

Achieving environmental, social, and economic sustainability through land use

planning and resource management is a considerable challenge. In this new era of

participatory democracy and an ever more informed public, the technocratic model of

planning is become increasingly incapable of resolving land and resource disputes.

Those affected by land use decisions are demanding a voice, to ensure that their

livelihoods, their families, and their communities are not adversely affected. British

Columbia responded to this demand in by engaging in a province-wide collaborative

planning exercise with the LRMP process.

The HGLRNIP began in 2003, and after 17 months of stakeholder negotiations

and a further 17 month of government-to-government negotiations, is one of the last

LRMPs to be completed, and represents a milestone in land use planning in British

Columbia. While consensus was not reached on all issues of the recommendations

report, a comprehensive planning report was delivered to the government-to-government

table. Given the complexities of the environment and the diversity of interests at the CPF

table, this in itself is a major accomplishment.

The co-design and co-management of the HGLRMP by First Nations and the

provincial government demonstrates a willingness for First Nations and the province to

work together towards a sustainable future. Furthermore, the increase in protected areas

to over 50% of the Haida Gwaii land base reveals a commitment to environmental

protection and sustainable planning by all stakeholders.
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Evaluation results indicate that there was room for improvement in both the

process and the outcomes of the CPF, specifically in regards to stakeholder commitment,

stakeholder satisfaction, adequate timelines, information gathering and plan

implementation. The evaluation also reveals which factors are most necessary to ensure a

successful process and outcome, and explores recommendations for future collaborative

planning exercises. Although the LRMP process in British Columbia is nearing

completion, results and recommendations from this evaluation may be useful in other

collaborative planning exercises, both within British Columbia and around the world.
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APPENDIX A: HGLRMP SURVEY

The purpose of the following survey is to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the LRMP
process in Be. The alternative dispute-resolution experience in BC provides an excellent
opportunity to evaluate shared decision-making because it is one of the few jurisdictions where
these approaches have been implemented in a systematic way. The findings will contribute to
improving the land use planning process in British Columbia.

This is an anonymous and voluntary survey. Your responses are confidential and cannot be
linked to your identity or to any other information about you.

PART A: YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THE PROCESS

Please mark an 'x' in the box whether you strongly agree (SA), somewhat agree (SWA),
somewhat disagree (SWO) or strongly disagree (SO) with the following statements. Check the
not applicable (NA) box if the question does not apply to you.

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of S S I
the following statements about the LRMP process you SA W W SD NA
participated in? A D
1. I became involved in the process because Vmy

organization felt it was the best way to achieve our

goals/ with respect to land use planning.

2. I had clear goals in mind when I first became

involved in the LRMP process.

3. I was fully committed to making the process work.

4. I was involved in the design of the LRMP process

(i.e. ground rules, roles, procedures).

5. On an ongoing basis, I was able to influence the

process used in the LRMP.

6. I had or received sufficient training to participate

effectively.

7. I had or received sufficient funding to participate

effectively.

8. My participation made a difference in the outcomes

of the LRMP process.

9. Due to constraints of the process, I was unable to

effectively communicate with and gain support from my

consti tuency.
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To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of S S
the following statements about the LRMP process you SA W W SD NA
participated in? A D

10. The process helped to ensure I was accountable to

the constituency I was representing.

11. The organization/sector/group I represented

provided me with clear direction throughout the

process.
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PART B: THE LRMP PROCESS
Please check whether you strongly agree (SA), somewhat agree (SWA), somewhat disagree
(SWO) or strongly disagree (SO) with the following statements. Check the not applicable (NA)
box if the question does not apply to you.

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following S S

statements about the LRMP process you participated in? SA W W SD NA

I A D
l. All appropriate interests or values were represented in

the process.
2. There were significant differences in values among

participants.
3. All agencies that needed to be involved were

adequately represented.
4. All participants were committed to making the

process work.
S. The process participants collectively identified and

agreed upon clear goals and objectives.
6. Participant roles were clearly defined.
7. First Nations roles were clearly defined.
8. I am satisfied with the way First Nations were

involved in the process.
9. The procedural ground rules were clearly defined.
10. Stakeholders had a clear understanding that if no

consensus was reached, the provincial government
would make the decisions.

1l. All interests/perspectives had equal influence at the
LRMP table.

12. The process reduced power imbalances among
participants.

13. The process encouraged open communication about
participants' interests

14. All participants demonstrated a clear understanding
of the different stakeholder interests around the table.

IS. The process was hindered by a lack of
communication and negotiation skills.

16. The process generated trust among participants.
17. The process fostered teamwork.
18. Generally, the representatives at the table were

accountable to their constituencies.
19. The process had an effective strategy for

communicating with the broader public.
20. The process was effective in representing the

interests of the broader public.
21. The process was flexible enough to be adaptive to

new information or changing circumstances.
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To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following S S

statements about the LRMP process you participated in? SA W W SD NA

A D
22. Participants were given the opportunity to

periodically assess the process and make adjustments
as needed.

23. The process had a detailed project plan (for the
negotiation process) including clear milestones.

24. Deadlines during the process were helpful in moving
the process along.

25. The time allotted to the process was realistic.
26. The issues we were dealing with in the LRMP

process were significant problems requiring timely
resolution.

27. The process was hindered by lack of structure.
28. Process staff acted in a neutral and unbiased manner.
29. The agency responsible for managing the LRMP

process acted in a neutral and unbiased manner.
30. Process staff (including facilitator(s) if used) were

skilled in running meetings.
31. The presence of an independent facilitator/mediator

improved process effectiveness.
32. The independent facilitator/mediator acted in an

unbiased manner.
33. The Coast Information Team provided high-quality

scientific and social information to the planning table.
34. The process lacked adequate high-quality

information for effective decision-making.
35. The setting of the provincial guide of 12% Protected

Areas was helpful to reaching consensus.
36. The process was well prepared with the information

needed to accommodate protected areas within the
LRMP.

37. The overlay of resource values on maps was a useful
technique for evaluating land use options.

38. The multiple accounts method was a useful way of
evaluating land use options.

39. The table developed a clear strategy for plan
implementation.

40. At the end of the process, the table participants
shared a strong commitment to plan implementation.
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PART C: THE OUTCOMES OF THE PROCESS

Please check whether you strongly agree (SA), somewhat agree (SWA), somewhat disagree
(SWD) or strongly disagree (SD) with the following statements. Check the not applicable (NA)
box if the question does not apply to you.

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the folwwing S S
S

statements about the outcomes of the LRMP process you participated W W SO NA
A

in? A D

1. The LRMP process I participated in was a success.

2. The LRMP process was a positive experience.

3. I am satisfied with the outcome of the process.

4. The resulting plan addressed the needs, concerns, and
values, of the group I represented.

5. First Nations participation made a significant difference in

the outcome of the LRMP process.
6. As a result of the LRMP process, conflict over land use in

the area has decreased.

7. The LRMP process was the best way of developing a land

use plan.

8. IImy organizations' interests have been accommodated

better through the LRMP process than they would have

been through other means.

9. The planning process produced creative ideas for action.
10. As a result of the process, I have a good understanding

of the interests of other participants.

11. As a result of the process, I now have a better
understanding of how government works with respect to
land and resource management.

12. As a result of the process, I have a better understanding
of my region.

13. I gained new or improved skills as a result of my
involvement in the process.

14. The relationships among table members improved over

the course of the process.

15. I have better working relationships with other parties
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involved in land use planning as a result of the LRMP

process.

16. Contacts I acquired through my participation in the

LRMP process are useful to me and/or my

sector/organization
17. The LRMP process produced information that has been

understood and accepted by all participants.

18. Infonnation acquired through my participation in the

LRMP process is useful to me and/or my

sector/organization

19. I have used information generated through the LRMP

process for purposes outside of the process.

20. I have seen changes in behaviours and actions as a result

of the process.

21. I am aware of spin-off partnerships or collaborative

activities or new organizations that arose as a result of the

process.
22. I believe the outcome of the LRMP process served the

common good or public interest.

23. I believe that consensus based processes are an effective
way of making land and resource use decisions.

24. The government should involve the public in land and

resource use decisions.

25. Knowing what I know now I would get involved in a

process similar to the LRMP again.

PART D: CRITERIA FOR SUCCESS

Please check very important (VI), important (I), somewhat important (81), not important
(NI) or not applicable (NA).

Based on your experience of having participated in a

consensus-based, shared decision-making process,
VI I SI NI NA

how important is each of the following factors in
I

achievin~ a successful process and outcome? !
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Inclusive representation of all relevant

stakeholder/interest groups

Voluntary participation (all participants are free to

leave at any time or pursue other avenues if agreement

not reached)

Commitment of stakeholders to the process because it

was the best way of meeting objectives

Clearly defined purpose and objectives

Consensus requirement

Clearly defined consequence or alternative outcome if

consensus not reached (e.g. knowing the provincial

government would make the decisions if no consensus

reached)

Urgency of issues addressed in the process providing

incentive to reach agreement

Process designed by participants

Clear rules of procedure

Participants having equal opportunity and resources

(skills, resources, money, support)

Mutual respect and trust in the negotiation process

Effective process management (including process

coordinator/staff)

Timetable (including deadline for reaching agreement)

Use of an independent facilitator or mediator

Stakeholder groups having a clear understanding of

Itheir own and other stakeholders' interests

Accountability of representatives to their constituencies

Accountability and openness of process to the public

Access to high-quality information

Process design that is flexible and adaptive

Commitment to a plan for implementation and

monitoring

PART E: GENERAL QUESTIONS
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Please answer the following questions.

1. What were the most significant achievements of the planning process?

2. Who benefited most from the outcomes of the planning process?

3. Comment on the strengths and weaknesses of the planning process?

4. Comment on the strengths and weaknesses of using ecosystem-based
management to guide plan development.
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5. Comment on the strengths and weaknesses of First Nations involvement in plan
development.

6. Comment on the strengths and weaknesses of the information provided by the
Coast Information Team to the planning table.

7. What information was most useful for developing the plan?

8. The process could have been more effective by making the following changes:

9. Do you have any other comments about the LRMP process you participated in?
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APPENDIX B: HGLRMP SURVEY RESULTS

PART A

To what extent do you agree or disagree with
each of the following statements about the
LRMP process you participated in? SA SWA SWD SD NA
1. I became involved in the process because

Ilmy organization felt it was the best way to
achieve our goals/ with respect to land use
planning.

9 4 0 0 0
2. I had clear goals in mind when I first became
involved in the LRMP process. 7 6 0 0 0
3. I was fully committed to making the process
work. 12 I 0 0 0
4. I was involved in the design of the LRMP
process (i.e. ground rules, roles, procedures). 3 4 2 I 3
5. On an ongoing basis, I was able to influence
the process used in the LRMP. 0 4 7 2 0
6. I had or received sufficient training to
participate effectively. 6 6 I 0 0
7. I had or received sufficient funding to
participate effectively. 4 6 3 0 0
8. My participation made a difference in the
outcomes of the LRMP process. 5 3 3 2 0
9. Due to constraints of the process, I was
unable to effectively communicate with and gain
support from my constituency.

0 4 5 4 0
10. The process helped to ensure I was

accountable to the constituency I was
representi ng.

2 6 2 1 2
11. The organization/sector/group I represented

provided me with clear direction throughout the
process.

I 9 3 0 0
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PARTB

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of
the following statements about the LRMP process
you participated in? SA SWA SWD SD NA
I. All appropriate interests or values were

represented in the process. 4 6 2 I 0
2. There were significant differences in values
among participants. 12 0 0 0 I
3. All government agencies that needed to be
involved were adequately represented. 6 6 0 1 0
4. All participants were committed to making
the process work. 2 4 3 4 0
5. The process participants collectively
identified and agreed upon clear goals and
objectives.

1 7 4 I 0
6. Participant roles were clearly defined. 2 6 4 I 0
7. First Nations roles were clearly defined. 5 3 3 2 0
8. I am satisfied with the way First Nations were
involved in the process. 6 4 2 I 0
9. The procedural ground rules were clearly

I defined. 4 5 3 I 0
10. Stakeholders had a clear understanding that
if no consensus was reached, the provincial
government would make the decisions.

8 2 1 2 0
II. All interests/perspectives had equal

influence at the LRMP table. I 3 3 6 0
12. The process reduced power imbalances

among participants. I 4 2 6 (I

13. The process encouraged open
communication about participants' interests 6 6 0 I 0
14. All participants demonstrated a clear
understanding of the different stakeholder
interests around the table.

2 4 5 2 0
15. The process was hindered by a lack of

communication and negotiation skills. 0 7 4 I I
16. The process generated trust among
participants. 0 6 4 3 0
17. The process fostered teamwork. 0 7 6 0 0
18. Generally, the representatives at the table
were accountable to their constituencies. 0 9 3 1 0
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I 19. The process had an effective strategy for
communicating with the broader public. I 5 5 2 0
20. The process was effective in representing the
interests of the broader public. 0 7 4 2 0
21. The process was flexible enough to be
adaptive to new information or changing
circumstances.

1 10 1 1 0
22. Participants were given the opportunity to
periodically assess the process and make
adjustments as needed.

2 6 4 1 0
23. The process had a detailed project plan (for
the negotiation process) including clear
milestones.

2 4 5 2 0
24. Deadlines during the process were helpful in
moving the process along. I 7 4 1 0
25. The time allotted to the process was realistic.

0 5 2 6 0
26. The issues we were dealing with in the
LRMP process were significant problems
requiring timely resolution.

7 4 2 0 0
27. The process was hindered by lack of
structure. 0 6 5 2 0
28. Process staff acted in a neutral and unbiased
manner. 2 6 3 2 0
29. The agency responsible for managing the
LRMP process acted in a neutral and unbiased
manner.

0 8 2 3 1
30. Process staff (including facilitator(s) if used)
were skilled in running meetings. 3 7 I 2 0
31. The presence of an independent
facilitator/mediator improved process
effectiveness.

I 5 3 3 I
32. The independent facilitator/mediator acted in
an unbiased manner. 2 5 4 1 1
33. The Coast Information Team provided high-
quality scientific and social information to the
planning table.

4 2 4 3 0
34. The process lacked adequate high-quality
information for effective decision-making. 1 5 3 4 0
35. The setting of the provincial guide of 12%
Protected Areas was helpful to reaching
consensus.

0 3 2 7 I
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36. The process was well prepared with the
information needed to accommodate protected
areas within the LRMP.

I 6 5 I 0
37. The overlay of resource values on maps was
a useful technique for evaluating land use
options.

2 10 I 0 0
38. The multiple accounts method was a useful
way of evaluating land use options. I IO I 0 I
39. The table developed a clear strategy for plan
implementation. 0 2 4 7 0
40. At the end of the process, the table
participants shared a strong commitment to plan
implementation.

I 2 3 7 0

PARTe
To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of
the following statements about the outcomes of the
LRMPprocess you participated in? SA SWA SWD SD NA
I. The LRMP process I participated in was a

success. 0 4 5 3 I
2. The LRMP process was a positive
expenence. 1 6 5 1 0
3. I am satisfied with the outcome of the
process. 0 3 4 6 0
4. The resulting plan addressed the needs,
concerns, and values. of the group I represented.

I 3 2 6 I
5. First Nations participation made a significant
difference in the outcome of the LRMP process.

9 2 I I 0
6. As a result of the LRMP process, conflict
over land use in the area has decreased. 0 4 6 2 I
7. The LRMP process was the best way of
developing a land use plan. 2 6 3 I I
8. I/my organizations' interests have been
accommodated better through the LRMP process
than they would have been through other means.

I 4 7 0 I
9. The planning process produced creative ideas
for action. I 8 2 2 0
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10. As a result of the process, I have a good
understanding of the interests of other
participants.

5 8 0 0 0
11. As a result of the process, I now have a
better understanding of how government works
with respect to land and resource management.

3 4 4 I 1
12. As a result of the process, I have a better

understanding of my region. 4 5 1 2 1
13. I gained new or improved skills as a result of

my involvement in the process. 4 7 0 2 0
14. The relationships among table members

improved over the course of the process. 1 9 3 0 0
15. I have better working relationships with

other parties involved in land use planning as a
I result of the LRMP process.

I 11 1 0 0
16. Contacts I acquired through my participation

in the LRMP process are useful to me and/or my
sector/organization

1 10 1 0 1
17. The LRMP process produced information
that has been understood and accepted by all
participants.

1 5 3 4 0
18. Information acquired through my

participation in the LRMP process is useful to me
and/or my sector/organization

3 8 I 1 0
19. I have used information generated through

the LRMP process for purposes outside of the
process.

3 6 2 2 0
20. I have seen changes in behaviours and
actions as a result of the process. 0 5 6 2 0
21. I am aware of spin-off partnerships or
collaborative activities or new organizations that

I arose as a result of the process.
0 2 6 3 2

22. I believe the outcome of the LRMP process
served the common good or public interest.

1 4 3 5 0
23. I believe that consensus based processes are
an effective way of making land and resource use
decisions.

6 5 0 2 0
24. The government should involve the public in
land and resource use decisions. 9 3 0 1 0
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25. Knowing what I know now I would get
involved in a process similar to the LRMP again.

I

PARTD

2 o 2

Based on your experience ofhaving
participated in a consensus-based, shared
decision-making process, how important is
each ofthe following factors in achieving a
successful process and outcome?

VI I SI NI NA
Inclusive representation of all relevant
stakeholder/interest groups II 2 0 0 0
Voluntary participation (all participants are free
to leave at any time or pursue other avenues if
agreement not reached)

6 3 2 I 1
Commitment of stakeholders to the process
because it was the best way of meeting objectives

12 1 0 0 0
Clearly defined purpose and objectives 13 0 0 0
Consensus requirement 8 3 0 2 0
Clearly defined consequence or alternative
outcome if consensus not reached (e.g. knowing
the provincial government would make the
decisions if no consensus reached)

8 1 1 0 3
Urgency of issues addressed in the process
providing incentive to reach agreement 10 2 1 0 0
Process designed by participants 9 2 2 0 0
Clear rules of procedure 11 1 1 0 0
Participants having equal opportunity and
resources (skills, resources, money, support) 10 1 0 2 0
Mutual respect and trust in the negotiation
process 11 2 0 0 0
Effective process management (including
process coordinator/staff) 13 0 0 0 0
Timetable (including deadline for reaching
agreement) 9 3 1 0 0
Use of an independent facilitator or mediator 7 1 2 2 1
Stakeholder groups having a clear understanding
of their own and other stakeholders' interests 12 1 0 0 0
Accountability of representatives to their
constituencies 11 2 0 0 0
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Accountability and openness of process to the

01public 10 3 0 0
Access to high-quality information 10 2 0 0 0
Process design that is flexible and adaptive 10 3 0 0 0
Commitment to a plan for implementation and
monitoring 10 3 0 0 0
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