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Globiil concenis over the negative impacts of human activities on the environment have 

precipitated dis  for dramatic social and economic changes in the way we manage our 

naturai resources. Innovative institutional designs are required to cope with the risks and 

research needs associgted with scientific uncertainty and to iuidress d e d s  for greater 

social equity and politicai and corporate accountability. New goveniance models must be 

fowd that kture the sbaring of power, responsbüiîies and accouatab'rlities, the use of 

creative and adaptive problem solvhg, and an abiliîy to generate mutual and sustainable 

benefits. This study analyses the implementation of one such model, which 1 argue has 

taken a significant step toward introducing and institutionalking these aspects. My case 

study focuses on the Clayoquot Sound Centrai Region Board (CRB) on the West Coast of 

British Columbia's Vancouver Island. The CRB is rnandated to manage resources 

cooperatively between two principle parties - the Provincial Govemment and Clayoquot's 

Fist Nation's (the Nuu-chah-nulth) - and a host of stakeholders including local resource- 

dependent non-aboriginal communities. This study examines both the obstacles thxi by 

the CRB in implementing its mandate during its six year's of existence, and the strategies 

the Board bas employed in aîtempting to overcome these barriers. 1 conchide that despite 

considerable obstacles, the CRB ôas succeeded in inûuencing five important areas related 

to cesource management decision making at both operational and policy levels. 

Recommendations to the main parties for improving CRI3 operations are also inciuded. 

Theoretidy, 1 situate my research in that part of Common Property Resource theory that 

pertains to co-management. However, to better d y z e  the CRB's complicated nature 

and scope of operatiolis, 1 draw on concepts h m  the enietging fields of coiIaborative 

governance and interorganizatioaal collaboration. The analysis leads me to conclude that 

the CRB's complicated model of power sbaring can be characterized as commuuity- 

based collaborative governance. 1 end my research by gemting 15 middle range 

theoretical propositions ideutmg general conditions, which favour the successtùl 

impiementation of community-baseci coliaborative govemance. 
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Ciayoquot Sound, located on the West Coast of Vancouver Island, British Columbia is a 

region of abundant natural beauty, cuftinal importance and commercial signincance (see 

Figure 1). It bas an area of 262,Whectares composed of a complex network of 

undeveloped watetsheds, idamiq cbanneis, @fiords, and old growth fotests. S o m  of the 

Sound's watersheds represent the k w  remaining intact examples on Vancouver Island of 

the coastal temperate min forest ecosystem with its unique old growth chatacteristics. In 

addition to its naturai beauty and toinism potentiai, it possesses sigdïcant tesource 

weaith. 93% of the land base is forested and almost completely claimed by the Province 

as Crown land. Approximately 70% of these forests u e  commercially productive and 

offer valuable old growth timber. The Sound is also home to the Central Region Tribes of 

the Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations whose combined population nmbers approximately 

3,000. The Nuu-chah-nuith live predominantly in villages on federai Indian ceserve land 

located on islands in the Sound or mainland portions of the Sound. The Nuu-chabnuith 

have long demanded recognition of and jurisdiction over their traditional tenitory, which 

encompasses all of the Sound (Scientific Panel, 1995). The non-native population of 

Ciayoquot Sound is also estimated at 3,000, with residents living in and around h two 

main towns of Tofho and Ucluelet. While Ucluelet is officially just outside of Clayoquot 

Sound, many of its residents have strong economic, social and culturd ties to the Sound's 

population and cesource base. 

Until 1994, the history of land use and tesource management ia Clayoquot Sound was 

filled with controversy and conflict, primariiy involving forests on Crown land. in 

general, those parries mostly interested m large-sale industrial production of fibre were 

pitted against others who viewed the forests and forest habitat as irreplaceable sources of 

ecological, tecreatiod and spiritual values. At the centre of this struggie were the Nuu- 

chah-nulth First Nations who were contesiing the Provincial Govemment's c h  ta 

ownership of Clayoquot's lands and resources. Equally important, the Nuu-chah-nufth 

were demanding that an equitable share of the economic benefits generated by use of the 

t 



Sound's resources remain in the local c o m m d i s .  The crisis came to a bead during the 

m e r  of 1993, Tho& of people h m  a r o d  the world assembled in Clayoquot to 

protest continued clear cut logging and, h m  the environmentalists' point of view, 

ïnsufEcient creasion of protected parks as allocated m the Province's Clayoqwt Sound 

Land Use Decision (hgmm, 1994; BC, 1993). Ova 900 pople wae arrested in the 

largest act of civü disobedience in Canadian history (Ingtam, 1994). At the same time, 

the Nuu-chah-nulth First Nations unleashed a powerfiil internationai Campaign for greater 

recognition of their aboriginal rights in land use and resource management decisions. 

Faced with a strong environmentalist-Ficst Nation's coalition, the Provincial Goverment 

sought to contain the conflict by negotiating an agreement on shared decision making 

with the Nuu-chah-nulth. The agreement took the form of an Interim Measures 

Agreement (IMA), which would protect key Nuu-chah-nulth values while broader treaty 

negotiations were still in pmcess. The Provincial Goverment and the Nuu-chah-nuith's 

hereditary chiefs i?om the region (the Principals) concluded the Clayoquot Sound IMA in 

March 1994 aiter "40 days and 40 nights" of tense, oflen acrimonious negotiations. 

Continuous pressure h m  the chiefs and environmentalists e n s d  that the IMA 

containeci measures to strengthen the protection of ecological and First Nation's values in 

resource management. A key achievement was the establishment of a joint decision- 

making p e s s  for the management of al1 land and resources in the region. The 

Principals created the Clayoquot Sound Central Region Board (CRB) as the body 

responsible for administering the implementation of this shared management process. 

They forgecl a mandate for the Board, which prioritized the conservation of ecological 

vahies, the diversification of the local economy and the protection of Nuu-chah-nulth 

socio-economic and cultural interests. The Board's main vehicle for itnplementing its 

mandate was through tbe Province's referral process for reviewing resource use 

applications. 



Figure 1: Map of the Clayoquot Sound Study Area 



The Cm's emerging role iii the govername of the region's resotaces 

Wth the introduction of the Scientific Panel &cornmendations for Sustainable Forest 

Practices in Clapquot Sound (1995) in Jdy 1995, the Board's policy auhr i ty  to 

esîabüsh and regulate omtbe-grouad practioes grew. ' However, Board members quickiy 

fouiad that problems at the operational management level were itaextricably l i i  with 

bmadet issues of public policy. Resolving technical issues in murce-use applications 

kquently required a criticd examinaîion of exhhg government policies. Fiathemore, 

as the Soard began implernenting more areas of its mandate, it ùIcteasingly engaged in 

wider public policy debaies. For example, it deliirated on the respective d e s  of 

govemment, First Nation's, community groups and other parties in shaping and attaining 

overd social ami economic goais for tk region Iinked with resource use. It also 

concerneci itself with the fiamhg of technical aaalyses, îhe sharllig and generation of 

management information, and the wed for local technical and organhtionai capacity 

building. Thus, despite its origins as an administrative body, the Board qukkly found 

itself immersed in matters of governance, for& new pathways in public policy making. 

in particular, the Board began to wmbiie public deli i t ion and scientilïc analysis to 

make inforneci decisions and shape poiicy. This, however, led to cousiderable resistance 

h m  the Provincial Government, the major murce curporaîions and 0rgimk.d labour. 

This trio had historically formed a corporaist-style power stnicture, which dominated 

tesource policy making and magement practices. As Board operations continueci to 

open up decision-&mg and policy formation processes to more meaningful public 

involvement, the trio increasingly petceived the CRB as a tbreat to their power and 

influence. Cowquentiy, tbey have erected considaable barnbarners to the implemntation of 

the Board's mandate and precipitated a struggle to c i e h  the nature of the CRB's role. 

From a theoretical perspective, my tesearch seeks to rehe existing theories on the 

institutional design for and practice of mamghg comrmn property tesources (CPRs) by a 

' ïhe Sciaitinc Panel for Sustainable Forest M c e s  ia CIayoqw Sound was a blue n i  panel of 
experts h m  a number of disciplines, e.g. hydrology, forest acology, and had four e m b t  Nuu-diah-nulth 
academic aad commmity leaders. The q a t  was rdenscd m Juiy 1995. It pioritizes abaiginai mtaests 
and inthmicm systems in faest policy making and managema in Clayoqwt Sound and mtroducnr 



cooperatively managed body. 1 study obstacles to and strategies for advaacmg tbe 

implementation of a w-management agreement m a wmplex social and ecological 

system. To fiame my analysis and discussion, 1 draw on the literature h m  the CO- 

management of CPRs, interorgaaizational coilaboration, and coilaborative goveniance. 

My research retiects efforts in the CPR litmture to develop institutional design 

principles in concert with and supportive of the Larger movement toward ewsystem- 

based management. For example, Memn and Selsky (1998) c d  for more çomplex 

institutional arrangements to manage natural resource systems possessing complicated 

social and ecological dimensions. Roiing and Wagemaker (1998) have also pointai out 

the need to create and test mechanjsms for decision making on scales appropriate to the 

ecological systems and particuiar environmental issue involved. My study provides an 

example of one such institution operating at a higher level of geographical and social 

aggregation: the CRB works at a subregional level where thme are numerous 

interdependent resource systems, multiple resource uses and a variety of jwisdictional 

authorities. Accordingly, my research also builds on previous work done by Pinkerton 

and Weinstein (1995) who examined CO-management arrangements in cornplex 

ecological and institutional contexts. Moreover, my study responds to Steins and 

Edwards' (1999) appeal for research that highlights the influence of broader political- 

economic factors on the betiaviour of coliective management systems. By examining the 

CRB process fiom the different perspectives of those involved, 1 ident* which 

contextual and internai îàctors af£èct tbe CRB management system and b w  they do so 

by influencing individual and organizational behaviour. Based on this, 1 propose general 

conditions, which fiivour the implemeatatioa of a coilaborative system of goveniance. 

The depth of these insights is gained largely as a r d  of studying the implementation 

phase of the joint management process. Few authors aside h m  Pinkerton (1992) have 

studied this stage in detaii, particularly the on-gohg negotiations that occur both 

expiicitly and impiicitly o v e  power stiaring. As a result, the perspective of the CO- 

maaagement body itself is also lacking: the literature is sparse on the types of intemal 

organizational impediments such an entity xmy face, as weli as the nature of the obstacles 

strmg, a m e m a t i ~ ~ ~ ~ a i t e d  fm prac&iœs based oa ecOSyStem management. Thae are more than 120 
reccnnmendatims. 
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in its extenial, operating envitonment. SM* purswd by the CO-mugement body for 

overcoming these obstacles have a h  not been well documented. My analysis aims to fiil 

some of these ùiformation gaps by introduciag and htegrating more expiicitly various 

fhmeworks and theoretical propo&tims involvuig the negothteci power shatiag process. 

Thetefore, this research provides vahiable case study intbrmation to help refine CPR and 

CO-management theory and practice. 

Despite considerable resistance, duriag its six-year existence the Board's operations bave 

continueâ to expanâ, encompassing both m e m e n t  level decision-making as weii as 

broader goveniance issues. Since it bas mauitained . . a commîtment to consensus building, 

the sharing of responsibilities and cooprative problem solving, I study the CRB h m  the 

perspective of collaborative goveraaace. Furthemore, since its structure and operations 

reflect a strong community orientation, I examine the Board as a mode1 of community- 

based collaborative governance. Thus, the CRB experience is unique on many accounts: 

B.C. First Nation's exercise an unprecedented degree of decision-making power on issues 

effecting sesource and land use in kir tradEtiod tedories, local communities exert 

considerable influence on operational and policy decisions, and ecoiogicai values are 

prioritized alongside more traditional economic ones. 

My study begins with a kief background on the Board, providing a historical, 

organizational and institutionai context. 1 o u t h  sipXcant steps in the CRB's evolution, 

its key structural and operational characteristics, and important aspects of its operating 

environment. 1 then present the results of my literature review in Chapter 3, drawing upon 

theories h m  the management of common pmperty resources, interorganizatiod 

collaboration and the emerging field of collaborative goveniance to better derstand tbe 

nature of the Board. 1 g e m t e  hM adytical hmeworks to assess obstacles the Board 

bas faced in implementing its mandate and strategies employed to overcome k s e .  In 

Chapter 4, 1 discuss the metbodoIogy 1 used to conduct the field work portion of my 

researcb Chapter 5 presents a discussion of my resuits h m  applying the two auaiytical 

îhmeworks to my field data. My discussion closely examines the nature of the CRB, the 

many obstacles the Board bas $ced in ûying to implement its mandate, aud mdegies the 



Board bas empioyed in trying to overcome these obstacles, Chapter 6 conchides my study 

and is presented in two parts, one practicaly orienteci and the 0 t h  theoretically oriented. 

Fa, 1 List five areas where the CRB bas succeeded opetationally despite considerable 

barriers. Second, 1 formulate 15 middIe range theoreticai propositions that idente 

general conditions under which tbe successful implementation of CO-management 

agreements is more likely to occur. Nine of these propositions support existing concepts 

advanced by CO-management scblars, and six propositions I advance as new theoretical 

conûiitions to the field. Fiaally, in A p p d i x  2,1 O& 20 detailed recommendations to 

the principal parties in Clayoquot Sound for improving the work of the CRB so that it can 

better serve a greater variety of interests. 

Key hdings h m  my research indicate tbat the Board5 obstacles and strategies can be 

categorized into 5 central policy areas: power sharing, building organizational and 

technical capacity, improving communications, enhancing monitorin~8~countability and 

planning for sustainabili. Of these, the issue of power sharing with the Provincial 

Government and major resource corporations bas predoainated. Govemment agencies 

and major corporations have generated on-going tesistance to many Board operatioas, 

draining much of the CRB's t h e  aod resources. Consequently, the Board bas been 

severely limited in its ability to explore and realize the benefits o f f i d  by a committed 

partnership. 

Overali, the Board's experience with inplementiag a system of community-based 

collaborative governance is of great sigdicmce for h s e  involved with designhg and 

testing more cooperative and ecoiogicaily sudahable forms of natural resource 

governance both in British Columbia and abroad. Research is d l  new in this a m ,  and 

the Board's process is on the cutting edge. Moreover, the Board's experience is 

especiaiiy timely and vital for Canadiaas: concems for the local environment and the 

growing recognition and use of aborigUlaI Me in recent court decisions sends a m n g  

signal to govemments to experiment with community-based forms of coilaborative 

goverMnce. 



Until recently, confrontation and extremism dominated the history of resource 

management and land use planning in Clayoquot Sound. On the one hand, political and 

economic power in the forestry sector was concentrated in a tbw bands. The Provincial 

Ministry of Forests, the major forest corporations and the forest industry unions enjoyed a 

corporatist domination of the province's forest policy. Thex major objective was the 

large-scale indutrial production of wood fibre to generate high governent revenues, 

healthy corporate profits and well-paying jobs. On the 0 t h  hand, environmentaüsts and 

Fkst Nations were fighting to introduce broader social, cultural and ecological values to 

the management of forest lands and ecosystems. LertPaan et al. (1996), Hoberg & 

Morawski (1 998) and Ingram (1994) have documentai the resubg struggles over core 

values in ihe forestry sector in Clayoquot and 0th- parts of British Columbia. They bave 

highlighted tbie tensions created by the emergence of ecosystem paracligms in resource 

management ansi the historical exclusion of First Nations h m  the govemance of naturai 

resources in their traditional tedories. In l991, the New Dernomtic Party came into 

power and took three key steps to end the "war in the woods" waging in many parts of 

the province. First, they introduced a Forest Practice Code to regulate harvesting 

operations. Field level decisions were to be hmded as a technical matter and were 

handeci to foresters and scientists to resolve. Second, a regioaal planning process (the 

Commission on Resomes and the Environment (CORE)) was estabiished to d e  land 

docation decisions. it emphasized wide stakeholder participation and consensus 



building. Decisions over which areas of land would be slated for bgging a d  whiçh 

would be pmtected were managed as a public issue. Thitd, the new goverment initiaîed 

a Forest Sector Strategy to p h  the mdustrial developrnent of the forest sector and 

address forest tenure issues. Ttiose with major economic intetests dominateci the h m  

the Provincial Govemment, hdustry and organized labour. Thus, decisions over the 

disûiiution of property rights amng citizens, ücense holders and the provincial 

goverment were king treated as an economic issue (Salam & Alper, 19%). 

While the goverment's new policy vehicles quelled some *as of protest, they had littie 

effect in Clayoquot Sound, The legacy of mistrust atnong parties ran deep, exacerbated 

by an ongoing legal bttk by the Nuu-chabnuith and environmentalists to stop 

MacMillan Bloedel fiom logging Meares Island. From the late 1 9 8 0 ~ ~  the various parties 

in the region had leamed to block, disrupt and delay processes rather than negotiate, buM 

relationships and adopt wliaborative approaches. Two attempts at multi-stakeholder 

land-use planning had foundered due to a large extent on the îailure to address 

participants' mistrust of one another. in 1989, the Clayoquot Sound Ta& Force, 

hampered fiom the start by sharp sectoral divisions among its members, ended its 12- 

month existence without reaching agreement on either pmcess-related or substantive 

issues. Its final report reflected this inabiiii to build common ground. In the end, th 

Task Force could only recommend that another process be set up in the hop that it wouki 

prove more effective. Momver, disagreements among Task Force members prevented 

them h m  Uitroducing a new mode1 of representation: with distrust and fear of exclusion 

cunning high, members resorted to usiag the same sectoral approach as had undermineci 

their own initiative. Thus, when the Clayoquot Sound Steering Committee was 

estabüshed, it possessed the sam stnictural problems as its progen.$or. Indeed, h m  the 

outset, the Committee was pla@ with members boycotting the ptacess. Moteover, 

when presented with a number of options for pursuiag regional SUSt8iL18ble development, 

members were never able to mach a consensus on which direction to Me. 

Movement toward for* a broder social consensus on forestry management was, 

however, making progress on other hnts. For two decades, citizen-led initiatives across 



B.C. had been developing the concept of community-based foresûy (Wilson, 1998). This 

approach prioritized stronger ecological values, First Nation's rights and perspectives a d  

the optimal utilization of wood fibre. This movement led to the establishment in 1988 of 

the Tim Wis Coalition in T o h .  Nuu-cbah-nulth First Nations, labour unions, d 

businesses, environmentalists and academics joined together to seek a united approach 

for changing forest practices. By integrating perspectives h m  ecosystem-based 

management, First Nation's territorial rights, ami community economic development, îhe 

Coalition forged a cornmon vision for reforming forest management. This was articuiated 

in the Tin Wis Forest Stewardship Act of 1991. Among many features, the Act 

highlighted the need to establish local community forestry boards for land use planning 

(Pinkerton, 1993). Nuu-chah-nulth political leaders and other parties advocating for a 

greater involvement of local communities in tesource management later used this concept 

in designing the CRB. However, at the tirne of its release, the Forest Stewardship Act was 

given little attention by the Provincial Government and major forestry companies. This 

aggravateci tensions in Clayoquot Sound considerably. 

The situation fhally came to a head when, baseà on the tiiilure of the Clayoquot Sound 

Task Force and Steering Cornmittee to reach consensus on fixestry planning, the 

Provincial Government took matters into its own hands. In April 1993, it announcd the 

Clayoquot Sound Land Use Decision (CSLUD). The Nuu-chah-nulth were 0-4 that 

tbey bad been excluded fiom govemment d e l i t i o n s  leadiig up to the CSLüD and 

environmentalist kit the govemment had severely limited the amount of area that would 

be protected h m  harvesting. Both parties were fllrious that the govemment had done 

Little to reform cIear cuttiug in the Sound. Fnistrations and suspicions exploded that 

summer, resultiug in the largest civil disobedience action in Canadian history. 

Conhntations and conflict dominated the social and political landscape. At the same 

tirne, the Nuu~baiEnuith heteditary chiefs h m  the five Central Region T n i  (CRT) 

launched a campaign to sak international recognition of their aborigiaal rights? By 

enlisting key politicai figures, such as Seaator Ted Kennedy, the chiefs pressund the 

'Ihe fiw Nuu-diah-nuiih Ceotral Regim T n ï  dose traditionai lands are withm or closely anmected to 
Clayoquat Soimd are the Tia-cquhht, Abousaht, Hesquiaht, Toquabt and Ucluelet First Nations- 



Caaadian and B.C. goveniment to kgin discussions on pmtecting aboriginal rights in 

Clayoquot Sound. 

The 1994 Interim Measutes Agreement and creation of the Cluyoquot Sound Ceniml 

Region Board 

M e r  Little initial headway with either the federal or provinciai government, the CRT 

hered i i  chiefi came to Victoria and announceci they would not leave untii they had 

successflllly concluded an agreement with the Provincial Goverment. "40 days and 40 

nightsyy of intense, ofien a d v d  debate ensueci, reflecting the general climate of 

misrnist a d  hostility elcisting in Clayoquot Sound. Eventually a desire for stabiiity, 

fonivard movement and relief h m  international media scrutiny won out: in March 1994, 

the Hawiih (hereditary chiefs) of the five Nuu-chah-nulth Central Region Tribes and the 

Government of British Columbia signai an Interim Measures Agreement (iMA) covering 

two years? 

Despite initiai resistance h m  the Provinciai Government, the Nuu-chah-nulth succeeded 

in negotiating and signing the M A  on a goverment-to-govetoment basis. This gave the 

hered'tary chiefs much greater influence in establishing a broader scope and content for 

the IMA than if they had only negotiated with one resource miuistry. As a result, the lMA 

contained two significant parts: an econornic development tùnd for the Nuu-chah-nulth 

and the creation of a "joint management pro~ess'~ for "aU land use and resource extraction 

in Clayoquot Sound" (B.C., 1994). This joint management process gave the Nuu-chuh- 

nuhh an unprecedented role in management decisions over land and resource use in their 

traditionai tenitoties. The Clayoquot Sound Central Region Board (CRB) was created in 

thk section ofthe IMA: it was to act as the key adminisri.ative body for implementing the 

cooperative management process. Given its origins in the IMA, the Board therefore, 

derives its legai status and political legitimacy h m  the broader context of provincial 

treaty negotiations. In March 1996, the ïMA and the Board's mandate were renewed h r  

IMAs arc bilateral agreemaits to potect aboriginal rights by rdding a precluding development They 
an d as part ofthe pvhciai treaty maiüng procm to tanpaarily sati* immediate concems t h î ,  if 
ummmed, may jeoperdize on-gomg negotiations. Ihe use of iMAs was recommended by the B.C. 
Claims Task Faoe and aâapted by the Rovincial Governmait m Damiber 1991. 

I I  



mther 3 years under tbe Intech Measutes Extension Agreement (IMEA) (B.C., 1996). 

S h  A p d  1999, the Provincial Government and the Central Region Chiefs have been 

negotiating a new IMEA 

The CRB shucîure and key objeciives 

The CRI3 is composai of five aboriginal representatives (one h m  each of the five 

Cenesl Region Triks), anci five represemtatives appointed by the Province.' It also hac 

two CO-chairs, one h m  the Nuu-ciubnulth and one îtom the provincial goverameut. 

The CRB bas had two fiill tirne staff members in the pst. Presedy, it has a the+ 

member secretariat: a director, one sectetary and one research coordinator/analyst. The 

Board's key objectives focus on diversQing the local economy and in-ing the 

sharing of benefits h m  resource use among Clayoquot's communitis with special 

attention to reducing Nuu-chah-nulth unemployment. The objectives also priorith 

ecological sustainabii anci the preservation of cultural values. The Board's 

conservation maiadate was strengthened with the signing of the IMEA in Match 19%: the 

renewed agreement mandated the CRB to oversee the Uaplernentation of the Science 

Panel Recommendatioas for s<isfamabie fomtiy in Clayoquot  oua ad? This provideci 

additional authority for the Board's management approach, which stresses First Nations' 

perspectives and ecosystem-bad planning incorporating a wide variety of socio- 

ecowrnic values. 

' 'the provinciai representatives were drawn fiam the local municipai and regimai govanments. bwever, 
in the Novaaber 1999 municipl eldms, the mayors of Toi310 and Uclueld and the counselor fia 
Tofino lost their seats. 'thus, the provincial repesmtatives and their titles are n w  as h1lows: the fma 
mayors of Toüno and Uclueleâ, a former Toüno counsel member, a Toho chamber of c m a œ  member 
( a h  appomted as a npesaitative of envimamaical interests), md a member of the Port Albani- 
Clayo~ud Regimai govnnmmt. 'the town of Toüno was gim the most seats smce, mlike Uciuelet and 
Port Alùerni, it lies âiredy withia Clayoqud Sound 

'The Sciaitific Panel fOr Sustaniable Forest Radces m Clayoqud Sound was a blue n i  paML of 
experts h m  a number of disciplines, cg. hydrdogy, faest ecoiogy, and had f8in emioent Nuicchah-nuW 
d e m i c  and commmity leaders. 'the repas was releasad m July 1995. It p r k i t k s  abariginal hterests 
and mf-m systans m h s t  pdicy makiag and mraiagemmt m Ciayoquot Soimd ad mtroduces 
sirmg, anwrdm4mted faest pracCipracCiccs besed ai q e m  managamk 'Ibae are mcce tfian 120 
fecommaidatiolls, 

12 



CRû operatingpraciices and key rights 

The Board is mandated to d e  decisions using a double-majority vote: the majotity of 

the First Nation's tepresentatives is rpguired to pass a decision, in addition to the maprity 

of ali CRI3 members. This meçhanism was adopted h m  an idea proposed m 1991 by the 

Tb Wi Coalition. However, early on, the Board took advantage of oui option witbh the 

IMA to employ a consenswM d e l  of decisio~malcmg instead of the double- 

mapr3.y d e .  The buk of CRB decisions occur during its teview process d e m i  as 

follows. Any plan, appiîcaîion, permit, decision, report or tecornmendation rehting to 

resource management or land use must corne before the Board. Board mwibers then have 

30 days h m  receiving the document to reach consensw on one of the actions: accept, 

propose modifications to, or recommend rejectioa of the docunient. The sponsor of the 

document, i.e. a Miaisby, agency, or panel, then has another 30 days to implement the 

Board's decision to-the Board's satisfactiun, The ability to bold sponsors accountable to 

Board modifications or to reconimend rejection constitutes a key CRB ri&. This rigbt is 

implemented by the Board's ability to tefer its decisions to Cabinet wben its 

recommendations are mt satisfàctorily followed. If this refemil to Cabinet cteates a 

disagreement between the Board d the Cabinet, the hereditary Chiefs of the Nuudah- 

nulth Central Region Tnks can invoke theu own overarching tigbt to convene a Central 

Region Resource Cauncil c o m p o ~  of the Chiefs and Ministers of British Columbia to 

try to settie the dispute. The Governent of B.C. cm also refer disputes to the Council. 

Considering that the Board is compused of a number of tk h e r e d i i  Chiefs, andtor 

aspires to act in the Chiefs' iaterests, ihe overarching right to wnvene the Council can 

also benefit the CRB. 

The Board h o b  one other key ri@ gtanted wder the IMA ancl M A ,  which enhances 

its influence in Clayoquot Sound: uoptecedented access tu goveniment information. 

Clause 1 1  of the IMEA States the poiicy of the goverment is to ensure the Board wiU 

have access to "sufncient hhmtion to mice Uifonaed decisions". Tbe rights detailed 

above set the CRI3 apart h m  o k  B. CI Goverment-First Nation's-comrmuiity 

initiatives, which are essentially advisory in nature. 



Mapping the Boarà's key contacts within the provincial government reveals links with a 

number of senior bureaucrats (Le. Depuîy and Assistant Deputy Ministers), high level 

politicians (Cabinet Ministets) ad Local and regional agency staff. These individuals are 

mostly within the Ministries of Forestq Abonginal Affàirs, Environment, Lands and 

Parks, and Small Business and Tourism. However, given the broad scope of the Board's 

mandate, other ministries have in importance, e.g. the Ministry of Fisheries a d  

the Ministry of Energy ad Mines. 

The evolution of the CRB 

From a bistorical perspective, it appears the Board has experienced three major stages of 

development, although elements h m  each stage can be f o d  in other ones. During the 

period of the original IMA (1994-%), the Board was mostly in a political phase. Easing 

extreme tensions among the parties and aliowing the Nuu-chah-nulth and local 

communities to build a knowledge base were the primary concem. The Board's second 

phase duriag the IMEA (199699) was predominady chatacterized by outward activities 

designed to süengthen eçoaomic diversification in the region. The creation of the joint 

venture in the IMEA between MacMiilan Bloedel ad the Nuu-chah-nulth is an example. 

The Board is presently in its third stage: it is emecging as a central instiMioaal bridge to 

building a successfiil treaty and regional goveniance structure. The Board's ment shift to 

more strategically oriented actions eacompassing a longer-tenn vision exemplifies this 

evolution. 



To better understand the nature of the Central Region Board and the complicated context, 

within which it operates, 1 draw upon the following theoretical perspectives: common 

pmperty resourceq coiiaborative governance in public policy and interorgaiinational 

collaboration. 1 use management concepts h m  these theories to ctiaracterize the Board's 

purpose, fiinctions and operating environment and to g m t e  two analytical fiameworks: 

tkt ,  to examine obstacles the CRB faces in implementing its mandate, and secorad, to 

better understand the straîegic orientation the Board bas adopted to overcome tbese 

barriers. 

Common Roperty Resource and CO-management theos, 

Theories on managing common pool resources provide an excelient departure point for 

undetstanding the nature of the Central Region Board. Due to their inherent biophysical 

nature, common pool resources share two key characteristics that are problematic h m  a 

management perspective: they exhibit wnexcludabilii and the joint use of the =source 

involves subtractabiiii. Nonexcludability makes controliiag access of users to the 

resource either prohiiitively costiy or Wtually impossible, and subûactabiiity meaas 

each user reduces the benefits derived fiom the resource tor sutquent users (Ostrom, 

1990; Schlager and Ostrom, 1992; Memon & Selskey, 1998). Examples of wmmon pool 

tesources are water, fish, forests, shellfish and rangelands. These moues  are typicaiiy 

govemed by one or a combination of four basic property rights regimes: private, m e ,  

communal or the default option, open access (Berkes et al., 1989). When a property 

rights regime is applied to a cornmon pool resource, the term common pmperty resource 

(CPR) is used to characterize the situation, simiifving the intersection of naniral and 

institutional dimensions (Pinkerton and Weinstein, 1995). CPR b r y  bas been 

developed h m  case stuàies of vaRous govetaance arrangements aimed at sustainhg tbe 

resource and bene& flows to users, and in so doing, avaidmg Hard'm's (1968) "edy of 

the wmmons" (Feeny et al., 1996; Ostrom, 1990, Feeny et al., 1990; Pinkerton, 1989). 



Co-management is one such governance artangement bund in the literature. Dra* on 

Pinkerton's (1992) and Memon & Selsky's (1998) descriptions, colmanagement a n  be 

genenlly defincd as poweicsbaring in the exercise of resoarre management betweei 

a government agency and a commaiity or oigaaization of stakeholders designed to 

improve resource sastainabiliîy and advance soeiosconomic goab. Parties sbare 

power by participating in management decisiom that have impacts on theu communities 

or organizations. The scope of this power depends on the number of management 

activities included in a CO-management agreement and the degree to which a party can 

contml or influence decisions for each activity. On this basis, a CO-management body's 

degree of influence can be situateci dong a b a d  spectm of power distriiution ranghg 

h m  exclusive community coutrol on one end to complete government dominance on the 

other (Pinkerton and Weinstein, 1995). Its positionhg may vary, depending on the 

management activity king comidered. For example, communities may have more 

decision making power on monitoring issues, research agendas and habitat restoration, 

and less influence on resource ailocatmas, creation iind enforcernent of sanctions, habitat 

protection, and W i n g  levels. The CO-nianagement body can also be conceptuabxi at a 

point almg the power continuum accordhg to some aggregate measure of the balance of 

power. 

Instiîutional design 

Institutional design principles for creating productive CO-management bodies have been 

derived fiom an extensive body of Litetahire linked to the organization of coilective 

action for cesource management ( H a m  et al., 1995; ûakersoq 1992, Schlager ad 

0-m (1992); Ostrom, 1990). Attention is paid to various aspects, e.g. membership 

definition, codict resoiution mechanisms, monitoring, sanctions and enforcement, links 

with other governing systems and distriaution of authority, efféctiveness and adaptability. 

However, as Steins and Edwards (1999) observe, CPR theory and CO-management 

concepts are most often applied to cases derived fiom single-use resources and iacks 

strong links to the wider poKcal economy, which often signifïcantly influences 

participants' behaviours. Memon and Se- (1998) have also indicated the need for case 

studies on implementing CO-management in complex CPRs. They define cornplex CPRs 



as situitioas where there are mulîipk, overhpping and conflicha1 uaes in a eontext 

of institutional and scientific uncertainty. Their work shows the importance of tmth 

global and local facors in intluencing users' behaviours. Indeed, the growth of global 

political and mnomic forces, the evolution of ecosystembased management, shifting 

social values, changing notions of govenÿuice, and the growing legal powers of 

aboriginal groups cal1 for the development of CPR theory. As Roling and Wagernakers 

(1998) point out, communities and governments are "scaling up" the geographicai scope 

and extending the temporal horizons of the5 planning for and management of aaturai 

resources. Thus, CPR and comanagement theory also needs to "scale upn its search for 

effective, robust institutional designs at higher levels of social aggregation. Pinkerton and 

Weinstein (1995) pmvided a signifiant step along this path by generatmg applied 

principles for the successful CO-management of community-based fisheries. Their 

research included case studies wbere planning and management occurred at the 

watershed level, revealing the complexity of operating with interdependent ecological 

systems, multiple jurisdictioas and multiple users. Moreover, they called attention to the 

heterogeneity of the community side of the CO-management equation, ident- a 

variety of parties based on dierent uses of the resoutçe(s) and ethnicity. 

To build on Pinkerton and Weinsteia's work and to fiirther the search for effective 

institutional designs for complex CPRs, it is valuable to study the implementation stage 

of CO-management agreements. Conflicts over power sharing are often most intense 

during implementation when participants' commitments to the t e m  of the agreement are 

put to the test. These conflicts reveal underlying features of the local situation and the 

larger socio-ecoaomic and political environment, which provide both incentives and 

dismcentives for individuals and orgoinizatioas to pursue coiiabrative management. 

Thus, studying the implementation phase of a CO-management agreement provides an 

excellent opportunity for examining factors that both support and discourage collective 

action. Yet, fèw authors aside fiom Pinkerton (1992) have studied the implementation 

stage in detail. Monnation is particularly absent fiom the perspective of the co- 

management body itself: the literature offers Little detd on intemal organizational factors 

and the natute of extemai multi-party relatiomhips that impede or support the 

implementation of agreements. As a result, the dynamic nature of w-management - the 
17 



on-gohg negotiations over power sharing that occm in both a formai context anri 

impücitiy in daily operations - bas yet to be dc ien t ly  docunented. 

Collaborative Govemance 

Evolving tbeories on coilaborative govenmnce in public policy and the use of a network 

mode of govwnance also provide usefiil concepts for understanàing the nature and 

operations of tbe CRB. Public policy scbolats observe the inmasihg use of multi-party 

arrangements by govemments fer problem remlution and policy implemeatation. This is 

in part due b 6scd constraints as weii as recognition of the limitations to the 

government's ad the niarket's abiiity to wlve mutti-hceted, complex issues involving 

shiftimg social values, multiple intetests and scientitic uiiicertainty (Kooiman, 1993; 

Rhodes, 1996). These authors point to such rnulti-party arrangements as examples of a 

new mdel of govemance where goverurnent is but one of many influentid actors. 

Goveniance, in this sense, is a pattern of relations ancilor si~~cture emexging h m  both 

the processes and outcomes of me-society interventions artd interactions. Armstrong & 

Lenihan (1999), O'Toole (1997) and Rhodes (1996) document bow new models of 

governance are moving away h m  cenüalized hierarchical structures of authority toward 

more dispersed and flexible "network" arrangements chatacterimi by muhi-party 

interdependence and diffiised authority. O'Toole (1997) points out that participation in 

gowmaace networks can be mandatory or voluntary and motivated by a variety of 

reasons, for example to innuence policy or Law making and administration, sbare in 

government program implernentation, exchange tecfinical information, reaüze cost 

savings on resoutces, or market products. With Metest levels of autonomy and autbority 

arriong network participants, coordination and order in pursuit of socid goals emerge 

h m  a mUrtute of market mec- state authority and social values institutionalized 

in local policies and niles. ta these situations, relations of trust, reciprocity and shared 

goals phy a primary role in creating cooperation and maintaining network "integnty". 

Maay of k e  issues paralle1 those h m  CPR tbeory, since a network mode of 

goveniançe can be viewed as appropriate for cornmon p l  resource situation where 

power is shared: the quai@ or integnty of communicat'ins and iaformation are the 



tesources to be managed in a collective nrannrr. The network mode1 brings a usefiil way 

to conceptuaih the relationships ammg CO-managing parties. 

Anaiyticalfiamework for studying CR% obstacles 

To ml gaps in our uaderstand'ig of the kinds of obstacles CO-management bodies 

c o h n t  during theù implementation phase, 1 constnict an anaiytical framework based on 

an evolving body of literatute on collaborative governance in public policy. 1 use this tool 

to investigate the kiads of obetacles the CRB bas faced. Friedman's (1997) work on 

collaborative processes in U.S. emrironmentd regdation, and case studies of Canadian 

government-community pattnerstiips (New Ecommy Development Group inc., 1996) 

form the Mi for the fobwing categorization of obstacles. 

1. Unbaianced Power Distribution rmomg Interest& 

Specific interests dominate policy awl plannllig processes, such as agenda setting, 

information access and management and research priorities due to their influence on 

economic and/or politicai factofs, 

2. Government Resistance to Power Shariag. 

Loosening of control on decision-making power and processes is opposed. This 

reflects goverrunent's concern with protecting the genetal public interest, as weU as a 

bureaucratie behaviour that resists change and protects an agency's "turf", Le. its 

program areas and fiinds, status and staff. 

3. Adversririal Conte*. 

If a legacy of mistrust exits h m  previous interactions, it can make the formation of a 

collaborative culture extremely di&. This is particularly relevant at the outset of a 

new relationship, but can also be ik case during later stages when stressfiil situations 

can lead participants to rwert to hrmer beliefk and attitudes. 



4. Lack of Ciear Purpoae. 

A lack of a sbiited vision cm lead to a pfûsion of h a d  objectives with vague roles 

and responsibilities for the irnplementing body. This can redclce cornmitment to bng- 

tenn comprehensive p h h g  and the support m x e w q  to attain objectives. 

5. Iisrffîiient Time Allowed for Establishing and Maintaining Colhbontiona 

Participants often require considerable time to leam uew roles and responsibilities 

associateci with tlae sbariag of power and inauence in systems of sbared authocity. 

Training is hquentiy required in coaserisus building anci identifLing the appropriate 

scope of issues. Mutual undentandmg and ûust ais0 require time to develop, 

especially when the coUaùoration has to accommodate a divetsity of cultural and 

moral dimensions in terms of nom and values, protocoh and discourses. This can 

also make effective communication channeh difticult to create and maintain, The 

need for time becornes more critical when participants change, as is offen the case 

with personnel in goverment agencies, Tbese Iengthy process requirements 

kquentIy conflict with political, economk and bureamtic ûernands for immediate 

quantitiable resuhs. Thus, dB'erent time horizons, exigencies and expectations ofien 

undermine attempts to secure d c i e n t  time for developing aod maintainiog 

coilaborative relationships. 

6. Lack of farticipanb' Organhtional Capacity. 

Roks and tesponsibilities for participants in collaborations may overwhelm b i r  

organizational capoicity. This m t e s  a domino affect, which reduces their ability to 

participate in and carry out effective work in many s p k s  of operatiom. 

7. Lowering of Standards Due to Consensus Dccbionr 

Witbut the establishment of clear criteria and standards to guide reseacch efhrîs and 

pursue problem soiving, a consensus process can degenerate to accepting the iowest 

common denominator of agreement. This can often produce vague, g a a d  principles 

that are subject to multiple inteqmtathns aiad difncdt to implement. 



Dependeacy on a Limited Base of Government Funding. 

Collaborative ventures dependent on goverment M i n g  are vulnerable to cut-backs. 

This dependency can also hinder the creation of more autonomous administrativ 
. . 

' e and 

finamial mechanisnu thai can provide greater flexiiiiity and cost recovery for the 

entity. 

Tenuous Lines of Accouatability. 

Collaborations are often plagued by unclear accountabiiity relationships. This raises a 

number of obstacles. For example, governments will focus on legal and financial 

liability and th& poiitical exposue. This wili lead them to adopt a risk-adverse 

approach. Without strong açcountabdity mecbanisms Like open forums ad 

performance evaluations, community groups aad othet intetests will question the 

degree of their representation and influence and thus, the legitimacy of the process. 

Moreover, in the absence of performance evaluations, members of the collaborative 

initiative will miss oppoauaities Gr leataiag and irnprovement. 

10. Lack o f  Continuity ia Government Actors. 

Inter/intra-organizational dynamics cm Iead to interna1 changes in po iicy, strategy or 

circumstances that may Uifluence the collaborative initiative's original structure or 

orientation. For example, new budgets, legislation, mandates or managers can create 

unfavourable changes to the initiative's previous financial, legal or policy context. 

11. Fragmentation or Dupikation of Efforts. 

Poor coordination and limited sharing of information among participants can create 

weahesses in meeting jomt objectives d o r  waste scarce resources. 

implicit in CO-management studies has beea a conwction between the degree of 

successfül negotiation of power sharlly - both formaiiy and through ongoing operations - 
and the level of successfiil implementittion of agreements. However, the Merature iacks a 

strong analysis of this crucial linkage. Greater attention is needed on the W s  of 



strategies and strategic approach cu-management bodies use to sttengthen and maiatain 

their negotiating power. Thus, 1 have h w n  k m  theories on intemgankational 

collabration a d  coüaborative govermutce in public policy to wnstruct an anslytical 

flamework that explicitly iinks strategies used by a co-mauagement body with attempts to 

implement a collaborative initiative. 

A good deal of the literature on coliaboration has been based on Gray's (1989) work on 

interorganizational initiatives. Sbe defines coliaboration as a "process through which 

parties who see diierent aspects of a problem can constructively explore their differences 

and search for solutions tbat go beyond Wu own limited vision of what is possible". 

Gray (19!Ml) points out tbat su0cessfi.d collaborative processes and outwmes depend on 

the ability of participants to establish a negotiated order among themselves. Freeman's 

(1997) work on collaboraiive govamuce in the context of muhi-party environmental 

regulation also underlines the imprtance of negotiated orders or protocols for the 

creation of durable solutions. Nathan and Mitroff (1991) dehe  a negotiated order as an 

agreement reached through multi-party negotiations that establisbes the new terms under 

which the parties will wnduct fùture interactions. A negotiateà order dows diverse 

entities to work cooperatively together in a pdictable fashion over t h e  and toward 

common ends. The process of establishing a negotiated order focuses first on 

participants' creating s h d  meanings anci a cornmon understanding of the existing 

order, e.g. who the participants are, the nature of their relationships, what tasks, plans, 

operations and challenges exist, etc. Upon reaching agreement, the parties can then 

design various cooperative devices such as informal and formai agreements and joint 

ventures as mechanisms to develop a new, and potentially more mutually satisfactory 

order. Ideally? the negotiated order encompasses the issues and parties required for 

durable solutions. A negotiated order may develop through delirate planning, but many 

facets may take unertpected directions due to changes in the policy regime, actors and 

externai events impinging on a situation. Thetefore, a negotiated order can have both 

emergent and planned elementq inftwnced by both formai and informal interactions 

among the actors. As such, the tams of a negotiated order are continually reconstituted as 

required., they may not be simple modScations of an oIdett existing order. Based on case 



studies brn Freeman (1997), Gtay (1989; 1990) and Nathan & Mitroff (1991), the 

fbliowing gened sûategies bave ken sbwn to support the establishment of successfiil 

negotiated orders: 

1. Use a Pmbkm Soiving Apprwch tbat Prosiota and Reües on O p  Inquiries 

and Mutual Learning 

Multi-stakehoider fbnims are used w k  can build sttunger wnrking 

rehtionships basmi on a sharing of perspectives and mtuai respect for differuig 

d u e s .  A c u k  of karning that priotitizes inclusiveness is fosâeted tbat can fbrge 

Iunger lasting cornmitment to problem resoiution to overcome proûacted contlicts. 

2. Estabüsb Information Orders 

An information order is a formai agreement on b w  to c o k t ,  process and share 

iaformation, Criteria ad standarcla for data quantity and qdity,  information 

coiiectioa, processing and dissemination are included. idonnation orders fom the 

b i s  for high quality researcti and decision-making in a coüaboradive setthg. They 

Id to mrdinated actions, efficient use of resources and îrust M d @ .  

3. Use Provuional and Adoptive Solutions 

Coiiaborative agreements take place in a dynamic operathg environment where both 

scientifïc and institutionai umtainty exists. On-goiog operations need to be closely 

monitored and eiramined to ensure respomiveness to changiag ecological ad socio- 

ecorromic factors. 

4. Estabüsh Joint Acmuatability Among Participana 

Collaborations must be based upon meaningful participant involvemnt where input 

h m  parties is accounted for and decisionmaking processes are transparent. 



5. Encourage Cmtivity and Flexibii  in Pmcessos and Outromes 

Rapid cbange in participants andfor participant prioritieq as weU as in the external 

operathg environment requires innovative approaches to problem sohring. A c u h  

of experimentation and mativity is fostered to overcome cornplex and ofkm long- 

standmg problems. A combination of flexibility anci wntinuity in both process 

structure and expected outcornes allows for adjustments that cm maintain muhi-party 

cornmitment. 

Friedman (1997) observes that when participants use these g e d  strategies, the 

coilaborative governance process can encompass greater diversity and more 

contradictions tban formai state hiecarchies. The resulting negotiated order has been used 

to develop and test effective monitoring and emergency response systems, codict 

tesolution strategies and methods to integrate participants' value dierences and 

organizational cultures (Friedman, 1997; Nathan & Mitroff, 1991). Thus, a focus on 

establishing negotiated orders forms a strategic orientation to promte coilaborative 

govertiance agreements. 

The foliowing chapters present the resutts of my field work. 1 begin with my research 

methodology and then discuss in detail the resuits of applying my two analflical 

hmeworks to better understand the nature of the CRB, the obstacles it has faced and the 

strategies it bas employed in trying to implement its mandate. 



This study is based on data ooUected over a one-year period, fiom June 1998 - 99. The 

resuhs are based on interviews with 36 individuals, on the monitoring of CRB and 

Cîayoquot Sound (forestry) Planning Cornmittee meetings (iiluding meetings with 

ministers and deputy ministem), and on a document analysis fiom CRI3 files. People 

interviewed were CRB rnernbers, CO-chairs and staff, cesidents of Clayoquot 

cotnmunities, staff and senior officiais of government agencies, political leaders and 

informed obBervers. I seiected interview subjects by starting with CRB members and key 

government officiais and asking k m  to i&ntify other important actors in the CRB 

process past or present. The selection of iaterview subjects was intended to capture a 

wide range of perspectives. While my sample does not include every single viewpoint on 

the CRB experience, those 1 interviewed represent key points on the spectnun of 

opinions. 

The interviews were semi-sûuctured (Berg, 1995; Merton et al., 1990) and generally 

lasted one hour. Ail subjects were asked about their involvement in the CRB process to 

gauge their fàmiiiarity with and role in the Board's history. 1 then asked interviewees to 

d e m i  their understanding of the Board's mandate and to idente key obstaçles the 

Board has faced in ârying to implement thjs. 1 immediately discovered that ihe opinions 

of the interviewees on the Board's mtiladate vatied. 1 assurned this was because the 

Board's mandate may not have beea clear, and that people may have had different 

understandings of what the term mandate meant. Thus, 1 began to ask interviewees about 

the kinds of activities or initiatives îhe Board shouid be or was engaged in. Here 1 found 

generai agreement, and intewiewees' responses did in fact correspond with the list of 

responsi'bilities mandatai to the CRB under the hterim Measures Agreement. Focusing 

on CRB activities and operations led interviewees to identifj. many operational obstacles 

facing the Board. There was considerabte common ground hem. Finally, interviewees 

were asked to identifL and comment on activities or strategies the Board has used to 

ovenome the stated obstacles. There was afso signifiant agreement on this topic. 1 used 
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convergent iutmkw techniques (Dick, 1990), including probes, interview summaries 

and on-going data teview to expIore the salience of obstacles or sûaîegies respondents 

did not mention on their own and to progtessively ideutfi and c l a d j  key obstacles and 

strategies that emerged over the course of my field work. 

Much of my research is based on retrospective accounts of smaller personal and b e r  

public events. Since individuai recoUection can be Uifluenced by subsequent events and 

by cognitive Limitations on recaü, this method has its drawbacks. To o W  these 

limitations 1 used historical documents and cross-refetenced interviews to vetify 

accounts. 

With over one hundred pages of transcn'bed interview text, 1 used a grounded theory 

approach to draw out central themes and issues (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Using this 

appmacb, key concepts concerning the Board's evolution emerged during my data 

anaiysis, rather tban in advance of my examination. Each interviewee's comments were 

categorized according to the type of obstacle, strategy or historical insight provided. 

Through iteration, these categories were p u p e d  into more abstract categories that 

identified central issues. To ensure tht my own pre-conceptions and judgments were wt 

creating biased results, I cross checked emeqing themes in subsequent interviews: 1 

looked for simüarities in the subject's comments or 1 used probes to attain direct 

feedback on my hypothesized themes. This method, plus on-going critical re-examination 

of my anaiysis increased my abiiity to remain sensitive to the true meanings emerging 

fiom the data. Glaser (1992) bas reférred to this process as maintainhg theoretical 

sensitivity. 



Discussion of Resula 

Based on indepth interview anaiysis and primary documentation, 1 have identifieci five 

key, intercelateci policy areas that dominate the CRB's attempt to implement its midate: 

power shacing, building organizational and technid capacity, irnproving 

communications, enbanchg monitoringlaccouutability and planning for sustainabüity. 

Obstacles within each policy area that impede the Board's progress towards 

implementing its mandate wece documented. A total of 19 obstacles wece fouad. Eleven 

of the obstacles coincide with impediments found m my d y t i c a i  fiamework generated 

h m  the literanire review. Strategies devised by the Board to overcome the obstacles in 

each policy area were investigated. 18 strategies in ai l  were identified, closely linked with 

the tive general strategies found in my d y t i c a l  h e w o r k .  The strategies ceflect the 

Board's general orientation toward creatiag collaborative negotiated orders to better 

organize and tespond to its complex po iicy domain. 

Given the complex and highly interrelateci nature of the problems in Clayoquot Sound, 

the obstacles and strasegies w i t b  each policy area are closely intercomected. For 

example, a strategy for building organiwtiod capacity can be responding to a number of 

the obstacles üsted in this poiicy area Likewise, an obstacle found in a policy area, e.g. 

powet sharing, may have generated a number of the strategies incluàed m the power 

sharing policy area. Moreover, obstacles and strategies in one policy am may also relate 

to other policy areas. So, for example, obstacles and strategies fbr hproving 

communication can also enbance accountabiiity? and the CRB's strate& pian* can 

serve to overcome many diff int  obstacles in the five policy areas. However, 1 bave 

atternpted to List the obstacles and strategies in the policy area they are best relateci to. 

Appendix 1 provides tables of CRB obstacles and strategies according to the poiicy areas. 



The nature of the CRB 

An examination of the Clayoquot Sound Central Region Board, its history, stnicture, 

matwiate and operations re!veals the complexity and difnculty of implementing a model of 

comrnunity-based collaborative governance for naturai murces. Problems have arisen 

with definition of purpose and scope of authority. Onginally, the CRB was designed to 

assist the Provincial Govenünent and Nuu-chuh-nuhh First Nations to cooperatively 

manage Clayoquot Sound's natutal tesource base. As a resuh, the CRB began with and 

later developed many aspects of a community-based and intergovermental co- 

management body. For example, the Board bas the power to influence management 

decisions tàllhg under its broad mandate through review and planning processes. The 

Board aiso bas multi-party representation that includes Clayoquot's aboriginal and non- 

aboriginal communities, a d  members h m  municipal and regional govemments. Despite 

these, aspects, however, it is only in the forestry sector that the CRB shares considerable 

decision-making authotity with the government on opmitional management decisions 

(e.g. harvesting practices). This is due to the govemment's cornmitment to implement the 

Science Panel Recommendations. Yet, even h m ,  the Board does not have the regdatory 

power necessary to create sanctions or eaforce niles. The Board, therefore, bas used the 

rights it does possess (access to information anci role in the permit review process) and its 

extensive mandate (including the responsibility for building coliaborative processes) to 

inauence both management decisions and broader govenunent policy making. in so 

doing, the CRB has evolved into a forum for the collaborative governance of the region's 

resources. It tackles key govetnançe issues beyond operational management concerns, 

such as the nature of public and interest representation in policy making and 

implementation, the setting and attainment of broad social and economic objectives and 

the stnictutiag of roles, responsibilities and acco~tabiiies in tesource use decision- 

making. The CRB's work helps the Clayoquot communities and Provincial Goverment 

redetïne and move toward broad sociai, economic and political goals for the region. Since 

the Board's model of collaborative govermuce includes si@cant local govetnment and 

non-abriginai representation, it is an example of community-based coliaborative 

goveniance. Consequently, the Board can be viewed as an institutionai experiment in 



cormnunity-based coUaborative govemance for the sustainable management of naturai 

murces. 

The shuggle to @ne the CRB 's governarice role 

The Board acts at two levels of govemance: an operational and a s t r a t e  plicy level. 

Reg* the Mer, tbe Board Muences rewurce sectors through strategic policy- 

d g .  This can include, for example, the rok of tesource use in meeting b a d  social 

and economic goals and the role of different parties in detefmiryllg both h a d e r  goals 

and field level management niles. This is a higher kvel of governance siuce these kinds 

of rewurce policies detennine the general context m which operational decisions at field 

level are made. However, to ensure ih ecological integrity of resource use, the Board's 

decisions often go beyond the settiag of general directions; field level operations, t,g. 

harvesîing, are kquently directly e k t e d .  This is most apparent in the foresûy sector 

with the implementation of the Scientific Panel Recommendations. However, ttie Board's 

invoivement in quaculture and backcountry recreation development has drawn 

members' focus to site-level issues. The Cm's influence at both goveniaace levels has 

created technical, ecoaamic and politicai challenges for aü involved, fueling considerable 

resistance to Board operations. The Board's key &&e both in ted ly  and e x t d y  

has k e n  to define the nature of its govemnce role: at what levels should it operate a d  

what amount of hision-making pwer does it requk to ensure the fûlfillment of its 

mandate? From the Provincial ûovernment and resource corprations' point of view, 

b a r d  operations rue an encroachment on their territory and involve a direct los  of their 

power. They see the CRB as giving citizens unprecedented m e s s  to information on k i r  

operations as weU as i n s t i t u t i o ~ g  the means to &éct rewme management 

decisions. Tbey have reacted by deféndmg kir decision-making autonomy and formal 

property rights as a means to resist the E o d s  iduence. This lm heightened the 

mjsûust feit m n g  the parties. In contrast, the Board has been promothg a collaborative 

approach to goverriaace as a nieans to &are power and operate effectively at both field 

and policy leveis. Contmry to previous plicy and decisiowmakhg procedures that were 

dominatecl by goverment and hdustry, the Board has been establishing more inclusive 

processes that b h g  cornmunir/ members into strategic dialogues. Joint kaming, 



wüaboraîive problem solving and muhially beneficial outcornes are aü emphasized. This 

stmngly reflects the Board's manageriai strategy to bridge geographic and social 

boundaries and to identw and resolve problems h m  the commwity level upward. 

A key CRB challenge fiom a neîwrk perspective and a "negotiated order" response. 

The Board's cornmitment to an inclusive, community-based system of governance raises 

a key issue best derstood h m  the perspective of a networked d e l  of governance. 

Due to the fluid movemed of participants and ideas and an emphasis on long term, nom 

based relationships, a network wntext is inherently complex and can be unpredictable in 

direction. The key is to firad optimum combinations of shared purpose collaborations, 

authority ties and exchange relations to mate both the long-term stabiity and flexibility 

necessary for effective governance (O'Toole, 1997). Reducing compiexity and 

uncertainty in governance is a major challenge for the Board. Its decision-making 

involves complex value-laden judgments under conditions of imperfit knowledge in the 

context of a democratic society and increasing First Nation's legal power. These fàctors 

place considerable pressure on the Board. It must offer an alternative govemance system 

to large date hierarchies - a system which is capable of generating both the stability and 

social and technological innovations required for ecological and socio-economic 

sustainabii. The Board bas tried to do this through the establishment of negotiated 

orders among the parties. These collaborative working protowls are negotiated during the 

Board's review of resource use permits, as well as in Board-sponsored muhi-party 

pbnning and information excbange forums. The Board promotes more coordinated 

research and the open sharing of information, as well as joint problem solving and 

decision-making. In establishing new negotiated orders, the Board aims at striking a more 

dynamlc balance between the traditional values of economic efficiency and investor 

security with more qualitative values emphasizing tesilience, stabi i ,  social equity, joint 

learning and provisional solutions. The Board works with @es to incorporate these 

values into a combination of formal property rights and procedural assurances governing 

changes to those rights. Locally appropriate policies and operational agreements are 

sought through combinations of technical analyses and the collective consideration of 

public issues. The CRB aims to build on shared iuterests, htegrate objectives, cclarify and 



share decision-making processes and d i s t r i i  the costs and benetits associateci with 

swtainable tesource use. It tries to duce  operational uncertainty by un@ing 

expectations concetning management process ami outcornes. The rationale unâerpinning 

this negotiated order approach is that a flexiile, contestable, accountable, adaptive 

governance system capable of respoading to scientific uncertainty and shifting social 

values will produce better r e d s  than the Sound's previous resource management 

regime. As such, negotiating orders is a key policy making tooi, based on the ernerging 

belief that effective policy making in the context of scientitic uncertainty requires two 

fhdamentaiiy difEerent ways of acquiring knowledge, building understandings and 

reaching agreements. The two elernents of souad policy makiag are analysis based on the 

scientific methoà, and collaborative d e l i i n  among al1 knowledgeable, interested and 

dkcted parties are both essential (National Research Council, 1996). Optimally, thse 

two processes should be constantly informing each other in a d e s s  combination 

throughout the entire policy making process. The CRB's anaiyses ensure that the 

maximum amount of relevant kmwiedge is brought to the task, and its deliit ions 

continually frame the amlyses, for example, by deciding what constitutes "relevanty' 

bwledge and how it is to be d. This approach is in stark contrast with the traditional 

view that policy making is the sole domain of technical experts and politicians (Webler & 

Tuler, 1999). Imleed, both the interim Measures Agreement and hterim Measutes 

Extension Agreement were themselves new negotiated orders responding to 

shortcomings in previous policy makiog processes and a crisis of l eg i t i iy  in the former 

political and social order. The creation of the CRI3 marked the institutionaiization of a 

new order between the Provincial Govenunent and the Central Region T r i i .  It was 

mandateci to iùrther organize and, to some degree, regulate the Sound's operational 

environment. Thus, tbe CRB is wbat Trist (1983) bas calleci a refetent orgaaization, 

estabLished as a more permanent body to impIement fir the principal parties the terms of 

their new negotiated order and deveiop effective piicy responses. The Board carries this 

out by clarifying and rebuilding rehtioaships among the parties and intetests in 

Clayoquot Sound as required. 



The CRI3 creating public policy integrahon. 

h the B. C. Government's view, tk Board was essentially created as an administrative 

body to have a "second look" at agency decisions flecting Clayoquot Sound. In so 

doing, the Board was expected to diaise potential confiicts locally before they escalated 

and l d e d  on senior bureaucrats' or poüticians' àesks. However, in canying out this and 

other joint problem solving aspects of its mmdaîe, the Board was quickly thrust into 

Clayoquot's controversial poiicy arenas. As a remit, the C R .  evolved as a cenîrai player 

in coordinating and shaping new relationships and interactions among Clayoquot's 

Sound's actors, institutions and ideas. Hoberg and Morawski (1997) refer to this latter 

trio as the components of a policy regime and their interactions as producing particular 

poiicy. Thus, in Clayoquot Sound, the CRB has been deeply involved in te-shaping 

policies in the many regimes that make up the overarching domain of resource 

management, e.g, aquaculture, forestry, Fitst Nations, intergovernmental relations. 

Moreover, ideas emphasizing the intedependence of sociai, ecological and economic 

factors have gained gteater currency in tbe separate regimes. This has created a trend 

toward policy integration that the CRB boîh reflects and promotes. Given its multi- 

sectoral, coiiaborative mandate and veto power, the Board came to occupy an iduential 

position for supportiug the long-terni integration of policy tegimes across many 

dimensions, for example, employmeot generation, watershed restoration and planning, 

intergovertmental relations. The result of this integration bas created an overlap of actors 

and institutions that Hoberg and Morawski (1997) refer to as a poiicy intersection. 

Originally arising k m  the intersection of forestry ad aboriginal policy regimes, the 

Board has since catalyzed fiirther regime intersections in Clayquot Sound, e.g. among 

aquaculture, tecreasion and tolrnsm, municipal affairs, mining, etc. We now find many 

regimes sharing both the CRB as a cornmon instihitionai component, and Board members 

as common actors. Valuable knowkdge, experience and perspectives have been brought 

to the development of a number of policy regimes in this way. The Board bas also 

expanded many policy regimes by institutionalizing the participation of hrmally 

peripherai actors, e.g. enviro~~~nîaiists, local govemments and First Nation's, ami 

introducing untested ideas, e.g. collaborative resource governance. By engaging new 



parties and seeking to generate h h  ideas, insights and arrangements among actors, the 

Board has e v o l d  as an important catalyst fot policy change. 

CRB bas had some success in estabiisbiag new negotiated orders. For example, formerly 

waning parties are engaging in open dialogues to seek coilaùomtive outwms, rather 

than immediatety mounting kgal challenges or civil disobedience campaigns and 

international media ptotests. However, as Nathan & b f f  (1991) point out, numetous 

factors can i a t d  with the creation of negotiated orders and especialiy their 

maintenance over time. Muhi-party coUaborations are ofien mi le ,  frequently due to 

diierent interpretatlons of agreed upon terais and inaccurate or imfIicient 

derstandings of the problems involved and interests at stake. This can be due to a 

mixture of poor ptocess, liequent changes in participants and resistance to 

implementation stemmhg fiom shifts in prevailing power relationships. Unforeseen 

contingencies or external events cm also destabiüze reiations. These hctors have al1 

formed obstacles for the Board over the.  To counteract these, the CRB has undertaken a 

number of strategies to strengthen its interna1 unity and augment its influence in the 

regional resource governaace networks. Some sttategies focus dfrectly on nile making for 

on-the-ground operations, while 0 t h  are at a higher, constitutional level, which 

determines the composition and powers of the Board itself. Principaüy, bwever, the 

Board's strategies have targeted the poiicy making levei, creating processes and 

parameters to guide field level opt ions.  

The remainder of this chapter provides an in-depth analysis of the key obstacles the 

Board has faced in implementing its mandate and the central strategies its used to 

overcome these. The discussion is organized accordiag to each of the five key policy 

areas dominathg the Board's agenda. 



ÿ TAC LES 

4. P I i P v I m k l G o m ~ I i n d C o r p o ~ ~ ~ ~ P o ~ s ~ w i t h  

FirstNriaolt8 

British Columbia's ecoaomy is beaviiy reliant on extemal hvestors fïnancing export- 

orientai primary tesource industries. interviews tevded a strong, d u s  approach on 

the part of the proviwial govetnaeat toward mperative fonns of murce management 

with First Nations, which might confuse jurisdicthnal authorities. Cooperative models 

containhg jurisdictional overlaps were seen as perpetiiating ttie existing climate of 

mrtainty and doing little to reduce F i i  Nations' le@ challenges. 

The possibiiity of sharllig resource management jucisdiction with future aboriginat 

governmentq potentiaüy in alfiance with Lod govemments, has created tesistance h m  

the government to conmiitting to tbe CRB's fom of power shatirig. 



The B o d s  operations have been pIuticularly fivstrated by the wlltmuiag reluctance of 

the Ministry of Fotests to work coopcdvely with Fkst Nations in mierstardmg îhe 

meaaing of aborigiraal title and its potential impact on ibnsi tenures and hi use arising 

h m  the 1997 Delgamutckw decision (Delgamuuh, 1998). Rather, Ministry poiicies 

mmain focuseà on avoiding or jwtiSring f i g e m e n t  of site-specific aboriginal tights 

through condation processes (B.C., 1999). This ueglects boader intetests concerthg 

shmd decision-making authonty, resource owaership rtnd bene& flows. ToUehn ami 

Wipoad (1998) have also pointed out ttut a site-specific fi.ame of reference fails to 

ddmss tk long-tem cumulative impact of ongoing resource development across 

traditional aboriginal lands. Resistance at the senior ministerial level can undermine 

Board efforb at the bcal level. 

2. Pliowincid Govsmmmt RssIalsme fo Po- Sharlng with Locd 
Communiües 

Government resistaace ta power sbaruig with local communities is an ovemhing 

challenge for the Board in achieving its Laandate. Wgonigle (1 998) bas docwnented how 

tiistorkal patterns of govemance in B.C. g d y  m a r m d  comunities living 

closest to and dependent on the hdscapes and resources in question. Centralized 

goverment decisionmaking easured that the state and coqmate interests reaped the 

greatest beaefits h m  cesource use. Thus, initiatives Like th CRB, which aîtempt to 

reverse this pattern, challenge sigdic8nt vested mîerests a d  are met with considerable 

tesistance. 



Govemment concems 

Interviews with government officiais and Uiformed observers reveaied the goveniment's 

perspective. They have a number of concenis about devolving greater pwer to 

community bodies: 

The loss of ministerial status and influence 

The loss of economic returns and other benefits fiom licensees and tenure holders 

(secureci through longstanding contractuai obligations) 

The baikanization of the province's regions into separate uncoordinated 

jurisdictions 

Dethhg community boundaries and ensuring fàir representation of comrnunity 

interests 

The inabiity to di i t ly protect province-wide strategic interests such as regional 

ewnomic equity and population stability. 

Individuaily and coiiectively, these concm have created a defénsive attitude within 

goverment tbat has prevented the finding of coiiaborative solutions with the Board. 

Tiistead, the Board îïnds itseif unable to innovate and respond effectively to key concerns. 

It is hindered, for example, by testrictions on decision-making in key amas, such as 



teme allocations and watersheà planning. Most of this audwrity bas rwiained within 

government bureaucraçies. 

Bureclllc~atic resistance and the Clayoquot "containment" strategy 

Indeed, many interviewees pointed out tkit the provincial bureaucracy is the source of the 

strongest resistance within govemment to the CRB. 

The CRB's influence in decisionmaking challenges the hierarchical authority of the 

bureaucra~y. A large body of litmnire documents sUnilar cases of government 

bureaumatic resistance to power sharing in the context of resource management (Berry et 

al., 1998; Yaffee, 1997). "Turf protection", tight control and tisk avoidance were 

rewarded in these bureaucraties, since preserving agency or ministry statu and power 

was given highest priority. These sets of values resulted in competitive behaviour with 

@es outside the agency, and generated short-term thinking, inflexible policy objectives 

and a .  obsession with political image. In Clayoquot Sound, similar patterns have 

emerged. Bureaucratie resistance to power sharing with the CRI3 was sttongly reflected 

in my interviews with govemment staff and senior officiais. "Containing" the Clayoquot 

expriment was a goal they repeatedly stated. 

The objective has been to lunit further transfers of decision-making authonty to the CRI3 

and prevent it h m  influencing other juridictions in the province. An early example of 

this "containment" sîrategy was the government's attempt to d u c e  the role of the Board 

to littk more than a "Nbber stamp" at the end of the govemment's r e M  process. 



Agemies pressured the CRB to Limit its inîervention by pointing to the k b g  of 

permits and applications aiready within govemment, and by insinuating that eKisting 

govermuent approvais were d c i e n t .  Another attempt to limit the Board's powet in the 

referral process bas emerged recently with respect to the crown agency British Columbia 

Assets and Land Corporation's (BCAL) land and foreshore tenute b i i g  process. 

Inteniews teveaied that the Board has received tenure applications for approvai (e.g. for 

aquaculture, recreation use) that are essentially "done deals" between BCAL and bid 

"WiMersn. Thus, even though these applications may not reflect community concerns 

.(e.g. the length of leases), at the r e f d  stage, the Board has little power to change key 

ternis since modifications wouid have legal and administrative consequences. Other 

attempts to marginalize and disrupt the CRB's reviews were evidenced by poor 

govemment and Uidustry cooperation with permit preparation and information sharing. 

Board minutes reveal this bas been a longstanding problem, specüicdy with the MOF. 

Some interviewees suggested that over the past years, cesistance to power sharing among 

government agencies and with the CRB have increased. They a t t r i i e  this to job stress 

fiom major cuts in agency budgets and sta£f(especiaUy to the Minidry of Environment) 

and to a change in political leadership that focused on centtaliVng decision-making. 

Resistance from the MOF 

Interviews cevealed that over the years the MOF has been particularly cesistant to 

developing a coiiaborative relationship with the CRB. The creation of the Board has 

introduced an unprecedented sharing of the MOF's power, shifting significant local 

policy and decision-making influence outside of its control. CRB minutes reveal that 

right h m  its first years, Board members began to immediately inject First Nation's and 

environmental perspectives into cut-block reviews. Moreover, the Board's infiuence in 

forestry planning and operations has been signifcantly strengthened and legitimized as a 

result of its primary responsibility to implement the Science Panel Recommendations 

(SPRs). inteniewees also pomted out that the use of the SPRs and the CRB process has 

created power shiîts within government that affect the MOF's dominance of land and 

resource issues. For example, h r  the tirst tirne ever in the province, the MOF couid not 

proceed with any forest activity without Eirst obtaining signatory approval h m  the 



Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks (MEZP). MELP gamed this authority because 

many of the Scientific Panel Recommendations - goveniing all forestiy operations in 

Clayoquot Sound - féU ditectly under MELP's mandate. The expansion of MELP's rob 

was also a t t r i i b l e  to an extension of the goverment's policy direction to strengthen 

environmental protection, most directly expressed in the Province's 1994 Forest Fntctices 

Code (FPC). However, since the SPRs are hader  and more stringent than the FPC, 

MELP's Uifluence has been significantly enhanceci. For example, the ageacy has the 

authority to ensure cornpliance with stricter criteria for the protection of biodiversity and 

the preservation of wildlife hab i i  in both higher level and site level pIanning. In 

cornparison, the FPC limits MELP's input to higher level pians, and environmental 

standards are weaker. Interviewees ais0 mted that the CRB process bas gemted  

goverment inter-agency cornmittees that require MOF to sit down with MELP, 

Aboriginal a i r s  and Tourism and Small Business to discuss operational and policy 

matters. Ahhough the MOF still wields the most weight when decisions are made, these 

ministries - especially MELP - have gained a greater voice in the Sound's resource 

management and land use issues. 

Despite an administrative re-organization within MOF and MELP that cteated a special 

team of dedicated individuals (the Clayoquot Sound Implementation Team) to work with 

the CRB, resistance at the senior levels of MOF continues. Field staff repotted féeling 

trapped at tirnes between community expectations fueled by government promises of 

collaboration on the one hand and mixed signals coming h m  senior officiais on the 

other. This is not surprising: the CRB process represents a m.r departure from 

"business as usual". Lertzman et al (1996) have documented that ecosystermbased 

management and the devolution of decision-making authority constitutes a direct threat to 

the MOF's core values. The resistance h m  the MOF aad the major forest companies tias 

occurred through the suppression of valuable information. For example, the presentation 

of the Steameir Cove Interim Watershed Pian to the Board kked the stipulated 

documentation and format necessary to assist members in their analysis (CR& 1998d). 

Moreover, m at least one htame, the MOF bas attempted to directly s u b w  the CRB 

pmcess, and by association, the IMEA. In late 1998, the agency allowed the forest 



company holdmg Tree F m  License 54 to sign a replacement tenute agreement without 

t o d  CRB refenal (CRB, 1998a). This was a direct breach of protocol of section 9 of 

the M A  (B.C., 1996). Cases of similar conflicts where goverment agencies' values 

and ocganizational goals bave dominateci decision-making and taken precedeace over 

conservation and community goals are well documenteci (Grumbine, 1992; Yaffee, 1994; 

Houck, 1993). MOF bureaucrats have aiso tried to contain the Board's influence by 

limiting the scope of CRB recommendations. intenriews revealed that bureaucrats are not 

accepting CRB recommendations if they don't fit within the agency's 

compartmentalization of its work or within a particular legislated b e w o r k .  For 

example, Board recommendations have been refiited because they did not directiy relate 

to the Forest Practices Code or the Science Panel Recomrnendations. This ignores the 

breadth of the Board's mandate to consider c m n t  wotki-class forestry standards, which 

may go beyond existing standards. 

The cost of resistance tu pwer sharing 

The govemment's raistance to power sharing also motivates CRI3 members to hold onto 

the few levers of iafiuence tôey possess. Frincipally, this is their ability to recommelad 

rejections in the referral process based on an examination of operational level activities. 

This represents a c o m t e  and significant twI of power for çommunity members to 

balance govemment power and agency control over information. However, the CRB's 

concentration on operational details has its costs: it lirnits the Board's ability to move to a 

more strategic level of decision-making. 



This leverage has also beid paticular symbolic and p h a l  importance f ir  the 

h e r e d i i  chiefi of the Central Region T n i  who have h U y  gained a degree of p w m  

to influence decisions pettaining to tesources in theii tditionttl territoies. 

3. C o r p o r a S m d ~ D o m i ~ o f B . C , ' s F o r i w t r y S ~ r  

95% of the fôrested land base in B.C. is claimed by the Provincial Government to be 

publiciy o d  Crown land. T b  amounts to two-hkds of tb province (Schtific Panel, 

1995). According to a survey crinducted in 1994, the hrest industry represented the 

single largest composent of the provinchi economy (Price Wakdmuse, 1994). Thus, 

management and use of B.C.'s public forests are an important part of the govemment's 

finmial health and the Province's economic wedh Yet, despite the high proportion of 

date forest land, lease agreenments with major timber companies have given these 

corporations an overwhelmiug majority of the timber supply. According to MOF figures, 

25 of the largest companies control 74.8% of tk province's barvesthg rights (MOF, 

1995). 

C~rporate, guvement and organized labour concenîrution of power 

Dnistrlra (1993) and Wilson (1998) have documented that corporate concentration of 

tituber resources deveropeci fiom the 1940's onwards when the governent of the day 

began brging a strong M e - d w û y  alliance. Lertpnan et 01. (1996) indicate that this 

state-capital w h i p  was b a d  on the beiief tbaî the rapid iiquidation of mature 

forests and thek conversion to productive, even-ageû stands was the best use of the 

pmvllice's forests. This sustained yield policy pmmised to getlerate signifiant economic 

benefits kr l3.C.'~ citiaens 4 to launch robust tegional economic devehpntent. Since 

successfd implementation of the poticy reguired significant long term capital investment 

and cert&d expr ts  to solve techniçal compiexities, state actors accepted that 

considerable control riva the resource had to be dekgated to the hbt ry  and to the 

forestry profession. in retuni, the &te collected tax aad shunpage revenues and played a 



central mie in fortnuhting aad enti,rcing mmgement guideks. Tbe temis of this state- 

capital bargain were dablished in a tenure syskrn and through licensing arrangements, 

which were basai on high voiume timber extraction Even though issues of tenute length, 

levels of taxation and appropriate management supervision wete occasiodiy debated, 

the date-indusûy alliance d e d  in produchg sigaificant econornic beneats. Over 

time, the tiquidaiion of the provinçe's niature hrests generated larger and larger budgets 

for the Ministry of Forests, enbanchg its statu and power within th Provincial 

Government. The corpontte concentration of industriai logging also fôstered the growth 

and sûength of forest sector labour unions. 

Over time, the Ministry of Forests bas centraüzed controt over forestry policy-makiag 

and administration to bener advance its own interests and h s e  of the major focest 

companies and organized labour (Wilson, 1998). However, since hrested area bas 

accounted for at least two-thirds of provincial lands, the MOF's control has extended into 

a majority of proviaciai ianâ-use planning and decision-making processes. Pinkerton 

(1998) and Wilson (1998) also point out that forest corporations have been able to use 

k i r  ecowimic power and politicai cesources to strongly infiuence, if not dictate in some 

cases, MOF policy making and regulatory fiinctions. Labour unions representing forestry 

workers have also fkquently allied themse1ve.s with industriai logging interests in 

pressuring the MOF to maintain vohime-based hatvesthg policies, These three interests, 

i.e, major forest corporations, foresûy union workers and the MOF, have benefited most 

k m  the economic and policy context of the Province's forest sector. 

Chullenging the dominant powr siruchne 

The CRB's existence and operations directly challenge tbe domination by the major 

forest companies, organized labour and the MOF of the province's hrestry sector. By 

exercising its review h c t b n  of fbrest pians and operations, the Board disnrpts the 

priviieged status historically held by these the.  



Information aetworks organized and managed by the CRI3 expose existing power 

reiaîions, govetnance arrangements and mamgexnent objectives to public scnituiy. The 

Board's plicy and decisio*making networks hum with collective debate on the social, 

ecoaomic and ecologicai objectives W e d  to the region's tesource system. The Board's 

mandate prioritiis the protection of aboriginal mterests related to forests and forest 

habitat and the development of sustainable forestry based on ecosystem integrity and 

enhanced community conûoL Thus, the CRB threatens a long-term institutiodization of 

pwer sharing capable of breaking the MOF-corporaîe dominance. Indeed, according to 

most interviewees, the sigdicance of this petceiveù threat spatked the introduction of a 

con then t  strategy for Clayoquot Sound. This meant, for example, that significant 

changes to forestry operations wouid only be permitteci in the Sound, Thus, shortly der 

the govemmnt accepted the Science Panel Recommendations (SPRs), which called tbr 

the strengthening of ecologicai and community values in forestry operations, the Province 

announceci that their application would be limiteci to the Chyoquot region (BC, 1995). 

Misinformation campaigns and scapegoating the CRB 

Som interviewees also believe the major forest compaties and the MOF tetaliated 

against Board operations by using, or tacitly supporting misintiirmation caqmigns to 

discredit the CRB. For example, when the govanment accepted the SPRs m July 1995, 

nimours were widely circulateci that the Board would dexuand their fufl implementation 

within 6 months. This would cause severe disniption to the industfy and hardship fbr 

local forest workers d businesses. In truîh, the Board engaged in extensive 

consultations with the MOF, Science Panel members and hrest m ~ e s  and produced 

an set of interim guidelines tbat laid out a more measured rate of implementation (CRB, 

1995a). Poteatial Unpaçts on local ernployment levels were of key importame to the 

Board as it weighed these concems with SPRs calling for hydroriparian protection and 

reduced tates of watershed cut (CRB, 199%). Yet, acwrding to interviewees, exactly 6 



months after the introduction of the SPRs, cuttuig &s coming before the Board had 

Stopped* 

Contrary to suggestions that the Board was ttying to stop tllrther loggbg, the CRB had 

been warning the goveniment as eariy as November, 1995 of a potentially signüicant 

slow d o m  in operations due a falling off of harvesting proposais subrnitted by tenure 

holders (CRB, 1995b.). 

The major forest companies have continueal to label the Board as "obstnictionist", e.g. 

creating obstacles to ecoeomic development in the region. For example, even though a 

number of cornplex, global tàctors uwleriie the sharp downturn in B.C.3 forest economy 

since 1996, this slump bas ben used to scapegoat the Board. Business and labour's 

political and economic tesources have been used to forceWy articulate a negative image 

of the Board to the govemrnent and public. 

The ôehaviour of the forest cornes teflects a paürn documented by Yaf5ee (1997) 

and Ostrom (1998). Interests opposed to coopetative initiatives try to disrupt the process 



by ascriimg "maligaaat iriteat" to their "oppoiKntsm, exaggmting differences and 

aitacking reptations. This sets offa series o f  negative efltécts that diminishes trust in tiie 

process and among patticipanîs. Hard-won gaius can easily unrave1 As LaPorie and 

Metlay (1996) have recently observecl, trust is a crucial but &agie commodity, even 

witbin relativety stable and ûamparent processes. 

4. LackofClbrftyofPUtpose~rlhsCRB 

Provincihi and coprate  resistance to power çharing with the Board has made it dif6cult 

for tbe Nuu-cbah-nuhh and the Government to reach agreement on the Board's tore 

purpose. This bas gemrated &ty on the CRB's o v d l  goals, powers and direction. 

Without agreement in these areas, long term conmitment for the CRB process h m  

senior govemment levels bas been hard to obtain. 

A legacy of tension and mcerfaiinry 

Both Nuu-chah-nulth hereditary chieh and the govemment differed in their beliefs 

regarding appropriate powers, focus and direction for the Board, e.g. whether the Board 

was a long-term resource decisiobmakbg body or an elaborate, short-term advisory 

pmcess. Specific to forestry, parties were unclear if the Board was a short-term crisis 

intervention measure, an intermediate tam community forest initiative, or a vahiabIe 

experhenî in devebpuig long-terni regional management. W i i  the provincial 

govemment, there was no consensus beyond the hope that the CRB would orchestrate a 



ceadire to the 'trat in the woods", allowing logging to continue and probkms to be 

contained b d y .  The govemment was also desperate to show some success with its 

newly introduced multi-Paay approach to regional planning. Yet, ministries like the MOF 

were not "on boardn with augmenthg community influence in planning and management. 

Tbe resulting contlict within government over the desigq powers and purpose of the 

Board weakened its e&ctiveaess and institutional linkages. For example, the 

gaverament's "contaiament" strategy for Ciayoquot Sound meant the Board teanaind 

cut-off h m  Vancouver Islaad's Inter Agency Management Cornmittee (IAMC)! This 

deprived the Board of valuable input and assistance on strate* 4 operationai issues 

ünked to regionai land 4 resource use. Lack of mle clarity for the Board ha &O lefi its 

relationship witb the municipdities of T o h  and Ucluelet p r l y  articulatecl. For 

example, First Nation's interviewees expressed dissatisfaction tbat tbe Board has no input 

on resource management issues witbin municipal bomdaries, while municipalities have a 

major voice in the CRB pmcess and thus, in land-use decisions within traditional 

aboriginal territories. 

The Central Region chiefi were also unclear on the specific d e s  ami powers the Board 

should bave. First Nations themselves were in the early stages of devebping their own 

internai gowrnance structm ad poticies. Couphg this uncertainty with a high levei of 

distnist of govament created a tense climate during b th  munds of iMAAMEA 

negotiations. According to participants, any indication of unilateral action or perceiveci 

violation of trust by the Province blew up into a major issue. This tension made it 

dificul to dimss specincs about the CRB anâ thus, important issues wece pooriy 

developed. The lack of clarity persistai during the implmentation phases of both the 

IMA and IMEG Neither the Government, mir the Nuu-c&nulth seened wiiling to 

commit to ajoint process to move the Board in a more consüuctive d unifïed direction. 

The parties had to manage IEW and cornplex arrangements for which they bad Little 

4 'Ihe L4MC is cmiposed of senior maarigas frcun a nmk of provincial govamnmt rnhbies, including 
Fmsb, Envimunaik Agriarlhiroi, En- snd Mines, T e  and Smati Business and Tmqœîatiai 
and Highways. It is a strategic policy body that esîablisbs pri& for land nise plarminjg, oyersees the 
govmmcnt's iand and r ewm management pocess and manages the g o y e m m d s  protcfted ara 
procesS. it is @y tespoasiik fa UoUniinating the long-term implementaîiaa, moaitaring and rm*w 



previous experience. Both sides bcused less on imposing their owa concrete definition of 

the Board's purpose and level of autbority, aiid more on preventing the other's definitions 

firom gaining prominence. This continueci laçk of ciarity bas had serious implications for 

the Board: the CRBYs attempts to enforce its decisiions bave been undermined. For 

example, during 1999, the Board was roundly criticized for not playing a stronger d e  in 

preventing a blockade of logging operations on a CRB-approved cut-block. In k t ,  roles 

and responsibilities for dealing with tbis situation were unclear but should have been 

shared by a number of parties including the goveniment. The experience, according to 

interviewees, has decreased SOUE Board members' willuigness to risk 

controversial decisions. 

With an uncertain role in the referral process aiad continued goverment and 

resistance to stronger environmental staaâards and community input, the 

operations became de facto more reguiatory in nature. However, lack of agreement 

between the governent and the Central Region chiefs on this direction for the Board has 

prevented cornmitment of adequate resources and Iegal regdatory statu. The resulting 

conttsion and hgmentation of respoasibilities and authorities bas led to slow, and at 

times, inconclusive decision-making during the CRB's review of permits. 

Lack of clariîy among CRB members 

My research also indicates that the Board bas ken blocked h m  moving forward since 

members' perspectives stili Vary widely on its role and level of authority. Some see the 

Board as a quasi-regdatory body, promoting change thtough pro-active decision-mabg 

and local policy formation and implementation. ûthers see it as an advisory body, 

capable of blocking projects, but not guaranteeing their implementation. Another opinion 

sees the Board as a release valve on a pressure cooker: local interests blow off steam, 

of the Vancouver Island Suounary Land Use Plan. Since Clayoquat Sound has its own plannmg and 
management prowss, it is not mcluded m the Vmcouver lsland Plan. 
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which rrUows the govenunent to manage conflicts quietiy. htmiews and CRB meetings 

reveaIed that the h k  of roie cIarity constrains tisk taking and probIem exploration by 

rnembers. Momver, çonfiision over the Board's role and powers exteoded into d&hg 

appropriate mies for the provincial appointes. They teceived iittle guidance h m  tûe 

government as to how to integt'irte perspectives h m  tbe local to the provincial, and bow 

much decision-dg auhrity they cuuld exercise. This ambiguity m y  have reduced 

membas' confidence in approaching community tesidents. The proviacial government's 

letters of appointmat to CRB members focud ptiniarily on e n d g  equitable 

representation h m  al1 Clayquot communities and a balance of these interests in 

decision-making, There was no indication of what the Provincial intetests were arad huw 

best to tepreseot these in a community-based brum, apmt h m  the CRB acting as a type 

of honest broker in discussions and decisions (BC, 1997b). Uany interviews and 

documents stmsed that the government rieeded to provide the provincial rqresentatives 

much earlier on with a clearer derstanding of what its expectations were. Ewn afier 

two years, the Board was still k i n g  special meetings with senior officials to clare this 

issue. As hvo governrnent officials concmed, 

Without appropriate guidance, and in reprise to the urgent, ongoing nesd for a more 

rigomus local fevietv process, B o d  members hst connection with Clayoquot 

communities as tiiey became immetsed in referrai details. 

Only m the iast year bas a consensus and a willingness begun to emerge among the 

Provincial Govermnent, the Central Region Chiefi and Board membets to see tbe CRB 

incorporate more pro-active strategic planning mto its oQerstions, Yet the question of the 

48 



Board's roie in regulating resome adMies remains wiçlear, as does its relationship 

with the municipalities of T o f h  and Uchrelet. 

5. DiCIIcuMes in ~ I E s h h g  htlbnmfbn m: R m w S h w f ~  issue8 
At the heart of a colIaborative venture is an agreement on how to cokct, process and 

sbare iaformation. Criteria ami &dards kr daîa quantity and quaîity, idiormation 

collection, processinp ad dissemination must be jointly estabüshed. Case studies point 

out that high quality teseatch and decision-making depend on these intocmation ptotocok 

or "orders". Infermatha ordea hm the basis for wordinated actions, efficient use of 

murces and trust building (Nathan & Mitrog 1991; Gray, 1990). Yet, the Board bas 

îàced significant dficuities in establishing h. Scientific uncertaiaty, muhiple and 

often divergent interests d power s&uggIes complicate efhrts. There are often diverse 

perceptioris, assumptions and agendas influencing problemdefinitions, trusï bels,  

research priorities, fiirading &cations ami idormation management. 

The foliowing delails a nwnber of challenges rehed to power shsinng that the Board has 

faced in trying to establish information orders. 

a) A Regulatoy Vacuum. Struggles over sharing provincial decision-making 

authority with the Board have resulted in weak or absent reguiatory ~ w o r k s  

in two key cesource areas. First, in foresûy, îhe Board had to finiction during its 

&st hivo years without revised opecationai standards to guide its reviews of 

cutting permits. Even der the govemment accepted the Sckntific Paael 

Recommendations (SPRs) in July 1995 as a new standard for forestry practices, 

uncertainties in interpretation, e.g. of wiidîiie habitat, bave bogged down the 

creation of an information order. Without c h  guidehes, not only have Board 

reviews been siowed down, but tenure holders bave also been slow to create new 

Forest Deveiopment Pians. Moreover, since the govenilaent bas not given the 



SPRs kgal status, parties wist also ensure cornpliance with the provincial Forest 

Practices Code. This complicates the creation of a unique information order. 

Second, in the area of 6n6sh aquacuhe, the government's moratorium on open- 

pen operations and i n a b ' i  to decide on changes to the existing regulatory 

environment hw left the sector in Limbo. The Board bas been concerned that, in 

facing tenure renewals, it has been asked to make recornrnendations on 

aquaculture issues without sufkient information on siting criteria (CRB, 1998b). 

Any initiative it makes to implement locally appropriate policies may contravene 

future govemment regulations. 

b) Prof=ional Elitbm. A productive working relationship where people can admit 

to their mors and seek assistance to fiU knowkdge gaps is essential for 

strengthening Uiformation orders. However, the relationship between Board 

members and government and industry staff is strained by mistrust. Suspicions of 

negative intent are reinforced wben information is not shareà ûeely with the 

Board. According to interviewees, a major source of tension at CRB meetings is 

derived h m  the watershed planning process where conflicts between CRB 

community representatives and the Ministry of Forests and Environment are at 

th& highest. Poor relations k m  this venue spiü over to the CRB process. This 

reflects LaPorte and Metlay's (19%) observation that an erosion of trust fiom one 

experience can easily undermine trust buildmg in other processes. 

Underlying these tensions is a fidamentai cukurai Merence and pwer stniggk 

between tesource professionais and community members. This dynamic has been 

weii documented by Flyvbjerg (1998), who details the way professional 

associations and governxnent agencies seek to protect and enhance their interests 



by controlling information production and management. Berry et ai. (1998)' in 

their studies of fotestry and raogeland plamhg processes in the U.S., bave also 

docurœnted how topdom agency actions are justified by claims of scientfi 

objectivity, which "becorne tools in a contest to exert or regain control over 

imeasonable' or 'iminformed' 'opponents' ". 

The Board's meetings and workshops force profession& to share theu 

information with less highly üained individuais. This has exposed gaps in the 

professional's work that can threaten the status of both the professional and 

his/her employer. An open sharing of infomtion may also expose resource 

professionds and their agency and indusîry employers to dernands for changes 

involving undesirable or uncertain iracles&. Acoording to interviewees, the 

c u b  of profèssionai elitism is particularly insulting to the Nuu-chah-nulth who 

have a strong tradition of information sharing. 

6. EkcIusion of îhe CRB h m  Plovinckl Policy Mdring 

The Board has 0 t h  had to struggle to remain "in the loop" of relevant provincial policy 

discussions. According to interviewees, this is a direct result of the government's 

"containment" straiegy for Clayoquot Sound; the Board was cut-off fiom the Vancouver 

Island regional planning process. This weakened the Board's ability to form policy 

alternatives that could address broader regionai issues and thus, gainhader support. The 

Board's isolation h m  regionai plamhg forums also limiteci recognition for its work and 

successes. Moreover, within govemment offices in Victoria, the Board is still seen as an 
. . admuustrative body by many minhtry personnel. Thus, it faces the traditionai 

bureaucratie problem of crossing over into a n o k  department's "huf'. 



The Board may also be exchided h m  provincial discussions for strategic reasons, or 

simply passeci over due to gmgraphic d i e .  

7. Lack of CI-r GuMmce fiom th CWmI Region Chia& 

The CRB process has given the Centrai Region Chiefs an unparaileled degree of power 

sharing with the provinciai govemment on Iaad and resource use. To guide ai1 

participants, the Nuu-chah-nuith have evoked their holistic approach to resource 

management expressed as, Hishuk ish 1s ' m i &  - "everything is one", promotmg mutuai 

respect for aü people and aii l i e  forms. This philosophicai emphasis bas helped to instaii 

cooperative values at the core of the B o d s  stcuchm and activities. For example, the 

Nuu-chah-nuhh have never used the double majority provision for CRB decisions, 

choosing instead to build consensus among ali CRB members. Mormver, during the 

Board's creation, Nuu-chah-ndth leaders pressured the govemment to ensure h t  the 

CRB's provincial represeatatives came from Clayoquot's non-aboriginal nsidentq 

instead of govemment bureaucrats or technical experts. Yet, according to interviewees, 

the CRB's collaborative process bas a h  cmted significant challenges fbr the Nuu-chab- 

nulth. The chiefs and their associated political structure, the Central Region Triis (CRT) 

must also dehe  how best to relate with the Board to ensure that the CRB's oprations 

and influence support their own ecommic and cultutal aspirations. The issues are 

complicated and in the early stages of development: hgram (1994) points out that two 

centuries of political diseohmchisement and neo-coloniaiism severely hindered B.C. 

First Nations h m  developing tky're own modern governing systems with policies 

relating to tesource management ad power skiring. The Provincial Govemment's 

ambiguity regarding the Board's core piirpose bas also complicated matters. Thus, the 

chiefs have not always been forthcoming with cIear policy directions for the Board. 



Beyond the initial vision for the CRB, thete bas been Little guidance to Board members to 

help mate a d e d  vision and common direction. in fact, it bas ken, in part, the 

evolution of the CRB that bas stimulated the CRT into workhg out aspects of its poiitical 

structure and policies. According to Fkst Nation interviews, both the negotiation and 

implementation of the IMA and IMEA have provided key opportdies for the five 

Central Region Tribes to evaiuate and organize theu individuai and collective political 

stnictures and processes. 

Contedous issues arise regarding the costs and benefits for each of the triïbes in 

cooperating in a regional structure rather than acting on their own behalf, Le. on resource 

management initiatives or in joint business ventures. For example, historically the 

govername system over land was self-containeci to a large degree. Land was held in 

chiefly kuigdoms, sometimes covering large amounts of territory. A chief had an 

obligation to ensure the weil being of his people by exercising his authority over the use 

and coaservation of tesources in his territory. For the present-day t n i s ,  they must find 

ways to bsilance the continuai desire for a de- of chiefiy autonomy with the need to 

forge strategicauy benefïcial coiiaborative relationships among kmselves and with other 

non-aboriginal parties. 

Tensions fiom drflerences in political culîure 

Tensions aiso mise when Board members try to balance organizatiod and dernomtic 

goals with values emphasizing respect for différences in political cuiturai. For example, 
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the chronic absence of a Fitst Nation's qmmtat ive h m  Board meetings constituted a 

sisnifiant probkm for the CRB. Technical training and informeci cornmunity but 

requires regular participation. Yet, this p r o b h  persisted for at least three years. h took a 

long-tenn change in the larger political conte* of the community involved to replace this 

member. Some interviewees also expressed concerns that the increasingly complex and 

growing information demands on Board members is overwhelming the ability of one of 

the First Nations elders to cope. Other tensions have arisen when the Board's open debate 

bas revealed internai ciifferences within and among First Nation's communities, e.g. in 

the area of h fish aquaculture. F i i  Nation interviewees indicated that this kind of 

exposure has been uncomfixtabie for some of them, since it challenges theu traditionai 

political cuhure of non-interfétence. Thete wete also concem that otbers may exploit 

signs of intenial disunity to the detriment of their comrnunities. Thse kimls of issues 

require tirne and appropriate medicttion to resolve, allowing for the emergence of a new 

joint political culture. 

The developntent of Nùu-chah-&th institutions 

The development of the Nuu-chah-nuhh's political and economic institutions is 

presenting another challenge to the Board's mode1 of community-based collaborative 

goveniance. Some non-aboriginal community rnembers think there is a wavering of 

cornmitment to the CRB process as the Centrai Region T r i s  develop other avenues for 

asserting the5 rights. Indeed, since the Board's cration, the Nuu-chah-nuith have taken 

major steps in incteasing their influence in local economic development initiatives 

thtough the treaty process and througfi the start-up of the Ma-Mook Development 

Corporation and Iisaak Forest Resources Ltd. These financing and business ventures have 

their origins in the economic development agreement that formed an important part of the 

JMA and IMEA. Recent ruüugs h m  Canadian native law cases have also strengtkned 

the Nuu-chah-nulth's hami to influence resource management decision-making in their 

traditional territories (Delgumuukw, 1998). Diiriag my interviews, some non-abri@ 

interviewees were c o u d  that the First Nation's would use their newly hund power 

and the ûeaty process to by-pass the CRB in meeting their political and economic 

objectives. 



My research also teveded that aobaboriginai communities fm the Board couid end up 

rnargiaaiized with Little power to inîluence resource mugement decisions, in this 

scenario, the Board would becorne inelevant, with Little influence on shaping the Sound's 

economic aml sucial friture. 

In a ment address to a multi-jwty forum in Tofino on creating sustainable forestry, Dr. 

M'Gonigle, the Eco-Research Chair in EnWonmental Law and Policy h m  the 

University of Victoria pointed out that the new chailenge for the Fkst Nations is '30 d e  

the transition h m  gaining power to distrihting power" in order tU ievitalize both native 

and non-native communities (CR& 1999f). Fim Nation's interviewees have sought to 

&y these concerns, statmg they are dedicated to the CRB pcess  and see it playing a 

centrai mie in how they de& tesource management in terms of their own ne& and 

perspectives. However, the perception of flagging Nuu-chah-nuttb cornmitment to the 

CRB process mates a major chaiienge to the Board's ç r e d i .  



1. Ctwta 8 Co/lsborsrh% Cufîum on ftis h r d  

From the Board's iaception, the CO-chairs and government supporten 'knew that m orcIer 

to gain a share of decisionmaking power with th Provincial G o v m n t ,  the B o d  had 

to forge a unified voice amring as disparate members. Despite a careful selection of 

people w b  appeared able and willing to work togetber, feelings stiil ran high coming 

imo the ntst CRB W. The most apparent tensions existed between sonre aboriginal 

and wn-aboriginal members, and between environmentalist and tbose supporthg 

industrial bgging. The co-chah moved swifily to creato a collaborative culture by 

empbying four decisive tactics: 

a) Create a breatbing spact: Earlier muhi-stakeholder processes in Clayoqwt 

Sound had Med due to a large extent on p r  pcess. Participants' 

perspectives quickly harde4 into plarized positions as they were forced to 

imrndiately deal with coatroversial logging permits before "ground niles" 

and long tenn goah had been established (Wilson, 1998). The CR8 co-cbaii 

sought to avoid this p i W .  They knew that antagonisms could be easily 

inflamed in the tense atmosphme of August 1994 when the CRB k t  met. 

Thus, the co-çhairs worked with key governent officials to obtain a generd 

agreement to hoid off h m  bringing specific decisions in 6ont of the Board. 

As a r d t ,  CRB members gaiiaed a short ùreathing space of a couple of 

nlonths during which they began hrmiag a collective vision of the Board's 

overarching role a d  they starteci training in conseasus decision-making. 

b) Foder tcrm building: Tbe w-chairs moved quickly to buid coopmtion and 

trust among CRI3 menibers. They organized educatiod sessions to increase 

understanding of and appreciation h r  the c o w m  decision-makiag process 

and First Nation's perspectives These early sessions were key to breakhg 

d o m  entrençhed patteras of isolation and misuraderstandiag between 

Clayoquot's abo@inal d non-aboriginal people. New understandings were 

hrged among ali members, as tnist, mutual respect, and tolerance g ~ w -  

Pumam (1993) bas refwed to these latter qualities as 'civic virtues', aud 
56 



underlineâ the importahce of fostering k m  to strengthen consensus-seeking 

democratic processes. Board members attested to their development of these 

Wtues: 

C) Esiablish a 'level pIayiog field": The Board was constituted to make 

decisions by majority vote. Although îhe double majority provision gave the 

First Nation's an important leverage with the Proviuce, the co-chairs saw the 

majority voting system as potentially aggravating old, divisive patteras: 

interests could be excluded h m  or ignored in îhd decisions. Thus, the co- 

chairs worked with CRI3 members and the Nuu-chah-nulth leadership to adopt 

consensus as the Board's decision-mrtkllig d e .  Even though this h m  of 

decision-making homured the Nuu-chah-nulth's own political traditions, there 

was initial cesistance fiom som F i  Nation's members. They were reiuctant 

to let go of their hard won voting privilege. However, the First Nation's co- 

chair provideci strong leadership by convincing Nuu-chah-nulth political 

leaders of the benefits to be gained h m  forging a uniteci voice at the 

community level t h u g h  a consemm process. Momver, the double majority 

provision would not be eriminated; it would remain as a measure of last r e m .  

d) Buiid a soiid track record: The cochairs' focused attention on meeting the 

30-day t h e  line for permit review set out in the Board's coastiMion (the 

IMA). In so do&, they helped Board members focus their energy on meeting 

a key performance indicator and gain conildence in working together. Indeed, 

despite capacity consttaints and CO- to accusations tbat it obstnicts 

review approvai, the Board has achieved a near perfèct record througimut its 

existence for mmpleting r e M  reviews within its rnandated 30day period 

(CR& 1999e). This, as admitted by govemment sta is significantiy faster 



than many govetnment agencies. Momver, of the 88 ref'iéttals to the Boaad, 

38 were approved outright (43%), 46 were approved with conditions (52%), 

ami only 2 w m  rejected (2%) (awther 2 were withdrawn by the applicant due 

to them beiig h m p k e ) .  Reviews that ended in conditionai approvd have 

occasionally been indecisive, requiring subsequent modifications and re- 

submissions. W e  some of these conditionai approvals needed 6 montbs to a 

year for completion, on average, the Board has taken two rnonths to 6naiize 

ongoing processes. 

Over the years, the B o d  has continued to build trust among its ~ m b e r s  and fbster 

leaming and reflectioa Tbis bas often resulted in members redefinmg their intetests. As 

one member observeci: 

This success in overcoming acrimonious relations among Board members has also been 

noticed by others: 



2. Rforldlze Abonigind riid 1101~.Abr@hW Communw Colkbonlion 

To bring a share of decisionmaking power to the community levei, the Board has 

prioritized creating and supporthg collaborative processes between the aboriginal a d  

non-aboriginal residents of the Clayoquot region. This strategy has enhanceci the CRB's 

legitimacy, inauence and effectiveness. 

From the start, the first co-chairs knew that joining First Nations' legal power and 

laiowledge with non-aboriginal experience and resomces could help local communities 

better pressure the goverment for desired changes. The Board's strategy was built on a 

foundation laid by the central region chiefs. The chiefs saw early on that Ckyoquot's 

non-aboriginal peoples bad more interests in comrnon with the Nuu-chah-nulth than with 

the Province. They also saw that each party had complementary strengths that, when 

joined in partnership, could propel them than ifthey acted alone or in cornpetition. 

Therefore, during the creation of the Board, the chiefi had advocated for the inchision of 

community members as provincial representatiws. As interviewees noted, this won the 

chiefs political capital in the eyes of the non-aboriginai communities. By fostering 

cooperative relations in a shared forum, intewiewees also claimed the Board bas 

provided a successfiil institutional alternative to the Technical and Regional Advisory 

Councils in the treaty proces. These councilq operating in other areas of B.C., have been 

criticized for k i r  inherently divisive struct-g of non-aboriginal-First Nations 

relations. interviewees believe that the Board has had greater success at resolving 

contentious resource-related issues ttilui ihese councils. 



3. ~ # ~ & l / 8 & n a o m  
Witb comnnuiity and Nuu-cWnuteh b d n g ,  tfse Board knew it d d  present itself to 

the governrnent as an effective ahernative plicy pmûm to the coprate star. The 

CRB also c k l y  understood tbat pressure exerted on government fiom a wmber of 

sources toward the same end would more effectively Uithrence policy, and thus, help the 

Board ovetcom m y  of its political obstacles. Both tadics win îhe CRB a greater 

de- of decisioamakiag pow io management processes, Thus, a c d  dnîtegy of 

the bard has been to builci community-based muhi-party coUaboraîions capable of 

generating joint soiutions to public policy dilemmas and the collective pressure required 

to seize the government's attention. These initiatives have also involved goverment 

agencies and corporations. As inteniewees obserwd, even in the fixe of govenunent 

opposition, solutions support& by the mjority of relevant parties are difncult for 

govemment to oVerri.de, 

Using multi-pwiy dialogues to build Iucd collaboration 

The Board bas chosen di-party diaiogues as a principal h m  fiir buildimg local 

coiiabrations. These dialogues bring formerly antagonistic parties togetkr in stnichued 

forums. Here they leam about each other's values and concerns ad seek ways to align 

theu intemis througb the mation of cornmin problem definitions, goals and objectives. 

Parties discover new ways to cooperate as they plan out action steps and malce mcltual 

adjustments. Joint leaming and problem solving are used to reduce or manage risks and 

to m a x h k  bene&, such as resource shariag d establishg information pmtocols. 

Krmepfél and Kisshg-Naf (1998) underline the fiindamental importance of social 

leamhg procesa among diverse stakehokiers to move them towards collaborative 



ou!comes. Pinkerton (1994) stresses the primary role of social learning among dflerent 

stakebolders to discover new ways of working together and in so doing, mvhg beyond 

the "prisoners' dilemma". Braithwaite (1999) emphasizes the central mie of 

"communities of dialoguey' to W e r  ad- public poiicy issues. Roling and 

Wagemakers (1998) refer to these processes as fostering a "learning community", and 

argue that establishing a "learning comrminity" is a key objective for long term tesource 

management. They point out t)iat. when stnictured appropriately, these dialogues give 

rise to the ideas, technologies and social organization ami efforts necessary for achieving 

sustainable tesource use. The ski& and social cohesion developed h u g h  such 

collaborative processes provide a community with the individual and group resources 

necessary to meet present and ttture environmentai challenges. 

Indeed, many informaats attested to the CRBys success in creating new, more stable 

relationships and mechanisms in the region for tackling sustainability issues and common 

property resource dilemmas (e.g. cofl~ervation of watershed ecosystems, development of 

aquaculture). Although these processes are relatively new in the region, interviewees 

pointai out that CRB-sponsored multi-party diaiogues have already broken down many 

stereotypes. Narmw, negative preconceptians of groups and individuals are king 

replaçed by greater interpersonal knowledge, common understandings and positive 

working experiences. Through these efforts, trust has been building slowly. Osttom 

(1998) has observed tbat reciprocity, positive reputations and trust are key quaiities 

necessary for resolving common property dilemmas. O'Toole (1997) has also observed 

that long lastiig coilaborations succeed by establishing a sense of mutual obligation 

arnong participauts to maintain ami stmgthen the process. The Board is achieving some 

success in this area: it is helping parties move hrward based on a growing sense of 

individual, organizational and community responsiùility for ident-g joint problems 

and achieving shared objectives. 



Using infirmation wrhhops 

A principal mechanism used by the CRB to implement its collaborative sûategy has been 

the idiotmafional workshop. Tbe Board has bsted numemus educationai forums that 

have brought togetber a broad cross-section of interests in the areas of aquacuhure, oyster 

and shellnsh harvesting, cedar salvaging and sustainable forestry. For example, the 

Board's recent muiti-party forum on sustainable forestry in Clayoquot Sound drew over 

120 individu& representing local and First Nations' communities and perspectives h m  

the provincial, national and iaternatlond level (Cm, 1999f). Participants twk the fkst 

steps in building a collective strategy for implementhg 'lustainable forestry that would be 

both innovative and pragmatic. Opporhmitiis, challenges, incentives, d e s  of participants 

and specific cecornmendations were identifiai, debateâ and presented. The Board is mw 

tasked with formulating an action plan baseci on this input. 

Supporting multi-par@ negotiations 

A second mechanism the Board bas begun to use is to support d i t  negotiations. It is 

acting as a mediator and catalyst in some cesource conflicts, e.g. 6nfish aquaculture. The 

CRB is helping business groups view an increased level of coopecation with 

environmentaikt and Fust Nations as a means for attainhg theV corporate interests. 

The Board bas taken a strong mediiition role in the area of salmon aquaculture. Board 

members are directly involveci in supporting negotiations among k h  h operators, 

First Nations and goverment. The CRB has provideci a mutually agreed upon facilitatm 

and administrative and organizatiod support to help amte and opemte a wocking group. 

The CRB is helping the government and parties scope out signincant problems, set 

directions and establish a structure to implement joint plans and technical initiatives such 

as research. As a CRI3 staff member observed: 



The B o d  bas received praise h m  aU parties for being instnimental m establishing a 

working pmtocol and clear mandate for this group. Moreover, the govenunent is fiirading 

research thtaugh this body, which gives it a degree of community approval w t  previously 

attained. The resemh can potentially help the government answer general questions for 

the rest of the Province. Thus, the Board's collaborative efforts are swing the 

govermnent and 0 t h  parties both time and mney in tenas of fesearch coordination, the 

sharing of physical assets, contlict prevention aad reduced communication costs 

Becoming a commmily i@iomation resource 

Building coiiaborations is fiindamentally based on information sharing. Thus, part of the 

Board's strategy bas been to develop its capacity to serve as a public memoty bank and 

information resource. The Board produces, stores and disseminates information and 

knowledge related to sustainable resource management in general and to specinc issues 

for Clayoquot Sound. T b  is shared among goveniment, the pubtic and the private sector 

in the form of mail-outs, open CRB files, an in-house library and a newly established 

website. 

4. S e m  as r PoIicy 8mkw 
The Board has used its maadated cights and scope of operations to occupy more than just 

a spot m the provincial review process: it has positioned itseif strategicaily at the centre 

of regiod networks dealing with resource govemance. O'Toole (1997) and Rhodes 

(1998) defme goveniance networks as diverse structms of interdependence involving 

multiple orgaaizations which debate, influence, make d o r  implernent public policy. 

Coordination and order in govemce networks are created and sustained primarily 

through relations of tnist, reciprocity and shared goals among participants. This is in 

contrast with the more ttaditiod hierarchical mode of govername, which imposes order 

through state authority exercised by dominant bureaucraties. It also departs h m  market 

modes, which use exchaage relations to coordinate actors (Rhodes, 1998). Fmm tbis 



c e d  network location, the Board oversees and inauences key policy intersections 

between Clayoquot Sound's communities on the one haad, and provincial, federal and 

giobal actors on the other. The Board exerts its i n f i m e  by shaping the kind of 

information exchanged among parties and who meets with whom. The CRB also keeps 

apprised of debates and decisions o c c ~  witbin goveniment. In this rnannrr, the Board 

couples probiem defhitions, ideas, solutions and poiiticai actors together at times when 

opportunities, or 'windows' for change occur. In this sense it acts as a policy bmker 

(Kingdon, 1984). The Board uses this rob to promote speciiic new policy outcornes that 

favour its collaborative agenda. The Board's active mie in supportmg the nomination of 

Clayoquot Sound as a UNESCO Biosptiere is a good example of its policy broker mie. 

The Board also bmkered a new policy for sheliîish aquaculture that ended the existing 

moratorium. By cbanging the goveniment's perception of th issue and building local 

support, the Board was able to overcoirre minisierial M n t a t i o n  and turf wars at the 

bureaucratie level. 

The CRB bas also recently led the crafting of joint policies with three govenunent 

agencies to exempt certain activities h m  the Board's review process. First, with the 

Ministry of Energy and Mines, a "minllaal impact" mineral exploration poiicy was 

elabomted. Criteria for community and ecological values determine a ''mhimai impact" 

standard and the conditions d e r  which exempt actMties could occur, e.g. protection of 

hydroripatian ateas, no road or trail constniction, adequate First Nation's consultation, 

right of &UR permit review, etc. (CRB, 19994). Second, the Board and the Minisûy of 

Forests have worked out an agreement to exempt salvage pennits h m  Board review. 

Finally, BC Parks and the CRI3 have a@ to a system whereby Parks wili send an 



muai summary of park use permits in the Clayoquot drainage to the Board, dm than 

have the Board review each permit application sqamtely. 

First hmd ùnowledge of plicy implementation 

The Board's d i i l i t y  as a policy b k e r  is enhanced by its first band knowledge at 

irnplementing policies. Discussions during CRB meetings d community workshops 

higbüght constraints that prevent mutual benefïts h m  emerging, e.g, fiagmented 

appmval processes, uncoordinated fiinding mechanisms, limited issue agebdas. Fteeman 

(1997) points out that the kind of dialogue collaborative goveniance fosters exposes legal 

or policy limits of an existing system and can indicate an appropriate scope for these 

dimensions that wiU support positive outwmes. By communicating such discoveries to 

Victoria, the Board's mode1 of collaborative govetnance constitutes a vaiuable resource 

of information for the Province. However, the Board stiü fiices considerable contiming 

opposition fiom resource agencies, principally the MOF, to its role as a poky broker. 

The Board's initiatives require a level of inter-agency cooperation ami policy intemion 

that challenges the MOF's traditional operating practices. 

5. üse A m m ~  to Iftîbnn8üon Rights 

Clause 11 of the IMEA, giving the Board access to " d c i e n t  Uiformation to d e  

informed decisions" constitutes one of the cornerstones of the Board's power and has 

enhanced its political sta tu  and inauence. 

In the early years of the Board, the right to hbrmation provided members with a critical 

lever to overcome weaknesses m local technical and procedurai kaowledge. By focusing 

on the operational details of petmits, members buiit an information base that challenged 



government and industry dominance of technical knowledge and, thus, decision-mrilring. 

This was particuiarly important fbr the Nuu-chah-nub 

Clause 11 continues to provide the hacd with an important lever fbr influeucing the 

review process. For example, the Board bas often faced considerable difficuities in 

adequately assessing applications within the 30-day timeline due to information shortages 

or poor government preseatations. Recently, however, the Board invoked Chuse 11 to 

justifL setting the terms for when the ciock would %art ticking". In a letter to key 

goverment agencies, the CRE notifies hem rhat "the Board will not commence the 30- 

day review period until it has suft?cient hhrmation to make recommendations* (CRB, 

1999~). The Board then goes on to define tbe information content and processes 

necessary to meet the members' needs. 

Additional advantages and a shortcornittg 

Even with the introduction of the Freedom of Information (FOI) Act in 1996, the Board's 

right to information access provides it with 0 t h  advantages. Clause I l  represents a 

goverment wmmitment to information sbating that faciütates communication with the 

Board through forma1 as weU as informal chlMeis. As well, the CRB receives and can 

respond to inhrmation at more strategkaily important times than possille usmg FOI 

requests, i.e. during govemment policy formation. However, as Flyvbjerg (1998) and 

Pinkerton & Weinstein (1995) point out, mtormation is an important source of 

management power; the Board's growing informaiion base and tesearch capacity 

challenges govemment agencies' work and policy ratiodes. Given the govemment is 



obüged to provide information requested by the Board, goverment resistance has taken a 

different form. Board requests for help in generating new information bave not been 

supported. For example, Board e&rts to start monitoring bgging activities on cut-blocks 

have been undermined. The govemment has fided to provide resources for the Board to 

carry tbis out directly, and it did not support the Board's efforts to persuade forest 

compaaies to carry out the monitoring. To date, Iittle of this activity has occmed, despite 

the Board's early and repeated requestq as weU as its offers of assistance to develop 

comprehensive research and monitoring plans (CRB, 1995a). Thus, access to information 

is not a sufncient strategy to guarantee the Board the information it requires. 

6. Sbrfsgic1iIly Rqmdîbn î b  kanl  in ü?e RdbmI 

The govemment initially tried to relegate the role of the CRB to tbat of a 'tubber stamp" 

by putting the Board at the end of the r e f èd  process. In this position, the Board hund it 

dficult to exert its inthence: it ended up prolonging reviews even fiirther in the final 

stages when time and cost pressures were already running high for the appücant. In 

respome, the Board repositioned itself in the r e f d  process. According to interviewees, 

s h o d y  d e r  the Board began operating it informed the govemment - principdy the MOF 

- that it was to be engaged at different points early in the r e f d  process. This was to 

ensure thai issues of concem to the Board could be raised and tespondeci to in a timely 

manner. This sûategy set the Board apart h m  other provincial-community resource 

management initiatives, e.g. community resource boards. By inserthg itself in the initial 

assessrnent stages for proposais, the CRB has been able to more effectively influence 

outçotnes. 

However, in some cases, the Board's Uiauence at the rekmal stage may be limited. 

The CRB may not be able to incorporate changes to an application it receives whose 

t e m  bave alreaây been set in a previous process nin by a govetnment agency. For 

example, when B. C. Assets and Lauds Co. @CAL) conducts a bid and offers the winner 

a tenwe (e.g. for tish bris or r e d o n a l  development), it is based on criteria BCAI, 

bas elaborated. These criteria may not reflect the Board's perspective or encompass 

important community values. 



7. ' . I k l rüwBOi I iP I#a ihgukBp iy8odymùihsSc isn tH l~  

RmcomnmMiom as a Higfiw LeW hm&yiVan 
The Board is atîernpthg to gaui the status of a regulatory body to l e m  and 

strengthien its a b i  to Muence murce use. Reguiatory stam would officidly 

recognize the Board's reférral process as a kgd review tùnction over tbe issuance of 

licenses, petmits, etc. d create an officia1 appeal mechanism. Since Board decisions 

would becorne enforceable by law, k y  wodà hold more weight and iikeiy be more 

d y  impiementeci. Regulatocy status would also provide tk CRB with greater iaput at 

the strrrtegiç kvel of govemment poîicy and bill making and on regulations devebped 

under certain Acts, For example, the Board couid jointly dehe criteria and standards for 

cesource uses with mi&q stafE In so doing, the Board could ensure such processes are 

inclusive of comunity values and build a body of M y  appropriate policies. The 

Board has requested that the Rovince and the Ceatral Region Chiefi h M e  reguiatory 

status for the Board as a key issue during the IMEA re-negotiations. The Board states that 

it requires this staius to fiilfill its mle as a bridge to a treaty settiement and iùture 

goverme structure (Cm, 1998~). 

The declaration of the Science Panel Recommeadations (SPRs) as p~ut of a higher kvel 

forestry plan for the Clayoquot Region would support the Board's mve to regulatory 

status. As part of a higher level plan, tk SPRs would gain legal staais, establishing them 

as the official operating standards. Since tk Board is mandafeâ to implement tbese, by 

association, the Board wouià have a degree of cepdatory authority. This would help it 

overcome govemment resistançe to power s h b g  and provide it with the "teethn 

sometimes n e c w q  to bring parties to the negotiation table to &hion collaborative 

soiutions (Braithwaite, 11999; Freeman, 1W). 

8. &/kt Support h m  th+ C d m I  R a g h  Chislk 

Ehiisting the support of the chiefi to bring pressure to bear on the Province has been an 

eff'léctive strategy for the Bo& As a Priacipl to the IMEA and with the power to 

coavene the Resource Council, t k y  hold a key position of inauence. The B o d  has 



asked foi. the chiefk' support to help convMce the Province of the metits of new tesource 

policy proposals or operational modifcations for the Board. For example, the chiefi' 

support was crucial in establishiag a new direction tbr sheufish aquaculture poiicy. 



BüILDING ORGANIZATIONAL AND TECHNICAL CAPACITY 

OBSTACLES 

1. Lack of CR6 Otp th . tknd  rnd Technkai Cap8cRy 

Many of the CRB's weaknesses stem h m  its lack of organizational and technicai 

capacity. Both the M A  and iMEA k k e d  detail on how the CRB was to carry out its 

specific responsibüities. The goverment d hereditary chiefs (the Principals) were also 

vague as to their expectabns of the Board's performance. Thus, accordhg to 

interviewees, the allocation of resources to mate Board capacity was guided mostly by 

financial and politicai c011cecns, ratbu tban by an organizationai needs assessrnent and 

clear performance objectives. This pmbiem continued over the years as the Board's 

operations expaaded to meet growing local aeeds as part of its broad mandate. This bas 

created a deficit in CR3 organizational ad technical capacity. 

Lack of strategic planning 

Shortfitils in organizational capity bave also prevented the Board fiom shiftiig its 

attention to a higher level of strategic planning b m  which to forge cornmon actions. 

Fmm early on, members were W y  aware that comprehensive, long range planning was 

required to promte economic development and conserve public resources. Yet, during 

its 6R1 four y-, members were inundatecl with a co&mt stream of refends that 

demanded thek tirne (CRB, 199%). in the four-year period h m  1995 to 1998, the Board 

reviewed and debated 88 rekah. 51% were foresûy-related, 16% pertainùig to hfkh 

aquaculture and 16% h m  BC Lamls hr foresbore uses. This demanded significant time 

and energy h m  its members to learn the associateci technicai and management issues. 



Moreovet, the majority of this learning occurred in the absence of inlhouse technid staff 

and ofien, poor ooopetation h m  the govecnment a d  private sector. 

Furîhermore, the information demands fbr the k h i  of ecosystem analysis the Board 

conducts is huge and expensive, stretching the Board's Limited resoutces. T i i  

constraints create tÙrtber pressure on Board staff and members. Board members point out 

that more preliminary work by staff would help them reach decisions m a timely manner. 

However, interviews with the three CRB staffreveal that they are already hard pressed to 

meet the n m y  idormationai aiad organizationai demands required of them. Resource 

constrallits will become even more severe as the Board tries to expand its activities and 

information networks in response to its shift to hader  straîegic planning iuid operations. 

Lack of monitoring 

The Board's lack of citpacity also means it cannot pmperiy caq out the monitoring of 

the impacts of its decisions. This bas made it virtuaüy impossible for the Board to 

evaiuate its success in meeting many of its objectives such as assessing cornpliance with 

the Science Panel Recommendations, restoring and enhancing levels of iïsh and ddlife, 

protecting stocks and reducing First Nation's unempioyment. Faceâ with important 

information gaps, Board members reprted they are more inciined to adopt a 

precautionary appmach to permit approvais. In so doing, they can d u c e  the risk of 



uadetected ad- e k t s  or irreversibk negative changes. This reflects the 

"precautioaary principle" recommended by the Science Panel in the face of knowledge 

gaps (Science Panel, report 5, 1995). But, wibut  government support to Urrease its 

monitoring capaciîy and thus, k l p  close infiinnation gaps, the Board bas b m e  

dependent instead on up hn t  detiiiled technical reviews to redwe risks aad exert some 

oversight contrul. 

Communicc~tion gaps: Low awareness of scope of CRB operations 

Capacity shottfaUs have also prevented the Board h m  creating awareness in govefnment 

of the broad scope and demanding nature of its a m i e s .  This bas hcmed a h i e r  in 

mobiliPng adequate political and resource suppoit. Eased on my interviews and 

government correspondence with the Board, tbere appears to be misperceptions or an 

underestimation of the range and complexity of CRB operations. This is kd, in part, on 

a geographical and c u h d  gap between regions and political environrnents. The size of 

the gap became readiiy apparent to the present provincial CO-chai when he fist taok on 

his new role. As he spent time in Clayoquot S o d  wo* with the Board, be quickiy 

came to appreciate the ermrmity of its mandate. He was impresd with tbe diwtsity and 

cornplexity of issues the Board was managing, and tealized few governant staff or 

politicians in Victoria SM the same awareness. Meed, a review of the CRB meeting 

agendas and minutes reveal that it has dealt wiîh at lerist 33 Werent issue areas 

pertaioing tu resource govet138~lce. W e  forestry has, indeed, been a primary focus for 

the Board, h r e  have been many other tesaurce sectors a d  policy areas d e d g  

memWs attention. These have kiuded aquac-, foreshore tenures, padcs p h h g ,  

mining, &ries, watersbed restoratioo, community economic development, wmmuaity 

and First Nation's liaison, gownuwnt, industry and union liaison, UNESCO Biosphere, 

and CRI3 organi7ati<inai devebpment, An analysis of the Board's meeting agendas and 



foiiow-up action items h m  August 1994 to June 1999 reveals a strong diversification of 

the Board's operations shce its incepth Whüe forestry issues have consistently 

occupied a little over a quarter (26.8%) ofthe W ' s  tirne on a yearly basis, aquaculture 

issues have realized the greatest increase in itnportance, h m  4% to 11.8%. EmpIoyment 

issues and community economic development experienced the second largest iiacrease, 

fiom 2.5 to 7.5%. Special initiatives îike the UN Biosphere and the implementation of 

new policies, e.g. the Cmwn Lands Backcountry Recreational Policy have also 

commanded signifiant member attention in particular years. CRB organizational 

development issues have occupied an muai average of approximately 1û% of agendas. 

Communication gaps: Weak connections beîween CRB members and their communities 

A shorüàil in CRB organhtional capacity bas meant that members are forced to spend a 

great deal of time immersed in technical work that draws them away fiom their 

communities. Due to their position, skills or motivation, CRB members are also engaged 

in other community processes. Thus, with ody a limited amount of time and energy for 

Board-related work, rnembers hqueritly choose to prepare themselves for CE3 

meetings, rather than engage in conversations with community members. As m e m h  

work more and more outside of or discolll~~ted h m  their comrnunities, the perception 

that they are not serving community interests is reinforceci. 

Weak local community organizational and teclmical capacity has directly affècted the 

Board's productivity in thtee ways, F i  as detaiied earlier, signincant time has been 



requircd ht Board nvembers to h o m e  educated in technical and policy areas. Second, 

attendance of First Nations* membets at Board meetings bas, at timeq been weak. Third, 

the comrmuiities* abüity to provide the Board with comprehensive but tras been 

lsacicing. The strain on îocai institutions and individuah is especially evident m the Fitst 

Nation's cornmuaities. Local abrigid orgaaizational capacity is ofta  overwhelmed by 

demands h m  the many policy and piamhg processes occurring in the Sound. Skilied 

F k t  Nations* membeff are stiii îèw, and çompeting &mm& have aftected their ability 

to mnsistemtly participate in CRB meetings or watersfred planning. Increasing judicial 

pressure on tbe govenunent to crins& wiîh First Nation's on tesource-related issues bas 

also added to the demand on Nuu-cùah-nulth human and organizational resources. This 

has, at times created an obstacle hr the CRB in ensuring that meanin@ First Nation 

consultation takes place with govetnment d business interestS. 

3. ~u~ in îWWIbhIng lnibnnrtlon O m :  C8p8citybue8 

As mentioned eariier under power sharing issues, high quality decision-making in a co- 

oprative setting relies on agreements stipulating b w  information wiii be coiiected, 

processeci aad SM. Tbese "information orders" create a coordination of effort îhat is 

fiuidamend br realizing cost-effective research and s o d  information management. 

However, pwticipts negotiating and maintainhg an Wonnation order require a base of 

knowIedge and expertise h m  which to engage m effeçtive discussions. Existing 

organizationai and tecbnical capacities among participants are quickiy stretched to k i r  

îimits when new scientific pIuadigms are intmduced or previously marginaiized 

communities are involved. The Board lm k e d  both issues in trying to mate more 

inclusive and comprehensive information orders. The foiiowing details the challenges 

facing the Board: 

a) Implementing a New Paradigm in ksource Management. Kaowledge to guide 

msystem-based management and the building of sustainable communities is oniy 

begllining to evolve, The Board's task is, tbus, enormous. CRB members stniggle 

with determining the quantity and quality of idionnation they need to d e  infocmed 

decisbns, e.g. hr approving cut-block petmitg or in c o n t r i i  to vmtedd 



pianning. Case studies h m  o k  jirrisdictions codîm tbat a large gap exisCs 

between the operational needs of ecosystem-based management md the knowledge 

required to meet those needs (Berry et al., 1998). 

b) Integrrtiag Different Systems of Kaowieàge. Blending western scieniinc 

loiowledge with local aboriginal and non-aboriginal knowleàge of emsystems is a 

process still in its i n f i y .  In Clayoqwt Sound, this process is cenirai to the CRB's 

mandate. It adds an additional layer of complexity to creating an inclusive, 

acceptable, and easily understandable information order for aii parties. 

c) Inauîiicient Local Technical Capacity. A higher degree of cornmunity 

understanding of and involvement in technid issues is required for the CRB to build 

collaborative information protocols. This capacity requires time and resources to 

build. Aboriginal groups and local govemments in Clayoquot Souhd are bard pressed 

to CO-t the necessary human and material resources. 

d) Insuliicieat Technical Capacity. According to interviewees, the hfbrmation 

d e d s  of a more comprehensive paradigm for forestry planning bas overtoaded the 

technicai capacity of government and the private consulting sector. The provision of 

sdlicient inventory information in GIS form to watershed planning groups has been 

very slow. Only in the last year have these p u p s  been able to negotiate a cornmon 

interpretation of the initiai data This delay was not foreseen by the parties involved 

and has hindered the production of watershed plans. 

4 ReMance on Provincial Gowmment Funding 

The ovemhelmmg majority of interviewees a& tbat reliance on govemment W i g  

is a major challenge for the Board. Even though many people believed the govemment 

shouid shifi more support to this emerging form of governance in recognition of the 



benefits for both central government and local comrnunities, economic downturns and 

changing political agendas would stili leave the Board 6nanciaily vuinerable. For 

example, a dramatic slow down in t i m k  memies has contributecl to a g d  

atmosphm of 6scai testraint in the Provincial Goverment. This exacerbates concerns 

over f M k r  &mg in the Sound for forestry planning and for the CRB process in 

general. Govemment interviewees were quick to point out that signiticant amounts of 

money have aiready b e n  spent to date without generating economic activity in the 

forestry sector. They argued tbat 48 millton dollars had been invested in Clayoquot 

Sound since 1994, witfiout reversing the major reductions in harvesting that have 

occurred during the same time perhd. Indeed, logging activities have phuiged 

dramatidy. From a p l 9 9 3  cut level of 9O0,OOO cubic meters/year, each year bas seen 

major reductions in harvesting, with mine o c c ~ g  in 1998 and '99. However, my 

interviews revealed signincant conîusion regardhg how money bas been invested in 

Clayoquot Sound and, therefore, what kiuti of accountabiiity is appropriate. 

Funding allocations in Clayoquot Sound 

Based on figures for pmgram and activity W m g  related to resource management, fiscal 

year's 1994195 - 97/98, a total of approximately 46 million dollars was spent in 

Clayoquot Sound (Table 1). ihwever, the CRB's opetating expenses during the same 

time period were 1.9 miUion, consurning only 4.2% of the total. The overwhelming 

majority of the money spent was by the ProMncial Government's Forest Renewal B.C. 

(FRBC) programs, approximately 38 million dollars, or 82.W of the total. 



Table 1: Pmviicial Fmidmg Albcrtioiir in Chyoqaat Soand, 1994-98, rebted to the 
M A ,  IMEA and Rcsoorce Muagemeat 

1 CRB operations 1 451,000 ( 473,000 ( 500,WO ( 500,000 ( 1,924,000 1 

*Estimated figures 
Source: Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks and Aboriginal Anairs. 

Economic 
Deveiopment 

FRBC Activities 

MOF/Planning 
Cornmittee 
MELP/Biosphere 

Figures for allocations during the l a .  two budget years, 1998199 ad 1999-2000 were 

available for CRI3 and FRBC operations (Table 2). Thus, total spending by FRBC in 

2,000,000 

803,077 

Clayoquot Sound over the last six years (94195 - 99/2000) is approximately 51 million. 

During the same t h e  period, the govenunent has spent approximately 3 million on 

2,500,000 

7,359,890 

operating the CRB, or approximately 6 % of the FRBC total. 

Tabk 2: Eatimated Provincial Frnding Alloertionr to CRB Operations and FRBC 
Activities, 1998-2000 and 6 year totals 

12,278,241 

Source: Minisûy of Environment, Lands and Park aad Aboriginal Affairs 
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17,558,792* 

275,000 

10,000 

4,500,000 

38,000,000* 

275,000 

10,000 



Combining Tables 1 a d  2, the total investment in Clayoquot Sound for six years (1994- 

2000) is appmximately 60 million dollars (45.9 million for all categories h m  '!W198 

plus 13.9 million for FRBC and CRB operations h m  '98-2000). FRBC activities 

consumeci 85% of the 60 million dollar investment, the CRB 4.85% and the renraining 

categories 10.15%. Given these figures, it is not clear wbat kind of accouutabii the 

govemment seeks and h m  whom. Clearly, the government would be hard pressed to 

hold the CRB accountable for over 85% of the money invested in Clayoquot Sound that 

was never under the Board's control. 

Table 3 dispiays allocations of FRBC fÙnds by program area. The largest recipient was 

watershed restoration activities at 36.7%. 

Table 3: Estimated FRBC Expeasea in Chyoquot Sound by Program A m ,  
19942000 

Watershed 
Restoraîion 

Commwiity 
Futures 

Source: Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks and Aboriginal Afliirs. 

13,800,000 

Recreat ion 

Research 

Othsr 

Based on the above uiformation, the goveniment needs to articuiate clear criteria for 

evaiuating a %tuaiyy on its investment in Clayoquot Sound. Fmm my interviews, an 
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800,000 

3,400,000 

500,000 

200,000 

400,000 

- 

1,500,000 

- 
- 
- 

18 ,700 ,~  

- 800,000 

- 
-- 
- 

500,000 

200,000 

400,000 



essumption s m s  to exist tbat tbe standard is w h e k  or w t  bgging vohunes and 

stumpage revenues bave imead  in the shoa nm. Yet, achieving these goals does not 

match well with how the govemment has b a t e d  its money, Fot example, much of the 

investment m Chyocyot Sound has gone to w a t d  testoraiion and inventory work, 

which requk time to show results as x n e d  by incceased timber h e s t s .  As weU, at 

least 20% of the govemment's investment in the Sound has gone b activities that were 

not ditectly aimed at raising log- rates, e.g. community lùhires, recreation, and 

workforce. Thus, the goveniment's investment strategy in Clayoquot Sound is aot clear. 

Furthemore, the government has not studied tbe effectiveness of programs it has iùnded 

as an opportunity to rnake improvements, e.g. resource inventories, watetshed restoratmn 

or the waîersbed planning process. 

The Board's challenge 

To date, the govemment's emphis has been placed on the total money spent in 

Clayoquot Sourad. This is, in part, a result of considerable public pressure for m e r  

govertment fiscal accountability, especially given tfie foregone revenues to the 

government ad fore- companies during tight fiscal times. According to one 

govenunent interviewee, the mjority of Cabinet members have grown hreasingly 

reluctant to support the Board at current hancial levels. This is due to some degree to 

changes in Cabinet ministers, which have brought new fàces without an historical 

perspective on Clayoquot Sound and the CRB. For example, there is likely iittie 

awareaess amongst cabmet members that 95% of the total money spent in Clayoquot 

Sound went to progranis outside of CRB conml As weli, new ministers are probably 

~ a w a r e  of the costly policy options that & c d  the government had the CRB process not 

been initiatecl. A fd cost accouatmg of policy aiternatives would include the costs of 

resolving former conflicts, involving mass arrests and court cases. Thus, the absence of a 

comparative policy cost cakulation, Cabinet changes and the continued emphasis on the 

total money hested in Clayoquot Sound have strengthened the hand of the Board's 

opponents within government who wish to cut the CRB's budget to d u c e  its capacity, 

and tfius, power. 



C EdabliM OuWines to SîmmIim Board MmIs 
To cope with its capacity l i i o n s  and improve its effectiveness, the Board has been 

creathg guidelines to streamline its r e f d  process. The guidelines are elaborated as 

working protocols and information orders to improve coordination and cooperation 

among the relevant parties. Guidelines are king estabiished in three areas: 

a) Devebp Guidelines for Proposrl Sobmissions: 

The Board bas recently developed a checklist for govenumû r e f d  agencies 

notifjing them of the Board's information needs and process requirements to 

formally review referrais (CRB; 1%). The checklist lays out the steps that 

must be taken before making submissions to the Board. It also focuses on 

creating an information order for assessing the submissions: what information 

is requîred by the Board (e.g. materialq documents, supporthg research), bow 

the Board wants this iaformation presented, and what additional information 

would help the Board to expedite decision-making. The development of these 

guidelines is a strong initiative to share responsibility for improving reviews. 

By making expectations explicit, the Board seeks to create predictabüity, 

entiance effectiveness, and thus generate greater confidence in the process. 

b) Deveîop Guidelines for Permit Exclusion from the CRB Process: 

The Board is seeking ways to simplify the r e f d  process by setting minimum 

standards for its reviews. Activities that fàii below a critical impact level will be 

exempt h m  Board review, aithough the CRB wiii continue with its oversight 

responsibüities. The Board bas completed 'hiinimal impact" agreements with 

three ministries: the Minisûy of Energy and Mines for exploration activities, 

the Ministry of Forests for salvage operatioas, and B.C. Parks for park use 

permits. This new collaboraiive initiative is now king implemented. 

c) Deveîop Guidelines Éor Implementing the Science Panel Rccommenâations: 

The Board's technical staff is developing an implementation guide to chrify 

interpretations of the Scientific Panel Recommemlations. This is essentiai for 
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speeding up permit reviews and for aligning c u m t  forest practices and 

planning operations. 

2. üîiIize *e Sbibngars of- C M  Cwlrrlm and M 
The CRB has effectively used the petsonal strengths, positions and status of its CO-chairs 

and skills of its staff to meet various limitations in its capacity at diierent times in its 

evoiution. For example, as many interviewees pointed out, when the Board required 

consensus building expertise in its early years, it could count on its initial CO-chairs who 

were highly skiiied in conflict prevention and coalition formation. 

Subsequent CO-chai have offered a strong task orientation and multi-party mediation 

skills. The present provincial co-chair was also instrumental in catdyzing a sîrategic 

planning process for the Board during the spring of 1998. Over tirne, each of the Board's 

cochairs has played a criticai role in maintaiaing communications with senior provincial 

officiais and keeping the CRB "on the provincial radar". 

The CRB has also dram upon the skills, laiowledge and dedication of its staff to cope 

with its signincant capacity consttaints. The Board's director, secretary and research 

coordinator have ail contriied considerable p e q g  and overtime to ensure Board 

operations and Board-supported community processes receive the techicai, 

administrative and financial support required. 





imporîant strategy in ovemming some capacity issues and has increased the 

effectiveness and efficiency of its meetings and activities. 

5. Focus on Winning Co&bodom 

By taking a direct role in developing promishg initiatives and getting community 

backing, the Board bas focused m c h  of its limiteci resourçes into areas with potentiai for 

short-term suçcess. This bas gained the Board p a t e r  overall credibüity and tàith in its 

capacity with the Provincial Goverment and other key parties. For example, the CRI3 

has ken  instrumental in supporthg the nomination process to have Clayoquot Sound 

declared a UNESCO Biospk Reserve. Board members have wotked extensively under 

the leadership of a local consultant to secure community and political support. 

The Board's key role in developing the local shelltlsh industry is another win-win 

collaboration, Involvement with ùeneticial coiiaborations gives the CR8 valuable 

knowledge and experience to improve dations in other more difficult policy areas. 



0Bst~:LEs 

1. Adve~slCuIYum 

Tbe CRB was bom in the tumuituous Clayoquot environment of 1993-4. Its meetings 

during those initial years ofien reflected the larger societal tensions and anxieties 

generated by the ongoing con£lict and rapid change. Board members were k e d  with 

confionting k i r  own entrenched perceptions and rigid beliefs, as wel as those of their 

communities. A legacy of mistrust had poisoned communications. OToole (1997) bas 

observed that the early stages of cooperaîive efforts involving parties without a history of 

routine interaction is often plagued with complexity and uncertainty. These tensions 

undermine attempts at constnicting positive communications and forward movement. The 

CRB, however, had to deal with an even worse scenario: mutine interactions among 

participants had been occurring but they had been characterized by intense antagonism. 

Overcoming poor communications was a major challenge during the Board's early years. 

Changing community, business and govemment perceptions through improved 

communication continues to be a major obstacle for the hard. 



2, ~ ~ f C o n f k r u i t y k , C R B ~ u t d O o v b m m s n t P s r s o n n s l  

h y  interviewees remarked thet the Board's progress had ben  h i n d d  by dhpîions 

to commmkathn links caused by changes in its membersbip, govemumt agency 

personnel and political leaders. For example, changing the Board's composition during 

the tint t h  years required time to reconsûuct positive p u p  wmmunicatioas. 

Further chmges in subsequent years of the W ' s  First Nation's membership and the 

departure of Nelson Keitlah, the First Nation's CRI3 co-chair, created additional 

chaiienges to maintainimg stmng communications within and outside of the CRB. 

Armstrong and Lenihan's (1999) research on Canadian govenunent collaborations 

emphasizes th importance of continuity in the composition of key participants to avoid 

communication disniptions. Such disniptions create know1edge gaps and changing 

personnel can lower trust Ievels among participants. The ensuing time delays in re- 

building or solidifying a collaborative culture consume extra nsources. W e  the 

introduction of a person whh solid cooperaîive values cm serve to strengthen the 

coilaborative venture, adjustments for al c o n c d  and the building of positive group 

dynamics require tirne. 

Changes in goveniment personnel 

Th CRB bas also been hampecd by cbanges m goveniment staff and politicians. The 

associateci switches in communication and management styles, policy priorities and 

systems of operation have hmdered the Board h m  developiog and capkaking on the 

knowledge, recipmcity, trust, and efficient working ptocols that charactecize strong 

communication Mages and successful long tem relationships. For example, changes in 
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goverment personnel in Victoria have made it difiïcuit for the Board's Secretariat to 

d i l y  strearnline its Administrative and financial fhctions. 

The movement of senior officiais and politicians bas, at times, severed a historkal 

knowledge of the Board, making the communication of the M d ' s  perspective difncult. 

One interviewee pointed out that due to changes in the membetship of the Provincial 

Cabinet since the signing of the Interirn Measutes Agreement in 1994, IittIe histotical 

understanding of the CRB exists. This weakens on-going support for îhe Board, 

especially in the crucial area of f'unding. 

3. Communication G a p  Among a d  W i n  PliovhrckI Ministries 

The Board's integrated approach to resource management requires mbust 

communications among relevant parties to enable policy integration a d  jurisdictional 

cooperation. This, for example, wouid fàcilitate cumulative impact assessments across 

large landscape units. It would also allow the Board to a h s s  a wide expanse of 

community goals in managmg Iocal murces. However, this kind of communication, 

integnition and cooperation is weak among the provincial ministries, as weli as within 

each ministry at the depaamental leveL 



For example, in the aripa of a~u8culîure~ separate licensing p d u r e s  existed for 

foreshore leasing ad for fish prochdion. If the Board wished to inauence one aspect, 

e.g. fish production, it cannot do so during th teview of a foreshore tenute, despite their 

highly interrelated nature. Thus, the sequencing of permit approval, not conm1unity 

concems, shaped cesource management decisions. Inte~ewees also point out that CRB 

recommendations encounter bureaucratie cesistance when they are perceived to exceed 

the agency's own legislateci niandate or the CRB's. This perception is ofien based on 

compartmntaüzed and coaservative interpretations of the mandates. Berry et al. (1998), 

ToUefson & Wipond (tB8) and Y a f k  (1997) have pointed out how collaborative 

initiatives often clash with traditional agency structures that bave fragmented 

management responsibilities. 

The Clayoquot Sound Deputy Commiîtee 

in response to the Clayoquot mode1 of cooperative management, the government bas 

made efforts to build inter-ministd cooperation. A Clayoquot Souad Deputy 

Cornmittee was formeci, coasisting of Deputy Ministem h m  four key ministries: Forests, 

Environment, Aboriginal AlTiairs d Small Business and Tourism. Recently, the 

Mistry of Fisheries was included. This g r o g  would meet iatemally three to four times 

a year and participate in the same nwnber of meetings with the CRB. However, the 

Deputies' Cornmittee has met only once in the pst eighteen months with the CRB. 

Interest on the part of the govemment wms to have waned substantialiy due to shiiling 

priorities and the relative quiet in Clayoquot Sound. interviewees were concerneci that 

gains in inter-ministerial cooperation with the CRB at the conmitative ievel may be lost. 

Interviews with ministry staff and CRB members also indicated tbat good 

communication, coopexation and coordination is stiü lacking at the program level and 

requires senior official attention. 

4 Communicaion Gap ûaïwaen CRB Mwnbem and CRB Colchsits 

The CRB's CO-chairs play a centrai role in determinmg the Board's performance. They 

are instrumental in building and enhancmg a working atmosphere of trust, meaningfiil 



ad balanced piirticipation, critical hquiry and wiiaborative pmbkm solving. Momver, 

they camy out vital mrk as liaisons and mediators with First Nation's goveraarents and 

the Provincial Goverment. Their ~e~ and communication styles are key to 

imptoving the Board's intemal and external operatiom. 1- a h  pointed out tbat 

the c01cbairs must boiloutce k i r  &cilitaiive and leadership roles between tbem in order to 

maintain both the p r c q h n  and reality of qua i  provincial, oommuaity, and First 

Nation's iduence in the CRB pcocess. Consequently, an inabilii of members to openly 

discuss and resolve perçeived problems with co-chair performance hrms a barrier to 

developing higher levels of trust and stronger community-based collaboratious. For 

example, two CRJ3 members mentioned occasiod diflïculties with the present co-chaits' 

style. They feh some discussions had been brought to a ptemature end, producing t o d  
decisions and a Calse consensus. However, the CRI3 CO-chairs wme not aware that thse 

concems &d, thw tiighlighting a communication gap. 

1, S a m  m an InfmprisbOr tO Impmve Comsnunicaion a d  CmpcHlitlon 

rimong Parties 
Many of the challenges the CRB fiices to building greater cooption amng parties 

stem h m  th& misinterpretations and misunderstandings of each other. Thus, a key 

strategy for the CRB bas been to play the roIe of interprefor to itnprove communications 

amng groups. This bas ken espeçially vital when parties externai to Clayoquot Sound 

bave tried to work with h s e  within the region and vice versa Acting on its mandate to 

enhance cwperation, the W has strategically positioned itself at the centre of the 

region's govemance network concerned with natilral resourçes. Fmm here, the Board 

oversees key meeting points aml guides communications between parties internai and 

external to the region. The Board heips each "side" interpret and understand the other's 

point of view ami concem. Scott (1998) refèrs to this mk as a %cal ttackern. He points 

out the m'ricai importance of t6is mie for assisting governments to mve "intu and 

b u g h  the seemingly impenetrable ihicket of thorny Id issues". In th .  fàshion, the 

CRB has bel@ the goveniment and a b  exteraal interests "reaâ" the local culturai and 

poLiticai Iandscape. The C R W s  Paspective bas aiiowed them to better gauge the level of 



comrnuniry support for an idea or to plan for local involvement more effectively. The 

CRB also translates tecimical data and advice received h m  goverment and industry so 

it serves community needs. This bas teduced criticism of government and indwtry for 

imposing "outside expert advice" directly onto wmmunity issues. 

Interpreting for Clayoquot cornmunilies 

From the Clayoquot resideats' position, the Board helps them map out the bureaucratic 

labyrinth of government and ûansiate govemment reguiatory regimes. For example, tûe 

Board has recently recormnended government r e f d  agencies submit k i r  proposals for 

Board and public review in a way that flicilitates general understanding. The Board has 

asked for non-technid synopseq deîinitions of key terms and acronyms and bief 

expianations of legislative contexts and regulations (CD, 1999~). The CRB also helps 

local communities translate the cornplexity and diversity of their interests into a form that 
. . is simpler for government allministtatnrs and sufficiently iu line with larger provincial 

interests to eusure senior level consideration Moreover, in the context of the historical 

isolation of First Nation's people and the confüct amng parties in Clayoquot Sound, 

duTing the early years of its existence, the Board also acted as an interna1 interptetor to 

increase understanding amongst Clayoquot's own communities. 

Interpreting for the Centra! Region Chiefs 

On intemal CRB mattm, the Board bas interpreted and communicated its mernbers' 

concems to the Central Region Chiefs regarding the need for a clear purpose and for 

clarity on mernbers' responsibilities. Through these dialogues, both @es have been 

better able to understand each 0 t h .  Improved communications have resolved occasional 

diflïculties with First Nation attendance or participation at CRB meetings and in activities 

Like watetshed planning. 



Shaping a coIIaborative view,point 

To fiirther irnprove commuaication ad cootdination, the Board has used its d e  as 

interpretor to help sbape the refetence points of individuais and organizations to pmmite 

collaborative approaches. Ahhough the Board cannot ulthateiy determine how 

individuais will view a situation, it bas r e - h e d  problems and perceptions to hvour 

joint initiatives to problem solvhg. The Board also uses its centrai position in the 

region's governance network to promote, establish and maintain connections and 

diaiogues. 

2. Cfwte A- to Key Senior OtRciaIs and b u  In!maî SuppoHîm 

As the Background section of this report indicated, the Board's key contacts within tbe 

provincial goverment are senior bureaucrats (Le. Deputy and Assistant Deputy 

Mùiisters), high level politicians (Cabinet Ministers) and local and regional agency staff 

predominantly within the Ministries of Forests, Aboriginal Mairs, Environment, Lands 

and Parks, and S d  Business and Tourism, and increasingly within the Ministry of 

Fisheries and the Ministry of Energy and Mines. 

The Board has promoted its perspectives to govemnt  by maintainhg a strong two-way 

flow of information through thtee principal channels: firesuent briefings between the co- 

chairs and govemment officials, two - three yearly meetings between the CRB and 

Ministers and Deputy Ministers, and letter writing. To strengthen the channel between 

CO-chairs and goverment officials, the present provincial CO-chai negotiated a special 

status for his position within the Ministry of Aboriginal A E k  he is abie to by-pass 

reg& bureaucratie channels of authority and have direct communications with senior 

officials. To îùrther improve access to and comm~l~l*cations with govemment authorhies, 

the Board bas used both meetings and extensive letter writing. For example, in the wake 

of a log& blockade on a CRB-approved cut-block site, the Board used a ministerial 

meeting to dari@ responsibiiities for enforcement of th& decision and to request an 

immediate planning process to prevent similar confiision in the fûtute (CRB, 1999a), 



T k  B&d also leverages its efforts by enlisting the help of its supporters within 

govetniilent to advotate its perspective. These h t d  "champions" have had some 

success m removitig b u m u d c  resjstauce to CRI3 uiitiativeq such as tncreasing its staff 

and fiirtherin% policy intqption. However, intemal supporters bave faced M e r  

resistance on such niatters as the cost of the Board. 

Contiming fack of awmeness in goverment 

Despite signifmnt access to senior officials and intenial supporters, rny interviews m a l  

that this Board strategy bas enjoyed only limited success. This is evidenced by the 

wntinuing lack of awareness of and appreciathn for the chaiienges the Board fjices. Tbis 

also applies to a rslck of mgnition for E h d  achievernents, For exampie, few officials 

recognized that delays in the CRB review process were often a result of poor jmpatbris 

by furestry companies or the Ministry of Forests. This lack of awareness exists despite 

th îàct that research by a top govemment officiai co-d this obstacle and is 

documented in CRB's communications. Moreover, some officials were aJso unaware of 

continuing problems with hhtmation sharing between the CRE a d  government staff. 

3. rake a TI-, R w c f h  RoRolb in Communicdlng CRB MWtbs îbr the 

MlEAR*-tJs 

In contrast to the 1994 IMEA negotiations, the CRB took a pact ive  role to 

communicate its priotities for policy discussions between the Provincial Goverment and 

the Centrai Region Chiefi (the Principals) in preparation for the A@ 1999 IMEA te- 

negoriations. Board m e m h  ceacheci agreement on what strategic direction the CRB 

h u i d  take and the support tbat wuid be required. They brought this perspective to the 

PTmcipais a fiill eight months before re-negotiations were to start (Cm, 1998~). By 

initiatiag discussions a fùll eight months in advance, the Board sought to avoid the kind 

of uncertamty and slow-down in ils operations it bad suBkd during the fmt period of 

re-negotiatioa This strategy bas met with partial success. Ahhough the Board succeeded 

in communicaîhg iîs petspective to the Principals, the re-negotiations were di on-going 

in W h  2000, The Board bas had to operate a fuîi year without certamty over its flunne 

mIe or existence. 



Oest~~l.Es 

f. WaakAccountribI~Me&mnh ibr CRB 

Many interviewees cited accauntab'i as a mpr obstacle for the CRB. Howewr, 

aimost each person meant sometbing dinerent by this, as well as the kind of obstacle 

c~ated. This is mt surprising, since the çoaoept of "accountabiiity" is complicated w b n  

applied to a governance network such as Cfayoquot Souad's whete decision-making is 

shared and responsibiliiies interrelated. In the CRB's case, the iack of clarity on its core 

purpose bas made it especially dicult  to develop c h e r  accountability relatioaships. 

En ihe abBençe of effective accountability mechaaiSm, the kard is unable to build a 

positive reputation for itself wr enhance conndence in its abilities among government 

and Clayoquot comrnunities over the. 

A legacy of conjlict and uncerfainry 

According to interviewees, the plitically cbarged atmosphere and volatility of the IMA 

and iMEA negotiations meant that both the Provincial Govefilllhent and the Central 

Region Chiefi (the Aincipais) to avoid intmducing a c c o e  mechanisms on 

the Board process that couid have provoked firrther suspicions and tension- Key tasks 

such as de- a core purpose and an associated evaluative hmwork h r  the CRB 
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were w t  completed. Instead, the Principals relied mostiy on bebavioural noms to guide 

the Board, permithg members' sigaificant operational discretha. Tbis flexibiiity has bad 

its advantages: it has helped the Board fimction m an uncertain technical and policy 

mWonment. Over time, however, this flexibility has becom a bit of a liabiiity. The 

Board bas ventured into many fields without an assessrnent of its effectiveness. 

Momver, as the Board's political and economic environment has changed, MW, more 

specific expectations have been emerging d e d m g  greatet accourtab'i for paaicular 

aspects of the Board's performance. 

Accountability to First Nation's and Clayoquot communities 

One such aspect of the Board's performance is its accountab'i back to the First 

Nation's and Clayoquot wmmunities. A critical weakness exists here. This is largely due 

to the Board's origin as a govemrnent-to-goverment agreement. A politicai crisis led the 

government to intervene directly in the Clayoquot conftict. They carefully controlled the 

design of the CRB, including how its non-aboriginal membership was selected. Thus, in 

contrast to a community-generated initiative that develops strong lines of accountability 

between its representatives and coastituents over the, in the case of the CRB, political 

leaders under conditions of intense conflict mandated it into existence relatively quickly. 

Despite the goverment's attempt to appoint non-aboriginal community representatives 

acceptable to local residents, mistrust of govemment, time pressures and bcal contlicts 

prevented these CRB members liom ga ihg  community support. Over tirne, a number of 

factors have combiied to ftrther weaken the conwction between CRI3 members and the 

aboriginal and non-aboriginaî communities: a poor definition of members' roles, a lack of 

priority accordeci to community relations and organizatiod capacity constraints. 



Accountabiliry to the Provincial Government 

Govetnment agency staff report that they are co-d about the Board's accountability 

to the govemment. This leaves staffuilcertaiu as to th& own accouutabiiity in the CRB 

process, and bw to report back to their own agency's stnictine. This sometimes leads to 

uncooperasive or protective bureaucratie behaviour tbat can undermine the Board's 

perfommce, and thus, its ability to gain greater credibility. One senior goverment 

official voiced the opinion that there is cesistance within government to demanding 

greater accountability h m  the CRB. From this perspective, bu~eaucrats and businesses 

do not want to upset exhting political relations or draw public attention to performance 

issues since it rnay end up ûackfiring and reflecting badly on them. 

Clayoquot residents, Nuu-chah-nulth political leaders and even some government 

officials pointai out that the CRB has l i e  power to guarantee that the Provincial 

Goveniment homurs its resource and policy commitments to the CRB. Thus, Clayoquot 

redents and the Nuuchah-nulth are left without a mechanism to ensure Provincial 

pledges of support to the coliaborative process are Wed This absence of a balanced 

system of accountabitity f o m  an obstacle to resohring critical implementation issues for 

the CRB. For example, weaknesses in the Board's permit review procedure or m its 
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communication and coordination work are due to a lack of organizatiod capacity. 

Without sufficient resources, CRB membets are bard-pressed to easute aboriginal and 

other community perspectives are incMed in m e m e n t  deçisions. Yet, the B o d  has 

few means to persuade the goverment to provide d c i e n t  resources that would assist 

the CRB in ovewoming tbese problems. Furtbermore, a deficiency in CRB capacity 

means that membets must spend signiscant tirne understanding technid and policy 

issues, leaving littie time to intaact extmsively with commuaities, First Narion leaders 

and the Provincial Govemment. Thus, a negative feedback loop is set in motion: weak 

Provincial support for meeting CRB orgauizatiod needs mdes the CRB's ability to be 

more accountable to the government. But without pater accountability to the 

government, bureaucrats and politicians are reluctant to maintain existing organizational 

support to the CRB. 

STR ATEGY 

Cfwte Honoumry S e  on t h  Board for the HodIEsty Chiois 

Given the importance of the d e  and knowledge of the First Nations elders to the region, 

the integration of their perspectives into CRB planning and operations is essential. So too 

is the promotion of young aboriginal leaders. The Board has sought to achieve both by 

creating honourary seats on the CRB for the Hawiih (hereditary chiefs) of the Central 

Region T n i s  (CRT). This would ensure ongohg Board accountability to the CRT's 

heteditary political leadership, which is particularly important since it is the Hawiih, and 

not the band chiefs, who are the signatories to the IMEA. The creation of honourary seats 

would ftee up those Board seats presently occupied by hereditary chie& allowing 

younger, emerging Nuu-chah-niifth leaders oppottunities to sit on the Board and gain 

valuable experience. The Board bas suggested that remuneration for honouary postings 

could be paid h m  the CRB budget. Despite its efforts, the Board has not succeeded 

with intmducing honourary seats. Interviewees have pointed out the sensitive nature of 

this topic for îhe First Nation's as the Likely cause. 



PLANNING FOR SUSTAINABUITY 

OBSTACLES 

f .  A Dydbncfknal W-hd Pkrrnkig RQCOSS 

Watershed planning m Clayoquot Sound is, arguably, the key test for creating a "green" 

or sustainable regional economy îhat is cooperativeiy mamged. Watershed planning lies 

at the hart of implementing the Scientific Panel Recomme&tions. However, to date, 

the process has k e n  plagued with difIicuîties and lack of productivity. This bas mateci 

major challenges for the Board. Even though the planning pmcess is separate h m  the 

CRB, its dysh t ion  acts as a demoraIizing force among Board members and prevents 

the CRB fiom realizing many of its key objectives. Moreover, since the CRB ovema 

the Clayoquot Sound forestry Planning Committee, it is generaliy petceiveci as having the 

power to influence it. My research indicates îhat the widespread dissatishction with the 

Planning Committee bas clouded the goverment and communities' view of the CRB. 

A history of conjlict: struchnmg the planning process 

Since the watershed planning rewmmeodations will determine the nature and level of 

forest harvesting in the fùture, costrol over the stnicturing of the pmcess bas b e n  a key 

site for power struggles among indusûy, the govemment and the local comrnunities, Two 

years of externive debate between the CR8 and the govemment occurred before the 

Planning Committee was established, According to a Ministry of Forests (MOF) officiai, 

the province was detennined to avoid iùrthr interference with the MOF's legislated 

mandate to oveme forest management. Log- operations needed to be ce-esîabiished 

as quickly as possiile and the MOF's power to hold forestry companies to their tenure 

obligations bad to remain intact. The governrnent's subsequent behaviour, descri i  

below, ieflects a classic bureaumatic strategy documenteci by Bolman and Deal (1997). 



The authors t0uimd that when governments are faced with a ptocess they do not hvour, 

their bureaucmies establish parallel processes to by pass and marginalize the existiag or 

planned one. 

The Provincial Government, seeking to avoid a power sharing relationship similar to that 

with the Board, presented a planning process led by the MOF and Ministry of 

Environment and M e d  with both agency personnel and CRB members. The CRB, 

however, argueci against this since it seemed to establish a parallel process to the Board's 

that duplicated historiai inequities in resource management decision-making. The Board 

cautioned the govemment that unless community-based institutions oversaw forestry 

planning, controvemy and divisiveness would -st as the MOF and the forest industry 

would continue to be seen as driving the process (CM, 1995b). Board members also 

knew that the planning process would need to horporaîe mn-timber values ad 

potential cumufative effects and that this would meet with gowmment and industry 

resistance, Thus, the Board responded to the goverment with two options: 6rsty the CRB 

itself should act as the planning body or second, that a separate cornmittee be established. 

This new cornmittee would have administrative autonomy and h a î  decision-making 

authority would be shared with the Central Region Chiefi. This ûamework was not 

acceptable to the govemment. Mer incoprating some minor changes, the Deputies 

Cornmittee ' overseeing this process uni iatdy established the Plariliuig Committee, 
. * keeping resources, admuustration and decisionmaking within the goveniment's contcal 

(B.C., 1997a). The Ehrd subsequently w t e  a strong Ietter of protest to the government 

detailing its outstanding concems around decision-making authority, m u r c e  

' Rie Clayoqua Sarnd Deputics Committee was arïgnialiy compased of Deputy Minisiers Fran the 
Minisiries of Faests, Envimameut, Lands and Parks, Abaiginai A.ûàirs and S m d  Busmess, Culture and 
Tou-. Rie Deputy Mjnister of Fiaies was added during 1999. 
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commitments, community partic'lpatioa, and use of First Nations' and local expertk 

(CRB, 1997). The letter went unanswered. h m  the goverament's point of view, it had 

no intention of bshg mre cantrol over fitestry o ~ n s  in the Sound. 

A history of conjlict: PIanning Committee operations 

Although the Board was blocked in establishing a more wüaborative structure for 

watershed planning, CRB members - ai.i of whom were included as Cotnmittee members 

- hoped that positive personal relations could overconre a p r  institutional structure. 

This was not to be, goverment contrd over key aspects of îhe prooess continued to be a 

source of coIlaicî. Wreover, tensions were hi@ right h m  the tint meeting: the two 

years spent stniggling over the formation of ihe Planning Committee had built up 

considerable pressure to pduçe waîershed plans as soon as possible. Futthermore, the 

ga~&ting and compiling of criticai baseline data with inventories was already uaderway. 

Iadustry pressures and govermnent M i n g  concerns played a strong role in petsuadimg 

the CRB to accept a government recommendation to kgin forest resource and W i t  

inventories despite the absence of a planning process. Accordhg to interviewees, the 

government wanted to h e  the mventories with its Foresi kmwal BC (FRBC) funds, 

rather than commit 0 t h  iesources. Thus, inventories were designed in the absence of 

planning objectives with which to determine information needs. Their subsequent design 

has been criticiaed by interviewees as bemg biased towards meethg FRBC fiindmg 

criteria, rather tban based on s o d  scientific methodology and krmowledge. Even though 
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some adjustments were made, the inventories were still weak on incorporating important 

Science Panel recommendations. For example, the fieldwork Wed to address babitat 

linkages, species interrelations and naturai processes key to uaderstand'i ecosystem 

integrity. In some cases, studies were too short to provide valid estimates of species 

abundance or reproductive needs (Frieads of Clayoquot Sound and Forest Watcb, 1998). 

Given the strong environmental b i i  of the Friends of Clayoquot Sound, this latter 

criticism may be exaggerated. Howevet, many interviewees did state the opinion that 

research standards used for conducting the inventories had been lowered to meet short- 

term politid and bureaucraîic interests in ptoducmg outputs. Y&ee (1997) has 

documented how the use of short-term ratiodity is a common occurrence in govef~~meG 

resource nianagement agencies when the bureawracy is faced with complex problems 

and pressures to produce tangible resuhs. Decisions to Save t h e  and tesources by 

limiting the examination of teseatch methods and the inclusion of community hput have 

proven counterproductive when end products Med to gain creâiiility among involveci 

parties. 

Low fwefs of irust and underiyingpower struggles 

Extenial pressures, as weli as poorly facilitated and administered meetings severed any 

hopes of building group cohesion m n g  the Planning Cornmittee's diverse members. My 

observations of Cornmittee meetings revealed poor information sharing by government, a 

lack of information protocols, mistrust among members, defénsive aîtitudes and low 

morale. These symptoms point to imderlying, uoresolved tensions around power sbaring 

and ambiguous definitions of responsibiüties. O'Toole (1997) notes that a h k  of clarity 

- in this case of roks and decision-making authority - f d s  mistrust in an innovative 

policy process, resuhing in a tendency toward diffiision of tesponsîbility and suboptimai 

performance. 



A number of interviewees see the pmblems with the Planning Comrnittee stemmhg h m  

mwillingness ou the part of senior MOF officiais to share decision-malring power. 

Faced with recurrent information problems and government resistance to establishing 

community-based planning objectives, CRB memks have felt Wle ownership in tbe 

Planning Cornmittee process. The resuhing inertia and flagging participation have been 

exacerbated by other demands on members' the. 

2 l ~ c k n t  T h e  Allowsd b r  EkîabIishing a d  Minintainhg 

Collabom ti ons 
Planning for sustainabüity relies upon the development of coiiaborative noms, shared 

vaiues anâ joint goals and objectives. However, smce this tequires signifiant time in 

Ciayoquot Souaâ, it mates an ongoing challenge for the CRB when fàced with pressures 

to produce more irnmediate tangible results. DSerent organizational cultures among 

governrnent agencies, community groups and busiuesses must be bridgeâ. C o m n  

ground must be found in dealing with issues such as devolution of decision-making, 

spending authorities, coasuhation and personnel practices, information collection and 

shating, etc. Some interviewees believe it took the CRB its fïrst two years to build 

positive reiationships among its own rnembers and with organizations in its operathg 

environment. OUiers believe it is an on-going process due to the cûanging nature of the 

working environment. 



The required for building collaborations undfor insiitufioml change 

Gray (1989 & 1990) and O'Toole (1997) state tbaî inwvative, multi-organizatiorial 

coiiaboraîions take thne to build since h y  involve much more complex operational 

plannùig and relationship building than rnost other forms of coordiaation. Moreover, the 

Cm's emphasis on relational values, such as equality and respect hr diversity, in 

addition to substanîive values, such as oiaputs and efficiency, often requires changes a d  

refbrm wiihin and among the inditutions with wbich it works. hsearch p o h s  out that 

instihitiod change of this sort requires time. Armstrong and Lenihan (1999) have 

consistently documenteci this in their ment case studies on intergovemmental and third 

party coilaborations in Canada Learning and changes have to occur on both on iadividual 

and organiz7itional leveL For exampie, my observations of the Chyoquot &und Plannmg 

Cornmittee co&m that t h  have been difficuities with government stanS' ability to 

f a c i t e  meetings and carry out mfomation sharing respomiilities. My re-h also 



revealed that the govenunent initially undefestimated the time needed to resolve 

problems witbiu the region. They thought the Board would only need to meet a couple of 

days a month, essentially acting as a "rubber stamp" to give a community seal of 

approval to the government referral proces. This reflected a poor undetstanding of a 

community-based coliaborative process. Both goverment and industry have found it 

dficuit to d o w  the CRB the time necessary to tesolve community tensions. These 

fiequentiy revolve a r o d  the pursurC of mmmic objectives on the one band, and th 

maintenance of long-term environmental health and positive social relations on the other. 

Siegler (1992) mted this about coiiabotative processes: 

Wmtive solutions to eompkx probiens do not come easily to a group 

cornposed of represeatotives of diverse viewpoints, For mcb moment of 

inspiration, tbere are corntless moments of turmoil and tedium* 

S'TRATEOY 

E n w e  in FonnilI Stnhgic Planning 

As the "Clayoquot logging jugge~naut" slowed oind the CRB built greater intemal 

capacity and trust, the Board was better ptepared to engage in strategic planning. They 

were also boistered by the encouragement of the present provincial CO-chair and a strong 

positive signal sent h m  senior government officiais. From March - June 1998, the 

Board engaged in four interna1 straîegic planning workshops. CRB members, staff and 

CO-cbairs clarifieci and prioritized the objectives mandated to them by the Central Region 

Chiefs and the Provincial Govanment (the Principals) m the MEA. They also set out a 

year's work plan based on key activities. The exercise allowed the Board to focus on its 

direction, roles and responsiiiüties prior to the te-negotiation of the IMEA. This was a 

positive first step in establishg a conmion direction among its members and stafï and 

communicating this to the h i p a i s  and the public. The Board has becorne more pro- 

active in the last year as a resuIt. Evidence of its pro-active orientation can be found by 

cornparhg the annual average number of action items emanating h m  CRB meetings m 

its first complete year with more ment years. In 1995, Board meetings were producing, 

on average* 21 follow-up items. This gtew sIowiy, with a considerable increase to 40 



items during 1998 and in the fint two months of '99. While some of the rise is 

attnitable to other fàctors, it appears the use of strategic planning has helped the Board 

broaden its rob and expand its activities. 



G!w&a 
Conclusion 

Community-baseci collaborative goveniance m the context of resource numagement is 

stiU relatively new m Canada. Thus, my conchion addresses both its practical and 

theoreticai aspects. Fust, 1 pteseot a few key findings arismg h m  the Ciayoquot Sound 

Central Region Board's six years of operations. This includes a section detaihg five 

areas in which the Board bas tegisterd achieveiiaents despite considerable barriers. This 

provides insight into the successful practke of coliaborative govemance. Second, 1 

present 15 middle range theoretiçal propositions, identwg general conditions favouring 

the successfiil implementation of community-based collaborative goveraance. 

Km ~ i w ~ n o s  FRW w CRB EXPERIEWCE 

The experience of the Centrai Region Board (Cm) suggests that the greatest resistance 

to collaboration cornes h m  those parties who perceive a los  of benefits and power. In 

the case of Clayoquot Sound, these parties im the Provinciai Government and major 

corporations. Much of the CRB's time and resources bas been dedicated to overcoming 

their resistance, rather than to expanding the benefits of a cornmitteci partnership. Thus, 

most of the CRB's obstacles (3% of those identifieci) and strategies (44%) are linked 

with power sharing issues. The CRB's history also highlights strong interrelationships 

among policy areas. Building community, organizatioaal and technicd capacity, for 

example, can be hampered by power sharing disputes, which b i t  intormation flow and 

reduce long-term financial coninlltment. S h o w  in capaçity in tum can hinder attempts 

to impmve cornmunicatiom, accomtability and strategic planning. 

Despite considerable obstacles, 1 bave found tbat the CRB bas had considerable success 

in five areas related to its mandate. Tbe hard's achievements are as foüows: 

1) Provided ideas for resource management poliey and practice. 

The Board's operations and e@ences bas provideci practicai ideas and tirnely input 

to poiicy makm and practitioners to better ad- complex issues such as preserving 

ecological integrity, protecting Fi Nation's aboriginal rights and promoting 
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commuaity ecommic development. The Board has used i& strate* position at the 

community-government mterface to assess and make the tradeslii necessary to 

arrive at socially acceptable soiutions. For example, the Board has played a ceatral 

role in establishing joint policies with h Provincial Ministries to expedii th 

review process without sacfiing community and ecological vahies. 

2) Generated soeul stabiüty and matual beaefits. 

The Board's emphasis on rmilti-jwty dialogue and coiiaboraîion bas yielded many 

joint beaefits in the short tem The mss protests and social upheaval over logging 

issues that c h a r a c t d  the past has mt occurred with îhe Board process in place, 

Key to maintainhg this peace has been th Board's commitment to s t d y  

impmving the cornplex impkmentation of the Scientific P a d  Recommeadations in 

watenbed planning and permit review, Furthermore, the success of the UNESCO 

Bbsphete nomination pmcess ad the dwelopment of shellfish aquacuh are both 

ditectly attriiable to the CRB's efforts. A Provincial rieaty aegotiator also pointai 

to positive spinsffs generated by the Board's presence: 

3) Provideà h l  crrpaciîy buiiding. 

The Board's operatioos a d  activities have contriied significantly to local capacity 

building in tbree ways. First, they have increased local technid knowledge related to 

cesource management issues. Second, they have strerigthened Board and community 

members' capacity to work coUaboratively to resolve probms. This is based on the 

building of positive social teLations and use of effectively structured dialogues. Thini, 

h y  have fostered W h i p  qiiiilities and skills among yoimger aboriginal and non- 

aboriginal tesidents. Thus, the CRB's work is M g  a profoinid long-term effect: it 
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is tieiping to cm& a W of technicai, process and leadership skills, which the 

commuuity and goverment c m  h w n  upon for funire use. 

4) Cmted greitcr certainty for the tmty pme- 

The Board has assisted the Provincial Goverment a d  Central Region Chie& (the 

Pincipais) mate th certain@ requireà for establishmg and maintahhg a successfui 

pst-treaïy govenmace system, It coatimes to do this by developing the kiiad of 

public institutions aad partnerships aecessary for creating stabi i ,  predictability and 

fhk process. Trist (1983) recognized this s t a b i  nile as essentid for the success of 

coIlaborative initiatives over the long term. The CRB is a public sector example of 

what Brown (1989) referred to as a bridging organization, since it "spans the social 

gaps among organizations and constituemies to enable coordinated action." The 

Board's structure ad operations bave beea instrumental in reducing the social and 

institutional gaps between Nuu-chahulth and non-aboriginal inhab'its of the 

Souad. Moreover, the Board seirves as a bridge between Fkst Nation's and larger 

extemal interests represented by environmentalists, scientists, government tesource 

agencies, labour and industry. As a resuit, the Board is fiilfilling a vital bridging d e  

tbroughout the treaty negotiation process and beyond. Lessons learneù h m  the 

CRB's experience and the Board's on-gomg input informs and refines the crafting 

and implementation of a successfiil future treaty settlement. Thus, the Board 

coostitutes a valuable long-tm investment for the Principals, whether or not the 

Cm's present form is used in a funire governance structure- 

5) Provided a nhtively bwleost proeess and policy option. 

The m y  spent directly on the CRB process is minor when compared to funding for 

0 t h  programs or activities in Ciayoqwt Souad. Mbreover, the CRB's operating cost 

seerns reasomble when compared to expenses the govemment could have incurred 

using other policy alternatives in Ctayoquot Sound, e.g. iarge, interest-based round 

tables, contmued litigation, prosecution of protesters or the creation of a park 

stnicture. 



Thus, despite a number of complex challenges, the CRB's histoty shows tbat 

coIiaborative goveniance can deliver short tenn social and economic benefits: Ciayoquot 

Sound is enjoying a social peace thought impossible 5 years ago, a d  more resoutce 

management and land use issues are king tesolved locally through multi-party 

coilaboratiom. The Board's experience also reveals that ecological and social vahies can 

be enhanced as long as decision-making power is exercised at bo t .  the strategic and 

operational levels of resource govenrance. ûutcomes such as beahhier ktcai comrminities 

and sustainable economic development require a longer tirne horizon; fWdamentaî 

structurai changes in political and economic systems are required involving many more 

parties beyond the Board. However, the CRB experience indicates that an institutional 

presence at the community level is vital to effecting the transformation necessary. 

Based on the benefits the Central Region Board bas provided and continues to provide to 

parties participating in resource govemce in Clayoquot Sound, I strongly suggest 

continuing the Board, incorporating tecornmendations where possible (see Appendix 2). 

The CRB's instituîional presence at the community level is instrumental in diScovering 

common interests and solving problems locally. The Board has klped to establish a 

greater degree of stabiity and shated benetits among parties than had previously existed, 

In so doing, the CRB bas created greater certain@ for the Provincial Goverment d the 

Nuu-chah-nulth in the pmblem solving and leadership capacity of the p m n t  govername 

system. Continuing the Board mto the pst-treaty environment promises similar beneiits. 

From a historical perspective, the Board is entering a key, pro-active period w k  fiiture 

gains in resourçe management and enhanced cooperation amoog aii parties can be more 

readiiy d ized .  The key will be to maintain cohesion and trust among Board mmbers 

aiPd joint cornmitment to the collaborative pmcess. This will be challenging, since 

changes in CRB membership and CO-chairs is likely, and pressures to de-writize or 

weaken the Board's role continue to exist. The CRB mode1 also provides feanires tbat 

could bene& other jurisdictioos such as non-interest based community representation, 

strong First Nation's consultation, shared and committed leadership, coIlaborative 

problem-solving, joint decision-making, and support for ecologically s o d  economic 

diversification. Iaàeed, the CRB has evolved into a key player in the region's devebping 



institutionai landscape. In the pst-&Igurmclckw, "gresn" economy era of the 21" 

century, the Board offers the Proviiacial Govemment, the Nuu-chah-nuith and the local 

communities a valuable mode1 for deveioping a sustainable h r e  in Clayoquot Sound. 

Further tesearch could explore regional governance structures and processes that support 

collaboration among Fust Nations, local, provincial and Meral governments. 

In focusing on obstacles W by the CRI3 and on sûategies it bas used to ovmome 

them, 1 was led to formulate more general propositimns concemiug shared governance. 

Thus, 15 middle range theo&al propositions fOUow, which suggest general conditions 

favouring the successful implementation of comunity-based collaborative govername. 1 

situate these theoreticai contriiions within the area of Cornmon Property Resource 

theory, which deals with the CO-management of naturai resources. 1 begin with six 

hypotheses, which support existing middle range theoretical propositions advanced by 

Pinkerton (1989, 1992), for the successfiil implementation of CO-management 

agreements. Ofthese six propositions, 1 aàd a cmüary proposition to the 6rst and extend 

Pinkerton's ideas in the next two. 1 then provicie supporting evidence for the remaining 

three of Pinkerton's propositions. 1 then h d u c e  my next thtee hypotheses, which 

support and r e h e  as propositions two of Pinkerton and Weinstein's (1995) applied 

principles for creahg a successfùl C O - q e d  fishery. Finally, 1 present six new 

propositions, which predict favourabk conditions for implementing community-based 

coilaborative governance for sustainable resource nunagement. 

Pinkerton's ~rowsition: Barriers to negotiating and impkmenting colmanagement 

agreements are greater ia proportion to the power of other parties affected and the 

extent to which they have captured a govemment agency. 

My research documents that the most significant barriers to implementing the Board's 

mandate have been erected by the mjor forest corporations and organized labour. These 



euîitiks have held the gmtest pwer  in the forestry sector, dominating the Ministry of 

Forest's policy making and implementation processes. Their exclusive privileges are 

t h r e a t d  by the CRB's d e l  of community-based coiiabomtive govenianee, and they 

have generated major res-ce to CRB initiatives. This validates Pinkerton's 

proposition, However, my research shows that the Minisûy of Forests has also been a 

source of considerable obstacles for the CRB. Protéssional foresters and bureaucrats in 

tûe Minissy, fearing a loss of power aud prestige in the forestry sector and within the 

Provincial Goverment, bave generated significant obstacles to the success of CRB 

operatious. 

Thus, my findmgs suggest a comllary proposition, which is that: 

This was evidenced by the behaviour of the Ministry of Forestry. 

Pinkerton's om~osition: Barrien to impkmenting co-management are more easiiy 
' 

overame tbrougb alliances of stakeholders, non-governmental organizations, and 

ageaciu witb compkmentay nsources, especialiy wben th= parties form b u e  

aetworks which generate new technical ioformation and alternative modeb. 

The CRB's central strategic tbrust bas been the çreation of locally bmed collaborations 

built upon strong policy making and technid information networks. This supports 

Pinkerton's proposition. This focus bas helped the Board overcom many of its 

operationai obstacles. For example, the CRB bas devekpd muhi-party forums for 

bringing a varieîy of stakeholders a d  First Nation's together to dialogue, discover shared 

mterests, find complementary resources and generate new models for solvhg 

management conflicts, e.g. with salmon ancl shellnsh aquaculture. These multi-party 

discussions introduce vahiable addiional perspectives beyod those wrmally brought by 

government and single tesource user gtoups. The Board has also formeci coiiaborations 



with community groups and organizations iike the Long Beach Mode1 Forest to generate 

new technical information to overcome resistance to information sharing fiom 

govemment and industry. This support h m  e x t d  advisors in the Board's issue 

networks has also been key to strengthening the Board's consensus decision-malinp 

proçess. Board and community members perceive information h m  exterd advison as 

fieer h m  political and coprate interests tban if it had originated fiom government or 

mdustry technical staff. W i i  conndence in the impartiality and scope of the information 

they receive, Board members are better able to reach a consensus decision: members 

debate issues and seek a final "codort level" amongst themselves knowing that their 

decisions are based on the best, mst comprehensive information available. For example, 

the Board has consuited andfor directly contracted external cokltants and original 

members of the Scientific Panel to beip make impartial interpretations of the Scientific 

Panel Recommendat ions. 

This proposition is also confinneci by earlier actions undertaken by environmentalists and 

First Nations to ovetcome barriers to power sharing in Clayoquot Sound. The Nuushafi- 

nuith and environmentalists forged an alliance that pressured the Provincial Government 

hto negotiating and signing the Interim Measures Agreement (IMA). The 

environmentalists provided thancial, technical and organizational resources to the 

diance, and the Nuu-chah-nulth provided critical legal power and a degree of political 

legitimacy. This coalition succeeded by forcing both policy reform and the 

implementation of policies that hvoured their intetests. The coalition brought public and 

government attention to existing policies that encouraged the exploration of new 

goveniance arrangements with First Nations and the introduction of higher enWoMKntal 

protection standards. For example, the government was called upon to honour its 

conunitment to support the recommendations of the Meral-provincial treaty task force, 

mcluding the use of interim measures to protect First Nation's interests. The Nuu-chah- 

nulth also cited existing Provincial-First Nation's pmtocols, connnittbg the parties to 

negotiate in good fàith. This ensured that the IMA negotiations occurred at a government- 

to-government level involving senior officials and politicians h m  a number of 

ministties. This framed the negotiations and the purpose of the CRB as an initiative in 



joint govetnance, rather than as a shared management decision making process within a 

mi&try's progi9ias. 

The use of existing policies to help overcome operational barriers has been an important, 

on-going tactic for the CRB. For example, Nuu-chah-nulth policies, which promte 

power s W g  with local non-aboriginal communities and envitomta1 stewardship, 

and the govemment's own policy support for Clayoquot Sound have been enlisteci at 

various times to maiutab and strengthen the parties' cornmitment to the CRB process. 

Based on the importaace of the policy context for surmounting obstaçles to power 

sharing, 1 advance an extension to tbis proposition: 

This suggests that, in the presence of süategic pressure and a favourable policy 

context, innovative methods of comrnunity-based coiiaborative goveniance can 

ex& without changing existing legislation. 

Pinkerton's ~rowsition: Co-management is mast likeiy to develop out of a mal or 

imagined crisis in stock depletion, or a probkm of comparable magnitude. (1 

nf1011# thk p i r i o n  ps= h r r h  to implcmcnthg c+nnmagcinrnt are more eos& 

wcnromc d e n  a mai or rirwgined crisis in stock &piclion, or a pmblrm of 

conip1irii61em~ignh&&). 

Even though this proposition predicts a tàvourable ptecondition for a CO-management 

agreement, my research indicates a protractecl socio-ecowmic crisis can also positively 

influence the hplementation of a coilaborative iuitiative. People and communities tired 

of conîlict among different interests aml experienchg a long tem socio-economic crisis 

may be more prepated to seek coilaboriitive soiutions. In Clayoqwt Sound, previous 

failures with muhi-party negotiations based on sectotal intetests and an on-going major 



economic downtum genenited a shwng desire to test out tbe CRB's mode1 of joint 

problem solvbg. The proûacted nature of the crisis enlarged the scope of the problem 

defidion beyod sectotal interests a d  attracted more resources h m  the goverment. 

Baseci on this, 1 forward an extension to this proposition: 

Further research could expiore the nature and extent of those cnaxhum iimits. 

Pinkerton's -mwsition: Co-management opentes most favourably where 

agreements are formalid, iegai, and multi-year. (I refryune th& as.. buricm to 

inTplePmntirrg cwmnagantnt are more easüy mreome when agremrciirs an 

fomdircd, kgal, and llUJî&year). 

In Clayoquot Sound, the evolution of an appropriate legal framework to formalize a 

multi-year power sharing agreement was key to establishing and maintainhg the CRB. 

The Interim Measures Agreement (MA) was negotiated and signed on a govemment-to- 

govemment basis, giving it greater scope and formai authority thm othenvise possible 

through an agreement with one minisûy. The IMA's enhanced status has been centrai to 

maintainhg the CRB's authority and Muence in the fàce of persistent govenunent and 

industry tesistance. 

Pinkerton's ~mwsition: Barriers are more easily overcome tbrough the use of 

muhipk sources of power, sueh as courts, iegisiature, public boards, and citheas' 

initiatives at stmtegic times, cmting a spillover effeet fmm one to another. 

The CU3 has used many sources of power to overcome its obstacles, supporthg 

Pinkerton's proposition, One of the strongest sources used by the Board has been the 

legal power of the Nuu-chah-adth to protect their abonginai rights. The CXU3 has 

leveraged the implicit threat of Nuu-c&nuhh court action to overcome governent and 

Il2 



corporate resistance to cumprehensive consultations with First Nation's on resource ad 

land use. The Board bas aise invoked sections of the IMAllMEA to strengthen 

government and industry cooperation with the CRB permit reMew or planning processes. 

Another key source of power for the Board has been the Science Panel Recommendations 

(SPRs) for sustainable forestry practices. Tbough not official regulations, the SPRs hold a 

special status based on the goverment's cornmitment to implement them. This bas given 

the Board mpreoedented authority in overcomhg barrkrs to exerçising CRB iduence 

on operasional level decisions, The Board bas also used citizen's initiatives - e.g. the 

UNESCO Biosphere Reserve nomination and resource monitoring infirmation h m  local 

organizations - to overcome barriers to incorporating community and ecological values 

into regional planning or resource management decision making. However, spillover 

effécts fiom the use of muitiple sources of power were complex. For example, while the 

Board's support for the Biosphere nomination process earned the C R. political capital 

for use in other areas, the Board's use of the SPRs in permit reviews hardened 

goveniment and Uadustry resistance to power sharing in foresûy planning. Thus, 1 raise a 

cautionary note on what the nature of the spillover effects may be. 

Pinkerton's ~romsition: In situations of ~ubstantial F e r  difkrential between 

parties, impkmentation of CO-management agreements may be furthered by an 

apperil to the geneml public intemt. 

This proposition is supported by actions taken before and after tbe establishment of the 

CRB. During the IMA negotiations, the environmentalists and Nuu-&ah-nulth were able 

to highlight th& cornmon values with respect to environmental preservation and 

stewardship and -nt them as supporthg the g e n d  public interest. This created more 

pressure on tk govemment to accept the aestmn of the CRB. After the CRB's 

establishment, its mu-aboriginal members emphasized their role in represznting the 

general public interest and CRB aboriginal members underlined k i r  cornmitment to 

provide repmntation to non-native voices as meam to secure a greater share of 

decision-making power h m  the Province. Over the years, the CRB has also focuseà 



considerable energy on generating wider cummunity support for poiicy alternatives it 

brings forth to government. 

Pinkerton and Weinsteids amlied -Dtiaci~le: Management systems mu& bave the 

ability to receive information, accumulate knowledge and lerira about local resoum 

and environmental relations. 

My research supports this principle. I have reformulated it as the foiiowing proposition: 

barriem to i@emmtiig c o l l p l l t u n ~  cdlaborotive governmce are more errsüj, 

ovctcome when the dlrrbonilivt bw& pmesscs suflcicnt lon@enn o ~ Ù d o n u I  

copacity. Organizational capacity is required to train mernbers and generate and 

analyze data, share information widely and in a timely manner, monitor socio-ecommic 

and ecological impacts of decisions, plan strategicaiîy for the lÙturey maintain member 

and staff motivation, build and maintain community connections and spearbead 

collaborative initiatives. My research Micates that the willingness of the CRI3 staff to 

work long hom and their dedication to comrnunity-bad collaborative goveraance have 

been central to achieving many of these objectives and h t i o n s .  However, continuhg 

h i a l  and staff constraints have limited the CRBys capacity to cary out ancilor 

maintain more of these operations. 

Pinkerton and Weinstein's a ~ ~ i i e d  princi~le: Management systems must bave tbe 

following mecbanisms of amuntabiiity: ammon access to information on the status 

of tbe murce,  sbrred agenda settiig, pabliciy articuhted standards for the 

evaluation of management actions, and clear feedback cbannels. 

My work supports this principle. 1 have refiamed it as two propositions. Fkst &&ers to 

commruiily..brrscd coilaborativc  ce orc mm ead& overcome when them LP 

gumQnteed acccff to infonnafion on tcchnical and pule dimenshm of the 

m w c e  kue. The The's right to receive inibnnation fiom the govemment is central to 

the Board's power. Access to mfomtion dows the Board to intelligently deli'berate on 

site level issues as weii as play a central role in policy formation and implementation. My 

second proposition States: h r i m  to commm@baKd coU&dbe govemmcc orc 
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morc cuiof(y owwmt when accoynlabüiiy m#,k~nirms q m î e  @2&#y. An 

appropriate system of accountab'ility not only helps parties assess performance against 

implementation goals, it can also generaîe greater cornmitment h m  senior autborities if 

it reduces perceived t'inancial, iegal and political risks. Momver, procedures to monitor 

the effectiveness of the accountability systern m u t  also exist to ensure on-going system 

integrity and appropriateaess. 

My research bas also geaerated the following six new middle range theoretical 

propositions, which favour the development and miplementation of community-bad 

collaborative goverrance for the sustainable management of natural resources. 

A collaborative arrangement needs individuals who will promote its benefits ad justw 

its costs to critics within their organizations. At critical times, individuals must also show 

leadership to help the coilaborative initiative survive. in her research, Pinkerton (1989) 

highlighted the importance of dedicated people or groups who apply consistent ptessure 

to advocate the cooperative process. My reseatch builds on this insight by locating these 

individuals within the operational environment and by detailing the various ways they 

can support the collaborative process. For example, enlightened provincial bureaucrats 

were key actocs in launching the Board on a coliaborative course. They seized the 

opporhmity to appomt Provincial representatives to the Board basecl on normative 

consideratîons, rathm than through direct electioas. They also steered the CRB member 

selection process through turbulent waters, resisting some local attempts to establish 

sectoral tepfesentation, This allowed Id cesidents a chance to test out new coalitions 

between Fùst Nation's and non-First Nation's cesidents and between environmentalists 

and logging interests. Moreouer, during the course of the CM'S evoluîion, champions 

within government ministnes supporteci Board strategies to countecact attempts by the 



Ministry of F o e  to by pass or m r g h k e  the CRS process. For example, Uiternal 

supporters fbilitated requests by the CRB $or access to important M d o n .  They also 

backed the Board's mve to repsiîion $self in the referral process and to seiect m e m k  

replacements based on coIlabrative skilis. Leadership within Nuu-chah-nulth political 

stntctures bas aiso ben  pivota1 in maintainmg provincial goverment and aboriginal 

support fbr poww sbaring with non-aborighi residents of Ciayoquot Sound. For 

example, Nuucchah-nuith plitical leaders insisteci h t  the or ig id  provincial appointees 

to the Board w m  community mernberq rathet than goverment bureaucrats. 

Finthemmre, an overwhelmbg majority of interviewees attested to the fàct that strong, 

diplornatic leadership h m  Nelson Keitîah, the CRB's fïrst Nuu-chah-nuhh co-cw,  was 

central to securing on-going First Nation's support for C R .  operations. For example, Mr. 

Keitlah's status within the Nuu-chah-nulth community was pivotai in persuading 

aboriginal leaders to accept a consensus mode1 tbr CRB decision making, r a k  than use 

a potentiaily divisive double majority voting system. Thus, my research strongly suggests 

that the Board niay riot have suwived a year or nvaintained effectiveness, let done grown 

in Muence, without on-going support h m  within goverment and tfae Nuu-ctiah-nulth 

phical leadership. 

Individuals wülhg to encompass a broad range of perspectives as weii as present sectord 

interests are d e d  to support collaborative efforts. This is easier if representation 

on the coilaborative body is primarily based on a commitmeat to cooperative m m  and 

not on the abiiity to speak h m  a specific viewpoint. This firees repmentatives h m  rigid 

obligations to protect piiaicular interests. For example, even though the government 

implicitly targeted certain non-abotiginal intetests for representation on the CRB (Le. 

loggers and environrneotalists), the selection of the mdividuals h m  within these 

stakeholder pups was based on them possessing cooperative norms. Candidates were 



chosen baseci on their wiilingness and ability to reprwat a broad range of interests, 

coilaborate with a mixture of people, and at minimum, practice tolerance towards Fi 
Nation's people. This was a distinct deparhm h m  the two previous muiti-stakehoider 

ptocesses - the Ciayoquot S o d  Task Force aad Clayoquot Sound Steerllig Cornmittee - 
whose members bad been primariiy selected to speak for specific interests. The CRB's 

departute h m  this previous mode1 of sectotal representation was a principal teason for 

its subsequent success in building a coliaborative cuitute. 

The existence of positive models of coüabration can support t'inther coopetative 

initiatives by providing parties with key information, such as %est practices", and by 

oflféring individuals the opportunity to participate in a well-functioning cooperative 

process. Key skills and kmiwlsdge for overcorning barriers to coiiaboration cm be 

accpired as a result. As weü, a past history of bcal people building social cohesion 

among hetemgeneous gmups can generate confidence in the ability to launch new 

coliaborative initiatives. In Chyuquot Sound, for example, the parties designing and 

implementing the CRB process looked to a number of sources for ideas and inspiration. 

The Th Wis Coalition was one of the more imporîant of tbese. The Coalition was 

successfbl at establishing and maiataining a collaborative learning process and creating 

mutual respect among its members. It tocused on integrating membersy perspectives by 

ident-g and developing s h d  values and common goals. This appmach helped the 

Coalition ovemme differences in members' technical and organizatiod capacities, and 

balance internal power relations. Through these efforts, the Coalition built a strong 

foudation of trust ammg its members h m  wbich its activities wece developed and 

launched. These achievements not only fiirnished valuable information and insights for 

parties involved in designing the CRB, tbey a h  generated confidence m a local ability to 

forge new coiiaborations. Individuals involved with the Board also leamt h m  the 

experiences of other cooperaîive processes. For example, the CRBys original co-chairs, 



Nelson Keitiah arad Ross &MilJan, studied or were part of cooperative resource 

mauagement ad planning processes outside of Clayoquot Sound before their roies as co- 

chairs. This enableci them to bring practicai kaowledge and experience to the task of 

designing and implementing the CRB process. Moreover, the CRB pmess was 

signü?cantiy aideà by the Nuu-cbnulth members' long experience with consensus 

building as part of their own historical political culture. 

Any govemance process is Likely to overlap with a number of other and 

processes. Links between these can promote information exchange, conflict resolution 

mechanisms, program coordination anci a more equitable sharing of costs and benefits, 

This allows an efficient and effective use of existing human, social, financiai and 

physical resources for overcoming oonssamts to irnplementing collaborative goveniance. 

Close cooperation a d  coordination among processes is especially important since 

ecological systems and k i r  interactions fieque* overlap different organizational 

mandates. The Board's efforts to coordinate with govenunent and couununity processes 

involvhg the Sound's resources - e.g. sbellfish aquaculture tenures, park planning, 

forestry research, regional aquatic management, tourhm and small business developrnent 

- has led to the sharing of information, the building of positive working relations, reâuced 

red-tape and cost savings on researcô. However, my tesearch also suggests tbat 

coordination between the Board aod both the Nuu-chah-nuhh - Provincilil treaty process 

and new Nuu-chah-nulth ecoaomic initiatives (e.g. the Ma-Mook Development 

Corporation and Iisaak Forest Resources Ltd.) needs to be strengthened This will ensure 

that resource management decision-mahg and the costs and benefits of regional 

development are shareâ among aIi residents of Clayoquot Sound. 



Resistance to Uicorporating community values into decision mahg occm at bath the 

operationai and policy levels of resource management. Thus, it is imperative that the 

coUaboraîive governance body possesses sufficient autbority to influence both bvels for 

the resource sectors within its mandate. In the case of the CRB, resistaace to power 

sharing in the forestry sector has arisen when both operatioad and plicy issues have 

ken debated The Ministry of Forests and the major forestry cotporations have 

fkquently contested the CRB's apptidon of the Science Panel Recommendations 

(SPRs) when stroag consmation standards have k e n  used for assessing bth site level 

opmtioas and iong range plans. Thus, my research strongly suggests that the CRB's 

authority to implement the SPRs has been criticai for ptecting community and 

ecological dues at both the watershed a d  regional level. If the CRB bad oniy possessed 

the authonty to Muence policy level decisions (e.g. long tenn forest development 

plans), it would have proved insufficient for guaraateeing that the SPRs were bath 

phmed for and consistently implemented during barvesting operatiom. On the other 

tiand, if the CRB could ody infiuence site level plans (e.g. silvacdture prescriptions), 

comrnunity and ecoiogical values at the broader Mscape scaie would not have been 

adequately pmtected The authority to sbape pians aad activities at bath operataonal and 

policy leveb has been critical to the Board's success in promting more' ecologically 

sound and socially acceptable forestry. 

In other sectors, toirrism and recreation for example, the Board's infiuence at the policy 

and site level has ensured community interests and perspectives are king included in 

pians for commercial backcountry devebpnient. These indude the generation of local 

employrnent anâ concerns for the protedion of ecologically and cuituraiiy sensitive areas. 



6) Barriers to community-basui eaiiabomtive govtraaice are more easib 

wemme when kadersbip i shired between the principal parties and them is a 

complemtntay mirtore of leadership sîyks, siibsbative knonkdge, and 

commitmcit to the collsboritive proe- 

Barriers to sharing power m Clayoquot &und have been more a i l y  overcome since the 

Board's coçhaits tepregnt the two principal parties in the CRI3 process: the Nuu-chab 

nulth First Nations aad the Provincial Go-. This bas given the CRI3 key access to 

government and First Nation decisio~~makem, which bas blped to advame its interests. 

A govemance body also requires a complementary mixture of leadership styles and 

attributes to ensure work flows smothly and the needs of the coUahrative body are 

continuaily addmsed. ûver tbe years, the CRB's bur co-chairs bave brought important 

qualities that allowed them to wrk weii wiîh each other d with the Board. For 

example, here bas been complementary c o m m ~ t i o n  and w r k  styles for leading 

meetings and conducting outside tasks. The CO-chairs have provided both process and 

outçome orienteci leadership styles to efkctively guide the Board's nieetingq activities 

and o v d  evohrtioa. For example, îhe consensus-building skilis of the first co-choiirs 

were crucial to tbe buMing of trust and positive working relations amoagst new CRI3 

members. Both CO-chairs had a processsriented management style that çomplemented 

each ottaer and served the Board weii. In later years, a new provincial and Nuu-chah-nulth 

cocbair brought skills that belped tbe Board move more rapidly tbrough its agendit and 

to complete special projects, e,g. skills to focus discussions, mate a i e n t  topic cbsure, 

delegate and blhw up on t&, etc. This helped the Board ad its staff manage greater 

workloads as its information and policy netwoclcs expandeci. W h  respect to the 

possession of substantive knowiedge, the cu-chaus' appmiation of the issues and policy 

enhnment has been criticai. It bas given the CO-chairs the ability to provide informed 

perspectives to help guide and focus CRI3 deli'betations. It has alsr, allowed the CO-chairs 

to better represent the CRB in discussions with the Provincial and First Nation's 

goveniments. Finaily, a sttong commitment to the on-goiug communication d e d  in 

leading a collaboraîive process is esenhi. Given tbat l edm are ihquently engageci in 

other processes, there is the danger of a breakdown in communication a d o r  wmk bum- 



out. Coordination demands and the often rapid diolding of wents bas meant that, over 

the years, the co-chairs bave bad to dwote a major portion of their working days to 

ensuring that Board issues have been adequaîely dealt with. This has iwolved 

considerable tirne cuhivating contacts m n g  invoived parties. This supports Pmkerîon's 

(1989) contention that the successfui operation of CO-management ultimately rats on 

establishg and maintainhg high quality relationships among the people within ihe 

organizatioas making up the institutional environment. My research indicates tbat th: 

success of the CRB bas, to a large degree, been attriiutable to the dedication of at least 

one of the CO-chairs to stay on top of CRB attàirs and foster positive worlcing 

relationships. 



The Central Reaion 8oard s Obstac # les and Strateaies with 

Recommendations Accordina to Policv Are- 

1. Provincial Goverment 
and Corporate Resistauce 
to Powet Sbaring with 
First Nations 

2. Provincial Government 
Resistance to Power 
Sharing with Local 
Communities 

3. Coprate and State 
hminance of B.C.'s 
Forestry Sector 

4. Lack of Clarity of 
Pupose for the CRB 

5. Difticulties in 
Establishing information 
Orders: Power Sharing 
Issues 

6. Exclusion of the CRI3 
fiom Provincial Policy 
-g 

7. Lack of Clear Guidance 
h m  the Centrai Region 
Chiefi 

1. Create a Collaborative 
Culture on the Board 

2. Prioritize Aboriguial and 
non-Aborigioal 
Community 
Collaboration 

3. Develop Muhi-Party 
Co Ilabrations 

4. Serve as a Policy Broker 

S. Use Access to 
Information Rights 

6. Strategically Reposition 
the Board in the Referral 
Proces 

7. Estabiish the Board as a 
Regulaiory M y  and the 
Science P m 1  
Recommendations as a 
Hi* Level Forestry 
Plan 

8. Enlist Support h m  the 
Central Region Chiefi 

1. Clarify the B o d s  Core 
Purpose 

2. Establish a Strategic 
Partnership Framework 

3. Grant the Board 
Regulatory Status 

4. Establish a Higher Level 
Plan for Clayoquot 
Sound based on the 
Scientzc Panel's 
Report #5 



1. Lack of CRB 
ûrgaaizationai and 
Technical Capacity 

2. Weak Local Community 
ûrganizational and 
Technical Capacity 

3. Dficuhies in 
Establishing Information 
ûrders: Capacity issues 

4. Reliance on Provincial 
Government Fding  

2. Lack of Continuity m 
CRB Members and 
Goverment Personnel 

3. Communication Gaps 
h n g  and W i i  
ProMncial Ministries 

4. Communication Gap 
Between (5RB Members 
and CRB Co-chairs 

1. Estabiish Guidelines to 
Stteamline Board 
R e f d  

2. Utilize the Sttengtbs of 
the CRB Co-Cbairs and 
Staff 

3. Rioritize CRB ûversigbt 
of Provincial 
Govemment Fiduciary 
Responsibility to First 
Nations 

4. Delegate Issues to Sub 
cornmittees 

5. Focus on Winning 
Collaborations 

1. Serve as an Interpretor to 
ïmprove Communication 
and Cooperation among 
Parties 

2. Create Access to Key 
Senior Officiais and Use 
Intemal Supporters 

3. Take a Timeiy, Pro- 
active Role in 
Commm*cating CRB 
Priorities for the IMEA 
Re-negotiations 

1. Build CRI3 
ûrganizational Capacity 
for Jmpmved Productivity 

2. Enhance CRB Self- 
sdficiency 

3. Create a Transition 
Straîegy for the CRB 

4. Ciadj  CRB Relations 
with anci Support h m  
the Federal Govemment 

1. Create a Comprehensive 
Communications 
Strategy 

2. Test Out a 'Continuum 
of Agreement' Mode1 
for CRB Consensus 
Decision-Making 



1. weak Accountab* 
Mechanisms for CRB 
Performance 

2. weak Provincial 
Goveniment 
Accountability to the 
CRBand 
the Nuu-cbah-nulth 

1. Create Homucary Seats 
on the Board for the 
Hereditary Chiefi 

2. Assess tée Board's 
Progress on its Sttategic 
Plan 

3. Evaiuate the 
Implementation of the 
IMEA 



1. A Dydhctioaal 
Watershed Planning 
Process 

1. Engage in Formal 
Strategic Planning 

!. Uisufncient Time 
AUowed for 
Establishing and 
Maintaining 
couabomtions 

I. Mandate the CRB to 
Directly Implement 
Watershed Planning 

2. inchde Forest Tenure 
Issues in the Board's 
Mandate 

3. Strengthen the CRB 
Relationship with the 
UNESCO Biosphere 

1. Mandate the Board to 
Conduct a Regional 
Socio-Ewnomic 
Developrnent Planning 
Process 

5. Expand the 
Geographical Mandate 
of the Board 

6. Explore Economic 
incentives as Part ofthe 
CRB's Regulatory 
Responsîbilities 

7. Mandate the Board to 
EIaboraîe a Vision of 
Comrnunity-Based 
Coüaborative Regional 
Govemance 



e Nuu-chah - nulth First Nations ana 

the Clavoauot Communities 

Based on the results h m  applying my two dyti*cai fiameworks - concerning obstacles 

to and strategies for the successiid implementation of a collaborative agreement - and the 
ensuing discussion of the CRB process, 1 have elaborated 20 reoommendations to offer 

the principal @es for enhancing CRB operatious. The recornmendations are organbd 

according to each of the five key policy areas, which dominate the Board's agenda The 

mommendatious focus on strengtheniag the Board's model of community-basecl 

collaborative governance to better serve ali parties involved. A summary table of the 

cecommendations organized under each policy area appeats in Appedix 3. 

1. Chd@ the 8oani1s Corn Purpose 

Chifjing the main purpose of tbe Board couid help it overcome many of the 

longstatading challenges it fiices to power sharing, The Board shuld be fonnally 

recognized as providing a vital bridge in establishg and implementing a future system 

of shared governance among First Nations, local non-aboriginal communities and the 

Provincial Goverment. The Board is helphg to create the public institutions and 

partmships necessary for successfiilly implementiug future treaty settlements. As weü, 

the Board serves as a model for developing a sustainable regionai economy. From this 

perspective, tôe Board's core purpose couid be as follows: 

The Board provides valaable esperience and information to guide prwent 

treaty negotiations and future treaty implementation. It a b  semes as an 

innovative and cvolving mode1 of regional cobborative gweniance for 

ovemeeing the sustainable management of natural marces  at the 

eommunity leveL 



2. E+bbIiah r ~ I c  PIdmnIi@ Ftamewotû 
Based on the CRB's core purpose, a strategic partnetship h e w o r k  should be 

elaborated to guide operations. Som elements that would requite clarification 

would be: 

specific niles and responsibilities for supporting the partnership, e.g. decision- 

making authority, maintaining communications, hding, staff and material 

cornmitments 

appropriate accountabiiity mechanisms 

sharingrisks 

institutional linkages with regionai planning bodies, i.e. the Vancouver Island 

Inter-Agency Management Cornmittee, and with the municipalities of Tofino 

and Ucluelet 

A partnership fiamework could more effectively promote joint social and environmental 

objectives. For example, the Govemment codd still exercise a limited oversight role to 

foster social equity and environmental tesponsibility by setting minimum standards. It 

could devolve greater decision-making authocity to the CRB to formulate and implement 

locally appropriate economic and environmental policies. The Board, in tum, would be 

responsible for establishing permit review guidelines, for example, focusing on 

community concerns regarding cumulative effects, monitoring and the greater local 

benefits. 

3. Gmnt the Boani Regulabty Stsbs 

1 support the Board's position on receiving regulatory powers. Future gains in 

collaborative governance could be tealized, since the Board would be better able to 

incorporate local community values into policy-making and implementation. Regdatory 

statu would confer tbe le@ backing - m the h m  of sanctions as weU as diintionary 

authority - needed to motivate parties toward findhg joint solutions. Official regulatory 

stanis would aIso mitigate effects on the Board's operations h m  friture changes in 

govemment adon and poiicies. 



However, fiirther devohition of autbority to the CRB needs to be carefiilly articulated. 

Associated responsiiilities for the monitoring and enforcement of CRB decisions wodd 

need to be clarifïed, ie. who conducts cornpliance monitoring and enforcement of 

sanctions if necessary and how is it carried out. Above ail, greater devolution of authority 

to the CRB should be based on an expected improvement in its ability to achieve a 

mandated objective. Regdatory status is a means to impmve effectiveness, not an end in 

itself. Enhanced authority WU also require discussions on the sharing of kgal and 

financial risks. This process may require a new interpretation or demion of 'kgulatory 

body". This should be encouraged within the hmework of a new MEA.  

4. Ebfablish a Hîghw L W  Ibr Clayoquot Sound basmi on ahe 

ScimMc Panel's Ruport #5 

1 support the Board's own recommendation that Clayoquot S o d  be designated as a 

resource management zone and that Report #5 of the Scientific Panel be established as 

the zone's objective under the legal hmework of the Forests Practices Code Act. This 

wouid provide the Board with a legal foundation h m  which to more effectively regulate 

and guide the development of a sustamable foresüy sector. However, an emphasis on the 

Science Panel Recommendations, eipecially in the context of an lMEA should not limit 

the Board in providing rsddaional recommendations that Ml within the Board's broader 

mandate. 

BUILDING ORGANIZATIONAL AND TECHNICAL CAPACITY 

. BuM CR6 OtyanhdmaI Cupcityîo hpmw Prioducüvity 

Even in these times of fiscal restraiat, the Provincial Government wodd be wise to 

continue mvesthg in the CRI3 process to enbance its productivïiy. For example, more 

Board siaff could boost its intemganhtional coordination d e ,  technical capacity, 

monitoring bctions and community linlcages. To succeed with ecowmic diversification 

and ecological sustainab'iy the region also requires a mbust, integrated information 

management system. The Board is an ideal body to host this. Such a system wodd 

impmve coordiuation, inibnnation sbating, public awareness and performance 

monitoring of initiatives. The Board can explore means of sharing costs for data base 
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storage, processing ad printing capabilities with otber organizations in the qmn 

mut compromising data security and contidentiality needs. 

Maintain and sttengthen the Board's positive momentum 

Otganizational support for the Board would enable it to maintain and strengthen the 

positive momentum it has already buih. It would also ensure timely, effective responses 

to new needs, for example, for a regionai planning process or a re-auaiysis of the 

Scientific Panel reports. Adequate capacity wiil also be required to haudle increased 

responsibilities and operations associateci with an increase in the Board's authority. 

As much as possible, the CRB shoukl try to satisfL its growing technicd needs with 

existing local capscity in the form of local organizations or programs, e.g. the Long 

k h  Model Forest. Priority should also ùe given to establishg linkages with the 

UNESCO Biosphere Reserve to strengthen the Board's monitoring, research and 

ducation operatioas. Any new hiring of Board staff should give priority to Fint Nation's 

h m  the Central Region Tribes. As an immediate fist step, the hiring of a First Nation's 

trainee to work with the present research analyst is suggested. 

The CRB needs to contri'bute to its own revenue and h d  ways to improve its 
. . admuristrative cost-effectiveness. However, this initiative shouid compIement, mt 

replace, funding assistance h m  the Provincial Government. The government bas an 

obligation to shift resources to what is an evolving form of governance, which provides 

benefits fbr the centrai government as weli as for the local communities involved. As fàr 
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as the CRB's c~ntr i i iou,  maay ideas already exist: the pooling of sdministrative 

services with other local organizations, gainiug society status, and diversify'ig fùnding 

by tapping into bundations whose mandates include Board issues. Tbe Board shouid also 

look aî services it couki offer to generate revenue, e.g. e c o d c a t i o n  for businesses. 

Moreover, govemment finance and adminisûaîion policies should provide m m  for the 

CRB Secretariat to develop cost-effective operations and options. 

3. Ctwîe a Tnnsibfon Stmibgy h r  lhe CRS 

A transition plan is needed to detail how the Board will actuaiiy take up any new powers 

and responsibilities as a resuh of the iMEA re-negotiations. Benchmarks could be used to 

ensute various capacity concems are identifid and addressed during the change process. 

This will give the parties an opportimity to clar* and uni@ their expectations of the 

Board, aligning them with Board capacity and accountab'i. Implementing changes in 

s u d i ,  p h e d  steps will likely decrease the perception of political and hancial ri& for 

the Province and the Centrai Region Chiefs and, therefore, likely increase their 

cornmitment. It wiU also help Board members, co-chairs and staff prepare for and adapt 

to any changes in status, structure and h t i o n  on an individuai and group bis. This 

will also help in communicating changes to the public. 

4. Clart'@ CR6 ReIsdions with and Support h m  lhe &&ml G o v o m n t  

The Board's comprehensive operations influence and encompass the management of 

many coastal areas. Thus, greater clarity regarding the CRB's relationship with and 

support h m  the federai goverment on marine and fishery cesources would be 

appropriate. This could enhance the Board's capacity and performance in related areas, 

e.g. conservation of the S o d s  coastal habitats and protection of h n - b e a r i n g  

streams. ClarifLmg federai relations is particuiarly pertinent since the CRB bas begun 

playing a key role in local efforts to start developing a successfully integrated coastai 

zone management system. 

Moreover, if the Provinciai Goverment and Nuu-chuh-nulth establish the cote purpose 

of the CRB as a bridge to ûeaty, the féderai goverment should logicaliy be included in 

fiiaher CRB discussions. The fkderal govemment would need to recognîze the central 
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role the CRB plays in carrying out crucial aspects of the féderal mandate on FEst 

Nation's issues, i.e. developing human murces and economic opportunities. This 

should fom the basis of federal policy and tesource support for the Board 

1. Cmîe a Conrpmhmh Communkations StWegy 

It is strongly suggested that the Board develop a communications strategy designed to 

increase comrnunity understaadhg of tbe sûucture and operations of the Board. E q d y  

important, the strategy should create regulariaed access for community members to the 

Board. Such a system wüi assist the Board in fostering a seme of personal and 

commuaity respoasibility for the achievement of the CRB's broder pubtic goals. Priority 

groups should be identiiied, i.e. Nuu-chah-nulth elders and youth. 

The comm~~ll*cations strategy shodd also include steps to maintain and strengthen 

dialogue with various senior officiais in goverment. hhrmation gaps and errors are 

hquently the resuh of changes in politid and bureaucratk actors, lack of inter- 

ministerial communication, biased reporting h m  other sources, or shifting priorities. 

Thus, stronger Board-goverment channels of communication are needed to overcome 

these impediments. For example, hxeasing senior Ievel understanding of the breadth of 

the Board's d a t e  could belp overcome tesistance to poticy integration and the 

comprehensive nature of Board r e w d t i o n s .  

2. ïest Out a 'Conünuum of AgrissmsnY M&l îbr CRB Consmsus 

~ i s l o n - M ~ k i n g  

To help improve internai commu~ll~cations and effective corisensus decisiownaking, the 

Board should test out a continuum of agreement modeL One simple yet eective method 

uses the number of fingers on one hand to indicate relative degrees of acceptance or 

rejection of a particular idea. Other methods use continuums dram on tlip charts to 

record members' positions more formaiiy. The continuum mode1 reilects more accurately 

the naturai and important variations in agreement among individuals engaged in 

consensus building. Gmups using thse n n d m h s  bave hund that individu& are more 
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willing to express theniselves since tbey can do so more W y  without fear of bbcking a 

majority opinion. K m ' s  (1996) experience iadicates that greater self-expression leads to 

an enhanced sense of seLf-respect and commicment to pmblem solving. This process 

helps to build inclusiveness and coIlaboration: individuai Merences are bette 

accommodated by the group, rather than perceiveci as a threat to cohesion, stability and 

collective action. Groups have h found that this method of recordhg membets' 

opinions facilitates fiirther Eearning and discussion tbat can move the group toward 

greater unanimity. As a result, this rnetbod can lead to a more efficient arad efféctive 

closure on issues. 

f .  Stmngthn CûB AccountabUity 

Enhancing the CRB's accountability is critical to the present and fiihire success of 

collaborative govemce m the region. As the Board's influence, and potentially its 

f o d  authority increase, so too wiil the goverment's and community's need for a well 

designeci system of accomtability. However, as Sachdach and Kagan (1982) wam, too 

many accountability requirements reacbhg into every aspect of operational life can 

dittUse a sense of tespoasihility, since everyone becomes accountable for everything. 

Braithwaite (1999) and B~nnan (1999) have also observed that "accountabiliS, 

overload", when coupled with risk-adverse organizational cuihms, cm mate a féar of 

the high cost for Mure, M i n g  to defénsive individual and agency behaviour. Since 

excessive accountab'i requirements cm stifle responsiveness, innovation, discretionary 

action, a sense of responsibility and efficiency, diûèrent combinations of checks and 

balances requice exploration There are m, easy or final tests and an adaptive process is 

essential. Btennan (1999) suggests a risk management approach whm the level of 

accountability rises as tbe risk of undesicable consequemes h m  a system's Mure 

incteases. The followhg tecomadations W e s t  dEerent accountabiiy mechanisms 

worth exploring. 



1. Fortify Amuntabilitv Mech~nisœs of Board O~emtions 

Based on their studies of Canadian intergovernmental and communîty partnetshipq 

Radin and Romzek (1996) have recommend that complex collaborations use a 

combination of legal, fiscal professional and democratic mechanisms to meet 

accountabiiity goals. Finding the appropriate mix for the CRI3 wili depend on its 

operating environment, its objectives and partaers' needs. 

a. Legal accountability meehanisms: Independent evahmtions, aud court or 

impartial admtnistra 
. . tive reviews of CRB decision-making processes should be 

considered. 

b. Fiscal accountability: A program M i n g  appach sbuM be use4 where the 

Board receives block funding fiom the governent on a quarîerly b i s  based 

on agreed upon performance outcomes. This mechanism would provide greater 

flexibilii than an overly restrictive project-Ming basis focused on inputs and 

outputs. Performance outcomes would be based on locally appropriate goals 

aligned with the implementation of provincial programs. Finoincial management 

systems and policies should be adapted to support the Board's operations w k r e  

necessary. 

c. Professional noms: A greater reliance ne& to be placed on strengthening 

internalized norms of nsponsible behaviour for public and community 

representatives. 



Even though the Board bas been adhering to mrrwritten niles of conduct, 

focmaliy establishing a professional code tailored to the Board's needs wuid 

help to sûmgheu CRB operatiom. For example, clarifying a d  wdiljing 

productive group n o m  such as regular attendance, ceciprocal mperation, 

mutual respect, open and focused discussions, etc, muid sotid@ -ber 

cornmitment and adherence. The Board's own code would be based on existing 

provincial guidelines for commissions on codes of ethics and conûict of 

interest. in addition, a wcitten code wodd aiiow for an easier assessrnent of and 

fdback on individuai and group conduct. 

d. Democratic accountability: The Cm's  responsiveness to the parties involved 

in Clayoquot's issues consthtes its dernomtic accountabiity. This couki be 

enhanced signüïcantly if the Board baà the capacity to m d w t  a variety of 

monitoring and evaluation (MB) operatiom. These are detailed as follows: 

i. M&E of Board Performance: The CRB must monitor and evaluate the 

effeçtiveness of its processes, decisions, and activities to make appropriate 

corrections in meeting its mandate. This will enable continuous 

improvement through learning, a strategy that Lies at the heart of successfid 

organizations. This strategy is particularly criticai for the Board since t h e  

are no standard solutions for dealing with the kind of complex 

implementation issues it tàces. Thus, 1 recommend that a task force be 

established to design and test an M&E tool. 

Crafting an M&E tool 

In their studies of government bureaumacies, Osilorne and Gaebler (1992) 

hund that improvhg effectiveness in govetnance systems qui tes  a focus 

on longer-tenn outcomes achieved through processes and shortet-tenn 

products. Substantive outcomes (e.g, measurable improvement in the social 

and economic weU being) are long-term goals that require an investment m 

supportive processes (e.g. creation of stnitegk new coiiaborations and 

mformation networks). However, the choice of outcornes hr conducting a 
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?esuitsaientedn evaiuath of the B o d  must be done carehiiy. 

IdentifYing outames solely astnhtable to CRB efforts is wtually 

impossible given the c o q t e x  and coüaborative workiug envitomnt. 

Thus, evaiuations must tty to establish the CRB's contnition to o k e m d  

changes and avoid the tdency to rely on easily masurable variables, e.g. 

time taken for &wq mimber of approvals processeci, costs, etc. 

Otherwise, an mmeptable simplincation of the Board's operations and 

influence couid d. Recent research is providing an aiteniative methocl 

for evaiuating complex cesoutce pmagement initiatives. For example, 

BeUamy et al. (1999) are focushg on a variety of process and output criteria 

to assess the success of integrated cesource management activities. The 

Board could adapt criteria and ideas in use to suit its evaluation needs. 

Evaluations could a b  consider changes in business operations as a resuit of 

Board ruhgs or activities, e.g. investments in new techwlogy or 

establishing self-auditing or monitoring procedures. Applying these types of 

assessments to cwrent Board practices would highlight CRB strengtb and 

areas for improwment. 

Cmting a joint evaluation twl can also increase the coordination of 

operations across juridictions and levels of aubcity. If parties agree to the 

same outcomes and adopt the sam pertormance indicators, a certain level 

of coordination on statsdards and means should foiiow. This would align and 

focus efforts. 

Fiiy, an M M  fiamework provides mstitutiod safeguards tbat can 

teduce or juste risks perceived by participants. Roda1 (1993) indicates that 

ôy Iowering perceivd risks (e.g. ibnciai, legai) or by making tbem more 

acceptable in the light of potential bene& greater cornmitment to a 

partnership caa be generated at senior goverment leveis over the long term. 



ii. M&E of CRB co-cbaim: As pointed out earlier, the d e s  of tbe provincial 

and First Nations CO-chairs are critical to the success of the Board. Thus, 1 

suggest a T m  of Reference and evaluation system be estabüsbed for each 

coçbair. A mixture of formal and informal assessments would provide an 

excellent method for impcowig co-chair performance and ensuring Board 

members are giving CO-chairs the necessary guidance they require to best 

serve members' needs. 

II. StrenPtber the CRB's Coastitutional Accountrbility 

My cesearch suggests the Board's f o d  decision-making mle needs to be addresseci. 

The double majority provision for First Nations' members was entirely appropriate 

during the early years of the Board. However, the growing strength of the collabotative 

relationship between aboriginal and non-aboriginal Board members and the Board's role 

as a bridge to treaty suggest that an equalization of formal voting power may now be 

appropriate. Establishing this type of constitutional e q u a l i  on the Board wiii strengthen 

its mode1 of community-based coilaborative govenrance. It may algo broaden its base of 

support among the general public within and beyond the region. Oae option might be to 

make the double majority mechanism equally applicable to the non-aboriginal Board 

representatives or eüminating tbe double rnajority provision ahogether. 

I also support the Board's attempt to create honourary seats on the Board hr tbe Hawiih 

of the Central Region T n i .  This would provide a strong accountability mechiuiism 

between Board members and the First Nation's signatories of the IMEA. Status of the 

honourary seatq e.g. observer or votiag, and level of remuneration wouId require 

discussion. 

m. Strpapthei Non-Aborininal Commuaitv Re~mrtation on the Bmrd 

Community support for the Board can be enhanced ttirough strengîheuing its non- 

aboriginai community representation, T b  is particularly imposant sinçe two members 

h m  T o h  and the one rnember h m  Uciuelet recently lost theii local government 

positions in municipal elections and thus, have no direct ties to a democratic electoral 

proces. Moreover, representation of local mterests wiii increase in importance shouid the 
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Board gain greatet f o n d  authrity. In the long imm, Ume& acco-ity may 

involve direct eiections to the Board. However, candidates must be committed to the 

collaborative process. in the short tetm, thete are mmy adwntages to continuhg with the 

present non-aboriginal Board members. Significant individuai and group expertise has 

axumuiated in technid kaowledge auci collaborative problem solviog. Howevet, fout 

steps could be taken to strengthen accountability to Clayoqwt's wn-aboriginal residents: 

i. Mandate the Board to create Terms of Reférence (TORS) for its non-aboriginal 

members in consultation with the Province aad the Central Region Chiefs (the 

Principals), the t o m  councils and the communities. This will give th parties an 

opprtunity to flesh out the genetal expectations set out by the government for the 

provincial repteseniatives in their Ietters of appointment. This will also help 

dethe non-aboriginal mmbers' relationship with the town councils of T o h  and 

Uchielet. In so dom& the parties wilî be able to articulate and leam more about 

desired qualities, expected behaviours aiad reporting responsibilities for Board 

members (aboriginal members may want to engage in a similar process). TORs 

codd be subject to the Ptiacipais' £inal approvaL 

i i  Request t o m  councils to f o d y  advise the Priacipals on tbe performance of 

their appointees and the CRB based on a periodic review using TORS and the 

Monitoring and Evaluation Framework for Board operatioas. 

iii. Bring the Port Aiberni seat into the Clayoquot region and promote a better 

geographic balance by giving Ucluelet town council the authority to appomt a 

member to till the seat. This process could be aided if done concucrently with the 

TORs. Moreover, this would test out a fùture option for giving the town councils 

the authority to directiy appoint Board members, and would support the 

geogtaphicai broaâening of the Board's scope. 

iv. AUow the CRB to becorne part of the Inter Agency Management Cornmittee, 



IIII. Conduct a Com~rrrtive Cost Anrhtdr of the CRB 

The present controversy on the cost of the Board is occurrïng in a whial information 

vacuum. The debate requires an analysis that can estimate and compare the costs of the 

Board with expenses the government would have mcurred by using other policy 

alternatives (e.g. litigation) or with similar resource cornmittees in existence. A cost- 

effectiveness approach should be used based on clearly defineci objectives and standards. 

Agreement would need to be reached on how to measure benefits. The results could be 

usefiil for creatmg an effective government investment stnitegy in Clayoqwt Sound and 

for identifjing a Board role in its implementation. Results may also inform policy 

development in other parts of the province. The Board could oversee the production of 

this report. 

2. -88s the Bosnl's h g -  on i& Sadsgic Pîan 
The Board could strengthen its accountabilit. and its leadership role by f o d y  

eduating its pro- toward f'ùliihg its strate& plan. 1 suggest the Board a h  revisit 

its mission, overaii objectives and core operations to ensure their contiuuing televance. 

This is especialiy crucial, given a new M A  bas been recently signed. The Board should 

constantly seek to mate greater clarity for its role as it promotes community-based 

collaborative governance. The finai phase of this assessment could be the elabration of 

amther year's operationai plan. Discussion topics to stimulate the planning process can 
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be derived h m  work the CRB staff have done and e x t d  reviews such as this paper. 

Furthemore, to strengthen the pcess and gain more cornmitment to the implementation 

and outcornes, member participation needs to be enhanceci. 

3. EvaIuate îhe Imphmtr fkn  offk MEA 

Just as the CRB must be accountabie to the Provincial Government and the Central 

Region Chiefs (the Principals), so too shouid the Principals be accountable to the CRB 

and each other for supporthg the collaboration. By conducting an evaluation of the 

Principals' commitments a d  suhsequent actions, the Board couid provide valuable 

formal feedback to the Principals on theh performance in fulliiiing their M E A  

obiigations. This assessrnent would fmus on both Board and non-Board related IMEA 

objectives, indicating to what degree the Principals have contriiuted to ensuring the 

success of the coliaborative relationsihip. Specif~c outputs could be compared with 

original commitments to d o r  desitable levels oc for example, nmney movement, 

information tlows, and staffresourcing. The evaiuation muld also assess the outcorne of 

the Principals' support by exminhg tbe nature of impacts on the environment and 

Clayoquot communities, This evaluation could identfi critical gaps in either direct 

assistance to the CRB or in setting and implementmg a favourable poticy context. 

PLANNING FOR SUSTAINABILITY 

1. Man&& the CRB îo DI- kirpkmnt W m h e d  Planning 

My research suggests that the Board should be mandated to implement the watershed 

planning pmcess di i t ly .  The Board needs to elabosate an effixtive planning h e w o r k  

and be given decision-making authority to supervise wat& planning groups. A joint 

information order needs to be created irnmediately to establish acceptable data standards 

and elaborate planning objectives. The piamhg h e w o r k  would also chart out 

estimateci completion times for ail watershed plans. While those plans in pmcess wiU 

naturally receive priority, foreca&ng work scbeduies fbr the other watersheds would be 

of strategic use. An impartial ptocess guardh codd oversee the implementation of this 

blueprint. This person would ensure thitt wat& plan work schedules have sufficient 

detail and build on previous experiem. S h h  wodd slso easure that commitments to 
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tirnelines and adequate technical support are fiifilled, modifications justified, murces 

used effectively (e.g. h d h g  uses for existing inventory data), and standards for 

govemment input and meaningfùl community involvement are met. This person would 

report to the Board. 

The Board's waîershed planning sbould not Lx restncted to the Science Panel 

Recommendations. The Board can exercise the full extent of its mandate to ensure the 

watershed plans and their subsequent implementation meet the highest possible social 

and ecological standards. 

2. k I u &  FoW Twum buos in îhe 6ourd's Man- 

CRB objective 8k in the IMEA gives it the authority to iricrease greater local ownership 

in the forest industry. Decisions over access rights to Tn 44 and 54 and use of the forest 

iresources witùin are central to creatîng greater local ecological and ecoaomic 

sustainability. This is particularly ûue if coordinating andlot combining fores9 

operations acmss the Sound's landscape becorne necessary fbr achieving both economic 

viability and adherence to the Scientüic Panel Recommendations. Thus, issues of 

CIayoquot Sound's forest tenure stnicture logically enter into the Board's mandate. 1 

suggest that the Board be given the necessary authority to regulate access arrangements 

to forested Crown land and the use of the resources within to maximize sustainability and 

social equity goals. This is especially important when tenure structures change through 

seiling, exchanges or transfers. For example, the Board could set des% standards on 

access to f i '  for local value-added firms, or advocate for concessions on provincial 

stumpage fees to support ecologically sound operations. Incorporating community 

intetests would build in opportunities for coilaborative inifives between the Board and 

forestry interests fiom the start. This could later help facilitate Board approvals on the 

resource's use. A greater level of ri& taking by tbe CRB is more likely to occur when 

local businesses and communities are jointly ôenefiting h m  the long-term use of the 

forests a d  are sharing tesponsibility for maintammg a d o r  restoring its ecological 

integrity. For example, my research indicates that the CRB would be more willing to 



approve loggiug in TFL 54 if niajority comunity equity in its owmmbip was 

established. 

3. Sîmngîht the CRB Rsktlbnship with fh UNESCO Biosphetw 

The CRB, in consuhation with relevant interests, should consider setting an overd vision 

and context for tesearcb, e d d n  ad training in the region. This could include a 

technical capacity for tesource management stnictures. The UNESCO Biosphere Trust 

would be a gwd relationship witbm which to organjze this strategy. The CRI3 would 

need to ddress issues concerning priority areas, application processes, allocations, 

monitoring and evaluation, as well as accountability mechanisms. 

4. Manthte tho Borird ib Con- a Regioml SociOlcm,mmic 

ûevdopmt Rannhg P m m s  

A broder, straîegic role br the Board in regional tesource management must be built 

upon a solid socio-economic regional plan. The Board possesses the knowledge, skills, 

experience and strate& position to provide the region with much-needed leadership in 

establishing a comprehensive planning process. Charting a social and economic direction 

will demand a broader planning pmcess than the current waîershed level one which 

focuses primariiy on thber values. A cornptehensive process would encornpass a greater 

range of land and aquatic murce values and management objectives, This type of 

strategic approach is within the Board's mandate and would form the basis for achieving 

the CRB's top priority: to promite ecowmiç diversification a d  sustainable development 

(CRB, 1994b). Moreover, my in te~ews reveal that senior goveniment officiais strongly 

encourage the CRI3 to take on this role. 

Communiîy-based visioning at the core of the process 

The Board wuki begin with a region-de visionhg exetcise in each community. The 

identification of redents' dues aiad objectives, ùased on desired fbture social and 

economic conditions, wouki lay the groundwork fbr a subsequent regional vision and 

extensive piannùig process. The Board couid use existing information and inventories to 

support this ptocess. The elaboration of maps codd be an exploratory plamhg twl  for 

ident-g and creating areas wiîh the greatest potential for consensus agreement and, 
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comrersely, for contlict. Community maps wouM be brought to regionai planning forums. 

Priority would be on establishing cohborative agreements where interests are shared, 

and linking planning objectives to coactete eco~)mic opportunities. Further dialogue 

could build on important points raised in Dobel's (1998) discussion papa on the Board's 

potential role in regional economic development and diversification. These include: 

developing an organizatiod dructure to promote and implement an economic strategy, 

M i n g  mechanisms for implementation, growîh management and infiostnicture needs 

for the region, and the building interna1 and external networks for goods anà services to 

increase local vaiue and link sectors. 

A regional economic plan could also guide goverment and private sector mvolvement in 

the region's resource development. The plan could h m  the basis for the elaboration of a 

partmd@ ûamework, detailing community-genetated criîeria for program and project 

approvai. This would substantially imtease the communities' ability to direct extemai 

assistance toward meeting k i r  planned objectives anâ promote balanced regional 

development. A jointly devebped economic plan would provide an increased level of 

certainty to the ProMncial Government ad Nuu-chah-nulth by creating more 

traaspatency and reducing political and socio-economic risks. 

The need to coraduct this planning is urgent: creating a common ecowmic strategy is key 

to ensuring that ongoing treaty negotiations and evolving aboriginal and non-aboriginal 

business ventures support sbated regionai development goals and enbance ecommic 

stabiiity. Thus, the M i n g  and plitical support for this recommendation should be 

prioritized. 

5. Expand î h  Geogrsphicrl Ma- of î h  Bond 

In keeping with its core plirpose, the geographical mandate of the Board should be 

expanded to include ali the traditional tenitories of the Central Region Tris .  This is a 

logical step for forging a closer link between the Board process and an integrated regional 

strategy for economic development and ecological sustamabii.  This is in keeping with 

the Nuu-chah-nulth's philosophy of interdependence. It will require a ce-thinking of non- 



abriginai CRB membenhip, as the representation h m  Ucluelet wouid need to be 

increased. Increasing the geogmphicai extension of the CRB's responsibilities needs to be 

matched with sufficient erg-aai murces. 

6. Explolil) Economk hrcsntivss u Plrt of the CM'S Rsgulabry 

Responsibiliüda 
The Board's regdatory tesponsi'bilities aeed to include the testing of economic imentives 

that can assist the private sector in using environmentally sound practices, Bowles et al. 

suggest a nwnber of ideas in this atea Tbe focus would be on cutting costs by consenkg 

tesource consumption, waste mhhhtion, preveating initial damage and remediatioa 

costs, or avoiding iiability, The Board wuid also enlisî business self-interest through the 

promise of reduced reporting costs for fînns demonstraîing good management practices. 

Support shouid also be directed toward buskss with environrnentaiiy beneficial products 

or processes. On a broder d e ,  the Board h u i d  also work to elirninate subsidies or 

preferential tax provisions that encourage destnictive activities, e.g. less than full cost 

pricing of timber, grants or tàwurable loam for construction that destroys important 

habitat. The Board could also use performance or assurance bonds, which c o ~ e s  

have to p s t  so that they carry the burden of ensuting that potential harm is avoided or 

remedied. 

7. Mantîab the ûoutd îo Ekbomîe a Vlsion of Community-&mi 

Collabotaüve Uegional Govemut?ce 
The Board wuid work with community groups and reseirchers to provide more direct 

input on friture models of community-based regional governance. This would be usefiil 

for present treaty negotiations and in the post-treaty environment. Attention muld be 

directeci towards ideas h m  northem Canada, e.g. impact and benefÎt agreements and 

constitutional balances to F e d d  paramountcy through ministeriai accountabii. 

Emerging concepts tbat map out First Nation's iuterests and link these to spheres of 

inûuence amss the landscape could ako be examined. Public discussions could also 

include how regiod ecowmic and murce planning and implementation could be 

conducted in a pst-treaSy govermace stnicture. In conducting this research, the CRB 



shouki consider bmadening the scale of consuhations to include iafluential voices beyond 

the region, e.g. the Union of BC Municipalities. 



A ~ ~ e n d i x  3 

Summaw of Recommendatiom bv Policv Area 

2. Establish a Sûaîegic Partnership Framework 

4. Establish a Higher Level Plan for Clayoquot Sound tmsed on the 
Scientific Paael's Report #5 

1. Build CRB Organizational Capacity to hprove Productivity r - -- - 

3. Create a Transition Sûategy for k CRB 

1 4. Chri@ CRB Rehiok with lad support h m  the ~edecai Governent 

1. Create a Comprehensive Communications Strategy 
rn 

2. Test Out a 'Continuum of Agreement' Mode1 for CRB Cownsus 
Decision-Making 



1. Strengthen CRB Accountaôii 

2. Assess the Board's Progress on its Strategic Plan 

3. Evaluate tbe hplementation of the M E A  

1. Mandate tbe CRB to Directly Implement Watershed Planning 

2. include Forest Tenure Issues in the Board's Mandate 

3. Strengthen tbe CRB Relationship with the UNESCO Biosphere 

4, Mandate tbe Board to Conduct a Regionai Socio-Ecommic 
Development Planning Process 

1 5. Expanâ the Geographical Mandate of the Board 

6. Explore Economic incentives as Part of the CRB's Regdatory 
Responsibilities 

7. Mandate the Board to Ehborate a Vision of Community-Based 
Coiiabomtive Regionai Goveniançe 
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