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A B S T R A C T 

In 1995, the Salmon River Watershed Roundtable (SRWR) became a pilot project for 

a collaborative process to establish community-developed ecosystem objectives, (part of a 

larger project to develop goals, objectives and indicators of ecosystem health). This thesis 

evaluates the collaboration using mostly qualitative methods including document analysis, 

participant observation, interviews with process participants, and a survey of watershed 

residents. A comparison of the case study to a 5-stage model of collaboration framed the 

description of events, revealed parallels between the case study and the model, and placed the 

case study in the "structuring" stage of collaboration. Through evaluating the process from 

the participants' viewpoints, several conclusions were drawn. (1) The overall goal of the pilot 

project was achieved, community developed ecosystem objectives were established. (2) 

Process strengths included: wide-spread awareness and support for the project within the 

watershed; a clearly defined convenor role; a well organized and facilitated process which 

encouraged participation of people present; and the education of local residents about their 

watershed and their neighbours. (3) Process weaknesses or areas for improvement included: 

unclear roles of watershed residents and government agencies; poor attendance at community 

meetings; long and repetitive meetings; mistrust over the use of government funds; and 

scepticism about the ability of the SRWR to implement the objectives developed. Although 

the project cost $124, 955 in contributed funding, as well as huge commitments of time and 

energy, most process participants thought the benefits of the process out-weighed those 

costs. Benefits included: anticipated improvements in ecosystem health; education of, and 
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SHARED UNDERSTANDING AMONG WATERSHED STAKEHOLDERS; INFORMATION FOR USE IN OTHER PLANNING 

PROCESSES; AND ORGANIZATIONAL DIRECTION FOR THE SRWR. SUCCESSFUL ELEMENTS OF THE CASE STUDY 

PROVIDE A STRONG BASIS FOR CONTINUING THE PILOT PROJECT INTO ITS NEXT PHASES (DEVELOPING 

ECOSYSTEM INDICATORS AND A MONITORING PROGRAM) AND FOR CAUTIOUSLY ATTEMPTING THE PROCESS IN 

OTHER WATERSHEDS. FURTHER ASSESSMENTS SHOULD BE CONDUCTED IN THE FUTURE TO DETERMINE THE 

PRODUCTIVITY OF THE PROCESS OUTCOMES WITH RESPECT TO LONG TERM IMPROVEMENTS IN ECOSYSTEM 

HEALTH. FUTURE EFFORTS TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES SHOULD PAY SPECIAL ATTENTION TO THE 

CULTURAL AND SOCIAL APPROPRIATENESS OF PROCESS METHODS, AND POWER, AUTHORITY AND 

ACCOUNTABILITY WITHIN THE PROCESS. SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS MADE FOR THE SRWR REGARDING 

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES, COMMUNICATIONS, PROCESS, SKILLS DEVELOPMENT AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

ARE ALSO APPLICABLE TO FUTURE PROJECTS. BOTH THE FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENTS HAVE ROLES 

TO PLAY IN THE FUTURE PROMOTION AND DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IN COLLABORATION 

WITH LOCAL MULTI-STAKEHOLDER GROUPS. 
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P A R T I 

B A C K G R O U N D AND C O N T E X T : 

THE ECOSYSTEM APPROACH, COLLABORATIVE PROCESSES, AND QUALITATIVE RESEARCH METHODS 
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C H A P T E R O N E 

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

"As the Salmon River Watershed Community, what creative actions do we need to 
ensure a long range future for the watershed, a future which we can all 
celebrate?... What do we hope to see in place in the watershed in 20 years?" 

- FOCUS QUESTIONS FROM "CREATING AND CELEBRATING OUR WATERSHED'S 
FUTURE" (WORKSHOP), DECEMBER 2 & 3, 1995 

"WHERE DO WE WANT OUR CHILDREN TO BE 50 YEARS INTO THE RUTURE?" "WHERE DO WE WANT 

OUR DESCENDANTS TO BE 100 YEARS INTO THE FUTURE?" "WHAT TYPE OF LIFESTYLE SHOULD WE AND NATURE 

GENERATIONS ENJOY?" "IN WHAT SORT OF ENVIRONMENT DO WE WANT TO LIVE?" THESE TYPES OF 

QUESTIONS ARE TYPICAL OF VISIONING EXERCISES—EXERCISES WHICH A COMMUNITY CAN USE TO LOOK AT 

WHERE IT WANTS TO BE AT SOME POINT IN THE FUTURE. THE ANSWERS TO THESE QUESTIONS CAN PROVIDE 

GUIDANCE ON THE TYPES OF ACTIONS REQUIRED BY INDIVIDUALS AND WHOLE COMMUNITIES today IN ORDER 

TO REACH DESIRED FUTURE VISIONS. 

AN "ECOSYSTEM APPROACH" IN ENVIRONMENTAL, RESOURCE OR COMMUNITY PLANNING, ADVOCATES 

THE CONSIDERATION OF THREE SYSTEMS IN DEFINING AND PLANNING ACTIONS TOWARDS A FUTURE VISION: THE 

ENVIRONMENT (REFERRING TO THE BIOPHYSICAL ELEMENTS OF AN ECOSYSTEM: EARTH, WATER, PLANTS, 

ANIMALS, AND THE COMPLEX INTERACTIONS AMONGST THESE ELEMENTS); THE ECONOMY (REFERRING TO THE 

HUMAN SYSTEM OF GOODS PRODUCTION, EXCHANGE AND USE); AND SOCIETY (REFERRING TO HUMAN SOCIAL 

NEEDS, CONSTRUCTS, AND INTERACTIONS)1. UNDER SUCH A PHILOSOPHY, HUMAN SYSTEMS ARE CONSIDERED 

TO BE INEXTRICABLE FROM THE ENVIRONMENT; HUMANS ARE PART OF NATURAL SYSTEMS AND, AS SUCH, AFFECT 

Modified FROM VARIOUS SOURCES, (E.G., HANCOCK 1993A AND HARTIG AND VALLENTYNE 1989). 
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AND ARE AFFECTED BY THE BIOPHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH THEY LIVE, OR WORK, OR FROM WHICH THEY 

RECEIVE USABLE PRODUCTS. PRACTICING AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH (IN DEVELOPING OR IMPLEMENTING 

FUTURE VISIONS) COULD BE DONE AT A VARIETY OF DIFFERENT SPATIAL SCALES, DEPENDING ON HOW 

"ECOSYSTEM" IS DEFINED. THE TERM "ECOSYSTEM" WAS COINED BY ARTHUR TANSLEY IN 1935 TO REFER TO 

" ...A SYSTEM RESULTING FROM THE INTEGRATION OF ALL LIVING AND NON-LIVING FACTORS OF THE 

ENVIRONMENT." ANOTHER WIDELY CITED DEFINITION DESCRIBED AN ECOSYSTEM AS, 

"...A UNIT OF BIOLOGICAL ORGANIZATION MADE UP OF ALL THE ORGANISMS IN A GIVEN AREA 
INTERACTING WITH THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT SO THAT A FLOW OF ENERGY LEADS TO CHARACTERISTIC 
TROPHIC STRUCTURE AND MATERIAL CYCLES WITHIN THE SYSTEM," (ODUM 1969). 

TODAY, AN "ECOSYSTEM" IS LARGELY DEFINED USING A COMBINATION OF ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS AND 

HUMAN PURPOSE. FOR EXAMPLE, FOR PLANNING AT AN INTERNATIONAL LEVEL, THE ENTIRE BIOSPHERE CAN BE 

VIEWED AS AN ECOSYSTEM WITH GLOBAL BIOPHYSICAL, ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS. AT MORE 

LOCAL LEVELS, BOTH HYDROLOGY AND VEGETATION TYPES HAVE BEEN USED AS PRIMARY ECOLOGICAL DEFINERS 

OF ECOSYSTEMS, WITH THE SCALE OF THE ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIP BEING CHOSEN BY HUMAN PURPOSE 

(E.G., THE ENTIRE FRASER RIVER BASIN COULD BE CONSIDERED AS ONE, HYDROLOGICALLY-DEFINED INTACT 

ECOSYSTEM, AS WELL, A SMALL TRIBUTARY WATERSHED OF THE FRASER RIVER COULD ALSO BE CONSIDERED AS 

ONE, HYDROLOGICALLY-DEFINED ECOSYSTEM). 

THE CONCEPTS OF DEVELOPING FUTURE VISIONS AND THE ECOSYSTEM APPROACH HAVE BEEN 

COMBINED IN ENVIRONMENTAL, RESOURCE AND COMMUNITY PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT EXERCISES WHICH 

STRIVE TO ACCOUNT FOR THE FUTURE OF ALL THREE ECOSYSTEM SUB-SYSTEMS. ONE METHOD OF ARTICULATING 

FUTURE VISIONS ON AN ECOSYSTEM BASIS IS THROUGH THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. 

"ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES" ARE NARRATIVE STATEMENTS WHICH DESCRIBE THE COLLECTIVE VISION THAT 

DIFFERENT STAKEHOLDERS HAVE FOR THE FUTURE OF THEIR ECOSYSTEM. THESE OBJECTIVES CAN BE USED TO 
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GUIDE DECISION-MAKING WITHIN AN ECOSYSTEM, AND CAN PROVIDE FOCUS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL INDICATORS AND OTHER RESEARCH OR MONITORING ACTIVITIES. ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND 

THE PROCESSES BY WHICH THEY CAN BE DEVELOPED HAVE RECEIVED RECENT ATTENTION IN CANADA (CCME 

WQGTG 1995, AND MARMOREK et al 1993). MOST RECENTLY, IN 1994, THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE (A MULTI-STAKEHOLDER GROUP COMPOSED OF CITIZENS, INDUSTRY, INTEREST 

GROUPS AND GOVERNMENT AGENCIES IN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED NEAR SALMON ARM, BRITISH 

COLUMBIA) AGREED TO BE A PILOT PROJECT FOR A WATERSHED MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK ADVOCATING THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED PILOT PROJECT WAS AN 

EXCITING ONE, BECAUSE, IN ORDER TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES, THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED 

ROUNDTABLE (SRWR) WAS FACED WITH ADDRESSING—EITHER DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY—MANY OF THE 

HOTTEST ISSUES IN BRITISH COLUMBIA TODAY (E.G., RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CONFLICTS, GRASSROOTS AND 

NATIVE PARTICIPATION IN THE GOVERNANCE OF LAND AND RESOURCES, AND OTHER FISH, FOREST, AND 

AGRICULTURAL ISSUES). THE PROCESS BY WHICH THE SRWR INVOLVED LOCAL RESIDENTS AND OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A FUTURE VISION FOR THEIR WATERSHED IS THE FOCUS 

OF THIS THESIS. A MAP OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CAN BE FOUND IN FIGURE 1.1. 

DEVELOPING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IS A COLLABORATIVE PROCESS. COLLABORATIVE PROCESSES ARE 

THOSE IN WHICH "PARTIES WHO SEE DIFFERENT ASPECTS OF A PROBLEM CAN CONSTRUCTIVELY EXPLORE THEIR 

DIFFERENCES AND SEARCH FOR SOLUTIONS THAT GO BEYOND THEIR OWN LIMITED VISION OF WHAT IS POSSIBLE" 

(GRAY 1989). THE "PROBLEM" EXPLORED IN A COLLABORATIVE VENTURE COULD BE A SOURCE OF CONFLICT 

BETWEEN THE DIFFERENT PARTIES INVOLVED (CONFLICT-BASED COLLABORATIONS), OR IT COULD BE THE NEEDS 

ASSOCIATED WITH A COMMON GOAL OR CONCERN (VISION-BASED COLLABORATIONS). ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES 

ARE DEVELOPED UNDER VISION-BASED COLLABORATIONS. THE SPECIFIC FRAMEWORK EXPLORED IN THIS THESIS 
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Figure 1.1. THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED, BRITISH COLUMBIA, CANADA. (THE SALMON RIVER 
EMPTIES INTO SHUSWAP LAKE WHICH FEEDS INTO THE SOUTH THOMPSON RIVER, WHICH JOINS THE 
NORTH THOMPSON TO FORM THE THOMPSON RIVER, AND THEN ULTIMATELY EMPTIES INTO THE FRASER 
RIVER.) 



ADVOCATES CONSENSUS DECISION-MAKING AND THE INCLUSION OF ALL AFFECTED PARTIES. IN THEORY, THIS 

PRACTICE CHALLENGES THE TRADITIONAL APPROACHES TO WATERSHED MANAGEMENT IN CANADA IN WHICH 

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES HAVE TAKEN THE LEAD ROLE IN SETTING THE PRIORITIES AND WORK AGENDAS FOR 

WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS. THE COLLABORATIVE ASPECTS OF THIS PROCESS ENTAIL DIVERSE, 

SOMETIMES OPPOSING, AND OFTEN TRADITIONALLY SEGREGATED INTERESTS TO WORK TOGETHER TOWARDS 

ARTICULATING AND IMPLEMENTING A COMMON VISION. SUCH COLLABORATIVE PROCESSES ARE, BY NATURE, 

MORE TIME CONSUMING AND EXHAUSTIVE IN TERMS OF HUMAN RESOURCES THAN A COMMAND AND CONTROL 

APPROACH. ADVOCATES OF DEVELOPING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES THINK THAT THERE WILL BE AN EVENTUAL 

PAY-OFF IN THE LONG TERM THROUGH A HEALTHIER ECOSYSTEM AS A RESULT OF MORE STAKEHOLDERS JOINTLY 

TAKING RESPONSIBILITY FOR PROTECTING AND USING RESOURCES. IN THE SHORT-TERM, IT IS POSSIBLE TO GAUGE 

THE SUCCESS OF THE process FOR SETTING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES (IN TERMS OF WHETHER OR NOT IT FOSTERS 

AN ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES CAN BE CONSTRUCTIVELY DEVELOPED AND GIVEN THE 

BEST POSSIBLE CHANCE AT BEING IMPLEMENTED). 

SINCE THIS PROCESS FOR DEVELOPING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES OR A WATERSHED VISION COULD HAVE 

RADICAL IMPLICATIONS FOR THE WAY PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT OF RESOURCES IS CONDUCTED, AND SINCE 

THE PROCESS HAS CERTAIN COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH IT, IT IS CRUCIAL THAT THE PROCESS IS EVALUATED BEFORE IT 

IS EXTENDED TO OTHER WATERSHEDS. IF CHANGES TO TRADITIONAL PLANNING PROCESSES ARE TO BE MADE IN 

THE BEST WAYS POSSIBLE, IT IS IMPORTANT TO EVALUATE EXPERIMENTS AND PILOT PROJECTS SO THAT WHAT 

WORKS WELL, WHAT DOES NOT WORK, AND WHAT CHANGES ARE WORTH MAKING ON A LARGER SCALE CAN BE 

DISCERNED. THROUGH EXAMINATION OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY, INSIGHT HAS BEEN 

GAINED INTO BOTH SUCCESSFUL ELEMENTS OF THE PROCESS AND AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT. 
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Recommendations have been made in this thesis regarding the application, modification, or 

improvement of this process for use in other ecosystems in British Columbia and Canada. 

1.1 G O A L A N D O B J E C T I V E S O F T H I S S T U D Y 

The goal of this thesis is to evaluate the process to develop ecosystem objectives in the 

Salmon River Watershed, located in the Thompson / Okanagan region of B.C.'s interior. There 

are several more specific objectives: 

(1) T o review the relevant literature, and place the case study in the context of current 

theory on ecosystem management and collaborative processes. This objective 

includes (1) exploring concepts like the ecosystem approach to resource management, 

(2) outlining the framework for developing ecosystem objectives which resulted in this 

pilot study, and (3) defining collaboration and explaining how collaborative concepts 

relate to the effort to develop ecosystem objectives and a future vision for the Salmon 

River Watershed. 

(2) To describe the procedures used in the case study and compare them with those 

found in the academic literature. In order to evaluate the success of the process, the 

events of the process must be documented (i.e., how did the process unfold, who was 

involved, when and where did it take place, etc.). These events can be compared to how 

the process was expected to unfold based on what has occurred in the past with respect 

to ecosystem objectives or similar concepts. 

(3) To evaluate the success of the process from both the participants' and an academic 

point of view. This objective relates firstly to whether or not the people who have used 
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THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE SETTING PROCESS AND/OR ARE AFFECTED BY ITS RESULTS ARE SATISFIED 

WITH THE PROCESS. AS WELL, THIS THESIS EXAMINED HOW OBSERVATIONS IN THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED COMPARED TO EXPECTATIONS OF COLLABORATION DESCRIBED IN ACADEMIC LITERATURE. 

(4) TO MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE APPLICABILITY OF THE PROCESS TO OTHER 

WATERSHEDS AND ECOSYSTEMS IN BRITISH COLUMBIA AND THE REST OF CANADA. FINALLY, 

BASED ON THE EXPERIENCE IN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED, SOME RECOMMENDATIONS HAVE 

BEEN MADE ABOUT FUTURE PROCESSES. THESE RECOMMENDATIONS LOOK AT BOTH THE STRENGTHS 

AND WEAKNESSES OF THE CASE STUDY AND SUGGEST OVERALL IMPROVEMENTS (WHICH COULD BE 

APPLIED IN OTHER WATERSHEDS) AND ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED SPECIFICALLY IN THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED. 

THESE RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE CASE STUDY TO THE LITERATURE EXAMINED ARE 

SHOWN IN FIGURE 1.1. 

1.2 OVERVIEW O F R E S E A R C H M E T H O D S 

EVALUATING A PROCESS, LIKE THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES OR A WATERSHED 

VISION, ENTAILS LOOKING AT WHAT MAKES A PROCESS SUCCESSFUL AND WHY. THE TYPES OF QUESTIONS 

INVOLVED ARE LARGELY QUALITATIVE IN NATURE. IT IS HARD TO QUANTIFY WHAT PEOPLE LIKE OR DISLIKE ABOUT 

A PROCESS, ESPECIALLY WHEN THESE LIKES OR DISLIKES ARE INTRICATELY LINKED TO THE CONTEXT IN WHICH THE 

EXPRESSION WAS MADE. CONSEQUENTLY, THIS RESEARCH FALLS UNDER A QUALITATIVE RESEARCH PARADIGM. 

QUALITATIVE METHODS WERE USED AS THE PRIMARY SOURCE OF DATA COLLECTION, THOUGH SOME 

QUANTITATIVE SOURCES OF DATA WERE USED TO SUPPLEMENT THE QUALITATIVE METHODS WHERE APPROPRIATE, 

(E.G., IN A SURVEY WHERE A LARGE SAMPLE SIZE WOULD HAVE MADE MORE QUALITATIVE DATA IMPOSSIBLE TO 

ANALYZE WITHIN THE TIME AND BUDGETARY CONSTRAINTS OF THIS PROJECT). 

8 



Figure 1.2. An Overview of Research Objectives and Approach. 

Theory 
- collaboration 
- multi-stakeholder 
processes 
- ecosystem approach — 

Stakeholders' 
Values, 
Observations and 
Opinions 

/ Academic / 
Literature / 

Practical Y\ 
\ Literature y 

/ Case StudyA 
/ * documents 

* participant 
\ observation 

\ * interviews / 
\ \ \ * surveys / 

>* Objective #1 

Practice 
- manuals 
- histories of initiatives 

• Objective #2 

• Objective #3 

Objective #4 

In order to provide for triangulation of data sources, several methods were used to 

collect data on the case study. 

(1) Document Analysis. Documents produced by the Salmon River Watershed Roundtable 

or other organizations involved in the process under study were collected and reviewed. 

The types of records included (where appropriate) meeting minutes, technical reports, 

planning documents, and public education materials. 

(2) Participant Observation. I closely followed the process by attending all the relevant 

meetings held in the watershed pertaining to the development of ecosystem objectives. 

Like any other interested party, I would participate and contribute to the meetings, 

identifying myself as a student studying the process. I took field notes in which I 
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recorded things like general attendance, issues raised, unusual or significant events, and 

my own impressions of the meeting/event. 

(3) PERSONAL INTERVIEWS WITH PROCESS PARTICIPANTS. A total of 25 interviews were 

conducted with a diverse cross-section of people who participated in the case study. 

These interviews were conducted in order to find out participants' views on how well the 

process worked, what they liked or disliked, what suggestions they had for improving 

the process, and how they thought the results of the process would be used. 

(4) MAIL SURVEY OF WATERSHED RESIDENTS. A survey of all households in the watershed 

was conducted by mail. The intent was to reach those people who had not actively 

participated in the ecosystem objective setting process but who, nonetheless, are affected 

by the results and may have an opinion about the process. The survey was also viewed 

as a good way to gauge general awareness of the Salmon River Watershed Project. 

The data collected about the case study was examined and presented with respect to a 

five stage model of collaboration. 

1.3 SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS O F STUDY 

It should be noted that while this thesis comments on the success of developing 

ecosystem objectives and a future vision for the Salmon River Watershed, it cannot say anything 

about the success of the ecosystem objectives themselves (other than whether or not they are a 

good reflection of the process). In other words, this thesis does not attempt to assess the 

success that ecosystem objectives have in maintaining/restoring/ensuring healthy ecosystems. 

10 



(THAT IS A PROJECT WHICH WOULD INDEED BE VALUABLE TO CONDUCT IN A FEW YEARS TIME.) IN THIS THESIS, 

THE PROCESS FOR ARRIVING AT ECOSYSTEMS OBJECTIVES IS BEING EVALUATED, not THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES 

THEMSELVES. 

THE EMPIRICAL DATA COLLECTED IN THIS THESIS COMES FROM A SINGLE CASE STUDY: THE SALMON 

RIVER WATERSHED. WHILE CONCLUSIONS MADE IN THE STUDY ARE SPECIFIC TO THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED, THEY PROVIDE A STRONG BASIS FOR MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS ABOUT HOW THIS PROCESS 

COULD POTENTIALLY BE USED IN OTHER WATERSHEDS IN BOTH B.C. AND THE REST OF CANADA. 

1.4 HIGHLIGHTS O F T H E F O L L O W I N G CHAPTERS 

THE THESIS HAS BEEN ORGANIZED INTO TWO PARTS: 

PART I: BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

PART II: CASE STUDY AND CONCLUSIONS 

PART I STARTS BY OUTLINING (IN CHAPTER 2) THE PRE-HISTORY OF THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE SETTING 

PROCESS. THAT IS, THE EVOLUTION OF A MULTI-DISCIPLINARY, INTEGRATED APPROACH TO WATERSHED 

MANAGEMENT FROM WHICH THE CONCEPT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES EMERGED. CHAPTER 2 THEN GOES ON 

TO DESCRIBE THE FRAMEWORK FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND INDICATORS 

PILOTED IN THE CASE STUDY, AND ENDS WITH A DISCUSSION OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IN BRITISH 

COLUMBIA. IN CHAPTER 3, THE CONCEPT OF COLLABORATION IS INTRODUCED AND RELATED TO THE CONCEPTS 

DESCRIBED IN CHAPTER 2. A FIVE STAGE MODEL OF COLLABORATION IS DESCRIBED THROUGH WHICH THE CASE 

STUDY IS EXAMINED IN LATER CHAPTERS. CHAPTER 4 DESCRIBES HOW QUALITATIVE RESEARCH METHODS WERE 

CHOSEN AND APPLIED TO COLLECT AND ANALYZE CASE STUDY DATA IN RELATION TO THE COLLABORATIVE 

FRAMEWORK. 
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Part II reveals how ecosystem objectives were developed in the Salmon River 

Watershed, as well as what watershed residents think about both the process and the final 

products of the process . Chapter 5 uses the five stage collaborative model to describe the effort 

to develop ecosystem objectives and a watershed vision. Chapters 6 and 7 offer an evaluation of 

the process at the different stages. Finally, Chapter 8 summarizes the conclusions about the case 

study and offers recommendations for the future use of ecosystem objectives, and suggested 

actions in the Salmon River Watershed. 
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C H A P T E R T W O 

E C O S Y S T E M OBJECTIVES AND T H E E C O S Y S T E M A P P R O A C H 

"Sometimes you're just overloaded with so many things, that it [environmental concern] 
just gets shoved on the shelf...If you do one thing, you throw other things out of 
balance!" 

- SALMON RIVER WATERSHED RESIDENT, OCTOBER 1995 

AS THE QUOTE ABOVE ILLUSTRATES, THERE IS A GROWING PERCEPTION AMONGST CANADIANS THAT LIFE 

IS INCREASINGLY BECOMING MORE COMPLEX. PROBLEMS THE WORLD OVER ARE MORE INTERTWINED, 

COMPLICATED, AND MESSY. THE INTERDEPENDENCE OF ENVIRONMENT ISSUES AND DEVELOPMENT ISSUES 

(WHETHER THEY BE SOCIAL OR ECONOMIC IN NATURE) HAS BEEN A CONSTANT THEME IN GOVERNMENT, 

PRIVATE, AND ACADEMIC STUDIES, REPORTS, AND PLANNING INITIATIVES SINCE THE BRUNDTLAND COMMISSION 

(WCED 1987). ALONG WITH RECOGNITION OF THE INTERDEPENDENCE OF SOCIAL, ECONOMIC AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES, HAS COME SEVERAL ATTEMPTS TO DEAL WITH THE MESSY, COMPLICATED, AND 

INTEGRATED NATURE OF THESE PROBLEMS. THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND VISIONS IS 

ONE OF THESE ATTEMPTS. 

THE FIRST PART OF THIS CHAPTER PROVIDES THE HISTORY FROM WHICH THE CONCEPT OF ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES AROSE, (I.E., THE EVOLUTION OF INTEGRATED APPROACHES TO ENVIRONMENTAL OR RESOURCE 

PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT). AFTER THE CONTEXT IS SET, SOME OF THE SUBSTANTIVE QUESTIONS ABOUT 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES ARE ANSWERED, SUCH AS What are "ecosystem objectives"? Where did the 

concept originate? What is their purpose? FOLLOWING THIS, SOME OF THE MORE PROCESS ORIENTED 

ISSUES ARE EXPLORED, SUCH AS How are ecosystem objectives developed? AND How are they being 
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used in British Columbia today? THE NEXT CHAPTER THEN DELVES DEEPER INTO THE PROCESS ISSUES 

SURROUNDING THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES, AND MORE GENERAL APPROACHES TO 

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT. 

2.1 E V O L U T I O N O F A MULTI-DISCIPLINARY, INTEGRATED A P P R O A C H T O 

W A T E R S H E D M A N A G E M E N T 

IN 1990, THE ROYAL COMMISSION ON THE FUTURE OF THE TORONTO WATERFRONT, HEADED BY THE 

RT. HON. DAVID CROMBIE, MADE THE FOLLOWING OBSERVATION. 

"TRADITIONALLY, HUMAN ACTIVITIES HAVE BEEN MANAGED ON A PIECEMEAL BASIS, TREATING THE 
ECONOMY SEPARATELY FROM SOCIAL ISSUES OR THE ENVIRONMENT. BUT THE ECOSYSTEM CONCEPT 
HOLDS THAT THESE ARE INTER-RELATED, THAT DECISIONS MADE IN ONE AREA AFFECT ALL THE OTHERS. 
TO DEAL EFFECTIVELY WITH THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS IN ANY ECOSYSTEM REQUIRES A HOLISTIC 
OR 'ECOSYSTEM' APPROACH TO MANAGING HUMAN ACTIVITIES." 

IN NOVEMBER 1995, MR. CROMBIE ECHOED THIS MESSAGE DURING HIS KEYNOTE ADDRESS TO A 

CONFERENCE ON SUSTAINABILITY HERE IN BRITISH COLUMBIA (SUSTAINABILITY - IT'S TIME FOR ACTION. A 

WORKING CONFERENCE ON ACHIEVING SUSTAINABILITY. LANDMARK HOTEL AND CONFERENCE CENTRE, 

VANCOUVER, B.C., NOVEMBER 3-5, 1995). A FOCUS OF THIS CONFERENCE WAS TO SHARE STRATEGIES 

AMONG GROUPS WHO ARE WRESTLING WITH THE COMPLICATED NATURE OF ENVIRONMENTAL, SOCIAL, AND 

ECONOMIC PROBLEMS. IN B.C., THESE INTERDISCIPLINARY PROBLEMS HAVE LED TO RECENT CONFLICTS (E.G., 

CLAYQUOUT SOUND, FIRST NATIONS STANDOFFS IN SUMMER OF 1995). AT THE SAME TIME, NUMEROUS 

COMMUNITY-BASED MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES ARE SPROUTING UP IN THE HOPES OF HEADING OFF OR 

DEALING WITH THESE RESOURCE CONFLICTS. (FOR A RECENT SUMMARY OF 27 OF THESE PROCESSES, SEE 

CORE FOR CONVENING PARTNERS 1995). AN "ECOSYSTEM APPROACH" FIGURES PROMINENTLY IN THE 

PHILOSOPHY OF MANY OF THESE GROUPS. INDEED, IT COULD BE SAID THAT CURRENTLY, THE "ECOSYSTEM 
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APPROACH" IS ONE OF THE MOST ESPOUSED CONCEPTS IN ENVIRONMENTAL OR RESOURCE PLANNING AND 

MANAGEMENT. 

MANY AUTHORS HAVE INDEPENDENTLY DESCRIBED WHAT AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH MEANS TO THEM 

(E.G., DIXON AND EASTER 1986, ECONOMIC COMMISSION FOR EUROPE 1993, GILES 1977, GRUMBINE 

1994, HARTIG AND VALLENTYNE 1989, HUFSCHMIDT 1986, LIKENS AND BORMANN 19--, MACKENZIE 

1993, ONTARIO MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT AND ENERGY 1993A AND 1993B, PANTULU 1985, REYNOLDS 

1985, AND SLOCOMBE 1993). THE EMPHASIS IN THESE DESCRIPTIONS VARIES WIDELY; THE DEVELOPMENT 

OF AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH CAN BE ATTRIBUTED TO NO PARTICULAR FIELD OR SCHOOL OF THOUGHT. IN FACT, IT 

COULD BE SAID THAT SEVERAL DIFFERENT DISCIPLINES AND/OR SECTORS HAVE INDEPENDENTLY EVOLVED THEIR 

PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT APPROACHES FROM NARROWLY FOCUSED ONES TO MORE HOLISTIC ONES. AS A 

RESULT, SEVERAL DIFFERENT TERMS HAVE ARISEN TO DESCRIBE SIMILAR HOLISTIC MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES, (E.G., 

"INTEGRATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT", "WATERSHED-BASED MANAGEMENT", "ECOSYSTEM-BASED 

MANAGEMENT", "ECOSYSTEM APPROACH TO PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT", ETC.). THE FOLLOWING 

EXAMPLES SHOW HOW MORE HOLISTIC MANAGEMENT THEMES HAVE EVOLVED IN SEVERAL DIFFERENT FIELDS. 

(THESE EXAMPLES ARE NOT MEANT TO BE A COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW OF ANY OF THESE FIELDS; RATHER, THEY 

ARE INTENDED TO EXEMPLIFY THE TRENDS.) TABLE 2.1 HIGHLIGHTS THE EVOLUTION OF EACH OF THE 

PERSPECTIVES DISCUSSED BELOW. 

2.1.1 CONSERVATION BIOLOGY / TERRESTRIAL PERSPECTIVE 

GRUMBINE (1994) DESCRIBES THE ecosystem management CONCEPT FROM A CONSERVATION 

BIOLOGY/LAND-BASED PARKS PERSPECTIVE. IN GRUMBINE'S VIEW, THE BIODIVERSITY CRISIS IS THE DRIVING 

FORCE BEHIND ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT. HE RELATES THE HISTORY OF ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT TO THE 

HISTORY OF WILDLIFE ECOLOGY AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF KNOWLEDGE SURROUNDING SPECIES' ECOLOGICAL 
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TABLE 2.1. EVOLUTION TO AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH IN DIFFERENT DISCIPLINES 

FIELD / PERSPECTIVE PERSPECTIVE EVOLUTION CURRENT APPROACH 

CONSERVATION BIOLOGY / 
TERRESTRIAL PERSPECTIVE 

increasing knowledge of species 
needs and dependence on 
ecosystems -> perceived 
biodiversity crisis related to societal 
values, resource use, administration 
and human population growth 

recognising and including human 
societal mechanisms in strategies to 
solve the biodiversity crisis 

BIOPHYSICAL / ENGINEERING 
APPROACH 

minimizing impacts by treatment of 
biophysical problems (like erosion, 
or water pollution) -> changing 
human land use practices to create 
fewer problems 

becoming more systems oriented 
within a utilitarian framework 

AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM SCIENCE single species approach to scientific 
investigation -> recognising 
community structure and 
interactions, and links to human 
activity 

addressing complex interactions 
within research mandates 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
AND HUMAN HEALTH 

meeting human needs today -> 
sustainable living strategies 

treating the body -> promoting 
healthy lifestyles 

developing sustainable living 
strategies for healthy people now 
and in the future 

NEEDS FOR SURVIVAL (E.G., THE IMPLICATIONS OF MINIMAL VIABLE POPULATION SIZE ON THE SIZE OF PARKS 

AND NATURE RESERVES). THE HISTORICAL EXAMPLES WHICH HE HIGHLIGHTS INCLUDE SUCH EVENTS AS: (1) THE 

ECOLOGICAL SOCIETY OF AMERICA'S COMMITTEE FOR THE STUDY OF PLANT AND ANIMAL COMMUNITIES'S 

(1932 AND 1950) RECOGNITION THAT A COMPREHENSIVE U.S. NATURE SANCTUARY SYSTEM WOULD PROTECT 

ECOSYSTEMS AND SPECIES OF CONCERN, PROVIDE BUFFER ZONES AND OFFER ALL AROUND BETTER MANAGEMENT 

ALTERNATIVES; (2) CRAIGHEAD AND CRAIGHEAD'S (1979) WORK SHOWING THAT GRIZZLY BEAR POPULATION 

NEEDS COULD NOT BE MET SOLELY WITHIN THE BORDERS OF YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK; AND (3) THE LATE 

1980S GENERAL ACCEPTANCE OF AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH TO LAND MANAGEMENT BY MANY SCIENTISTS, 

MANAGERS AND OTHERS, (EXEMPLIFIED BY ATTEMPTS TO APPLY AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH IN THE EARLY 
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1990S IN YELLOWSTONE PARK, IN THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND BY THE U.S. FOREST SERVICE). 

GRUMBINE NOTES THAT ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT HAS NOT "EVOLVED IN A VACUUM". SOCIETAL VALUES, 

RESOURCE USE, INEFFICIENCY OF ADMINISTRATIVE AND LEGAL MECHANISMS, AND POPULATION GROWTH ALL 

INFLUENCE THE STATE OF ECOSYSTEMS AND MUST BE ACCOUNTED FOR WITHIN ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT. 

GRUMBINE NOTES THE TRADITIONAL GOAL OF "ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT" (IN HIS VIEW TO PROVIDE GOODS 

AND SERVICES FOR HUMANS) MUST BE RECONCILED WITH THE "NEW" GOAL OF PROTECTING ECOLOGICAL 

INTEGRITY. HE OFFERS THE FOLLOWING DEFINITION OF ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT: 

"(IT)...INTEGRATES SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE OF ECOLOGICAL RELATIONSHIPS WITHIN A COMPLEX SOCIO­
POLITICAL AND VALUES FRAMEWORK TOWARD THE GENERAL GOAL OF PROTECTING NATIVE ECOSYSTEM 
INTEGRITY OVER THE LONG TERM." 

2.1.2 BIOPHYSICAL / ENGINEERING APPROACH 

DIXON AND EASTER (1986) TAKE A SOMEWHAT DIFFERENT APPROACH WHEN THEY DESCRIBE 

integrated watershed management AS A BIOPHYSICAL/ENGINEERING APPROACH TO PROBLEMS SUCH AS 

SOIL EROSION, SEDIMENTATION, AND FLOODING. THE RATIONALE WHICH THEY PRESENT FOR WATERSHED-BASED 

MANAGEMENT DRAWS HEAVILY ON THE BIOPHYSICAL LINKAGES AND RELATIONSHIPS WITHIN A WATERSHED, 

INCLUDING THE AFFECTS OF HUMAN INTERACTIONS WITH THE ENVIRONMENT. THEY NOTE THE TRADITIONAL VIEW 

OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT: " A BIOPHYSICAL, ENGINEERING PROBLEM COMPLICATED BY THE PRESENCE OF 

PEOPLE", AND CONTRAST THIS WITH MORE RECENT VIEWS IN WHICH WATERSHED MANAGEMENT "MUST 

EXPLICITLY RECOGNIZE THE RANGE OF PHYSICAL, SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND POLITICAL FACTORS THAT RESULT IN THE 

OBSERVED PATTERN OF USE". WITHIN THE SAME PUBLICATION, HAMILTON AND PEARSE (1986) ALSO 

DESCRIBE WATERSHED MANAGEMENT IN BIOPHYSICAL TERMS: SOIL EROSION, SEDIMENT, CHEMICAL WATER 

POLLUTION, WATER YIELD, DISTRIBUTION AND DELIVERY OF WATER, AND CHANGES IN THE WATER TABLE. IN THEIR 
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VIEW, WATERSHED MANAGEMENT INVOLVES "BLENDING PRODUCTIVE AND PROTECTIVE USES OF THE LAND AND 

WATER RESOURCES IN AN AREA DELINEATED BY WATERSHED BOUNDARIES". 

THE ONTARIO MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT AND ENERGY (OMEE)(1993A) DESCRIBES THE 

EVOLUTION of watershed planning ALONG A SIMILAR VEIN. BEFORE THE MID 1980S, WATER MANAGEMENT 

IN ONTARIO FOCUSED PRIMARILY ON THE QUANTITY OF URBAN RUN OFF AND ITS IMPACTS ON FLOODING, 

EROSION, AND OTHER ENGINEERING PROBLEM. IN THE MID-1980S, WATER QUALITY CONCERNS WERE ALSO 

REQUIRED TO BE ADDRESSED IN WATER MANAGEMENT PLANS, (PRIMARILY SEDIMENT CONTROL AND, LATER, 

FISHERIES PROTECTION). THIS HAS STEADILY GROWN TO ENCOMPASS A BROAD RANGE OF MEASURABLE 

VARIABLES FOR THE PROTECTION OF THE AQUATIC ENVIRONMENT IN GENERAL. THE ONTARIO MINISTRY OF 

ENVIRONMENT AND ENERGY (1993A) DEPICTS THE EVOLUTION OF WATERSHED PLANNING FROM THE PRE-1980 

ERA OF MINIMIZING IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT THROUGH TO THE EARLY 1990S EMPHASIS ON MAINTAINING 

AND ENHANCING NATURAL SYSTEMS, WITH THE MOST RECENT DIRECTION BEING THE INTEGRATION OF A VARIETY 

OF ENGINEERING AND MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES INTO AN "ECOSYSTEM-BASED APPROACH TO WATER RESOURCE 

AND LAND-USE MANAGEMENT USING THE BOUNDARIES OF A SUB-WATERSHED." IN A COMPANION DOCUMENT 

(OMEE 1993B), THE OMEE OUTLINES THE RATIONALE BEHIND THE MOVEMENT TOWARDS WATERSHED 

MANAGEMENT AND AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH. IT CITES INTERCONNECTIONS BETWEEN HUMAN ACTIVITIES AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS AS THE MAIN REASON THAT TRADITIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

(SEGMENTED AMONG JURISDICTIONS, AND SINGLE RESOURCE BASED) ARE INEFFECTIVE, AND STATES THAT 

ENVIRONMENTAL VERSUS ECONOMIC CONFLICTS CAN BE BETTER ADDRESSED USING A PROACTIVE, ANTICIPATORY 

APPROACH WITH THE GOAL OF LONG-TERM SUSTAINABILITY. 

IN 1992, THE BRITISH COLUMBIA MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, LANDS AND PARKS (MOELP) 

OUTLINED ITS VISION FOR NEW WATER MANAGEMENT POLICY AND LEGISLATION: " A SUSTAINED AND HEALTHY 
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WATER RESOURCE." LIKE THE ONTARIO EXAMPLE ABOVE, THE MOELP RECOGNIZED THAT, 

"...VALUES IN WATER GO FAR BEYOND DOMESTIC, INDUSTRIAL AND AGRICULTURAL USES. WE ARE 
UNDERSTANDING ITS IMPORTANCE TO FISH, PLANTS, WILDLIFE, AND AQUATIC ECOSYSTEMS, AND 
APPRECIATING ITS SPIRITUAL, AESTHETIC AND RECREATIONAL VALUES," (MOELP 1992). 

THE BASIC COMPONENTS OF THE VISION INCLUDED: 

• STEWARDSHIP BY ALL BRITISH COLUMBIANS; 
• UNDERSTANDING OF THE RESOURCE AND ITS CAPACITY TO REPLENISH ITSELF; 
• RESPECT FOR WATER AS A POWERFUL FORCE IN NATURE; 
• HARMONY AMONG ENVIRONMENTAL, ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL VALUES; AND 
• INTEGRATED WATERSHED MANAGEMENT. 

2.1.3 AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM SCIENCE 

OTHER AUTHORS HAVE DESCRIBED AND EMPHASIZED THE MOVEMENT TOWARDS AN ECOSYSTEM 

APPROACH FROM AN AQUATIC ECOSYSTEMS PERSPECTIVE. SCHINDLER (1986) DOCUMENTED THE NEED FOR A 

SHIFT WITHIN THE AQUATIC ECOLOGY DISCIPLINE FROM PAST MANAGEMENT APPROACHES BASED ON ONE OR 

ANOTHER OF THE FOLLOWING: (1) SHORT-TERM BIOASSAYS ON SINGLE SPECIES, (2) LARGE, COMPLICATED 

DETERMINISTIC MODELS, AND (3) SHORT-TERM "IMPACT STATEMENT" STUDIES, TO MORE whole ecosystem 

approaches. HE NOTED STUDIES IN POPULATION ECOLOGY AND AQUATIC COMMUNITY STRUCTURE WHICH 

COULD SIGNIFICANTLY ALTER AND IMPROVE THE KNOWLEDGE-BASE UPON WHICH DECISIONS FOR ECOSYSTEM 

MANAGEMENT ARE MADE. 

A MORE RECENT EXAMPLE OF THE CHANGE IN THE AQUATIC ECOLOGY DISCIPLINE IS THE ECOSYSTEM 

INTEGRITY AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ASSESSMENT PROGRAM OF THE NATIONAL HYDROLOGY RESEARCH 

INSTITUTE (NHRI). THIS INTEGRATED SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH PROGRAM HAS AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH AT ITS 

FOUNDATION: 

"THE KEYNOTE OF THE PROGRAM IS ITS ECOSYSTEM APPROACH, A RESEARCH PERSPECTIVE 
ADDRESSING THE COMPLEX INTERACTION AMONG THE PHYSICAL, CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL 
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components of an ecosystem. This approach recognizes that environmental and 
economic components are fundamentally linked and a balance between them must be 
achieved so that human populations can manage natural resources in a sustainable 
manner" (NHRI 1994). 

In fact, NHRI scientists are currently part of the interdisciplinary research effort that is taking 

place in the Salmon River Watershed—the case study discussed in part two of this thesis (DOE 

FRAP 1995). 

2.1.4 Community Development and Human Health Fields 

Similar movements towards holistic, system-oriented management have occurred in both 

the community development and human health fields. Global initiatives such as the World 

Commission on Environment and Development's (WCED) (1987) report, Our Common Future, 

and the IUCN/UNEP/WWF (1991) strategy for sustainable living, entitled Caring for the Earth, 

link community development, health, and environmental quality on a variety of scales from local 

to global. They suggest policy and actions which promote community development in 

environmentally, economically, and socially sustainable ways. More recent community 

development projects have tried to integrate this concept into their frameworks. Roseland 

(1991) notes that "liveable" communities are (obviously) "those that people want to live in". 

Sustainable community development implies an approach which makes communities more 

livable by looking at environmental issues (like transportation, land use, air quality), and social 

issues (like health, safety, gender equality, education), in addition to the more traditional focus 

on economic growth (Roseland 1991). 

At the same time, there is recognition in the health profession that improving human 

health on a global scale is dependent on environmental conditions. This theme is summarized by 
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HANCOCK (1993B): 

"HEALTH IS NOT DEPENDENT ON MEDICAL CARE, BUT ON ACCESS TO THE BASIC PREREQUISITES TO 
HEALTH: FOOD, SHELTER, WORK, EDUCATION, INCOME, A STABLE ECOSYSTEM, SOCIAL JUSTICE, AND 
SUSTAINABLE RESOURCES." 

THERE ARE SOME RECENT EXAMPLES WHICH SHOW THE EXPANSION OF THE HEALTH PROFESSION FROM A 

NARROW PHYSIOLOGICAL FOCUS TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT OF HUMAN HEALTH. IN 1994, HEALTH 

CANADA UNDERTOOK A JOINT INITIATIVE WITH ENVIRONMENT CANADA TO HOLD A WORKSHOP ON 

"INCORPORATING SOCIETAL VALUES IN ECOSYSTEM HEALTH OBJECTIVES: ADDRESSING THE CHALLENGE" AT 

THE 1994 INTERNATIONAL SYMPOSIUM ON ECOSYSTEM HEALTH AND MEDICINE. AS WELL, IN 1993, THE 

ONTARIO PREMIER'S COUNCIL ON HEALTH, WELL-BEING AND SOCIAL JUSTICE PRODUCED A REPORT ENTITLED 

"OUR ENVIRONMENT, OUR HEALTH. HEALTHY ECOSYSTEMS, HEALTHY COMMUNITIES, HEALTHY 

WORKPLACES" WHICH ENDORSED A BROAD DEFINITION OF HEALTHY ENVIRONMENTS, INCLUDING ECONOMIC, 

SOCIAL, CULTURAL, PHYSICAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENTS. THROUGHOUT THE DOCUMENT, 

INTERDEPENDENCIES ARE RECOGNISED, AND TARGET ACTIONS ARE SUGGESTED WHICH INCLUDE ACTIONS BY 

PARTICIPANTS IN SEVERAL DIFFERENT FIELDS (E.G., ACTIONS ON TOXIC CHEMICALS AND THE PRESERVATION AND 

PROTECTION OF PRIME AGRICULTURAL LANDS). IN 1990, THE B C MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND MINISTRY 

RESPONSIBLE FOR SENIORS SET UP A "HEALTHY COMMUNITIES" INITIATIVE TO PROVIDE RESOURCES TO 

SUPPORT COMMUNITY ACTIONS RELATED TO A VARIETY OF BROAD BASED FACTORS INFLUENCING COMMUNITY 

WELL-BEING AND HEALTH (E.G., UNEMPLOYMENT, HOUSING, THE DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME, EDUCATIONAL 

OPPORTUNITIES, WATER QUALITY AND RECREATION) (CORE FOR CONVENING PARTNERS 1995). 

2.1.5 ECOSYSTEM HEALTH AND ECOSYSTEM INTEGRITY 

INTERMINGLED WITH THE EVOLUTION OF A "WATERSHED MANAGEMENT APPROACH" OR "ECOSYSTEM 

APPROACH" IS THE CONCEPT OF ECOSYSTEM HEALTH. ECOSYSTEM HEALTH IS AN ANALOGY TO THE TRADITIONAL 
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HUMAN HEALTH SCIENCES. RAPPORT (1996) DESCRIBES HOW, OVER TIME, THE CONCEPT OF "HEALTH" HAS 

BEEN EXTENDED FROM HUMANS TO OTHER LIFE FORMS, HUMAN INSTITUTIONS AND SOCIAL CONSTRUCTS. HE 

FURTHER EXPLAINS THAT EXTENDING THE ANALOGY TO WHOLE ECOSYSTEMS IS A NATURAL PROGRESSION. IT 

SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THE ANALOGY HAS BEEN HEAVILY CRITICISED, MOSTLY BY ECOLOGISTS WHO STATE THAT 

THE ANALOGY IS A DANGEROUS OVERSIMPLIFICATION OF ECOSYSTEMS (SUTER 1993; CALOW 1992). RAPPORT 

(1996), WHILE ACKNOWLEDGING THE DEBATE, PROPOSES THAT HEALTHY ECOSYSTEMS COULD BE 

CHARACTERIZED BY A NUMBER OF KEY PROPERTIES: 

(1) "THEY ARE FREE FROM ECOSYSTEM DISTRESS SYNDROME, A COMMON SET OF SIGNS THAT ARE 

PRESENT IN MOST HEAVILY DAMAGED ECOSYSTEMS... 

(2) THEY ARE RESILIENT,... 

(3) THEY ARE SELF-SUSTAINING AND CAN BE PERPETUATED WITHOUT SUBSIDIES OR DRAWING DOWN 

NATURAL CAPITAL... 

(4) THEY DO NOT IMPAIR ADJACENT SYSTEMS,... 

(5) THEY ARE FREE FROM RISK FACTORS, 

(6) THEY ARE ECONOMICALLY VIABLE, AND 

(7) THEY SUSTAIN HEALTHY HUMAN COMMUNITIES" (RAPPORT 1996). 

THE CANADIAN COUNCIL OF MINISTERS OF THE ENVIRONMENT WATER QUALITY GUIDELINES TASK 

GROUP (CCME WQGTG) (1994) PROPOSED A WAY TO ADDRESS THE DISCOMFORT OF SOME ECOLOGISTS 

WITH THE TERM "ECOSYSTEM HEALTH" WHILE AT THE SAME TIME TAKING ADVANTAGE OF THE COMMUNICATIVE 

BENEFITS OF THE TERM "HEALTH". THE TASK GROUP PROPOSED THAT THE TERM "ECOSYSTEM INTEGRITY" BE 

USED TO DESCRIBE "THOSE ECOSYSTEMS WHICH POSSESS A 'HIGH LEVEL' OF BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY (E.G. 

SPECIES COMPOSITION, RELATIVE FREQUENCIES, AND SPATIO-TEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION), 'APPROPRIATE' TYPES 
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AND LEVELS OF PROCESSES (E.G., NUTRIENT CYCLES, ENERGY FLOW, METABOLISM, PRODUCTION, PREDATION, 

ETC.) AND PERSISTENCE OF HABITAT," (CCME WQGTG 1994). THE TERM "ECOSYSTEM HEALTH" COULD 

THEN BE USED IN A BROADER CONTEXT SO THAT A HEALTHY ECOSYSTEM IS ONE IN WHICH "THE ENVIRONMENT 

IS VIABLE, LIVEABLE AND SUSTAINABLE; THE ECONOMY IS EQUITABLE, SUSTAINABLE AND ADEQUATELY 

PROSPEROUS; AND THE COMMUNITY LIVEABLE, EQUITABLE AND CONVIVIAL" (HANCOCK 1993A AS CITED BY 

C C M E WQGTG 1994). IN THIS THESIS, THE TERMS "ECOSYSTEM HEALTH" AND "ECOSYSTEM INTEGRITY" 

ARE USED AS SUGGESTED BY THE C C M E WQGTG. 

2.1.6 SUMMARY OF TRENDS •'• 

IN THE SECTIONS ABOVE, SEVERAL DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF INTEGRATED 

APPROACHES TO THE PLANNING OR MANAGEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND ECOSYSTEMS WERE 

PRESENTED. THERE ARE THREE MAIN ISSUES RAISED BY THE DISCUSSION OF THESE PERSPECTIVES: (1) THE 

INCLUSION OF HUMANS WITHIN AN ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT PERSPECTIVE, (2) THE DEFINITION OF 

ECOSYSTEM—HOW ARE THE BOUNDARIES DELINEATED, AND (3) THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE DIFFERENT 

PERSPECTIVES ARE SYSTEMS-ORIENTED OR SINGLE RESOURCE ORIENTED. OF THE DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES 

DISCUSSED, ALL OF THEM ADVOCATE SOME SORT OF BLENDING OF HUMAN USE WITH NATURAL REQUIREMENTS 

FOR SUSTAINABILITY; ALL THE DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES HAVE ACKNOWLEDGED THE APPARENT CONFLICTS 

BETWEEN CONSERVATION AND HUMAN USE, AND STATE THE NEED TO "BALANCE", "INTEGRATE", "BLEND" OR 

"RECOGNIZE LINKS BETWEEN" THESE USES IN ORDER TO MITIGATE CONFLICTS. DESPITE THIS COMMONALITY, 

THERE IS NO CONSENSUS ON WHETHER OR NOT HUMANS ARE CONSIDERED PART OF THE ECOSYSTEM. THE 

DISTINCTION, MADE BY SO MANY AUTHORS, BETWEEN THE HUMAN WORLD AND "NATURAL WORLD" WOULD 

INDICATE THAT HUMANS ARE NOT PART OF THE NATURAL WORLD—A VIEW WHICH IS PHILOSOPHICALLY DIFFERENT 
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from the one presented in Chapter 1: humans are part of the ecosystems in which they live, and 

work, and from which they use resources. 

Although many different disciplines have begun to broaden the range of considerations in 

their planning/management activities, there is still a predominant discipline approach. This is 

especially obvious in the ecosystem boundaries issue. It's clear from the biophysical/engineering 

approach presented above that hydrologically-defined, watershed boundaries are the preferred 

unit for planning and management of resources. Contrast this with the conservation biology 

perspective where other landscape units such as wildlife habitat or ranges, or vegetation types or 

successional stages are preferred. Contrast this further with the community development and 

human health fields in which the human community defines the management unit, and the 

"ecosystem" or the "environment" is seen as this nebulous, yet important, thing on which the 

human community depends. To complicate matters even more, combining the issues of human 

inclusion in ecosystems and defining ecosystem boundaries, what happens when—from an 

aquatic ecosystems perspective—an ecosystem is defined as a lake? Humans do not live in lakes, 

yet they might impact them through their activities. Are human considered part of the lake 

ecosystem? 

The ecosystem boundary issue is related to the presence/absence and extent of a 

"systems" perspective. In a systems perspective, the effects of actions are considered over an 

entire system, rather than just an endpoint of interest (e.g., examining the impact of applying 

fertilizer on a crop in terms of its impact on stream quality, soil quality, other life forms, etc, and 

not solely on crop yield). Yet, how one defines the "system" of interest is somewhat arbitrary. 

Where does the analysis stop? Within the biophysical realm of ecosystems alone, there are 

24 



SEVERAL SYSTEMS IN OPERATION, WITHOUT EVEN CONSIDERING ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL SYSTEMS! 

THESE THREE ISSUES MUST BE ADDRESSED IN THE DEFINING OF AN "ECOSYSTEM APPROACH". 

SPECIFICALLY, 

(1) THE DEGREE TO WHICH HUMANS ARE CONSIDERED PART OF ECOSYSTEMS 

(2) HOW THE ECOSYSTEM BOUNDARIES ARE DEFINED 

(3) THE SCOPE OF THE SYSTEMS PERSPECTIVE (I.E., WHAT SYSTEMS ARE INCLUDED IN THE 

APPROACH?) 

THE FOLLOWING GUIDELINES, ALLUDED TO IN CHAPTER 1 CAN BE USED TO IDENTIFY AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH. 

AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH (TO ANY PLANNING OR MANAGEMENT ACTIVITY) IS ONE WHICH CONSIDERS 

BIOPHYSICAL, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES, NOTES THE INTER­

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN HUMAN ACTIVITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS, (AND EXPLICITLY CONSIDERS 

HUMANS AS PART OF THE ECOSYSTEM), DEFINES THE ECOSYSTEM BOUNDARIES ON THE BASIS OF AN 

ECOLOGICALLY-DEFINED UNIT WHICH MAKES INTUITIVE SENSE FOR THE PLANNING OR MANAGEMENT ACTIVITY AT 

HAND. 

THE NEXT SECTION, EXPLORES HOW THE CONCEPT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES—ORIGINATING IN THE 

AQUATIC ECOLOGY DISCIPLINE, HAS EVOLVED ALONG THE PATH TOWARDS AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH AS 

DEFINED ABOVE. 

2.2 R E L E V A N T HISTORY O F D E V E L O P I N G E C O S Y S T E M OBJECTIVES 

2.2.1 GREAT LAKES DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES 

ONE AREA IN WHICH THE ABOVE NOTED TRENDS IN WATERSHED PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT HAVE 

UNFOLDED IS THE NORTH AMERICAN GREAT LAKES. REYNOLDS (1985) DESCRIBED THE EMERGENCE OF AN 
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ECOSYSTEM APPROACH IN THE GREAT LAKES AS NO ACCIDENT. HE CITED AN HISTORICAL SUCCESSION OF 

MANAGEMENT APPROACHES FROM "EGO-CENTRIC TO PIECE MEAL TO ENVIRONMENTAL AND NOW TO THE 

ECOSYSTEM APPROACH" ARISING FROM POPULATION AND TECHNOLOGICAL GROWTH IN THE GREAT LAKES 

BASIN. 

AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH TO GREAT LAKES MANAGEMENT WAS ADVOCATED BINATIONALLY IN THE 

REVISED GREAT LAKES WATER QUALITY AGREEMENT OF 1978. IN 1987, A SUBSEQUENT REVISION OF THE 

AGREEMENT STRENGTHENED THIS APPROACH BY INCLUDING PROVISIONS FOR THE SIGNING PARTIES (CANADA 

AND THE UNITED STATES) TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE GREAT LAKES (BERTRAM AND 

REYNOLDSON 1992). FOLLOWING THIS REVISION, THE INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION (IJC) ESTABLISHED 

THE BINATIONAL OBJECTIVES DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE (BODC) TO OVERSEE THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE GREAT LAKES. THE BODC IN TURN SET UP THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES 

WORK GROUP (EOWG) FOR LAKE ONTARIO, COMPRISED OF FEDERAL, STATE, AND PROVINCIAL AGENCY 

MEMBERS. THIS GROUP WENT THROUGH AN ITERATIVE PROCESS OF DRAFTING PRELIMINARY OBJECTIVES, 

SENDING THEM OUT FOR COMMENT TO VARIOUS STAKEHOLDERS, AND THEN HOLDING A WORKSHOP WITH THESE 

STAKEHOLDERS TO REVISE AND FINALIZE A SET OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR LAKE ONTARIO (BERTRAM AND 

REYNOLDSON 1992; EXAMPLES ARE PROVIDED IN SECTION 2.2.2). FOLLOWING THIS, THE EOWG SET UP 

SIX TECHNICAL SUB-COMMITTEES TO DEVELOP INDICATORS APPROPRIATE TO EACH OF THE ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES THEY HAD DEVELOPED. BY 1992, A PARALLEL PROCESS WAS IN PLACE WHICH RESULTED IN 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND INDICATORS FOR LAKE SUPERIOR (LAKE SUPERIOR BINATIONAL PROGRAM 

1993). 
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BOX 2.1: ECOSYSTEM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR LAKE ONTARIO. 

Ecosystem Goals 

The Lake Ontario ecosystem should be maintained and as necessary restored or enhanced to support self-
reproducing diverse biological communities. 

The presence of contaminants shall not limit the use of fish, wildlife and waters of the Lake Ontario basin by 
humans and shall not cause adverse health effects in plants and animals. 

We as a society shall recognize our capacity to cause great changes in the ecosystem and we shall conduct our 
activities with responsible stewardship for the Lake Ontario basin. 

Ecosystem Objectives 

Aquatic Communities: The waters of Lake Ontario shall support diverse healthy, reproducing and self-
sustaining communities in dynamic equilibrium, with an emphasis on native species. 

Wildlife: The perpetuation of a healthy, diverse and self-sustaining wildlife community that utilizes the lake for 
habitat and/or food shall be ensured by attaining and sustaining the waters, coastal wetlands and upland habitat 
of the Lake Ontario basin in sufficient quality and quantity. 

Human Health: The waters, plants and animals of Lake Ontario shall be free from contaminants and organisms 
resulting from human activities at levels that affect human health or aesthetic factors such as tainting, odour and 
turbidity. 

Habitat: Lake Ontario offshore and nearshore zones and surrounding tributary, wetland and upland habitats 
shall be of sufficient quality and quantity to support ecosystem objectives for health, productivity and 
distribution of plants and animals in and adjacent to Lake Ontario. 

Stewardship: Human activities and decisions shall embrace environmental ethics and a commitment to 
responsible stewardship. 

2.2.2 DEFINITION AND EXAMPLES 

THE ECONOMIC COMMISSION FOR EUROPE (ECE) (1993) DEFINED ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IN 

THE FOLLOWING WAY: 

"NARRATIVE STATEMENTS WHICH ATTEMPT TO DESCRIBE A DESIRED CONDITION FOR A GIVEN 
ECOSYSTEM THROUGH A SET OF PARAMETERS, TAKING INTO ACCOUNT ECOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS AND 
USES". 
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AN "ECOSYSTEM GOAL" IS A MORE BROAD-BASED NARRATIVE STATEMENT, OFTEN LINKING THE THOUGHTS OF 

ONE OR MORE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES (BERTRAM AND REYNOLDSON 1992). WHERE ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED IN LAKE ONTARIO (SEE BERTRAM AND REYNOLDSON 1992), A 

"HIERARCHY" OF OBJECTIVES HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED WITH ECOSYSTEM GOALS BEING THE MOST GENERAL, 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES BEING SOMEWHAT MORE SPECIFIC, AND INDICATORS OR GUIDELINES BEING THE MOST 

SPECIFIC. BERTRAM AND REYNOLDSON (1992) PROVIDED THE ECOSYSTEM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES WHICH 

WERE DEVELOPED FOR LAKE ONTARIO BY THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WORK GROUP (EOWG), (SEE BOX 

2.1). FURTHER WORK BY THE EOWG (1992) PROPOSED INDICATORS FOR THESE OBJECTIVES. EXAMPLES OF 

THESE INDICATORS WERE LISTED BY THE C C M E WQGTG (1994) AND ARE SHOWN IN BOX 2.2. 

IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT ALTHOUGH THE ECE'S DEFINITION FOR ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES MIGHT LEAD 

ITSELF TO A VERY SCIENTIFIC INTERPRETATION (BASED ON THE PHRASE "...THROUGH A SET OF PARAMETERS..."), 

THE EXAMPLES FROM LAKE ONTARIO DO NOT SPECIFY PARAMETERS. RATHER, THEY IMPLICITLY SUGGEST THE 

TYPES OF PARAMETERS THAT MAY BE APPROPRIATE AS INDICATORS. ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES ARE MORE LIKE 

"MOTHERHOOD" STATEMENTS THAN MEASURABLE VARIABLES. ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES ARE TOOLS WHICH CAN 

BE USED TO GUIDE PLANNING AND ACTIONS WITHIN AN ECOSYSTEM. THEY SHOULD REPRESENT A COMMON 

VISION OF THE FUTURE; A FUTURE IN WHICH ALL ECOSYSTEM RESIDENTS AND USERS WORK COOPERATIVELY TO 

REACH THEIR COMMON OBJECTIVES. IN THE GRAND SCHEME OF THINGS, ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES SUPPORT THE 

CONCEPT OF ECOSYSTEM-BASED MANAGEMENT, THE INTENT OF WHICH IS BETTER MANAGEMENT OF ALL 

RESOURCES, ULTIMATELY RESULTING IN ECOSYSTEMS IN WHICH HUMAN NEEDS (SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC) AND 

ECOLOGICAL NEEDS (I.E., THE NEEDS OF A SYSTEM TO PERPETUATE ITSELF) ARE BOTH MET—RESOURCE USE 

TAKES PLACE WITHIN ECOLOGICAL CARRYING CAPACITY. A MORE RECENT DEFINITION OF "ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES" (DOE FRAP 1995) CAPTURES THESE IDEAS: 
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"Ecosystem objectives: A DESCRIPTION OF A DESIRABLE LIVING ENVIRONMENT (AS DEFINED BY 
STAKEHOLDERS) THAT BALANCES SOCIAL, ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL GOALS." 

BOX 2.2: EXAMPLES OF ECOSYSTEM HEALTH INDICATORS SUGGESTED FOR LAKE ONTARIO. 

Aauatic Communities Human Health 

• fish harvest levels • toxic contaminants body burden 

• size spectra of top predators indicator 

• benthic community structure • public perception of risk 

• physical measurements (e.g., pH, 
temperature) Habitat 

• area of wetland 
Wildlife • length of tributary channels 

• presence/absence of Northern Pike • area ratios (e.g., urban/industrial) 

• deformities in Green Frog 

• contaminants in Black Tern eggs Stewardship 

• hunting success of Belted King Fisher • water consumption 
• population density 
• environmental volunteers 
• land use 

(Source: Ecosystem Objectives Work Group 1992) 

2.2.3 A FRAMEWORK FOR DEVELOPING GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND INDICATORS OF ECOSYSTEM 

HEALTH 

INFLUENCED BY EMERGING TRENDS IN ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT, THE WATER QUALITY 

GUIDELINES TASK GROUP (WQGTG) OF THE CANADIAN COUNCIL OF MINISTERS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

(CCME), WHOSE WORK FOCUSED ON DEVELOPING The Canadian Water Quality Guidelines (FOR 

RECREATION, DRINKING WATER, AQUATIC LIFE, ETC.), BROADENED ITS CONCERNS TO LOOK AT THE AQUATIC 

ECOSYSTEM IN ITS ENTIRETY. IN 1992, THE WQGTG SET OUT TO DEVELOP A FRAMEWORK FOR GUIDING THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM INDICATORS. UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF THE CONCEPTS "ECOSYSTEM 

HEALTH", AND THE "ECOSYSTEM APPROACH", AS WELL AS EMERGING TRENDS IN STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION 
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AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION MAKING, THE FRAMEWORK PLACED INDICATOR DEVELOPMENT 

WITHIN A HOLISTIC APPROACH TO ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT. THE RESULTING FRAMEWORK (CCME 

WQGTG 1994) CONSISTS OF FOUR STEPS: 

(1) Scope the issues and collate the existing ecosystem knowledge-base. THIS STEP 

INVOLVES TAKING STOCK OF WHAT IS KNOWN ABOUT THE ECOSYSTEM IN QUESTION WITH RESPECT TO 

ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION, ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL ACTIVITIES AND THE PHYSICAL COMPONENTS OF THE 

ECOSYSTEM. ONCE COMPILED, THIS INFORMATION MUST BE MADE AVAILABLE TO ALL STAKEHOLDERS 

FOR THEM TO USE IN ESTABLISHING COMMON TERMS OF REFERENCE AND UNDERSTANDING ABOUT THE 

ECOSYSTEM IN QUESTION. 

(2) Articulate ecosystem goals and objectives. IN THIS STEP, IDENTIFIED STAKEHOLDERS 

(LOOSELY DEFINED AS ANYONE—BE THEY AGENCIES OR INDIVIDUALS—WITH AN INTEREST IN THE 

MANAGEMENT OF THE ECOSYSTEM'S RESOURCES) USE THE KNOWLEDGE BASE AS A STARTING POINT 

FROM WHICH TO NEGOTIATE AND THEN ARTICULATE CONSENSUALLY-DERIVED ECOSYSTEM GOALS AND 

OBJECTIVES. 

(3) Develop (or select) indicators to gauge progress towards ecosystem goals and 

objectives. IN THIS STEP, A COMPREHENSIVE SUITE OF INDICATORS IS SELECTED (OR DEVELOPED AS 

NECESSARY) TO REPORT ON THE ATTAINMENT OF ECOSYSTEM GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES (FROM STEP 2). 

(4) Conduct targeted research and monitoring. THE INDICATORS DEVELOPED IN STEP 3 ARE 

APPLIED THROUGH MONITORING PROGRAMS. IN THE PROCESS OF SETTING GOALS AND DEVELOPING 

INDICATORS, INFORMATION GAPS IN THE KNOWLEDGE BASE WILL BECOME APPARENT. RESEARCH CAN 

THEN BE DIRECTED INTO AREAS WHERE IT IS MOST NEEDED. NEW INFORMATION (AND THAT COLLECTED 

FROM REGULAR MONITORING ACTIVITIES) SHOULD FEED BACK INTO THE KNOWLEDGE BASE. PERIODIC 
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REVIEW OF GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND INDICATORS SHOULD BE CONDUCTED TO ACCOUNT FOR THIS NEW 

INFORMATION. 

THE FRAMEWORK IS A SUMMARY OF ECOSYSTEM-BASED MANAGEMENT TRENDS DEVELOPED ACROSS 

CANADA AND AROUND THE WORLD OVER THE PAST DECADE. THESE FOUR STEPS ARE THE COMMON ELEMENTS 

OF A NUMBER OF DIFFERENT PROGRAMMES. IN SOME PROGRAMMES, DIFFERENT TERMS ARE USED FOR 

ANALOGOUS STEPS (E.G., "DEVELOPING AN INFORMATION SYSTEM" RATHER THAN "COLLATING THE EXISTING 

ECOSYSTEM KNOWLEDGE BASE" OR "DEVELOPING A VISION" INSTEAD OF "ARTICULATING GOALS AND 

OBJECTIVES"). 

2.3 T H E D E V E L O P M E N T O F E C O S Y S T E M OBJECTIVES AND FUTURE 

VISIONS 

THE CURRENT THESIS IS AN EVALUATION OF STEPS 1 AND 2 OF THE C C M E FRAMEWORK: THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. AS NOTED ABOVE, THE FIRST STEP OF THE C C M E FRAMEWORK 

HAS TWO MAIN GOALS: taking stock OF WHAT INFORMATION IS AVAILABLE (INCLUDING SOCIAL, ECONOMIC 

AND ENVIRONMENTAL ATTRIBUTES OF THE ECOSYSTEM IN QUESTION), AND providing a common starting 

point (ENSURING THAT ALL THE PLAYERS IN STEP TWO ARE WORKING FROM THE SAME TERMS OF REFERENCE). 

THE C C M E FRAMEWORK STATES THAT A REVIEW OF CURRENT INFORMATION SHOULD BE CONDUCTED, AND THAT 

THIS INFORMATION MUST BE MADE AVAILABLE TO ALL STAKEHOLDERS. THIS TYPE OF KNOWLEDGE COMPILATION 

WAS ATTEMPTED BEFORE THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE-SETTING PROCESS WAS UNDERTAKEN FOR LAKE ONTARIO. 

PETER SLY FROM THE RAWSON ACADEMY OF AQUATIC SCIENCES IN OTTAWA WAS CONTRACTED TO PULL 

TOGETHER "THE EFFECTS OF LANDUSE AND CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT ON THE LAKE ONTARIO ECOSYSTEM SINCE 
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1750" (SLY 1991). THIS 135 PAGE DOCUMENT REVIEWED SCIENTIFICALLY OBSERVABLE CHANGES IN 

VARIOUS COMPONENTS OF THE ECOSYSTEM. IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THIS EXERCISE WAS, TO A LARGE 

DEGREE, VERY TECHNICAL IN NATURE, AND THE RESULTS OF THE STUDY WERE PUBLISHED IN AN ACADEMIC 

JOURNAL~NOT THE MOST ACCESSIBLE MEDIUM FOR THE GENERAL PUBLIC. THE C C M E FRAMEWORK IMPLIES 

THAT THIS TYPE OF KNOWLEDGE REVIEW MUST BE TAKEN A STEP FURTHER THAN IN THE LAKE ONTARIO 

EXAMPLE TO MAKE INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO EVERYONE WITH AN INTEREST IN KNOWING IT. WITH THIS 

INFORMATION IN HAND, THE ECOSYSTEM'S STAKEHOLDERS CAN THEN COME TOGETHER IN SOME TYPE OF FORUM 

TO AGREE UPON ECOSYSTEM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES. THE FRAMEWORK ADVOCATES A COMMUNITY BASED 

FORUM WITH REPRESENTATIVE INTERESTS FROM ALL FACETS OF THE ECOSYSTEM COMMUNITY. 

IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THE C C M E FRAMEWORK IS VERY GENERAL AND DOES NOT PROVIDE ANY 

OPERATIONAL DETAIL ON HOW THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE SETTING PROCESS SHOULD BE CARRIED OUT. FOR 

EXAMPLE, NO ADVICE IS PROVIDED FOR INVITING STAKEHOLDERS TO THE TABLE, OR FOR DESIGNING THE TYPE OF 

FORUM IN WHICH THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES SHOULD BE DEVELOPED. THE TASK OF DEVELOPING THESE 

OPERATIONAL DETAILS HAS FALLEN TO THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED PILOT PROJECT. 

2.4 E C O S Y S T E M OBJECTIVES IN BRITISH C O L U M B I A 

IN 1992, AN AD HOC STEERING COMMITTEE FORMED TO ORGANIZE AND SPONSOR A WORKSHOP ON 

ECOSYSTEM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES IN BRITISH COLUMBIA. THE COMMITTEE WAS INITIALLY COMPOSED OF 

MEMBERS FROM ENVIRONMENT CANADA, THE MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, LANDS, AND PARKS, AND THE 

MINISTRY OF FORESTS, AND WAS JOINTLY CHAIRED BY FRED MAH (ENVIRONMENT CANADA) AND GEORGE 

BUTCHER (MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, LANDS, AND PARKS). THE WORKSHOP, WHICH WAS HELD AT 

DUNSMUIR LODGE (ON VANCOUVER ISLAND) FROM DECEMBER 7-9, 1992, TACKLED THE PROBLEM OF HOW 
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TO APPLY AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH IN BRITISH COLUMBIA THROUGH INCREASING THE UNDERSTANDING OF 

ECOSYSTEM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES (I.E., HOW ARE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES SET, AND HOW ARE THEY 

IMPLEMENTED?) (MARMOREK et al 1993). SPEAKERS AT THE WORKSHOP PROVIDED A WIDE RANGE OF 

EXPERIENCES FROM DIFFERENT PROJECTS AND CASE STUDIES IN OTHER PARTS OF CANADA AND FROM THE 

UNITED STATES. OVER THE COURSE OF THE WORKING SESSIONS, A PROCEDURE FOR SETTING ECOSYSTEM GOALS 

AND OBJECTIVES EMERGED. ALTHOUGH MORE DISTINCT STEPS WERE IDENTIFIED, THIS PROCEDURE IS BASICALLY 

ANALOGOUS TO THE C C M E WQGTG FRAMEWORK DESCRIBED EARLIER, (SEE FIGURE 2.1). THE WORKSHOP 

PARTICIPANTS ALSO SUGGESTED A NUMBER OF GENERIC ECOSYSTEM GOALS IN A VARIETY OF CATEGORIES 

(BIOLOGY/CONSERVATION, RESOURCES, AESTHETICS, SOCIO-ECONOMICS, AND PLANNING), AND PROVIDED A LIST 

OF "ESSENTIALS" FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESSES (MARMOREK et al 1993). BY THE END OF THE 

WORKSHOP, PARTICIPANTS SEEMED EAGER TO DO SOME TEST APPLICATIONS OF THIS APPROACH. 

FOLLOWING THE WORKSHOP, A GROUP CALLED THE "ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES STEERING COMMITTEE" 

(EOSC) BEGAN TO MEET ON A REGULAR BASIS UNDER THE GUIDANCE OF JOINT CHAIRS FRED MAH AND 

GEORGE BUTCHER. MEMBERSHIP IN THIS GROUP GREW TO INCLUDE REPRESENTATIVES FROM THE FOLLOWING 

AGENCIES: ENVIRONMENT CANADA, MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, LANDS, AND PARKS, MINISTRY OF 

FORESTS, MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE, FISHERIES AND FOOD, DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES AND OCEANS, 

CANADIAN FOREST SERVICE, MINISTRY OF EMPLOYMENT AND INVESTMENT, AGRICULTURE CANADA, MINISTRY 

OF HEALTH, MINISTRY OF SOCIAL SERVICES, AND THE FRASER BASIN MANAGEMENT PROGRAM. BY JULY OF 

1993, THE GROUP HAD SET OUT THEIR TERMS OF REFERENCE: 

"...TO ADVANCE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND MONITORING BY (1) DEVISING A STRATEGIC PLAN FOR 
ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IN BRITISH COLUMBIA, (2) PRODUCING AND IMPLEMENTING A 
COMMUNICATION STRATEGY FOR ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES, (3) OBTAINING AGREEMENTS FROM 
MEMBER AGENCIES TO PARTICIPATE IN AND IMPLEMENT ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES, AND (4) PILOTING 
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THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FRAMEWORK IN A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT" (EOSC MEETING 
MINUTES, JULY 27, 1993). 

OVER THE COURSE OF THE NEXT YEAR AND A HALF, THE GROUP CONTINUED TO MEET EVERY COUPLE OF 

MONTHS. THE COMMITTEE'S SECRETARIAL WORK WAS CARRIED OUT THROUGH ENVIRONMENT CANADA UNDER 

FRED MAH'S DIRECTION. THE GROUP WORKED ON DEVELOPING A STRATEGIC PLAN, WRITING UP A FACT SHEET 

ABOUT ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND THE ECOSYSTEM APPROACH, DEVELOPING A COMMUNICATION STRATEGY 

(THROUGH FLANDERS RESEARCH CONSULTING), AND CHOOSING A PILOT PROJECT FOR THE ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES FRAMEWORK (EOSC MEETING MINUTES, JULY 27, 1993 TO NOVEMBER 4, 1994). OVER THE 

COURSE OF THIS TIME, THE EOSC BECAME FAMILIAR WITH THE DRAFT C C M E WQGTG FRAMEWORK FOR 

DEVELOPING GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND INDICATORS OF ECOSYSTEM HEALTH (SEE SECTION 2.2.3). THE 

COMMITTEE USED THE DOCUMENT TO SUPPORT ITS GOAL OF ADVANCING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES, AND 

WORKED WITH THE AUTHORS (WQGTG'S TECHNICAL SECRETARIAT: THE GUIDELINES DIVISION, EVALUATION 

AND INTERPRETATION BRANCH, ENVIRONMENT CANADA'S HEAD OFFICE IN OTTAWA) TO CHOOSE A PILOT 

PROJECT. THE LAST MEETING OF THE EOSC WAS IN NOVEMBER 1994. AT THAT TIME, THE FACT SHEETS 

AND COMMUNICATIONS STRATEGY WERE IN DRAFT FORM, AND THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED HAD BEEN 

CHOSEN AS A PILOT PROJECT. (DETAILS ABOUT THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE EOSC AND THIS PILOT PROJECT 

ARE PRESENTED IN CHAPTER 5 AND APPENDIX C.) 

THERE WERE A NUMBER OF FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO THE DEMISE OF THE EOSC. FRED MAH 

DESCRIBED SOME OF THE FRUSTRATIONS WHICH LED THE CO-CHAIRS TO DISCONTINUE THE COMMITTEE: 

"WE FELT THAT IT'S NOT FUNCTIONING. IT WAS A VERY FRUSTRATING COMMITTEE, ESPECIALLY WHEN 
WE TRIED TO DO A FACTS SHEET FOR THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES, YOU KNOW. WE WENT THROUGH 
THREE FACILITATORS, OKAY? AND WITH THAT WE WENT THROUGH ABOUT SIX DIFFERENT DRAFTS AND 
DIDN'T GET ANY AGREEMENT...SO FINALLY, I SAID—GEORGE AND I-SAID, 'WELL, THIS IS NUTS'.. THE 
SOCIO-ECONOMIC AGENCIES, FROM THE VERY BEGINNING, SOME OF THEM EXPRESSED, 'I DON'T 
KNOW WHY I'M HERE. I WAS ASKED TO COME1...THEY DIDN'T KNOW WHY THEY WERE THERE. 
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Proposed Process for 
Setting Ecosystem Goals 
and Objectives (B.C. 
Keosystem Objectives Workshop 
1992) 

Identify and Map Area 

^ Develop Knowledge Bases 

Multi-Stakeholder Meetings 
(visions and goals) 

Sustainability Analysis 
(alternatives and trade ofifs)! 

i 
Adaptive Management 
Meetings (set objectives)* 

Management 
(monitoring, and 
demonstration projects) 

Framework for 
Developing Goals, 
Objectives and 
Indicators of Ecosystem 
Health (CCME WQGTG 
1994) 

Scope the Issues and Collate 
the Existing Ecosystem ^ 
Knowledge Base 

Articulate Ecosystem Goals 
and Objectives 

Develop (or select) Indicators 
to Gauge Progress Towards 
Ecosystem Goals and 
Objectives 

I Tar. Conduct Targeted Research and 
Monitoring ~ 

FIGURE 2.1: A COMPARISON OF THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES SETTING PROCESSES PROPOSED BY 
TWO DIFFERENT SOURCES: (1) IN AN ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WORKSHOP HELD IN B.C. IN 1992 
(SEE MARMOREK etal 1993) AND (2) BY THE C C M E WQGTG (1994). (*ParticiPants at the 
workshop acknowledged confusion over the term "ecosystem objectives." The term is sometimes used to 
refer to qualitative statements (like in the Lake Ontario example) and sometimes used almost synonymously 
with "indicators" to refer to more quantitative measurements. In this instance, "objectives" is being used to 
refer to measurable indicators.) 

THEY DIDN'T KNOW THAT WHEN WE SENT OUT THE LETTER, THIS IS A NEW PROCESS, INCLUDES SOCIO­
ECONOMICS. AND THEY SAID, "WELL, WHAT DOES SOCIO-ECONOMICS HAVE TO DO WITH THIS?"... 
SO WE DECIDED, 'AH, JUST LET IT DIE'. AND YOU KNOW, NOBODY EVEN BOTHERED TO CALL TO SAY, 
'HOW COME WE HAVEN'T HAD A MEETING?'" (FRED MAH, PERS. COMM. AUGUST 30, 1996). 

IN TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS OF EOSC MEMBERS CONDUCTED BY ANNE CARLSON OF FLANDERS RESEARCH 

CONSULTING BETWEEN APRIL 5 AND APRIL 11, 1994, OTHER MEMBERS OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE 

ECHOED THE SENTIMENT ABOUT SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ORIENTED AGENCIES: 
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"NON-TRADE AGENCIES (ECONOMIC/HEALTH) ARE SITTING AROUND THE TABLE. I DON'T THINK THEY 
UNDERSTAND WHY. I PERSONALLY AM ON BOARD, BUT THE CONCEPT IS AMBIGUOUS, UNCLEAR TO 
SOME. 

THE PROBLEM IS THAT THE PEOPLE FROM ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND HEALTH ARE NOT CLEAR 
ABOUT THEIR ROLE. WE NEED INFORMATION FROM THEM IN ORDER FOR THIS TO SUCCEED. PART OF 
THE PROBLEM IS THAT THEIR REPRESENTATION ON THE STEERING COMMITTEE HAS NOT BEEN 
CONSISTENT. 

THE ONLY PROBLEM FOR THE STEERING COMMITTEE THAT I CAN SEE IS THE CONFUSION FOR THE 
REPRESENTATIVES FROM SOCIAL SERVICES, HEALTH, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, THEY DO NOT 
UNDERSTAND THEIR ROLE. THIS MUST BE ADDRESSED WHILE THERE IS STILL ENTHUSIASM, OR IT MAY 
KILL THE PROCESS THROUGH DROPPING ATTENDANCE." (FLANDERS RESEARCH CONSULTING 1994). 

IN ADDITION TO THE CONTUSION OVER THE ROLES OF DIFFERENT AGENCIES, AND THE GENERAL FRUSTRATIONS FELT 

BY THE CO-CHAIRS DUE TO INABILITY TO REACH AGREEMENTS OR HAVE OTHER AGENCIES "DO WORK", FRED 

MAH NOTED IN HIS AUGUST 1996 INTERVIEW WITH ME THAT ANOTHER ONE OF THE PROBLEMS WITH THE 

EOSC WAS THAT HE (AND HIS CO-CHAIR, GEORGE BUTCHER) FAILED TO OBTAIN AGREEMENTS FROM THE 

"HIGHER LEVELS" OF THE AGENCIES WITH WHICH THEY WANTED TO WORK. THIS WAS, UNFORTUNATELY, EVEN 

THE CASE FOR THE MOELP, WHERE A CHANGE IN DIRECTORSHIP OF THE WATER QUALITY BRANCH, LEAD TO 

GEORGE BUTCHER BEING DIRECTED AWAY FROM THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES PROJECT AND ONTO OTHER 

PROJECTS: 

"SO, I'M THE ONLY ONE. THAT'S IT! YOU KNOW, [GEORGEJ'S STILL INVOLVED, BUT NOT REALLY 
BECAUSE HE CAN'T SPEND ANY OF HIS DOLLARS ON THE PROJECT... WERE YOU AT THE CONFERENCE 
WHEN I PRESENTED 'LESSONS LEARNED?' I HAD ONE THAT SAID, 'OBTAIN AGREEMENT AT THE 
HIGHEST LEVEL POSSIBLE', AND I DIDN'T DO THAT." (FRED MAH, PERS. COMM. AUGUST 30, 1996). 

FINALLY, THERE IS ALSO THE ISSUE OF THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE EOSC TO OTHER INTERDISCIPLINARY, 

MULTI-SECTOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING/COORDINATING INITIATIVES UNDERWAY IN BRITISH COLUMBIA AT THE 

SAME TIME THE STEERING COMMITTEE WAS STRUGGLING TO SURVIVE (E.G., COMMISSION ON RESOURCES AND 

ENVIRONMENT (CORE), FRASER BASIN MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (FBMP), LAND-USE COORDINATING 
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ORGANIZATION (LUCO), LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANS (LRMP), ETC.). WHEN THE EOSC 

WAS INITIALLY FORMED, A CORE REPRESENTATIVE WAS ASKED TO ATTEND, HOWEVER, THE REPRESENTATIVE 

SENT BY CORE ONLY ATTENDED ONE MEETING (FRED MAH, PERS. COMM. AUGUST 30, 1996). 

SO, OTHER THAN ONE MEETING, THE EOSC HAD NO OFFICIAL LINKS WITH CORE. THE COMMITTEE DID, 

HOWEVER, ESTABLISH FIRMER TIES WITH THE FBMP, AND CONSISTENTLY HAD AT LEAST ONE REPRESENTATIVE 

FROM THE PROGRAM (THOUGH NOT ALWAYS THE SAME PERSON) AT THEIR MEETINGS. AT THE LAST MEETING OF 

THE EOSC, THE GROUP WAS STILL WRESTLING WITH THE ISSUES OF THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO OTHERS IN THE B.C. 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND RESOURCE PLANNING ARENA, ESPECIALLY WITH REGARDS TO WHERE THE COMMITTEE 

SHOULD CULTIVATE RELATIONSHIPS IN ORDER TO BEST PROMOTE THE USE OF AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH TO 

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT. AN EXCERPT FROM THE EOSC MINUTES ILLUSTRATES THIS 

POINT: 

"IT WAS STATED THAT ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WOULD HAVE A VERY BROAD EFFECT IF WE HAD 
LUCO'S 'BUY-IN' AS LUCO REPORTS TO CORE [and CORE reports directly to cabinet]. 
WE NEED A STRATEGY TO GET ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IN LUCO AND THEREFORE BUILD THEM INTO 
THE FRAMEWORK. THE POINT WAS MADE THAT IF THIS IS THE WAY THE SYSTEM WORKS (I.E., LAND-
USE PLANNING, ETC.) THEN IT IS NOT SURPRISING THAT SOCIAL AGENCIES VIEW IT AS A RESOURCE ISSUE. 
GOVERNMENTS ARE BEGINNING TO PLACE A GREATER EMPHASIS ON SOCIAL/ECONOMIC ANALYSIS. IT 
WAS ALSO STATED THAT THE 'WHY SUPPORT AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH?' DOCUMENT COULD BE A 
POWERFUL PROCEDURE TO INTEGRATE PROGRAMS. WE COULD GO DIRECTLY TO CORE, ALTHOUGH 
LUCO IS LOOKING FOR WAYS TO INTEGRATE PROGRAMS...THE POINT WAS MADE THAT WE MUST 
DETERMINE WHEN WE ARE READY TO INTRODUCE OURSELVES TO LUCO. IT WAS SUGGESTED THAT 
PERHAPS WE SHOULD INSTEAD INTRODUCE THE COMMITTEE AT A HIGHER LEVEL SO THAT THOSE LEVELS 
ARE AWARE OF THE COMMITTEE, THEN BEGIN WITH LUCO." (EOSC MINUTES, NOVEMBER 4, 
1994). 

IT SEEMED THAT THERE WAS SOME GENERAL CONFUSION REGARDING JUST WHERE THE COMMITTEE FIT INTO THE 

SCHEME OF THINGS. THIS PROBABLY CONTRIBUTED TO THE FRUSTRATION FELT BY DIFFERENT MEMBERS, AND THE 

ULTIMATE DEMISE OF THE GROUP. 
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THIS PLETHORA OF PLANNING EXERCISES AT THE PROVINCIAL LEVEL HAS ALSO PROBABLY CONTRIBUTED 

TO THE FAILURE OF THE B.C. MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT TO MOVE FORWARD WITH THE ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES PROJECT. THERE IS JUST TOO MUCH PLANNING FATIGUE. IN ANY CASE, ENVIRONMENT CANADA 

HAS CONTINUED WORK IN THE AREA OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES UNDER THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PROGRAM OF THE FRASER RIVER ACTION PLAN (FRAP). ONE OF THE OBJECTIVES OF THIS PROGRAM IS TO 

DEVELOP A PROCESS FOR ESTABLISHING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES, WITH AN EYE TO PRODUCING A MANUAL 

DESCRIBING THE STEP-BY-STEP PROCESS FOR DEVELOPING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES (FRAP 1995). IT IS 

THROUGH THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY PROGRAM THAT THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED HAS OFFICIALLY 

BECOME A PILOT PROJECT FOR SETTING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES ACCORDING TO THE C C M E FRAMEWORK. 

2.5 C H A P T E R C O N C L U S I O N S 

IN RECENT YEARS, THE ECOSYSTEM APPROACH HAS ARISEN FROM MANY DIFFERENT ORIGINS TO 

BECOME A POPULAR CONCEPT IN WATERSHED MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES. THE INTEGRATION OF SOCIAL, 

ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS IN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT HAS LED TO NEW APPROACHES 

FOR PLANNING AND MAKING DECISIONS ON AN ECOSYSTEM BASIS. AN EXAMPLE OF ONE OF THESE NEW 

APPROACHES IS THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES CONCEPT WAS 

FIRST PILOTED IN THE GREAT LAKES, WHERE IT EVOLVED INTO A PROCESS WHICH EXPLICITLY RECOGNISED 

HUMAN CONCERNS AND NEEDS IN PROVIDING GUIDANCE FOR ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT. THE PROCESS WAS 

FURTHER REFINED BY THE C C M E WQGTG WHO ADVOCATED A MORE PARTICIPATIVE ROLE FOR COMMUNITY 

STAKEHOLDERS WITHIN A PROCESS TO SET ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. ECOSYSTEM BOUNDARIES ARE DEFINED 

WITHIN THIS PROCESS ON THE BASIS OF HUMAN PURPOSE, YET FOLLOWING AN ECOLOGICAL LOGIC. THIS NEW 

PROCESS GARNERED INTEREST HERE IN BRITISH COLUMBIA. THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED (IN THE 
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THOMPSON DRAINAGE BASIN) HAS BECOME A PILOT PROJECT FOR THIS ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE SETTING 

PROCESS. THE NEXT CHAPTER LOOKS AT PARTICIPATIVE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESSES WHICH HAVE BOTH 

INFLUENCED THE THEORY BEHIND THE C C M E WQGTG FRAMEWORK FOR ECOSYSTEM GOALS, OBJECTIVES 

AND INDICATORS, AND HELPED TO DESCRIBE THE CASE STUDY. 
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C H A P T E R T H R E E 

M U L T I - S T A K E H O L D E R PROCESSES A N D C O L L A B O R A T I O N T H E O R Y 

"It's the only legitimate way—the truest form of democracy. This is an opportunity for a 
quantum leap in the way we do business." 

- SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE MEMBER, OCTOBER 1995 

"I have found in the past that there are usually one of two problems with this type of 
operation. (I) They turn out to be a waste of time because nothing ever gets done, or (2) 
the agenda has already been set and the meetings are window dressing and again a 
waste of time." 

- SALMON RIVER WATERSHED RESIDENT, MARCH 1996 

THE COLLABORATIVE MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES WHICH HAVE EMERGED IN RECENT YEARS TO 

TACKLE INTERDISCIPLINARY MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS ARE CONFRONTED WITH THE JEERS AND CHEERS 

EPITOMIZED BY THE ABOVE COMMENTS. THOSE WHO ESPOUSE THE NOBLE CONCEPTS OF CONSENSUS, 

INCLUSION, AND EQUALITY ARE CONTINUALLY BOMBARDED WITH THE EVERYDAY REALITIES OF FINANCIAL 

CONSTRAINTS, OVERWHELMING TIME COMMITMENTS, POWER MANIPULATION, AND CONFLICT. THE ECOSYSTEM 

APPROACH (SEE CHAPTER 2) HAS RESULTED IN A VARIETY OF EXPERIMENTS IN COLLABORATION: IN ORDER TO 

INTEGRATE SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS INTO ONE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK, 

DIVERSE, SOMETIMES OPPOSING INTERESTS MUST SIT AT THE SAME TABLE. THERE ARE MANY DANGERS 

ASSOCIATED WITH COLLABORATIVE MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES (THE "NOTHING WILL GET DONE" CRITICISM-

STAKEHOLDERS TALK AROUND THE ISSUES WITHOUT EVER REACHING CONSENSUS, OR CONSENSUS DECISIONS 

RESULT IN ACTIONS THAT ARE TOO WEAK TO HAVE ANY OBSERVABLE IMPACT). YET THERE IS ALSO THE 

POTENTIAL FOR GREAT REWARDS (AGREEMENTS THAT ARE LONG LASTING, HAVE WIDESPREAD SUPPORT, AND 

WHICH MORE PEOPLE IMPLEMENT). THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED 
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VISION IS JUST ONE EXAMPLE OF THE MANY MULTI-STAKEHOLDER INITIATIVES THAT HAVE TAKEN PLACE IN 

CANADA IN RECENT YEARS. THE PURPOSE OF THIS CHAPTER IS TO OUTLINE THE THEORETICAL BASIS FOR 

EXAMINING AND EVALUATING THIS INITIATIVE IN LIGHT OF THE POTENTIAL DANGERS AND REWARDS ASSOCIATED 

WITH COLLABORATION. 

THE FIRST PART OF THIS CHAPTER PROVIDES SOME BACKGROUND BY REVIEWING MULTI-STAKEHOLDER 

PROCESSES (MSPS) IN GENERAL. THAT IS, WHAT ARE MSPS? WHEN ARE THEY USED? AND WHAT ARE THE 

DIFFERENT TYPES? COLLABORATION THEORY WILL THEN BE PRESENTED AS A WAY TO FRAME THE EVALUATION OF 

THE CASE STUDY. WHAT DOES COLLABORATION ENTAIL? AND HOW DOES COLLABORATION THEORY RELATE TO 

OTHER WAYS IN WHICH ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE SETTING COULD BE EVALUATED? FOLLOWING THIS, A 

DISCUSSION OF THE ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS INVOLVED WITH USING THIS COLLABORATION MODEL IS 

GIVEN, AND THE CHAPTER ENDS WITH A FEW CONCLUSIONS SUMMARIZING THE ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK FOR 

EXAMINING THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY. 

3.1 M U L T I - S T A K E H O L D E R PROCESSES (MSPS) IN ENVIRONMENTAL 

PLANNING AND M A N A G E M E N T 

AS WAS NOTED AT THE BEGINNING OF CHAPTER 2, THE PROBLEMS OF THE WORLD (BE THEY 

ENVIRONMENTAL, ECONOMIC, SOCIAL OR OTHER) ARE INTERCONNECTED—TO THE POINT AT WHICH, "BASICALLY, 

EVERY REAL WORLD POLICY PROBLEM IS RELATED TO EVERY OTHER REAL WORLD PROBLEM" (MASON AND 

MITROFT 1981). THIS HAS IMPORTANT IMPLICATIONS FOR THE WAY IN WHICH PROBLEM SOLVING METHODS 

ARE DESIGNED. MASON AND MITROFF (1981) SET OUT FOUR CRITERIA FOR DESIGNING "REAL WORLD PROBLEM 

SOLVING METHODS": PARTICIPATIVE, ADVERSARIAL, INTEGRATIVE, AND MANAGERIAL MIND SUPPORTING. 

BASICALLY, THEY PROPOSE THAT METHODS SHOULD INVOLVE THE VARIETY OF PEOPLE HAVING RESOURCES OR 
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KNOWLEDGE ABOUT A PROBLEM, ALL POINTS OF VIEW/PERSPECTIVES SHOULD BE AIRED CONSTRUCTIVELY, THE 

DIVERSE KNOWLEDGE MUST BE PUT INTO A COHERENT PLAN OF ACTION, AND IT MUST ALL BE INTUITIVELY 

UNDERSTANDABLE TO THOSE PERSONS STRUGGLING TO ARRIVE AT INSIGHT ON COMPLEX PROBLEMS. MANY 

MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES ARE DESIGNED TO (OR BY DEFAULT/ACCIDENT) ADDRESS THESE CRITERIA. IN 

FACT, SOME SORT OF MSP IS PROBABLY AN ESSENTIAL ELEMENT OF A PARTICIPATIVE, ADVERSARIAL, REAL WORLD 

PROBLEM SOLVING METHOD. 

ALTHOUGH THE IDEA OF INCLUDING STAKEHOLDERS IN DECISIONS WHICH AFFECT THEM IS NOT NEW 

(E.G., CONNOR 1974, ARNSTEIN 1969 ), STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT (OR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT OR 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT) INITIATIVES HAVE EXPLODED OVER THE LAST DECADE AND HAVE INFILTRATED THE THEORY 

ABOUT DECISION-MAKING AT THE GLOBAL TO LOCAL LEVELS. AT A GLOBAL LEVEL, THE WORLD COMMISSION ON 

ENVIRONMENT AND DEVELOPMENT BROUGHT THE INTEGRATED NATURE OF ENVIRONMENT AND DEVELOPMENT 

PROBLEMS (AS WELL AS THE CONCEPT OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT) TO THE WORLD'S ATTENTION. OTHER 

GLOBAL EVENTS LIKE THE UNITED NATION'S COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENT AND DEVELOPMENT (UNCED) 

1992 RIO CONFERENCE, AND THE OCTOBER 1996 WORLD CONSERVATION UNION'S WORLD CONSERVATION 

CONGRESS (MONTREAL) ARE EXAMPLES OF A CONTINUING EFFORT AT THE GLOBAL LEVEL TO PURSUE A 

SUSTAINABILITY AGENDA. AS FOLLOW UP TO THE WORLD COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENT AND 

DEVELOPMENT (1987), CANADA SET UP THE NATIONAL ROUND TABLE ON THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE 

ECONOMY. FOLLOWING THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S LEAD, MANY PROVINCES, INCLUDING BRITISH 

COLUMBIA, ALSO SET UP ROUND TABLES, AND UNDER THEIR GUIDANCE, LOCAL ROUND TABLES WERE SET UP IN 

MANY COMMUNITIES (BCRTEE 1994 AND NRTEE 1994). (FOR A REVIEW OF THE HISTORY BEHIND 

SETTING UP LOCAL ROUND TABLES, SEE LOTZ 1995.) ALTHOUGH LOCAL ROUND TABLES HAVE BEEN FORMED FOR 

A VARIETY OF REASONS, THEY OFTEN FOLLOW A GENERAL MANDATE "...TO EXPLORE OPTIONS AND DETERMINE 
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WAYS THAT THE COMMUNITY OR REGION CAN BECOME MORE SUSTAINABLE, TAKING THE LOCAL ENVIRONMENT, 

ECONOMY AND SOCIAL FABRIC INTO ACCOUNT" (BCRTEE 1994). 

ONE OF THE PRINCIPLES MOST 

ESPOUSED BY ROUND TABLES IN CANADA IS 

THAT OF "CONSENSUS", LOOSELY DEFINED AS 

GENERAL AGREEMENT AMONGST ALL PARTIES 

CONCERNED. IN 1993, THE CANADIAN ROUND 

TABLES (I.E., THE NATIONAL AND PROVINCIAL 

ROUND TABLES) REACHED CONSENSUS ON 

SEVERAL GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF CONSENSUS 

PROCESSES: PURPOSE DRIVEN, INCLUSIVE NOT 

EXCLUSIVE, VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION, SELF 

DESIGN, FLEXIBILITY, EQUAL OPPORTUNITY, 

RESPECT FOR DIVERSE INTERESTS, 

ACCOUNTABILITY, TIME LIMITS, AND 

IMPLEMENTATION. 

ALTHOUGH ROUND TABLES ARE A GOOD 

BOX 3.1: SOME TERMS USED TO DESCRIBE MULTI-
STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES. 

Multi-Stakeholder Process: "...one where those affecting 
or those affected by a particular plan, policy, or project 
come together to assist the proponent with the design, 
planning and perhaps implementation of that plan, policy or 
project" (Donaldson 1994). The "stakeholders" are "those 
affecting" and "those affected"—basically, anyone who has 
an interest in the plan, policy or project in question. 
Sometimes MSPs are referred to as community involvement 
or public involvement programs. 

Collaboration: "A process through which parties who see 
different aspects of a problem can constructively explore 
their differences and search for solutions that go beyond 
their own limited vision of what is possible" (Gray 1989). 

Consensus Process: "One in which all those who have a 
stake in the outcome aim to reach agreement on action and 
outcomes that resolve or advance issues related to 
environmental, social, and economic sustainability" 
(Canadian Round Tables 1993). 

Consensus Based Planning: "Group planning based on 
three successive levels of consensus or shared 
understanding: (1) listening with respect and an open mind 
to one another's perspectives until all have a common 
"sense" of what is being talked about, (2) making decisions 
together, and (3) members of the group taking action 
together based on decisions they have made" (SRWR 
1994). 

EXAMPLE OF MSPS, THEY ARE NOT THE ONLY EXAMPLE; SEVERAL MSPS HAVE BEEN ESTABLISHED IN BOTH 

BRITISH COLUMBIA AND THE REST OF CANADA WHICH ARE NOT FORMALLY CONSIDERED "ROUND TABLES". 

BEFORE IT WAS DISSOLVED IN 1994, THE B.C. ROUND TABLE ON THE ENVIRONMENT AND ECONOMY HAD 

IDENTIFIED AT LEAST 40 DIFFERENT PROJECTS HERE IN B.C. ALONE WHICH THEY CONSIDERED TO BE EQUIVALENT 

TO LOCAL ROUND TABLES (BCRTEE 1994), LARGELY ON THE BASIS OF THEIR USE OF A CONSENSUS DECISION 
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MAKING PROCESS. HERE IN B.C., THERE ARE ALSO EXAMPLES OF LARGER, REGIONAL MSPS LIKE THE FRASER 

BASIN MANAGEMENT BOARD (FBMB), THE COMMISSION ON RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT (CORE), 

AND THE LAND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANS (LRMPS). OTHER MSPS OPERATING WITHIN B.C. 

INCLUDE: 

• LOCAL RESOURCE USE PLANS (LRUPS), 
• LOCAL GOVERNMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEES, 
• WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PARTNERSHIPS, 
• COMMUNITY RESOURCE BOARDS, AND 
• HEALTHY COMMUNITIES, (FOR MORE DETAILS AND EXAMPLES SEE BCRTEE 1994 AND LOTZ 
1995). 

IN SHORT, THERE ARE AN ENDLESS VARIETY OF MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES. DONALDSON (1994) 

PROVIDES A GENERAL DEFINITION OF "MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESS": 

"...ONE IN WHICH THOSE AFFECTING OR THOSE AFFECTED BY A PARTICULAR PLAN, POLICY, OR PROJECT 
COME TOGETHER TO ASSIST THE PROPONENT WITH THE DESIGN, PLANNING AND PERHAPS 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THAT PLAN, POLICY OR PROJECT". 

SOME TERMS USED TO DESCRIBE MULTI-STAKEHOLDER INITIATIVES ARE GIVEN IN BOX 3.1 FOR EASY 

REFERENCE. 

3.1.1 A Continuum of Public Involvement and Multi-Stakeholder Processes 

AS NOTED ABOVE, THERE ARE A WIDE VARIETY OF ACTIVITIES ALL CONSIDERED TO BE MULTI-

STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES (ALSO KNOWN AS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESSES AND SOMETIMES COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT PROCESSES). IN 1969, ARNSTEIN DESCRIBED "A LADDER OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION" WHICH 

WAS COMPOSED OF EIGHT RUNGS STARTING IN "NONPARTICIPATION" (MANIPULATION AND THERAPY), MOVING 

THROUGH "DEGREES OF TOKENISM" (INFORMING, CONSULTATION AND PLACATION), AND FINISHING WITH 

DEGREES OF CITIZEN POWER (PARTNERSHIP, DELEGATED POWER, AND CITIZEN CONTROL). DONALDSON (1994) 

PRESENTED A SLIGHTLY SIMPLIFIED VERSION OF ARNSTEIN'S LADDER, CALLED "THE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
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continuum" (see Figure 3.1). Donaldson's continuum lists six different types of public 

involvement initiatives, all of which may be appropriate for different uses: 

(1) Public Information/Education. Decisions have been made by government or some 

other project proponent, and the public is being informed of those decisions, (e.g., 

emergency measures, research results). 

(2) Information Feedback. Decisions have been made, and comments on that decision are 

requested from the public. The proponent does not necessarily use the public comment 

(e.g., comments on proposed municipal by-laws). 

(3) Public Consultation. Public comment is sought on a project (plan or policy) through a 

formal setting, usually once the project has been well defined and is past the conceptual 

stages. The most familiar example is that of environmental impact assessments. 

(4) Joint Planning. This is the type of initiative most commonly referred to as "multi-

stakeholder"; all affected parties have the right to be at the planning or decision-making 

table with government and the proponent of the project, plan or policy, (e.g., round 

tables on the environment and economy). 

(5) Delegated Authority. Some decision making authority and the ability to carry out those 

decisions are granted to a non-governmental body, however, these bodies are limited by 

a prescribed framework (often the Acts which created them), (e.g., Ontario Conservation 

Authorities, and the Fraser Basin Management Board). 

(6) Self Determination. This is a somewhat Utopian notion that community planning and 

actions for sustainability can occur in "a way that is free from political interference...with 
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NO MOTIVATION OTHER THAN IT IS THE RIGHT THING TO DO". THE ONLY PLACE WHERE THIS TERM IS 

COMMONLY USED IS IN THE CONTEXT OF FIRST NATIONS SELF-GOVERNMENT. 

FIGURE 3.1: THE CONTINUUM OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT (FROM DONALDSON 1994). 

THE CONTINUUM OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

SELF 
DETERMINATION 

AUTHORITY 

Increasing stakeholder involvement — • 

Increasing stakeholder decision making authority—• 

THE TYPES OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT INITIATIVES LISTED IN THE CONTINUUM DIFFER IN THE DEGREE OF 

STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT AND DECISION MAKING AUTHORITY. THESE TYPES ALSO DIFFER IN THE DEGREE OF 

COLLABORATION INVOLVED. "COLLABORATION", WHICH WILL BE EXAMINED MORE EXTENSIVELY IN LATER PARTS 

OF THIS CHAPTER, HAS BEEN DEFINED AS 

"A PROCESS THROUGH WHICH PARTIES WHO SEE DIFFERENT ASPECTS OF A PROBLEM CAN 
CONSTRUCTIVELY EXPLORE THEIR DIFFERENCES AND SEARCH FOR SOLUTIONS THAT GO BEYOND THEIR OWN 
LIMITED VISION OF WHAT IS POSSIBLE" (GRAY 1989). 
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AT THE PUBLIC INFORMATION/EDUCATION END OF THE CONTINUUM, THERE IS LITTLE (IF ANY) COLLABORATION: 

THE STAKEHOLDERS ARE NOT JOINTLY TACKLING A PROBLEM; ONE PARTY (OFTEN GOVERNMENT) IS INFORMING 

THE OTHERS (PUBLIC INTERESTS) OF PROBLEMS OR DECISIONS. NEAR THE CENTRE OF THE CONTINUUM, "JOINT 

PLANNING" PROBABLY MOST CLOSELY RESEMBLES A COLLABORATIVE, MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESS AS DEFINED 

BY GRAY (1989). IT IS NOT CLEAR HOW THE CONCEPT OF COLLABORATION FITS WITH THE "SELF 

DETERMINATION" END OF THE CONTINUUM. DONALDSON USES THE TERM "SELF DETERMINATION" TO REFER TO A 

COMMUNITY'S ABILITY TO PLAN AND CARRY OUT ACTIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY FREE FROM FORMAL 

POLITICAL/GOVERNMENTAL INTERFERENCE, BUT SHE DOES NOT SAY HOW COMMUNITY DECISIONS SHOULD BE 

REACHED IN SUCH A CASE. SINCE THE FOCUS IN THIS THESIS IS ON A MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESS IN THE 

"JOINT-PLANNING" REGION OF THE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT CONTINUUM, THE NEXT SECTION WILL FOCUS ON WAYS 

TO DESCRIBE THESE TYPES OF JOINT-PLANNING, COLLABORATIVE INITIATIVES. 

3.1.2 WAYS TO DESCRIBE COLLABORATIVE MSPS 

THERE ARE SEVERAL OTHER WAYS IN WHICH IN WHICH MSPS CAN BE CATEGORIZED INTO "TYPES" 

BASED ON DOMINANT CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROCESS. THERE ARE THREE ASPECTS WHICH DESERVE SPECIAL 

ATTENTION IN COLLABORATIVE MSPS: THE MOTIVATION FOR COLLABORATING, ORIGINS AND OUTCOMES, AND 

POWER AND AUTHORITY. 

3.1.2.1 MOTIVATION FOR COLLABORATING 

SOME AUTHORS DISTINGUISH BETWEEN TWO MAIN types OF COLLABORATION BASED ON THE 

MOTIVATION BEHIND THE COLLABORATION: VISION-BASED, AND CONFLICT-BASED (E.G., GRAY 1989, 

BCRTEE 1994, AND KOFINAS AND GRIGGS 1996). VISION-BASED COLLABORATIONS ARE THOSE IN WHICH 

STAKEHOLDERS WHO HAVE SOME JOINT INTERESTS OR CONCERNS COME TOGETHER IN ORDER TO WORK TOGETHER 

TOWARDS THOSE COMMON INTERESTS. CONFLICT-BASED COLLABORATIONS ARE THOSE IN WHICH STAKEHOLDERS 
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WITH OPPOSING VIEWS OR INTERESTS ARE BROUGHT TOGETHER BECAUSE OF A PERCEIVED NEED (BY SOME 

CONVENING PARTY) TO REDUCE OR RESOLVE CONFLICT. OBVIOUSLY, A COLLABORATIVE MSP WHICH IS BASED 

ON CONFLICT WILL HAVE MORE INITIAL HURDLES TO OVERCOME THAN ONE BASED ON A COMMON VISION. IN 

THESE CONFLICT-BASED CASES, AN INCENTIVE FOR ALL PARTIES TO COLLABORATE MUST BE CLEARLY ESTABLISHED 

EARLY IN THE PROCESS (GRAY 1989). THE POTENTIAL REWARDS OF WORKING TOGETHER—TOWARDS SOME 

FORM OF NEGOTIATED AGREEMENT—MUST BE GREATER THAN WHAT AN INDIVIDUAL STAKEHOLDER COULD OBTAIN 

ON HIS OR HER OWN (FISHER AND URY 1981). ALTHOUGH VISION-BASED COLLABORATIONS MAY HAVE AN 

EASIER START THAN THEIR CONFLICT-BASED COUNTERPARTS, AN INITIAL VISION IS NOT NECESSARILY SUFFICIENT FOR 

ONGOING COLLABORATION: "THE ESSENCE OF COLLABORATION IS MOVING BEYOND DISCUSSION OF APPARENT 

COMMON GROUND TO GRAPPLING WITH DIFFERENCES AND FOSTERING THE COMMITMENT TO COLLECTIVE ACTION 

IN THE FUTURE" (KOFINAS AND GRIGGS 1996). 

WESTLEY (1995) PRESENTS A MORE REFINED FRAMEWORK FOR LOOKING AT THE ORIGINS OF VISION 

BASED COLLABORATIONS. HE DISTINGUISHES THREE TYPES OF COLLABORATIONS: PLANNING-LED (E.G., 

COMMISSIONS AND TASK FORCES), VISION-LED (THOSE INSPIRED BY A VISIONARY LEADER), AND LEARNING-LED 

(THOSE EMERGING FROM THE REACTIONS OF MANY INDIVIDUALS SIMULTANEOUSLY TO CERTAIN STIMULI; E.G., 

CITIZEN MOVEMENTS OR INTER-UNIVERSITY NETWORKS). EACH OF THESE THREE TYPES DIFFER IN HOW WELL 

THEY HANDLE THE TASKS OF ISSUE DEFINITION, ACTION MOBILIZATION, RESOURCE MOBILIZATION, AND 

STRUCTURING. PLANNING-LED COLLABORATIONS ARE BEST AT RESOURCE MOBILIZATION AND STRUCTURING, WHILE 

VISION-LED AND LEARNING-LED COLLABORATIONS ARE BETTER AT ISSUE DEFINITION AND ACTION MOBILIZATION. 

3.1.2.2 Origins and Intended Outcomes 

RELATED TO THE MOTIVATION BEHIND A COLLABORATIVE MSP ARE OTHER QUESTIONS SURROUNDING 

THE ORIGINS OF THE PROCESS/PROJECT, LIKE, "WHO INITIATED THE COLLABORATION?", AND "WHAT WAS THEIR 

48 



INTENTION IN DOING SO?". SOMETIMES A DISTINCTION IS MADE BETWEEN "MANDATED" AND "GRASS-ROOTS" 

PROCESSES (E.G., BCRTEE 1994 AND DOVETAIL CONSULTING AND ARGENT 1994). MANDATED 

PROCESSES ARE THOSE WHICH ARE SET UP BY GOVERNMENT FOR A SPECIFIC PURPOSE. THEY TEND TO BE 

DELIVERABLE-DRIVEN, AND HAVE A GUARANTEED SET OF RESOURCES FROM WHICH TO DRAW (E.G., THE 

COMMISSION ON RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT ACT WHICH RESULTED IN THE CORE PLANNING TABLES). 

GRASSROOTS MSPS ARE OFTEN MORE GENERAL IN SCOPE, AND ARE INITIATED BY NON-GOVERNMENTAL 

COMMUNITY MEMBERS, WHO MAY BE FILLING A NEED THAT GOVERNMENT IS NOT ADEQUATELY FILLING, OR 

REACTING TO GOVERNMENT ACTIONS (DOVETAIL CONSULTING AND ARGENT 1994). GRASSROOTS MSPS 

USUALLY DO NOT HAVE GUARANTEED FUNDING SOURCES AND MAY NOT HAVE THE LEGAL AUTHORITY TO 

IMPLEMENT THEIR DECISIONS. 

ASSOCIATED INTIMATELY WITH THE ORIGINS OF A COLLABORATIVE MSP IS THE INTENDED OUTCOME OF 

THE PROCESS. GRAY (1989) POINTS OUT THAT SOME COLLABORATIONS ARE SET UP SOLELY FOR THE PURPOSE 

OF INFORMATION EXCHANGE AMONG STAKEHOLDERS (LEADING TO VOLUNTARY AGREEMENTS) WHILE OTHERS 

PRODUCE MORE BINDING AGREEMENTS AND REQUIRE FORMAL COMMITMENTS FROM STAKEHOLDERS. 

3.1.2.3 POWER AND AUTHORITY2 

A COLLABORATIVE VENTURE IMPLIES SOME SORT OF POWER SHARING SINCE DECISIONS ARE JOINTLY 

MADE, AND JOINTLY IMPLEMENTED. FOR EXAMPLE, IN THE CASE OF A MANDATED MSP, A GOVERNMENT OR 

AGENCY IS SHARING SOME OF ITS POWER WITH OTHER STAKEHOLDERS. THERE ARE SEVERAL ISSUES 

SURROUNDING POWER AND AUTHORITY WHICH IMPACT COLLABORATIVE MSPS, TWO OF WHICH WILL BE 

"Power, l a : possession of control, authority, or influence over others b: one having such power 2a: ability to 
act or do b: legal or official authority, capacity, or right", "Authority: 2: the right to give commands or to carry out or 
enforce others' commands 3: a person or persons having powers of government" (Webster's N e w Encyclopedic 
Dictionary 1993). 
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TOUCHED ON HERE: THE STRENGTH OF THE CONVENING POWER, AND THE BALANCE OF POWER AMONG 

STAKEHOLDERS. 

GRAY (1989) NOTES THAT COLLABORATIVE PROCESSES "DIFFER WITH RESPECT TO THE STRENGTH OF THE 

CONVENING POWER AND THE AVAILABILITY OF AN INSTITUTIONALIZED ARENA WITHIN WHICH DISCUSSIONS CAN 

BE INITIATED". FOR EXAMPLE, A COURT ORDERED NEGOTIATION MAY GIVE THE CONVENOR THE LEGAL 

AUTHORITY TO ORDER PARTIES TO THE TABLE, BUT, MAY BE HARD-PRESSED TO ARRIVE AT A CONSENSUS DECISION 

(GRAY 1989). SOMETIMES THE LEGAL AUTHORITY TO CARRY OUT ACTIONS MAY INDUCE STAKEHOLDERS TO 

PARTICIPATE BECAUSE THEY KNOW THERE IS A REAL POTENTIAL FOR ACTION. YET, SOMETIMES LEGAL AUTHORITY 

MAKES STAKEHOLDERS SUSPICIOUS: If they have the power to act alone, why do they need us? 

THE BALANCE OF POWER ISSUE COMPLICATES THINGS FURTHER. AS WESTLEY (1995) POINTS OUT, 

"MOST ORGANIZATIONS HOARD POWER", AND MOST PEOPLE SOCIALIZED IN HIERARCHICAL ORGANIZATIONS ARE 

NOT PREPARED FOR THE KIND OF UNSTRUCTURED POWER SHARING OF A SUCCESSFUL COLLABORATION. IDEALLY, 

STAKEHOLDERS ENTERING INTO A COLLABORATIVE MSP WOULD BE EQUALS, BUT THIS IS RARELY THE CASE. 

INDIVIDUALS OR ORGANIZATIONS ENTER INTO MSPS WITH DIFFERENT AMOUNTS OF POWER AS A RESULT OF 

DIFFERENT FINANCIAL RESOURCES, KNOWLEDGE, MANDATED AUTHORITY (IN THE CASES WHERE GOVERNMENT 

AGENCIES ARE INVOLVED), OR POLITICAL CONNECTIONS. KOFINAS AND GRIGGS (1996) NOTE, 

"COLLABORATION IS NOT A PANACEA...EVEN THE MOST PRO-ACTIVE AND CREATIVE VISION-BUILDING 
PROCESSES MOTIVATED BY A STRONG SENSE OF COLLECTIVE INTEREST RARELY RESULT IN IDEAL 
OUTCOMES FOR ALL PARTIES." 

THE DEGREE TO WHICH, AND THE METHOD BY WHICH POWER IS SHARED AMONG STAKEHOLDERS CAN ADD AN 

INTERESTING DIMENSION TO A DESCRIPTION OF A MSP. 

ALTHOUGH IT IS POSSIBLE TO DESCRIBE MSPS LIKE THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY IN 

TERMS OF THESE GENERAL OBSERVABLE CHARACTERISTICS, THE DESCRIPTION ALONE CANNOT TELL US WHETHER OR 
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NOT THE CASE STUDY IS A SUCCESSFUL COLLABORATIVE MSP, AND IT CERTAINLY CANNOT ADDRESS SOME OF THE 

"BIG PICTURE" QUESTIONS SUCH AS WHETHER OR NOT A COLLABORATIVE MSP WAS THE MOST APPROPRIATE 

WAY TO ADDRESS THE PROBLEMS IN THE FIRST PLACE (DISCUSSED IN SECTION 3 3.2). BEFORE LOOKING AT 

WHAT MAKES A COLLABORATIVE MSP SUCCESSFUL, IT IS NECESSARY TO EXAMINE THE COLLABORATIVE PROCESS 

IN MORE DETAIL. 

3.2 C O L L A B O R A T I O N T H E O R Y 

ALTHOUGH THE DEVELOPMENT OF COLLABORATION THEORY IS RELATIVELY NEW, ITS ROOTS LIE IN THE 

MERGER OF CASE STUDY RESEARCH ON INTERORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOUR WITH A NUMBER OF MORE 

ESTABLISHED THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES INCLUDING RESOURCE DEPENDENCE THEORY, CORPORATE SOCIAL 

PERFORMANCE THEORY/INSTITUTIONAL ECONOMICS THEORY, STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT THEORY/SOCIAL ECOLOGY 

THEORY, MICROECONOMICS THEORY, INSTITUTIONAL THEORY/NEGOTIATED ORDER THEORY, AND POLITICAL THEORY 

(GRAY AND WOOD 1991). BASED ON A SPECIAL TWO VOLUME REVIEW OF COLLABORATIVE ALLIANCES (FOUND 

IN THE Journal ofApplied Behavioral Science, MARCH AND JUNE 1991), GRAY AND WOOD (1991) 

POINT OUT THAT NONE OF THESE THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES CAN ALONE SERVE AS THE FOUNDATION FOR A 

GENERAL THEORY OF COLLABORATION, LARGELY BECAUSE OF THEIR ORIENTATION ON INDIVIDUAL ORGANIZATIONS 

(I.E., NOT THE COLLABORATIVE ASPECTS OF WORK OCCURRING BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONS OR INDIVIDUALS). 

WOOD AND GRAY (1991) NOTE THAT THE ABUNDANCE OF CASE STUDY RESEARCH IS INCREASING DUE TO THE 

PROLIFERATION OF COLLABORATIVE ALLIANCES TO SOLVE ORGANIZATIONAL AND SOCIETAL PROBLEMS. THIS 

RESEARCH WILL ENHANCE COLLABORATION THEORY IN THE FUTURE. 

3.2.1 THE COLLABORATIVE PROCESS 

GRAY (1989) NOTES THAT ALTHOUGH THERE IS NO CLEARLY PRESCRIBED PATTERN FOR A COLLABORATIVE 
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FIGURE 3.2. THE COLLABORATIVE PROCESS (BASED ON GRAY 1989, PROCESS, COMMON ISSUES ARISE 
SELIN AND CHAVEZ 1995, AND KOFINAS AND GRIGGS 1996). 

STAGE 1: ANTECEDENTS 
IN MOST COLLABORATIVE EFFORTS 

• MOTIVATION (CONFLICT OR VISION BASED) WHICH HAVE LEAD TO A GENERAL 
• ORIGINS (MANDATED OR GRASSROOTS) 

WHICH HAVE LEAD TO A GENERAL 

• INTENDED OUTCOME SEQUENCE OF EVENTS. SHE GOES 
• BALANCE OF POWER 

SEQUENCE OF EVENTS. SHE GOES 

• LEADERSHIP/CONVENER CHARACTERISTICS ON TO DESCRIBE THESE EVENTS IN 

STAGE 2: PROBLEM SETTING THREE PHASES, PROBLEM SETTING, 
• IDENTIFICATION AND LEGITIMACY OF STAKEHOLDERS 

THREE PHASES, PROBLEM SETTING, 

• PROBLEM DEFINITION DIRECTION SETTING AND 
• CLARITY OF STAKEHOLDER'S EXPECTATIONS ABOUT 

DIRECTION SETTING AND 

OUTCOMES IMPLEMENTATION. 
• COMMITMENT TO COLLABORATE 

IMPLEMENTATION. 

• IDENTIFICATION OF RESOURCES THE FIRST PHASE, 

STAGE 3: DIRECTION SETTING PROBLEM SETTING, CAN BE 
• ESTABLISHING GROUND RULES 
• DEVELOPING SHARED UNDERSTANDING AND VALUES THOUGHT OF AS PRE-NEGOTIATION. 
• AGENDA SETTING 
• ORGANIZING SUBGROUPS IN THIS PHASE, STAKEHOLDERS ARE 
• JOINT INFORMATION SEARCH 
• EXPLORING OPTIONS IDENTIFIED AND BROUGHT TO THE 
• EVALUATING OPTIONS 
• REACHING AGREEMENT AND CLOSING THE DEAL TABLE WHERE THEY MUST 
• DISPERSING POWER AMONG STAKEHOLDERS 

COMMONLY AGREE ON THEIR 
STAGE 4: STRUCTURING 

PROBLEM. (PARTIES WHO DON'T • FORMALIZING RELATIONSHIPS PROBLEM. (PARTIES WHO DON'T 

• ASSIGNING ROLES 
AGREE TO THE PROBLEM • MONITORING THE AGREEMENT AND ENSURING AGREE TO THE PROBLEM 

COMPLIANCE 
DEFINITION WOULD HAVE LITTLE • DEALING WITH CONSTITUENCIES/EXTERNAL MANDATES DEFINITION WOULD HAVE LITTLE 

• BUILDING EXTERNAL SUPPORT 
INCENTIVE TO COLLABORATE.) THIS 

STAGE 5: OUTCOMES 
STAGE MUST ALSO GENERATE • PROGRAMS STAGE MUST ALSO GENERATE 

• 
• 

IMPACTS 
BENEFITS DERIVED COMMITMENT FROM THE 

• EXTERNAL SUPPORT 
STAKEHOLDERS TO PARTICIPATE— 
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USUALLY ACCOMPLISHED IF THE STAKEHOLDERS FEEL THAT THE PROCESS WILL BE FAIR, EQUALLY WEIGHTED, SERVE 

THEIR INTERESTS, HAVE POSITIVE OUTCOMES, AND THAT THE OTHER PARTIES WILL AGREE TO COLLABORATE. 

THE SECOND PHASE, DIRECTION SETTING, BOTH SETS OUT THE PROCEDURAL CONTEXT FOR, AND DEALS 

WITH THE SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES OF THE PROBLEM IDENTIFIED IN THE FIRST PHASE. STAKEHOLDERS SHARE THEIR 

VALUES AND INTERESTS RELATED TO THE PROBLEM SO THAT THEY CAN DEVELOP "...A REALISTIC UNDERSTANDING 

OF HOW THE OTHER STAKEHOLDERS VIEW THE ISSUES AND WHAT THEIR INTERESTS ARE (GRAY 1989)." (GRAY 

REFERS TO FISHER AND URY (1981) WHO NOTE THAT THE CHANCE OF SERVING ONE'S INTERESTS INCREASES 

WHEN THOSE INTERESTS ARE COMMUNICATED.) THERE ARE TWO MAIN TASKS IN THIS PHASE OF GRAY'S 

MODEL: RESEARCHING OPTIONS, AND DECISION MAKING. IN THE RESEARCHING OPTIONS PART OF THIS PHASE, 

GROUND RULES ARE ESTABLISHED FOR CONDUCTING DISCUSSION, NEGOTIATION, MEDIATION, TIMETABLES, 

AGENDAS, ETC., KNOWLEDGE IS GATHERED AND ORGANIZED AS NEEDED, AND OPTIONS ARE IDENTIFIED. IN THE 

"DECISION MAKING" PART OF THIS PHASE, OPTIONS ARE EVALUATED, AND DECISIONS ARE REACHED. 

THE THIRD PHASE IDENTIFIED BY GRAY, IMPLEMENTATION, ENSURES THAT AGREEMENTS REACHED ARE 

CARRIED OUT. THIS COULD INVOLVE DEALING WITH CONSTITUENCIES (IF AGREEMENTS WERE MADE THROUGH 

REPRESENTATIVES), BUILDING EXTERNAL SUPPORT FOR AGREEMENTS, AND SETTING IN PLACE A CHAIN OF ACTIONS 

AND A WAY OF MONITORING THOSE ACTIONS TO ENSURE THAT AGREEMENTS ARE FULFILLED. 

OTHER AUTHORS, LOOKING AT COLLABORATION MORE SPECIFICALLY IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL OR NATURAL 

RESOURCE FIELDS HAVE PROPOSED MODIFIED VERSIONS OF GRAY'S MODEL. FOR EXAMPLE, SELIN AND 

CHAVEZ (1995) DESCRIBE A FIVE STAGE PROCESS FOR COLLABORATION IN ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND 

MANAGEMENT. THEY INCLUDE A PRE-PROBLEM SETTING STEP, "ANTECEDENTS", WHICH DESCRIBES THE 

CONTEXT FROM WHICH THE COLLABORATION EMERGED. THIS DESCRIPTION COVERS THE RANGE OF ISSUES 

DESCRIBED IN THE PRECEDING SECTION (I.E., MOTIVATION, ORIGINS, POWER, ETC.). THEY ALSO DIVIDE 
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GRAY'S LAST PHASE, IMPLEMENTATION, INTO TWO STEPS: "STRUCTURING" (IN WHICH THE MSP IS FORMALIZED 

OR INSTITUTIONALIZED), AND "OUTCOMES" (A DESCRIPTION OF THE MSP'S RESULTS, PRODUCTS AND IMPACTS). 

KOFINAS AND GRIGGS (1996), IN THEIR ANALYSIS OF COLLABORATION IN THE B.C. ROUND TABLE ON THE 

ENVIRONMENT AND ECONOMY, ALSO EMPHASIZE THE "STRUCTURING" PART OF PHASE THREE, WHILE NOT 

ACTUALLY DIVIDING THE PHASE INTO TWO DISTINCT STEPS. 

IN THIS THESIS, THE FIVE STAGES OF COLLABORATION IDENTIFIED BY SELIN AND CHAVEZ (1995) ARE 

USED AS THE COLLABORATIVE MODEL (SEE FIGURE 3.2). THE DESCRIPTIVE ELEMENTS OR TASKS IDENTIFIED FOR 

THE DIFFERENT STAGES HAVE BEEN CULLED FROM SELIN AND CHAVEZ (1995), GRAY (1989), KOFINAS AND 

GRIGGS (1996), AND FROM THE WAYS TO DESCRIBE A COLLABORATIVE MSP PRESENTED IN SECTION 3.1.2. 

3.2.2 THE RELATIONSHIP AND RELEVANCE OF OTHER THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS TO 

COLLABORATION THEORY 

A COLLABORATIVE MODEL HAS BEEN PRESENTED IN THIS THESIS BECAUSE COLLABORATION IS AT THE 

HEART OF THE DEVELOPING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES OR A WATERSHED VISION: PEOPLE WITH DIFFERENT 

INTERESTS AND VALUES SEEKING OUT COMMON GROUND AND COLLABORATING TO STATE THEIR COMMON VISION. 

YET, IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT THIS PROCESS TAKES PLACE WITHIN BOTH A PARTICULAR ORGANIZATIONAL 

FRAMEWORK (I.E., THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE AND ITS ASSOCIATED ORGANIZATIONAL 

STRUCTURES FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT) AND A GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK (THE CANADIAN POLITICAL 

SYSTEM IN GENERAL, AND B.C. IN PARTICULAR).. ALTHOUGH THE PROCESS TO SET ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IS A 

DISTINCT COLLABORATIVE PROCESS WHICH CAN BE CHARACTERIZED AND STUDIED, IT IS NOT SEPARABLE FROM THE 

ORGANIZATIONS AND GOVERNANCE ISSUES WHICH HAVE USED AND SHAPED IT. 

ALTHOUGH THIS STUDY DOES NOT LOOK AT ORGANIZATION OR GOVERNANCE per se, IT WOULD BE 

NAIVE TO THINK THAT ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES AND GOVERNANCE ISSUES DO NOT AFFECT THE WAY IN 
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WHICH THE COLLABORATIVE PROCESS UNFOLDS. FOR EXAMPLE, WESTLEY (1995) POINTS OUT HOW THE 

STRENGTH OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL PARADIGM IN WHICH A PLANNING PROCESS UNFOLDS CAN INFLUENCE THINGS 

SUCH AS THE RECEPTIVITY OF AN ORGANIZATION TO KNOWLEDGE, AND THE ABILITY OF A MANAGEMENT PROCESS 

TO BE ADAPTIVE. THE CONNECTION BETWEEN COLLABORATION THEORY AND ORGANIZATIONAL THEORY ARE 

STRONG ENOUGH IN THE LITERATURE FOR SPECIFIC WORKS MERGING THESE AREAS OF THOUGHT, (E.G., KRAUS 

1980). IN FACT, BOTH THESE AREAS OF STUDY SEEMED TO HAVE EVOLVED FROM THE SAME BODY OF 

LITERATURE ON CORPORATE BEHAVIOUR. FOR THESE REASONS, MORE SPECIFIC INFORMATION REGARDING THE 

SRWR'S ORGANIZATION OR OPERATING PRACTICES, (OR THE GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES WITHIN WHICH IT 

OPERATES) IS PROVIDED IN APPENDIX C (WHEN APPROPRIATE) TO INTERPRET THE COLLABORATIVE PROCESS. 

AS WELL, IN THE LATER CHAPTERS, SOME RECOMMENDATIONS MADE TOUCH ON ORGANIZATION OR 

GOVERNANCE IN INSTANCES WHERE THESE ISSUES AFFECT THE COLLABORATIVE PROCESS OF ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVE SETTING. HOWEVER, A DETAILED ACCOUNT OF ORGANIZATION OR GOVERNANCE ISSUES IN THE 

SALMON RIVER WATERSHED WILL NOT BE ADDRESSED IN THIS THESIS.3 

3.3 A F R A M E W O R K F O R E V A L U A T I N G A C O L L A B O R A T I V E M S P 

THE MAIN GOAL OF THIS THESIS, STATED IN SECTION 1.1, IS TO EVALUATE (AND DESCRIBE) THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED VISION IN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. 

THE DESCRIPTION PART OF THIS GOAL WAS CARRIED OUT BY RE-COUNTING THE STORY OF THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED CASE STUDY THROUGH THE 5-STAGE COLLABORATION FRAMEWORK PRESENTED IN SECTION 3.2. 

'THESE ISSUES HAVE BEEN ADDRESSED, FOR THIS CASE STUDY, TO SOME DEGREE ELSEWHERE 
(CANTWELL AND DAY 1996, DOVETAIL CONSULTING 1995, AND DOVETAIL CONSULTING AND ARGENT 1994). 
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THERE ARE ANY NUMBER OF WAYS IN WHICH THE CASE STUDY, ONCE DESCRIBED, COULD BE 

ANALYZED AND EVALUATED. FOR EXAMPLE, KOFINAS AND GRIGGS (1996), IN THEIR ANALYSIS OF THE B.C. 

ROUND TABLE AS A COLLABORATIVE PROCESS, OUTLINED SEVERAL CONDITIONS FACILITATING COLLABORATION AND 

THEN LOOKED AT HOW WELL THE B.C. ROUND TABLE FULFILLED THESE CONDITIONS. LOTZ (1995), IN HER 

MASTER'S THESIS, REVIEWED THE HOWE SOUND ROUND TABLE'S ACTIVITIES WITH RESPECT TO A FIVE STAGE 

MODEL OF COLLABORATION IN ORDER TO BOTH TEST COLLABORATION THEORY AS A MODEL FOR GUIDING THE 

ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATIONS OF LOCAL ROUND TABLES, AS WELL AS TO ASSESS THE LOCAL ROUND TABLE'S 

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES IN THE DIFFERENT COLLABORATIVE STAGES. 

IN THIS STUDY, THE EVALUATION OF THE PROCESS TO SET ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED 

VISION WAS CONDUCTED FIRSTLY BY THE TASKS ASSOCIATED WITH THE 5-STAGE MODEL OF COLLABORATION (I.E., 

THE EVENTS TAKING PLACE IN THE CASE STUDY WERE COMPARED TO THE EXPECTED TASKS OF EACH PHASE OF 

COLLABORATION AS PROVIDED IN FIGURE 3.2). SECONDLY, DATA COLLECTED IN INTERVIEWS AND SURVEYS 

WERE USED TO EXPLORE, IN DEPTH, SOME OF THE ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH THE TASKS OF THE DIFFERENT 

COLLABORATIVE STAGES, AND TO IDENTIFY STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES. IN ORDER TO PROVIDE SUBSTANTIVE 

GUIDANCE TO THE INTERVIEWS AND SURVEYS, (I.E., FOCUS THE QUESTIONS ASKED INTO RELEVANT AREAS OF 

INTEREST) PUBLISHED LITERATURE ON A NUMBER OF SELECTED CASE STUDIES WERE REVIEWED AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THESE SOURCES WERE EXTRACTED: 

(1) THE PUGET SOUND WATER QUALITY AUTHORITY, WASHINGTON STATE (PINKERTON 1991, 

AND HANSEN, DYCKMAN AND KELLY 1989), 

(2) INTEGRATED CATCHMENT MANAGEMENT, WESTERN AUSTRALIA (WALLIS AND ROBINSON 

1991, AND MITCHELL AND HOLLICK 1993), 

(3) REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN SITES, THE GREAT LAKES (MACKENZIE 1993), 
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(4) The Commission on Resources and Environment, Vancouver Island CORE 

process (Kelly and Alper 1995, and CORE 1994), and 

(5) The Atlantic Coastal Action Plan, (Environment Canada 1993). 

Over the course of conducting the literature review, other sources emerged which were not 

ne.cessarily tied to any particular case study, but which, nevertheless put forth recommendations 

or suggestions regarding what makes a collaborative MSP successful (Chrislip and Larson 1994, 

Marmorek et al 1993, and BCRTEE Dispute Resolution Core Group 1991). The 

recommendations and suggestions for successful collaboration which were culled from all these 

sources have been assigned to the five different stages of collaboration. (This assignment is 

shown in Box 3.2.) 

3.4 " B I G P I C T U R E " Q U E S T I O N S 

This chapter opened with the observation that there are both dangers and rewards 

associated with collaborative multi-stakeholder processes. It then proceeded to outline a 

collaboration framework for evaluating the development of ecosystem objectives and a visions 

for the Salmon River Watershed. There is an implicit assumption being made here: a 

collaborative MSP is an appropriate way (if not the most appropriate way) for the ecosystem 

objective setting process to occur, therefore, it will be evaluated as a collaborative process. As 

was pointed out in Chapter 2, as well as at the beginning of this chapter, trends in resource 

management are towards more integrated, collaborative models of management. These models 

seem to be better equipped to deal with the nature of real world problems. Yet, even advocates 
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Box 3.2. Recommendations and Suggestions for Successful Collaboration in Five Stages. 

Stage 1: Antecedents 
>• Conditions for a successful consensus process: (1) unresolved conflict or conflict potential; (2) 
incentives for all key stakeholders to seek a consensus decision; (3) all stakeholders must support the process; (4) 
political w i l l to see the process through; and (4) the presence of a champion is a boon ( B C R T E E Dispute 
Resolution Core Group 1991). 
>• "The local lead agency must have a clear sense of purpose and the authority to assure implementation of 
plan recommendation" (Pinkerton 1991). 
>- "The co-ordinator of the planning process must be highly experienced in interest-based planning" 
(Pinkerton 1991). 

Stage 2: Problem-Setting 
>• "The selection of watershed committee members must include a balance of representatives from all the 
affected local interests" (Pinkerton 1991). 
>• "Technical and educational resources must be available to the coordinator and must be used judiciously 
by the coordinator" (Pinkerton 1991). 
>• Stakeholders need to know the basic concepts behind the problem and how it affects them, and they need 
to understand the planning process (Hansen, Dyckman and Ke l ly 1989). 
>- "For consensus to be used effectively, it must be understood...the committee members should want to use 
it...committee members are trained in the process...(and) there is trust established among the committee 
members", (Hansen, Dyckman and Ke l ly 1989). 
>• "Identify key individuals who can guide the R A P [remedial action plan] process through all its 
permutations" (Mackenzie 1993). 
>• "Scope out the process-oriented issues: Who w i l l be involved, what are the short range goals and long-
range visions, which agencies have implementation responsibility, what are the ground rules for discussions and 
plan development, and how w i l l decisions be made" (Mackenzie 1993). 
>• A partnership approach requires "a search for common objectives, decisions at the onset about the 
relative roles and powers of state agencies, local governments and citizens, and identification of mechanisms that 
w i l l be used to make decisions when conflicts arise" (Mitchell and Hol l i ck 1993). 
>• "Participation in a shared decision making process w i l l be more effective and efficient i f a higher state of 
"readiness" is achieved before the negotiation table is convened"; participants must understand the process 
( C O R E 1994). 
>• Elements of a good planning process: (1) consulting about consultation (meet with key participants, 
clearly define expectations and roles); (2) who are the decision makers? (explain consensus decision making) and 
(3) a balanced viewpoint (good representation from all sectors) (Environment Canada 1993). 
>• Create broad-based involvement (Chrislip and Larson 1994). 

Stage 3: Direction-Setting 
>• Secure agreement on goals, strategies and implementation tasks (Chrislip and Larson 1994). 
>• Participants must be educated in ecosystem ideas, and confusion and burnout of participants must be 
avoided (Marmorek et al 1993). 
>• "The coordinator must provide guidance to the watershed committee in how to set and reach long-term 
goals and help them to build consensus" (Pinkerton 1991). 
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Box 3.2. (CONTINUED) 

Stage 4: Structuring 
>• In order for representatives to speak effectively for the interests they represent, there needs to be 
opportunities for representatives to meet with their constituents (CORE 1994). 
>• Promote visible support from acknowledged leaders, seek support from or gain the acquiesence of 
established authorities, establish management structures to oversee the implementation, review the process, 
establish detailed action plans for each implementation initiative (timelines and responsibilities), find champions 
and create implementation teams with the capacity and commitment to initiate and sustain action, and "spin off' 
implementation tasks to existing organizations (or create new ones if necessary) (Chrislip and Larson 1994). 
>• Participation must lead to results; and institutions must change (identify barriers and provide incentives) 
(Marmorek etal 1993). 

Stage S: Outcomes 
>• "Community support for the plan will be strongest where a local constituency is built through community 
education and participation in volunteer projects" (Pinkerton 1991). 
>• There must be ongoing public education and awareness, and hands-on citizen involvement (citizen 
action stimulates interest) (Environment Canada 1993). 

General Suggestions / Recommendations 
>• "The agency overseeing the planning grant should be willing to intervene in a project which is not 
proceeding successfully, but should avoid creating rigidities" (Pinkerton 1991). 
>• There are several elements critical to successful ICM (integrated catchment management): setting 
geographical boundaries, identifying environmental limits (capacities), including community desires, developing 
local strategies, encouraging self-monitoring, involving the wider community, and auditing the process (Wallis 
and Robinson 1991). 
>• Policy and procedural uncertainty and information constraints limit participants' ability to commit to the 
process (CORE 1994). 
>• Flexibility: new ideas should always be considered (Environment Canada 1993). 

OF CONSENSUS PROCESSES (LIKE THE BCRTEE 1994) ACKNOWLEDGE THEIR DRAWBACKS. MAKING AN 

ASSUMPTION (LIKE THE APPROPRIATENESS OF A COLLABORATIVE MSP) CARRIES THE DANGER OF "BLINDING" THE 

RESEARCHER TO ALTERNATIVE WAYS OF DOING BUSINESS. ONE CAN FORGET TO TEST THE NULL HYPOTHESIS, 

(THAT IS, A COLLABORATIVE MSP IS not AN APPROPRIATE WAY TO SET ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES) AND IN DOING 

SO, MISS ADDRESSING THE MOST FUNDAMENTAL "BIG PICTURE" QUESTIONS SURROUNDING MSPS. 

NOTING THIS PROBLEM, THE COLLABORATIVE FRAMEWORK HAS BEEN USED, KEEPING SOME "BIG 

PICTURE" QUESTIONS IN MIND. THESE "BIG PICTURE" QUESTIONS ARE LISTED IN BOX 3.3. THE CURRENT 
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RESEARCH HAS RESULTED IN SOME COMMENTARY ON THESE QUESTIONS (SEE CHAPTER 8). 

Box 3.3. "BIG PICTURE" QUESTIONS SURROUNDING THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AS A 
COLLABORATIVE MSP. 

1. IS THE "WATERSHED" THE MOST APPROPRIATE PLANNING UNIT FOR ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE 
SETTING? 

2. IS A COLLABORATIVE, CONSENSUS-BASED MODEL APPROPRIATE TO DEAL WITH THE PROBLEMS AND 
ISSUES IDENTIFIED IN THE CASE STUDY? 

3. COULD ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES BE SET ANOTHER WAY? 

4. DO ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES, SET THROUGH A COLLABORATIVE MSP, RESULT IN A HEALTHIER 
ECOSYSTEM THAN WHAT COULD BE ACHIEVED THROUGH ALTERNATIVE METHODS? 

5. ARE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES (OR ANY FORM OF WATERSHED VISION) NECESSARY FOR EFFECTIVE 
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT? 

3.5 C H A P T E R CONCLUSIONS 

COLLABORATIVE MSPS HAVE EMERGED AS A WAY TO DEAL WITH INTEGRATED, COMPLEX PROBLEMS, 

ESPECIALLY THOSE SPANNING ENVIRONMENTAL, ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONCERNS. PROJECTS ATTEMPTING TO 

USE AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH IN PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES (SUCH AS MANY OF THE ROUND 

TABLE INITIATIVES) ARE COLLABORATIVE VENTURES. SUCCESSFUL COLLABORATIONS USUALLY FOLLOW A GENERAL 

FIVE STAGE PROCESS: ANTECEDENTS, PROBLEM-SETTING, DIRECTION-SETTING, STRUCTURING, AND OUTCOMES. 

FROM THE TASKS EXPECTED OF A COLLABORATIVE MSP IN EACH OF THESE STAGES, AND FROM THE 

SUGGESTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO THESE STAGES FROM OTHER CASE STUDIES, AN EVALUATION 

OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY HAS PROCEEDED. THE 5-STAGE MODEL OF COLLABORATION 

SERVED AS A TEMPLATE TO TELL THE CASE STUDY'S STORY, THE TASKS ASSOCIATED WITH EACH STAGE SERVED AS 
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a basis for drawing conclusions about the case study's success in each stage, and the 

recommendations and suggestions from other studies served to guide the development of 

interview and survey questions (see Chapter 4) which were used to explore each stage of 

collaboration in more depth-identifying particular strengths and weaknesses of the 

collaboration. Detailed methods of how research was conducted to evaluate the case study 

given in the next chapter. 
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C H A P T E R F O U R 

R E S E A R C H M E T H O D O L O G Y 

"Qualitative data are sexy. They are a source of well-grounded, rich descriptions 
and explanations of processes in identifiable local contexts." 

- MILES AND HUBERMAN (1994, P. 1) 

4.1 T H E QUALITATIVE R E S E A R C H P A R A D I G M 

IN THIS THESIS, THE EVALUATION OF THE PROCESS TO DEVELOP A VISION AND ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED WAS CONDUCTED UNDER A qualitative research 

paradigm (DESCRIBED BY CRESWELL 1994, MARSHALL AND ROSSMAN 1995, AND MILES AND 

HUBERMAN 1994). THERE ARE SEVERAL ASSUMPTIONS OF THE QUALITATIVE PARADIGM: 

(1) QUALITATIVE DATA IS COMPRISED OF WORDS, NOT NUMBERS (CRESWELL 1994). 

(2) QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS IS ITERATIVE IN NATURE (CRESWELL 1994, MARSHALL AND ROSSMAN 

1995, AND MILES AND HUBERMAN 1994). DISTINCTIONS BETWEEN THE ACTS OF DATA 

COLLECTION, DATA ANALYSIS, AND WRITING ARE NOT CLEAR. IN MANY CASES, THESE ACTIVITIES 

OCCUR SIMULTANEOUSLY, AND SOME AUTHORS SHOW THESE ACTIVITIES AS OCCURRING IN A CYCLE 

(E.G., MARSHALL AND ROSSMAN 1995, P.41). 

(3) THE CONCERN IS PRIMARILY FOCUSED ON PROCESS RATHER THAN OUTCOMES (CRESWELL 1994). 

(4) QUALITATIVE RESEARCH IS DESCRIPTIVE; MEANING AND UNDERSTANDING IS GAINED THROUGH 

WORDS OR PICTURES (CRESWELL 1994). 

(5) THE QUALITATIVE RESEARCHER IS THE PRIMARY INSTRUMENT FOR DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

(CRESWELL 1994 AND MARSHALL AND ROSSMAN 1995). 
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(6) QUALITATIVE RESEARCH IS INDUCTIVE; CONCEPTS AND THEORIES ARE BUILT FROM DETAILS 

(CRESWELL 1994, AND MILES AND HUBERMAN 1994). 

THE QUALITATIVE RESEARCH PARADIGM IS ESPECIALLY SUITED TO STUDIES WHICH STRIVE TO 

EXPLORE, EXPLAIN, OR DESCRIBE PHENOMENON, CULTURES, OR PROCESSES (CRESWELL 1994, AND 

MARSHALL AND ROSSMAN 1994). SINCE THE CURRENT RESEARCH DESCRIBES AND EVALUATES A SOCIAL 

PROCESS, THE QUALITATIVE RESEARCH PARADIGM IS PARTICULARLY WELL SUITED TO THIS STUDY. 

4.1.1 QUANTITATIVE DATA WITHIN THE QUALITATIVE RESEARCH PARADIGM 

ALTHOUGH CRESWELL (1994) CAUTIONS THAT USING ONE RESEARCH PARADIGM CONSISTENTLY IS 

MORE PRAGMATIC IN TERMS OF TIME, RESOURCES AND CONSISTENCY, BOTH CRESWELL AND MILES AND 

HUBERMAN (1994) NOTE THAT COMBINED QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE APPROACHES CAN BE EFFECTIVE 

IN TRIANGULATING OBSERVATIONS AND BUILDING STRONG ARGUMENTS IN SOME CASES. BOTH OF THESE 

SOURCES DESCRIBE SOME DIFFERENT WAYS IN WHICH QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE DATA HAVE BEEN 

COMBINED WITHIN A SINGLE STUDY. IN THE CURRENT STUDY, THE "DOMINANT-LESS DOMINANT" DESIGN 

DESCRIBED BY CRESWELL (1994) IS USED. THE QUALITATIVE RESEARCH PARADIGM IS THE "DOMINANT" 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY, WHILE THE QUANTITATIVE ASPECTS OF THE STUDY TAKE ON A "LESS DOMINANT" ROLE, 

SUPPLEMENTING THE QUALITATIVE METHODS ONLY WHEN APPROPRIATE TO ADD SCOPE AND DETAIL TO THE 

STUDY. 

ALTHOUGH IT WAS NOTED ABOVE THAT QUALITATIVE DATA IS COMPRISED OF "WORDS" AND IS NOT 

REDUCED TO NUMBERS THAT CAN BE STATISTICALLY MANIPULATED (AS IN QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH), 

NUMBERS CAN BE (AND ARE) USED IN ANALYZING QUALITATIVE DATA. MILES AND HUBERMAN (1994 P. 

252) DESCRIBE HOW COUNTING IS CONTINUALLY OCCURRING. FOR EXAMPLE, WHEN IDENTIFYING A THEME 

OR CATEGORY, (AND ASSIGNING EMPHASIS OR WEIGHT TO THAT THEME) A RESEARCHER WILL NOTE THE 
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NUMBER OF TIMES A THEME OCCURS AS WELL AS QUALIFYING THE CONTEXT OF THE OCCURRENCES. TO 

REPORT THAT A PARTICULAR THEME OCCURRED IN 15/20 ENCOUNTERS OR INCIDENTS IS CONSISTENT WITH THE 

QUALITATIVE PARADIGM AND DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A PARADIGM SHIFT IN METHODOLOGY. 

4.1.2 DESCRIBING QUALITATIVE METHODS 

CRESWELL (1994) PROVIDES A BASIC OUTLINE FOR DESCRIBING QUALITATIVE RESEARCH. FIRST, 

CRESWELL RECOMMENDS THAT THE ASSUMPTIONS OF THE PRIMARY RESEARCH PARADIGM ARE DESCRIBED. 

THERE ARE THEN FOUR MAIN AREAS TO COVER: THE RESEARCHER'S ROLE, DATA COLLECTION, DATA ANALYSIS 

PROCEDURES, AND VERIFICATION STEPS. A BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE BASIC ELEMENTS OF THESE AREAS IS 

GIVEN IN BOX 4.1. THE NEXT FEW SECTIONS OF THIS CHAPTER SUMMARIZE THE DATA COLLECTION AND 

ANALYSIS PROCEDURES. A DETAILED ACCOUNT OF THE QUALITATIVE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY, INCLUDING 

THE RESEARCHER'S ROLE, SOME BACKGROUND TO DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS PROCEDURES, AND 

VERIFICATION STEPS, IS GIVEN IN APPENDIX A. 

FOUR METHODS OF SOCIAL RESEARCH WERE USED TO COLLECT THE INFORMATION PRESENTED IN THIS 

CHAPTER: DOCUMENT ANALYSIS, PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION, IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS, AND A MAIL SURVEY. 

THESE METHODS ARE DESCRIBED BELOW. 

4.2 D O C U M E N T ANALYSIS 

IN THIS STUDY, DOCUMENTS PRODUCED BY THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE OR 

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS (E.G., THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES STEERING COMMITTEE [EOSC] DESCRIBED IN 

CHAPTER 2) INVOLVED IN SETTING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED WERE 

COLLECTED AND REVIEWED. These documents were used in describing the case study with 

respect to the 5-stage model of collaboration. THIS INCLUDED THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF 
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Box 4.1. ELEMENTS TO DISCUSS IN QUALITATIVE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

(1) The Researcher's Role 
What is the past experience of the researcher, noting history with the case study? (Creswell 
1994) 
Gaining entry: how did the researcher obtain permission to study the case (Creswell 1994 
and Marshall and Rossman 1995) 
Comments about sensitive ethical issues like confidentiality (Creswell 1994) 
H o w does the researcher deploy the self within a case study (Marshall and Rossman 1995) 

(2) Data Collection 
Identify parameters for data collection (setting, actors, events, process under study) 
(Creswell 1994) 
H o w are informants selected? (Creswell 1994, and M i l e s and Huberman 1994) 
Types of data and rationale for collecting it (Creswell 1994, Marshal l and Rossman 1995, 
and M i l e s and Huberman 1994) 
Describe protocols and procedures for collecting data (Creswell 1994) 

(3) Data Analysis Procedures 
Note/describe the iterative nature of qualitative research (distinct from the qualitative 
paradigm) (Creswell 1994) 
H o w was the data reduced and interpreted? (Creswell 1994 and Mi l e s and Huberman 1994) 

coding procedures for identifying themes 
H o w is the data displayed? (Creswell 1994 and Mi l e s and Huberman 1994) 
Mention any specific analysis procedures which are relevant (e.g., grounded theory, case 
study analysis, ethnographic research (Creswell 1994) 

(4) Verification Steps 
In what ways were observations triangulated? (Creswell 1994, M i l e s and Huberman 1994) 
H o w was feedback built into the study? (Creswell 1994) 

DOCUMENTS: 

(1) SRWR MEETING MINUTES, (INCLUDING SELECTED MEETINGS OF THE SRWR'S PLANNING 

AND EXECUTIVE COMMITTEES) 

(2) EOSC COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES, 

(3) SUMMARIES OF COMMUNITY MEETINGS HELD IN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED, 

(4) DOCUMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE "KNOWLEDGE BASE CONTRACT" (DESCRIBED IN 

CHAPTER 5) (THE RESEARCH PROPOSAL BY THE CONSULTING FIRM WHO CONDUCTED THE 

WORK, AND DRAFT AND FINAL DOCUMENTS OF THE TECHNICAL AND PUBLIC REPORT), 
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(5) Watershed Reflections (THE SRWR NEWSLETTER), 

(6) FACT SHEETS ABOUT THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED PREPARED AS PUBLIC INFORMATION 

MATERIAL, 

(7) DOCUMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE VERBAL HISTORY AND PROBLEM PERCEPTIONS SURVEY 

(DESCRIBED IN CHAPTER 5) (CONSULTANT'S SURVEY DESIGN, AND FINAL REPORTS), 

(8) MATERIALS PREPARED FOR/AT/AFTER THE DECEMBER 1995 WATERSHED PLANNING 

WORKSHOP (DESCRIBED IN CHAPTER 5), 

(9) OTHER MATERIALS HANDED OUT AT COMMUNITY MEETINGS, AND 

(10) SRWR PLANNING DOCUMENTS NOT EXPLICITLY RELATED TO THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES 

SETTING PROCESS BUT WHICH INFLUENCED ITS ADOPTION AND/OR APPLICATION. 

4.3 PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION 

Participant observation was also used to study and record the events of the case 

study. THIS METHOD WAS ESPECIALLY SUITED FOR GAINING INSIGHT INTO HOW AND WHY THE PROCESS 

UNFOLDED THE WAY IT DID, AND FOR RELATING THE EVENTS TO THE TASKS OF THE 5-STAGE MODEL OF 

COLLABORATION. IN JUNE OF 1994,1 BEGAN ATTENDING MEETINGS PERTAINING TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. LIKE ANY OTHER INTERESTED PARTY, I 

WOULD PARTICIPATE AND CONTRIBUTE TO THE MEETINGS, IDENTIFYING MYSELF AS A STUDENT STUDYING THE 

PROCESS. (A COMPREHENSIVE LIST OF THE MEETINGS I ATTENDED CAN BE FOUND IN APPENDIX B.) 

FIELD NOTES WERE TAKEN AT THESE MEETINGS IN ORDER TO RECORD THINGS LIKE GENERAL ATTENDANCE, 

ISSUES RAISED, UNUSUAL OR SIGNIFICANT EVENTS, AND MY IMPRESSIONS OF THE MEETING/EVENT. IN 

RECORDING FIELD NOTES, I TRIED TO INDICATE A RANGE OF CONTEXTUAL FEATURES THAT MIGHT BE USED LATER 
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IN THE ANALYSIS. IN GENERAL, THE FIELD NOTES FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY 

ENCOMPASS THE RANGE OF ITEMS SUGGESTED BY SPRADLEY'S (1980 AS CITED BY HAMMERSLEY AND 

ATKINSON 1983) "ELEMENTARY CHECKLIST" FOR FIELD NOTES: 

(1) SPACE: THE PHYSICAL PLACE OR PLACES. 

(2) ACTOR: THE PEOPLE INVOLVED. 

(3) ACTIVITY: A SET OF RELATED ACTS PEOPLE DO. 

(4) OBJECT: THE PHYSICAL THINGS THAT ARE PRESENT. 

(5) ACT: SINGLE ACTIONS THAT PEOPLE DO. 

(6) EVENT, A SET OF RELATED ACTIVITIES THAT PEOPLE CARRY OUT. 

(7) TIME: THE SEQUENCING THAT TAKES PLACE OVER TIME. 

(8) GOAL: THE THINGS PEOPLE ARE TRYING TO ACCOMPLISH. 

(9) FEELING: THE EMOTIONS FELT AND EXPRESSED. 

4.4 INTERVIEWS WITH PROCESS PARTICIPANTS 

Interviews were used in this study to gather participant's views and insights ON 

HOW WELL THE PROCESS WORKED, WHAT THEY LIKED OR DISLIKED, WHAT SUGGESTIONS THEY HAD FOR 

IMPROVING THE PROCESS, AND HOW THEY THOUGHT THE RESULTS OF THE PROCESS WILL BE USED. THESE 

INTERVIEWS WERE OF CRITICAL IMPORTANCE TO ASSESSING THE SUCCESS OF THE "PROBLEM SETTING" AND 

"DIRECTION SETTING" STAGES OF THE COLLABORATION. THESE OBSERVATIONS WERE THEN TRIANGULATED 

WITH OTHER DATA (E.G., DOCUMENT ANALYSIS) IN FORMING CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ABOUT 

THE PROCESS. 
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4.4.1 THE INTERVIEW PROCESS 

IN THE FALL OF 1995, 25 PEOPLE WHO PARTICIPATED DIRECTLY IN THE PROCESS TO DEVELOP A 

WATERSHED VISION AND ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED WERE 

INTERVIEWED. EACH INTERVIEW TOOK APPROXIMATELY 1 TO 1 AND 1/2 HOURS TO CONDUCT (INCLUDING 

EXPLANATIONS, AND SIGNING THE CONSENT FORM). THE INTERVIEWS TOOK PLACE EITHER AT THE 

PARTICIPANT'S HOME, OFFICE, OR OTHER COMFORTABLE MEETING PLACE IN THE WATERSHED (E.G., A 

RESTAURANT). ALL PARTICIPANTS AGREED TO LET THE RESEARCHER TAPE RECORD THE INTERVIEWS. THE 

INTERVIEWS WERE SEMI-STRUCTURED. A SET OF QUESTIONS WAS FOLLOWED, HOWEVER, PARTICIPANTS 

WERE ENCOURAGED TO COMMENT ON ANY ISSUES THAT THEY FOUND IMPORTANT OR INTERESTING, AND 

RELATED TO THE PROCESS. THE QUESTIONS SERVED MAINLY TO INITIATE DISCUSSION ON CRITICAL EVENTS IN 

THE PROCESS. DURING THE INTERVIEWS, HANDWRITTEN NOTES WERE RECORDED, WHICH COMPRISE THE 

INTERVIEW DATA. INTERVIEW MATERIALS (INTRODUCTORY LETTER, CONSENT FORM AND QUESTIONS) ARE 

GIVEN IN APPENDIX D. 

IN ADDITION TO THESE 25 INTERVIEWS, TWO INFORMATIONAL INTERVIEWS WERE CONDUCTED 

WHICH WERE NOT PART OF THE INTERVIEW SET DESCRIBED ABOVE. ONE INTERVIEW WAS WITH FRED MAH 

FROM ENVIRONMENT CANADA (CO-CHAIR OF THE FORMER EOSC) AND ONE WAS WITH DOROTHY ARGENT 

AND NEILS CHRISTIANSEN FROM THE SRWR. THE QUESTIONS USED IN THESE INTERVIEWS WERE TAILORED 

SPECIFICALLY TO THE INDIVIDUALS. 

4.4.2 PROFILE OF THE INTERVIEW SAMPLE 

ALL THE PEOPLE INTERVIEWED HAD ATTENDED AT LEAST ONE OF THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS, 

DESCRIBED IN CHAPTER 5. AS IS STANDARD IN QUALITATIVE RESEARCH (SEE CRESWELL 1994), AND 

SOMETIMES USED IN QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH (SEE BABBIE 1986) THESE INFORMANTS WERE PURPOSELY 
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(NOT RANDOMLY) SELECTED TO OBTAIN A WIDE RANGE OF VIEWS, ROUGHLY EQUAL REPRESENTATIONS FROM 

THE DIFFERENT COMMUNITIES INVOLVED IN THE PROCESS, AND TO BE ROUGHLY REPRESENTATIVE OF THE 

PEOPLE PRESENT AT THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS IN TERMS OF AGE AND GENDER, WHILE AT THE SAME TIME, 

REPRESENTING A DIVERSITY OF PEOPLE. THE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE SELECTED BASED ON MY 

OBSERVATIONS OF WHO ATTENDED MEETINGS (DISCUSSED IN APPENDIX C; RAW DATA IN APPENDIX E). 

Table 4.1: Profile of Interview Participants 

Category of Participant #/25 % of total 

Sex male 15 60 
female 10 40 

Age 20-29 3 12 
30-39 1 4 
40-49 7 28 
50-64 10 40 
65+ 4 16 

Community* Mount Ida 4 16 
Representation Silver Creek 5 20 

Falkland 5 20 
Westwold 4 16 
Government 3 12 
Roundtable 4 16 

Residency watershed resident 20 80 
non-resident** 5 20 

SRWR Familiarity former S R W R knowledge 19 76 
no former knowledge 6 24 

Income employment sources 15 60 
non-employment sources*** 10 40 

Self-Identity**** farmer/rancher 8 32 
landowner 7 28 
interested citizen 14 56 
agency representative 3 12 
environmentalist 3 12 

•The term "community is used here to refer to either the geographical community of origin, or the organizational 
community with which the participant is identified. 
**Non-residents included government and some of the Roundtable staff. 
***Non-employment sources of income include retirement income, and social assistance. 
****Some participants identified themselves with more than one category, so numbers do not add up to 25. 
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APPROXIMATELY 70 DIFFERENT PEOPLE ATTENDED THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS (THOUGH NOT ALL OF THESE 

PEOPLE ATTENDED EACH MONTH) (PERSONAL OBSERVATIONS). OF THE PEOPLE ACTIVELY ATTENDING, OVER 

1/3 OF THEM WERE INTERVIEWED FOR THIS STUDY, MAKING THE RESULTS—BY MY JUDGEMENT—A RELIABLE 

INDICATION OF PARTICIPANTS' VIEWS OF THE PROCESS. A PROFILE OF THE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS IS 

PROVIDED IN TABLE 4.1. 

4.4.3 DATA ANALYSIS 

IN NEARLY ALL THE CASES WHERE I PRESENT INTERVIEW DATA, I INCLUDE A REFERENCE NUMBER 

(E.G., [22]) WHICH REFERS TO THE PARTICIPANT WHO MADE THE COMMENT. THIS WAS DONE FOR TWO 

REASONS: (1) SO THAT I COULD KEEP TRACK OF WHOM A QUOTE WAS TAKEN FROM, AND (2) SO THAT 

READERS MAY REVIEW QUOTES IN LIGHT OF WHAT THE SAME PARTICIPANT SAID PREVIOUSLY. IN A COUPLE 

OF CASES, A SYMBOL IS GIVEN IN PLACE OF A REFERENCE NUMBER. THIS WAS DONE WHERE I THOUGHT 

THE CUMULATIVE INFORMATION GIVEN IN THE QUOTES FROM AN INDIVIDUAL COULD EASILY LEAD TO THEIR 

IDENTIFICATION. IN OTHER CASES, IT SEEMED MORE USEFUL TO REPORT THE NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS 

CONVEYING A SIMILAR MESSAGE (E.G., 12/25 PARTICIPANTS) THAN IDENTIFYING THE REFERENCE NUMBERS. 

Analysis Procedure 

FROM THE INTERVIEW DATA, PATTERNS, THEMES, AND CATEGORIES WERE SOUGHT AND GROUNDED 

THEORY (SEE STRAUSS AND CORBIN 1994) WAS DEVELOPED TO EXPLAIN THE PATTERNS IDENTIFIED. 

THE METHODS USED IN THIS THESIS TO DISCERN PATTERNS IN THE DATA WERE SIMILAR TO—THOUGH SIMPLER 

THAN—THE CODING PROCEDURES DESCRIBED BY BERG (1989), AND MILES AND HUBERMAN (1994). 

THE FIRST LEVEL OF ANALYSIS OCCURRED WHEN THE NOTES TAKEN DURING THE INTERVIEWS WERE 

REORGANIZED INTO "ROLE-ORDERED MATRICES" (DESCRIBED BY MILES AND HUBERMAN 1994). THE 

RESPONSES IN EACH MATRIX WERE REVIEWED FOR SIMILARITIES. WHEN COMMON/SIMILAR ANSWERS WERE 
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FOUND, THEY WERE ASSIGNED A CODE IN THE MARGIN (OFTEN A SYMBOL OR LETTER). WHEN NO MORE 

LOGICAL GROUPINGS COULD BE MADE OF THE RESPONSES, THE GROUPS/THEMES WERE NAMED AND 

PRESENTED, EITHER IN TABLE FORMAT, OR DISCUSSED DIRECTLY IN THE TEXT. DIRECT QUOTATIONS WERE 

PRESENTED IN THE TEXT AS EXAMPLES OF THE CATEGORIES. THE DIRECT QUOTATIONS, ALTHOUGH IDENTIFIED 

FROM THE ROLE-ORDERED MATRICES, WERE TRANSCRIBED DIRECTLY FROM THE AUDIO TAPES. 

ALL RELATIONSHIPS IDENTIFIED SHOULD BE ASSUMED TO BE QUALITATIVELY DERIVED RELATIONSHIPS 

UNLESS A STATISTICAL RELATIONSHIP IS EXPLICITLY STATED. THERE ARE ONLY A COUPLE OF INSTANCES WHERE 

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS IS APPLICABLE TO THE INTERVIEW DATA. IN SOME PLACES, SIMPLE DESCRIPTIVE 

STATISTICS (LIKE PERCENTAGES) ARE GIVEN WHEN I FELT THIS WOULD AID THE READER. 

4.5 A SURVEY O F W A T E R S H E D RESIDENTS 

IN FEBRUARY AND MARCH OF 1996, A SURVEY OF ALL HOUSEHOLDS IN THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED WAS CONDUCTED BY MAIL. The intent was to reach those people who had not 

actively participated in the ecosystem objective setting process but who, nonetheless, are 

affected by the results and may have an opinion about the process. THE SURVEY WAS ALSO 

VIEWED AS A GOOD WAY TO GAUGE GENERAL AWARENESS OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED PROJECT. 

THIS INFORMATION WAS CRITICAL IN EVALUATING THE "STRUCTURING" AND "OUTCOMES" STAGES OF THE 

COLLABORATION. 

4.5.1 THE SURVEY PROCESS 

IN TOTAL, 1,991 SURVEYS WERE DISSEMINATED ON THE POSTAL ROUTES WHICH MOST CLOSELY 

CORRESPONDED TO THE WATERSHED BOUNDARIES. (POSTAL ROUTES ARE IDENTIFIED IN APPENDIX F.) THE 

SURVEY POPULATION WAS COMPRISED OF ALL THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED RESIDENTS. THE ACTUAL 

71 



STUDY POPULATION WAS COMPRISED OF THOSE RESIDENTS WITH MAIL SERVICE. THE SAMPLING UNIT FOR 

THIS SURVEY WAS ONE PERSON FROM EACH HOUSEHOLD, AND THE SAMPLING FRAME CONSISTED OF EVERY 

HOUSE OR RESIDENCE ON THE MAIL ROUTES MOST CLOSELY FOLLOWING WATERSHED BOUNDARIES. 

THE SURVEY USED BOTH OPEN-ENDED AND CATEGORICAL QUESTIONS. A COPY OF THE SURVEY 

CAN BE FOUND IN APPENDIX F. 

4.5.2 A PROFILE OF THE SURVEY SAMPLE 

THE ONLY COMMON THREAD AMONG THE SURVEY RESPONDENTS WAS THAT THEY LIVED IN (OR ON 

THE BORDER OF—ALLOWING FOR POSTAL ROUTES THAT DID NOT EXACTLY FOLLOW WATERSHED BOUNDARIES) 

THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. EVERY SAMPLING UNIT OF THE STUDY POPULATION (1,991 

HOUSEHOLDS) WAS SENT A MAIL SURVEY. THE SAMPLE OBTAINED HAS BEEN CONSIDERED A RANDOM 

SAMPLE ACCORDING TO THE EQUAL PROBABILITY OF SELECTION METHOD (EPSEM) (SEE BABBIE 1986). 

(IN THIS CASE, EACH MEMBER OF THE STUDY POPULATION HAD AN EQUAL, 100% CHANCE OF BEING 

SELECTED FOR THE SURVEY.) 

A RESPONSE RATE OF 10.4% (207 RETURNED QUESTIONNAIRES) WAS OBTAINED FOR THE MAIL 

SURVEY, HOWEVER, THE ACTUAL RESPONSE RATE VARIES FOR DIFFERENT QUESTIONS SINCE NOT EVERY 

RESPONDENT ANSWERED EVERY QUESTION. (WHEN REPORTING DATA, THE SAMPLE SIZE, N, IS GIVEN.) 

THE RELATIVELY HIGH NON-RESPONSE RATE (89.6%) RAISES THE QUESTION OF WHETHER OR NOT THE 

RESPONDENTS LOOK LIKE A RANDOM SAMPLE OF THE INITIAL STUDY POPULATION, (I.E., RAISES THE ISSUE OF 

NON-RESPONSE BIAS). THE SERIOUSNESS OF THE NON-RESPONSE BIAS IN THE SAMPLE DEPENDS ON HOW 

VALUES FOR PARAMETERS IN THE RESPONSE POPULATION DIFFER FROM THE ACTUAL POPULATION (NACHMIAS 

AND NACHMIAS 1981). BABBIE (1986) STATES THAT THERE ARE NO HARD AND FAST RULES 
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FOR DETERMINING ACCEPTABLE RESPONSE RATES, AND FURTHER STATES THAT A DEMONSTRATED LACK OF NON-

RESPONSE BIAS CAN BE MORE IMPORTANT THAN A HIGH RESPONSE RATE. 

IN ORDER TO DEMONSTRATE LACK OF NON-RESPONSE BIAS, SOME DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES ABOUT 

THE SURVEY RESPONDENTS WERE COMPARED TO KNOWN POPULATION PARAMETERS FOR CENSUS AREAS 

MOST CLOSELY FOLLOWING WATERSHED BOUNDARIES. TABLE 4.2 SHOWS DEMOGRAPHIC DATA FOR THE 

SURVEY RESPONDENTS IN RELATION TO DATA FOR THE WHOLE WATERSHED POPULATION WHERE AVAILABLE. 

THE RESPONDENTS WERE LARGELY OLDER (MEAN AGE WAS 50), OWNED THEIR OWN HOMES (89.8%, 

COMPARED TO 60-83% IN THE GENERAL WATERSHED POPULATION), AND WERE NOT INVOLVED WITH THE 

ROUNDTABLE. A LARGE NUMBER OF THE RESPONDENTS (38%) HAVE LIVED IN THE WATERSHED FOR LESS 

THAN 5 YEARS, WHICH IS COMPARABLE TO THE ACTUAL WATERSHED POPULATION IN WHICH 30% HAVE 

LIVED IN THE WATERSHED FOR LESS THAN 5 YEARS (QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. 1996). AFTER 

COMPARING THE OCCUPATIONS OF EMPLOYED SURVEY RESPONDENTS TO THE ACTUAL WATERSHED 

POPULATION, THE SURVEY GROUP WAS FOUND TO BE STATISTICALLY DIFFERENT IN OCCUPATIONAL 

COMPOSITION THAN THE ACTUAL WATERSHED POPULATION (CHI-SQUARE TEST: x2 = 76.2889, DF = 10, 

P<0.00001). THESE DIFFERENCES ARE OBSERVABLE IN TABLE 4.2. THERE WERE A LARGER NUMBER OF 

REPRESENTATIVES FROM AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY, BUSINESS AND "OTHER" INDUSTRIES (DOMESTIC WORK, 

FISHING, TRAPPING, MINING) IN THE SURVEY RESPONDENTS THAN IN THE ACTUAL POPULATION, AND A 

LOWER REPRESENTATION FROM THE FOLLOWING GROUPS: MANUFACTURING, WHOLESALE AND RETAIL, 

ACCOMMODATION AND FOOD, AND GOVERNMENT, HEALTH AND EDUCATION. AS WELL, WHEN THE TOTAL 

LABOUR FORCE (EMPLOYED, UNEMPLOYED, AND SELF-EMPLOYED) WAS EXAMINED, THE SURVEY 

RESPONDENTS WERE SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT THAN THE WATERSHED POPULATION (CHI-SQUARE TEST: x2 = 
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35.2791, DF = 2, P<0.00001). THE OCCUPATIONS OF ALL SURVEY RESPONDENTS (LABOUR FORCE AND 

NON-LABOUR FORCE) ARE SHOWN IN FIGURE 4.1. 

TABLE 4.2. A PROFILE OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS. 

CATEGORY OF PARTICIPANT # % OF TOTAL WATERSHED 
POPULATION 

Sex male 89/168 53 
female 79/168 47 

Age <20 1/168 0.6 28 
20-29 8/168 4.8 
30-39 28/168 16.7 (20-64) 56 
40-49 48/168 28.6 
50-64 50/168 29.8 
65+ 33/168 19.6 18 

Occupation Labour Force by 
Industry 
agriculture 30/114 24.2 13 
forestry 12/114 9.7 6 
manufacturing 1/114 0.8 9 
construction 10/114 8.1 8 
transport/ storage 2/114 0 1 
wholesale/retail 2/114 1.6 16 
finance, insurance & real 

estate 2/114 1.6 3 
business & services 20/114 16.1 11 
accommodation & food 1/114 0.8 7 
government, health, & 
education 17/114 13.7 18 
other 17/114 13.7 6 

Total Labour Force 
employed 114/124 91.9 65 
self-employed 8/124 6.5 19 
unemployed 2/124 1.6 13 

Non-Labour Force 
Retired 37 

Land ownership own land 110/168 65.5 
own river-front land 56/160 35 
do not own land 58/168 34.5 

Residence own home 158/176 89.8 60-83 
rent 18/176 10.2 
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CATEGORY OF PARTICIPANT # % OF TOTAL WATERSHED 
POPULATION 

Duration of residency in <1 year 11/150 7 3 
S R W 2-5 46/150 30.7 

(<5years) 57/150 38 30 
6-10 15/150 10 
11-20 30/150 20 
21-30 21/150 14 
31-40 5/150 3.3 
41+ 12/150 8 

Roundtable Membership member 
non-member 

25/166 
141/166 

15.1 
84.9 

Occupation of Survey Participants 
Other 
6.2% Agriculture 

"Other": manufacturing, transport, retail, finance, unemployed, food/acc 

FIGURE 4.1. A n Occupational Profile of Survey Respondents. 

Based on this comparison, a lack of non-response bias was not inferred through 

demographic similarity of survey respondents to watershed residents. However, neither can a 

serious non-response bias be shown since differences between the population parameters of 
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THE ACTUAL RESPONSE STRATUM AND NON-RESPONSE STRATUM ON THE QUESTIONS OF INTEREST (I.E., 

OPINIONS ABOUT THE COLLABORATION TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES) CANNOT BE ESTIMATED. ONLY 

THE POTENTIAL FOR NON-RESPONSE BIAS EXISTS. WITH THIS POTENTIAL IN MIND, THE SURVEY SAMPLE WAS 

CAUTIOUSLY TREATED AS A RANDOM SAMPLE OF THE WATERSHED POPULATION AND 95% CONFIDENCE 

INTERVALS WERE CALCULATED (WHEN EXTRAPOLATING FROM THE SURVEY RESPONDENTS TO WATERSHED 

RESIDENTS) FOR REPORTED STATISTICS. AS WELL, CONSIDERING THAT THE INITIAL SAMPLE CONSISTED OF 

EVERY SAMPLING UNIT WITHIN THE STUDY POPULATION, (I.E., EVERY HOUSEHOLD IN THE WATERSHED) A 

10.4% RESPONSE RATE FOR THE SURVEY TRANSLATES TO THE OPINIONS OF 10.4% OF THE HOUSEHOLDS IN 

THE WATERSHED. THIS IS THE MOST COMPREHENSIVE SURVEY OF WATERSHED RESIDENTS ON THESE ISSUES 

TO DATE, AND THE RESPONSE RATE IS HIGH CONSIDERING MOST SURVEYS ONLY REACH 1.5%* OF THE ACTUAL 

SURVEY POPULATION. 

4.5.3 Data Analysis 

THE SURVEY GENERATED BOTH QUALITATIVE (WRITTEN ANSWERS) AND QUANTITATIVE (MOSTLY 

NOMINAL, THOUGH SOME NUMERICAL) DATA. THE QUALITATIVE DATA WERE TREATED SIMILARLY TO THE 

INTERVIEW DATA DESCRIBED ABOVE. THE QUANTITATIVE DATA WERE ANALYZED, MOSTLY, USING SIMPLE 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS (FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES), AND 95% CONFIDENCE INTERVALS WERE 

CALCULATED WHERE APPROPRIATE. 

IN THOSE CASES WHERE RESPONDENTS DID NOT ANSWER A QUESTION, THEY WERE ASSIGNED A 

CODE NUMBER WHICH WAS EXCLUDED FROM THE CALCULATION OF FREQUENCIES (EITHER 9 OR 99). THUS, 

THE TOTAL NUMBER OR RESPONDENTS CHANGES FOR DIFFERENT QUESTIONS. THE TOTAL NUMBER OF 

^HIS VALUE IS BASED ON THE COMMON USE OF 5% SAMPLE SIZE AND A COMMON RESPONSE RATE OF 
30% (NACHMIAS ANDNACHMIAS 1981 PAGES 183 AND 422). 
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RESPONDENTS FOR A QUESTION IS REPORTED WHENEVER I REFER TO SURVEY DATA. 

4.6 C H A P T E R S U M M A R Y 

THE METHODS USED TO STUDY THE COLLABORATION TOWARDS A WATERSHED VISION AND 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED WERE MOSTLY THOSE OF THE QUALITATIVE 

RESEARCH PARADIGM. FOUR METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION WERE USED: DOCUMENT ANALYSIS, 

PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION, IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS, AND A MAIL SURVEY. THE FIRST TWO OF THESE 

METHODS WERE USED PRIMARILY TO TELL THE STORY OF THE CASE STUDY, WHILE THE SECOND TWO WERE 

USED TO EVALUATE THE SUCCESS OF THE COLLABORATION AND MAKE SUGGESTIONS FOR BOTH THE CASE 

STUDY'S FUTURE, AND THE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IN OTHER ECOSYSTEMS. THE 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE CONSIDERED TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE PEOPLE WHO PARTICIPATED IN 

THE PROCESS BASED ON PURPOSIVE SAMPLING METHODS. THE SURVEY RESPONDENTS WERE TREATED AS A 

RANDOM SAMPLE OF WATERSHED RESIDENTS. 
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PART n 

* C A S E STUDY A N D CONCLUSIONS: 

COLLABORATING TO SET ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED 
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INTRODUCTION T O PART H 

IN PART II OF THIS THESIS, THE COLLABORATIVE MODEL DESCRIBED IN CHAPTER 3 IS USED TO 

DESCRIBE THE PROCESS FOR DEVELOPING A WATERSHED PLANNING VISION FOR THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED NEAR SALMON ARM, B.C. THE SUCCESS OF THE COLLABORATION IS THEN EVALUATED, AND 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ARE MADE FOR THE FUTURE OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE SETTING. 

THE STORY OF HOW THIS PROCESS UNFOLDED IS TOLD ACCORDING TO THE FIVE STAGES OF 

COLLABORATION PRESENTED IN FIGURE 3.2. THE FIRST STAGE, antecedents, SETS THE CONTEXT IN WHICH 

THE COLLABORATION DEVELOPED. THE SECOND STAGE, problem setting, IDENTIFIES AND BRINGS ALL THE 

DIFFERENT STAKEHOLDERS TOGETHER TO DEFINE THEIR COMMON PROBLEMS AND EXPECTATIONS FOR 

WORKING TOGETHER. THE THIRD STAGE, direction setting, EXPLORES THE COMMON PROBLEMS AND 

SEEKS AGREEMENTS ON HOW TO TACKLE THESE PROBLEMS. THE FOURTH STAGE, structuring, FORMALIZES 

THE AGREEMENT, ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED IN UPHOLDING THE 

AGREEMENT AS WELL AS BUILDS EXTERNAL SUPPORT FOR THE AGREEMENT. THE FINAL STAGE, outcomes, 

LOOKS AT PROGRAMS, IMPACTS AND ANY BENEFITS ARISING FROM THE COLLABORATION. 

IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT THERE IS "BLURRING" AND OVERLAP BETWEEN SOME STAGES; THE 

TASKS DO NOT ALL OCCUR SEQUENTIALLY. FOR EXAMPLE, "THE IDENTIFICATION OF RESOURCES", OR "THE 

DEVELOPING OF SHARED UNDERSTANDING AND VALUES" ARE TASKS THAT—WHILE THEY ARE ASSIGNED TO A 

STAGE OF THE COLLABORATIVE MODEL IN WHICH THEY PREDOMINATE—ARE CONTINUOUS OVER TIME. IN 

ORDER TO FACILITATE DISCUSSION OF THE CASE STUDY, EVENTS ARE PRESENTED CHRONOLOGICALLY UNDER THE 

STAGE OF COLLABORATION WHICH FITS SEQUENTIALLY WITH MOST OF THE EVENTS BEING DESCRIBED. 

THIS PARTICULAR COLLABORATION TOOK PLACE UNDER THE AUSPICES OF THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE (SRWR)~A LOCAL ROUND TABLE FOR SOCIAL, ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
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SUSTAINABILITY. IN 1995, THE ROUNDTABLE EMBARKED ON A PROJECT TO DEVELOP A "WATERSHED-WIDE 

VISION" AND TO SET ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE WATERSHED. THE METHODS WHICH THE 

ROUNDTABLE USED WERE COLLABORATIVE: DIVERSE STAKEHOLDERS WERE BROUGHT TOGETHER IN VARIOUS 

FORA TO SHARE THEIR CONCERNS AND HOPES AND PLAN FOR THE FUTURE OF THE WATERSHED IN WHICH THEY 

LIVE OR WORK. SOME BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED AND THE SALMON 

RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE (SRWR) IS PROVIDED BELOW. (FOR AN EXPANDED VERSION OF THIS 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION, SEE APPENDIX C.) 

A . General Characteristics of the Watershed 

THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED IS LOCATED IN BRITISH COLUMBIA'S INTERIOR, AND COVERS 

APPROXIMATELY 1510KM2 IN THE REGION BETWEEN THE URBAN CENTRES OF KAMLOOPS, SALMON ARM, 

VERNON AND MERRITT (QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. 1996). IN MANY WAYS, THE WATERSHED 

IS TYPICAL OF MOST INHABITED WATERSHEDS IN B.C. OUTSIDE THE LOWER MAINLAND. THERE IS A MIX OF 

RURAL AND URBAN RESIDENTS, THERE IS HEAVY RELIANCE (OR AT LEAST PERCEIVED HEAVY RELIANCE) ON 

RESOURCE BASED ACTIVITIES LIKE FARMING AND FORESTRY, THERE IS A MIX OF GOOD AND BAD STORIES WITH 

RESPECT TO ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS, AND THERE IS THE POTENTIAL FOR GREAT CONFLICT OVER RESOURCE 

USE/CONSERVATION, FIRST NATIONS LAND CLAIMS, AND URBAN/RURAL DEVELOPMENT ISSUES. THERE ARE 

ALSO SOME CHARACTERISTICS WHICH ARE NOT AS TYPICAL, THE MOST SIGNIFICANT BEING THE EXISTENCE OF 

THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE (SRWR). 

B. Social/Economic Profile 

THE LARGEST URBAN AREA IS THE TOWN OF SALMON ARM WHICH HAS A TOTAL POPULATION OF 
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ABOUT 14,500, HOWEVER, ONLY A PORTION OF THE TOWN ACTUALLY OVERLAPS THE WATERSHED'S 

BOUNDARIES. THE TOTAL POPULATION OF THE WATERSHED IS 7, 845 (1991 CENSUS DATA TAKEN FROM 

QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. 1996), WITH 4, 460 LIVING IN SALMON ARM, AND 3, 384 LIVING 

IN THE RURAL PORTION OF THE WATERSHED. THE RURAL PORTION OF THE WATERSHED CONTAINS A NUMBER 

OF SMALL COMMUNITIES LOCATED ALONG THE VALLEY BOTTOM (E.G., SILVER CREEK, YANKEE FLATS, 

FALKLAND, WESTWOLD). THE UPLAND AREAS AND THE REGION NEAR THE HEADWATERS ARE MORE SPARSELY 

POPULATED. THE WATERSHED'S CURRENT POPULATION GROWTH RATE (4%) IS HIGHER THAN THE PROVINCIAL 

AVERAGE (3%). 

ECONOMICALLY, THE HISTORICAL MAINSTAYS OF THE WATERSHED HAVE BEEN AGRICULTURE AND 

FORESTRY. A VARIETY OF CROPS AND LIVESTOCK ARE FARMED IN THE WATERSHED, HOWEVER, BEEF AND 

HAY DOMINATE IN THE UPPER WATERSHED AND DAIRY AND SOME ROW CROPS ARE GROWN IN THE LOWER 

WATERSHED. THE UPLAND AREAS ARE MOSTLY DESIGNATED FOR FORESTRY PURPOSES AND THIS AREA IS 

MANAGED UNDER THREE FOREST DISTRICTS (SALMON ARM, VERNON, AND MERRITT). ALTHOUGH 

AGRICULTURE AND AGRICULTURE-RELATED WORK IS STILL DOMINANT IN THE RURAL AREAS OF THE WATERSHED, 

THE GOVERNMENT/HEALTH/EDUCATION SECTOR, ALONG WITH WHOLESALE AND RETAIL SALES AND OTHER 

BUSINESSES, COMPRISE THE LARGEST PORTION OF THE WORKFORCE IN THE ENTIRE WATERSHED. THE LARGEST 

SINGLE SOURCE OF INCOME (1/3 OF THE TOTAL INCOME FOR THE WATERSHED) COMES FROM NON-

EMPLOYMENT SOURCES (E.G., PENSIONS, UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE, SOCIAL ASSISTANCE, INVESTMENT 

INCOME, ETC.). THIS MAY BE A REFLECTION OF THE LARGE RETIREE POPULATION MIGRATING TO THE 

SALMON ARM AREA. IT IS PREDICTED THAT IN THE FUTURE, RETIREE INCOME, TOURISM, AND THE SERVICE 

INDUSTRY WILL DRIVE THE WATERSHED'S ECONOMY (QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. 1996). 
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C . Resource Uses and Environmental Issues 

THERE ARE A NUMBER OF WATER AND LAND BASED RESOURCE USES WHICH HAVE DIFFERENT 

REQUIREMENTS AND IMPACTS ON THE WATERSHED, SOME OF WHICH MAY BE CONFLICTING (E.G., DOMESTIC 

USE AND IRRIGATION FROM RIVER, DOMESTIC USE AND IRRIGATION FROM GROUNDWATER, FISH SPAWNING, 

RECREATION—FISHING, SWIRNMING, TUBING, HUNTING, CAMPING, BIRD WATCHING, SNOWMOBILING, DOG-

SLEDGING, CROSS-COUNTRY SKIING--, FORESTRY, FARMING, MINING, TRAPPING, WILDLIFE, AND RESIDENTIAL 

DEVELOPMENT) (QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS 1996). THESE RESOURCE USES HAVE LED TO SEVERAL 

PERCEIVED ISSUES/PROBLEMS IN THE WATERSHED INCLUDING WATER QUALITY AND QUANTITY PROBLEMS, 

LACK OF FISH SPAWNING HABITAT, INCREASED NUTRIENT LOADS IN THE RIVER, ERODING RIVER BANKS, AND 

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT THREATENING THE AGRICULTURAL NATURE OF THE VALLEY (SUMMARIZED FROM 

ARGENT AND CHRISTIANSEN 1995 PP. 2-3). 

D. The Salmon River Watershed Roundtable 

THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE GREW OUT OF A PROJECT INITIATED IN 1991 BY 

SOME LANDOWNERS IN THE SALMON RIVER VALLEY NEAR SALMON ARM. (THE HISTORY OF HOW THE 

ROUNDTABLE EVOLVED IS SUMMARIZED FROM ARGENT AND CHRISTIANSEN 1995, AND PERSONAL 

COMMUNICATION WITH ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS.) BACK IN 1991, A FEW CONCERNED SALMON VALLEY 

LANDOWNERS BROUGHT SOME OF THE ISSUES LISTED IN THE PRECEDING SECTION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE OF THE DISTRICT OF SALMON ARM (DSA). IT SOON BECAME APPARENT TO 

THE COMMITTEE THAT, ALONE, THEY HAD NEITHER THE EXPERTISE OR UNDERSTANDING OF THE WATERSHED TO 

DEAL WITH THE COMPLEX PROBLEMS PRESENTED TO THEM BY THE LANDOWNERS. THE COMMITTEE SOUGHT 

OTHER STAKEHOLDERS TO JOIN THEM IN DISCUSSING ISSUES OF MUTUAL INTEREST. MOMENTUM GREW FOR 
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THE PROJECT AS BOTH MORE AGENCIES AND MORE LANDOWNERS BECAME INVOLVED. IN JANUARY 1993, 

INTERESTED PARTIES UNDERTOOK A STRATEGIC PLANNING EXERCISE, OUT OF WHICH THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE EMERGED. 

THE SRWR IS A MULTI-PARTY ORGANIZATION COMPRISED OF LANDOWNERS, FIRST NATIONS, 

CITIZENS, GOVERNMENT AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES, AND INDUSTRY, AND IS OPEN TO ANYONE IN THE 

WATERSHED WITH AN INTEREST IN ATTENDING. IN FACT, THE ONLY explicit CRITERIA FOR MEMBERSHIP ON 

THE ROUNDTABLE IS THAT MEMBERS HAVE AN INTEREST IN THE WATERSHED. MEMBERS CAN JOIN THE 

ROUNDTABLE AS INDIVIDUALS OR AS REPRESENTATIVES OF OTHER ORGANIZATIONS OR AGENCIES (E.G., 

DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES AND OCEANS OR THE B.C. CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION). THE implicit 

CRITERIA FOR ROUNDTABLE MEMBERSHIP IS THAT MEMBERS EITHER LIVE OR WORK IN THE WATERSHED, OR 

THAT THEY USE OR IMPACT THE WATERSHED'S NATURAL RESOURCES (E.G., TOURISTS). OVER THE PAST TWO 

YEARS, THE ROUNDTABLE HAS MADE A CONCERTED EFFORT TO MAKE MORE PEOPLE AWARE OF THE 

ROUNDTABLE (AND INVITE THEM TO ATTEND MEETINGS) THROUGH MAIL-OUTS TO ALL WATERSHED RESIDENTS 

AND BY HOLDING MEETINGS IN DIFFERENT REGIONS OF THE WATERSHED. CURRENTLY, THE MOST ACTIVE 

MEMBERS SEEM TO BE THOSE WITH THE GREATEST STAKE IN ROUNDTABLE ACTIVITIES—THOSE PEOPLE WHO 

GIVE OR RECEIVE MONEY FOR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS (E.G., ROUNDTABLE STAFF), THOSE WHO RECEIVE 

DIRECT BENEFIT FROM ROUNDTABLE ACTIONS (E.G., LANDOWNERS WHO HAVE RIVERBANK 

RESTORATION/EROSION CONTROL PROJECTS ON THEIR LAND), OR THOSE WHO STAND TO FACE SHORT-TERM 

LOSSES FROM ROUNDTABLE ACTIVITY (E.G., GROUNDWATER USERS AGAINST THE ROUNDTABLE'S SUPPORT FOR 

PROVINCIAL GROUNDWATER LEGISLATION). 
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THE ROUNDTABLE OPERATES THROUGH CONSENSUS AND IS ORGANIZED INTO A NUMBER OF 

SUBCOMMITTEES (E.G., EXECUTIVE CORNMITTEE, PLANNING COMMITTEE, FIELD ACTION COMMITTEE, 

LEGISLATION COMMITTEE, EDUCATION AND AWARENESS COMMITTEE). MEMBERS ARE ALL VOLUNTEERS, 

HOWEVER, THEY HAVE ONE PAID COORDINATOR AS WELL AS CO-BP STUDENTS OR STUDENTS OF OTHER 

FUNDED WORK-EXPERIENCE PROGRAMS WHEN AVAILABLE. CURRENTLY, THE OFFICIAL CHAIR OF THE 

ROUNDTABLE IS MR. DENNIS LAPIERRE, A SHEEP FARMER FROM FALKLAND. MR. LAPIERRE IS RECEIVING 

ASSISTANCE IN HIS CHAIRPERSONSHIP FROM MS. DOROTHY ARGENT (FORMER SALMON ARM COUNSELLOR) 

WHO WAS THE SRWR CHAIR FROM THE INCEPTION OF THE PROJECT UNTIL APRIL 1996. (MR. LAPIERRE 

WAS THE ONLY PERSON TO EXPRESS INTEREST IN TAKING OVER THIS ROLE.) THE ROUNDTABLE HAS ALSO SET 

UP A WATERSHED RESOURCE CENTRE (IN SILVER CREEK) WHICH IS THE HUB OF ROUNDTABLE ACTIVITY. IT 

PROVIDES THE CHAIR, COORDINATOR AND VOLUNTEERS WITH SOME OFFICE SPACE AND A PLACE TO KEEP 

RESOURCES, INFORMATION, DISPLAYS, ETC. THE ROUNDTABLE FUNDS ITSELF MAINLY THROUGH GOVERNMENT 

GRANTS FOR RESEARCH AND STUDIES, FIELD ACTION ACTIVITIES AND CORE ADMINISTRATION COSTS (ARGENT 

AND CHRISTIANSEN 1995). 

84 



C H A P T E R FIVE 

T H E FIVE STAGES O F C O L L A B O R A T I O N IN T H E E C O S Y S T E M OBJECTIVES 

PILOT PROJECT 

"[The Roundtable] started people talking about the process, or about the problems. 
I think it was the winter of1991/92—tremendous snow pack and lots of rain in the 
spring. Lots ofpeople started to lose bits of their farms...And people were interested 
in talking to somebody about it and wanted to get something to happen. And so, the 
Roundtable was really important in getting people to talk. Farmers were coming 
looking for some place to tell their problems to—that they would get a response." 

- SALMON RIVER WATERSHED RESIDENT, OCTOBER 1995 

"I think [the Roundtable's] role has changedfrom when they started. I mean, they 
were involvedfirst of all in setting up an organization and making their contacts 
with different agencies. And I guess that's what took time. And we were a little bit 
impatient wondering when the community involvement was going to happen." 

- SALMON RIVER WATERSHED RESIDENT, NOVEMBER 1995 

IN 1995 THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE (SRWR) EMBARKED ON A PROJECT TO 

ESTABLISH COMMUNITY-DEVELOPED ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. THERE 

WERE SEVERAL EVENTS PRECEDING THE FORMAL COMMENCEMENT OF THIS PROJECT (DATING BACK TO 

1991). HIGHLIGHTS OF THESE EVENTS, AS WELL AS THE OFFICIAL EVENTS OF THE PROJECT TO ESTABLISH 

COMMUNITY-DEVELOPED ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES, AND THE FOLLOW-UP EVENTS TO THE PROJECT ARE 

RECOUNTED IN THIS CHAPTER ACCORDING TO THE 5-STAGES OF COLLABORATION. (AN EXPANDED, DETAILED 

VERSION OF THESE EVENTS IS PRESENTED IN APPENDIX C.) 

IN EACH COLLABORATIVE STAGE, A SUMMARIZED VERSION OF THE MAIN EVENTS IS RETOLD FROM 

SRWR DOCUMENTS AND THE FIELD NOTES WHICH I RECORDED AS A PARTICIPANT OBSERVER IN THE 

PROCESS. A "QUICK REFERENCE" SUMMARY OF THE MAIN EVENTS IS PROVIDED IN FIGURE 5.1. 
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FOLLOWING THE SUMMARY OF EVENTS, THE CASE STUDY IS REVIEWED IN RELATION TO THE "TASKS" OF 

COLLABORATION GIVEN IN CHAPTER 3 (SEE FIGURE 3.2). 

FIGURE 5.1. KEY EVENTS IN THE COLLABORATION TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. 

ANTECEDENTS M a r 1996 The Salmon River Watershed: 
A n Overview of Conditions, 

1991 D S A ' s Salmon River Trends and Issues. Technical 
Restoration Project Report 

1992 Salmon River Restoration 
Committee Community Development of Ecosystem Objectives 

1993 Visioning workshop results in 
Miss ion Statement Jan 1995 S R W R Work Plan Workshop 
E O S C seeks a pilot project for Feb 1995 Facilitator Training by I C A 
ecosystem objectives M a y - N o v 1995 Monthly community meetings 

in M t . Ida, Silver Creek, 
PROBLEM SETTING Falkland and Westwold 

Dec 1995 Falkland Workshop 
Dec 93-Nov 94 E O S C and S R W R hold ongoing Feb 1996 Work Planning Workshop for 

meetings 1996 
Jan 1994 S R W R is officially formed M a r 1996 Interim ecosystem goals and 
Oct 1994 S R W R adopts the Salmon River 

Watershed Planning Guide 
objectives adopted by S R W R 

N o v 1994 Letter of Agreement (facilitation 
contract) between S R W R and 

STRUCTURING AND OUTCOMES 

Environment Canada A p r - M a y 1996 Follow-up community meetings 
in M t . Ida, Silver Creek, 

DIRECTION SETTING Falkland and Westwold 
June 1995-Present 

Knowledge Base Development S R W R involvement with Forest 
Renewal B C 

Feb 1995 Technical Coordination Meeting July 1995-Present 
M a y 1995 Terms of Reference for S R W R involvement in the 

Knowledge Base Contract Okanagan / Shuswap Land and 
July 1995 Seeking Agency Cooperation in Resource Management Plan 

the Salmon River Watershed ( L R M P ) 
(report) Present Continuation of C C M E 

Sept 1995 Verbal History and Problem framework pilot project 
Perceptions (report) (developing indicators and a 

N o v 1995 The Salmon River Watershed: citizen's monitoring program) 
A n Overview of Conditions, Other Outcomes: guidance to other S R W R 
Trends and Issues. Public projects 
Summary Report ammunition for funding 

proposals 
more credibility for the S R W R 
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5.1 ANTECEDENTS 

Antecedents TO COLLABORATION ARE THOSE FACTORS WHICH DESCRIBE THE CONTEXT FROM WHICH 

A COLLABORATION EMERGES. IN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY, THERE ARE MANY EVENTS 

LEADING UP TO THE PROJECT TO DEVELOP A WATERSHED VISION AND ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. THE 

SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE IS ITSELF A COLLABORATIVE ORGANIZATION. IN A SENSE, THE 

ANTECEDENTS TO THE WATERSHED VISION / ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES PROJECT IS THE WHOLE COLLABORATIVE 

HISTORY OF THE ROUNDTABLE: HOW AND WHY IT FORMED, ITS HISTORY OF DEFINING PROBLEMS AND 

TAKING COLLECTIVE ACTIONS, HOW IT ORGANIZED ITSELF, FUNDED ITSELF, AND PROMOTED ITSELF, AND HOW 

THE ROUNDTABLE BECAME INTERESTED IN EMBARKING ON A PROCESS TO SET ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. 

(SEE APPENDIX C.) THE MAIN EVENTS LEADING UP TO THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES PILOT PROJECT ARE 

SUMMARIZED IN TABLE 5.1. 

TABLE 5.1. A SUMMARIZED CHRONOLOGY OF ANTECEDENT EVENTS 

1991 The Salmon River Restoration Project was initiated by some Salmon valley landowners 
in cooperation with the District of Salmon A r m ( D S A ) in order to address some of the 
environmental problems (like erosion) being experienced in the valley. 

1992 The Salmon River Restoration Committee ( S R R C ) , spear-headed by the Neskonlith 
Band, joined forces with the D S A sponsored initiative to jointly undertake restoration 
projects on the river. 

M a y 1993 The Salmon River Watershed Project ( D S A initiative and S R R C ) held a visioning 
workshop to determine its membership's common vision. The workshop resulted in the 
group's mission statement: "To be a catalyst to achieve and maintain a healthy Salmon 
River Watershed through coordinated management of all resources, respect for all 
concerns and cooperative, positive action." 

1993 and 1994 The Salmon River Watershed Project became a demonstration watershed for both the 
Fraser River Act ion Plan ( F R A P ) , and the Fraser Bas in Management Program ( F B M P ) , 
giving the project exposure both provincially and nationally. 

1993 The Ecosystem Objectives Steering Committee ( E O S C ) became interested in the work 
of the Salmon River Restoration Project/Committee as a potential pilot project for 
developing ecosystem objectives. 
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THE "TASKS" (OR DESCRIPTIVE ELEMENTS) OF THE ANTECEDENTS STAGE OF COLLABORATION 

INCLUDE: MOTIVATION FOR THE COLLABORATION, ORIGINS, INTENDED OUTCOME, BALANCE OF POWER, AND 

LEADERSHIP/CONVENER CHARACTERISTICS. THESE "TASKS" ARE SUMMARIZED FOR THE CASE STUDY BELOW. 

(1) The Salmon River Watershed Roundtable has evolved as a vision based 

organization. THE PROJECT WAS STARTED BY INDIVIDUALS WHO HAD SOME COMMON CONCERNS ABOUT 

THE RIVER. THOSE PEOPLE WHO HAVE "HOPPED ON BOARD" SINCE THE INCEPTION HAVE BOUGHT INTO 

THE ESPOUSED MISSION STATEMENT AND OPERATING PRACTICES OF THE ROUNDTABLE. THE ROUNDTABLE 

HAS NEVER HAD TO FACE REALLY CONTENTIOUS OPPOSITION—PERHAPS BECAUSE THEY FOCUS THEIR ENERGIES 

ON BUILDING TIES WITH THOSE AGENCIES AND LANDOWNERS WHO REACT POSITIVELY TO THE ROUNDTABLE'S 

APPROACH. THIS IS NOT TO SAY THAT THERE IS NOT OPPOSITION TO THE ROUNDTABLE AND ITS ACTIVITIES: 

THERE IS. A PROMINENT MEMBER OF THE ROUNDTABLE EXPRESSED THESE SENTIMENTS IN AN INTERVIEW 

LAST FALL: 

"I'M NOT WORRIED ABOUT THE ONES WHO THINK, 'I WON'T HAVE ANYTHING TO DO WITH 
GOVERNMENT. THEY'RE MY CATTLE. I'VE BEEN DOING THIS FOR YEARS—THANK-YOU VERY MUCH! 
GET OFF MY PROPERTY!'. WE SURE KNOW A FEW OF THOSE ONES! WHEN WE WALK THROUGH 
THE RIVER ON THEIR PROPERTY, YOU KNOW, WHOA! A FEW SHOT-GUNS CAN COME OUT! AND, 
DON'T SPEND ENERGY ON THAT. IT'S A WASTE OF TIME. SPEND ENERGY ON THOSE THAT ARE 
WILLING TO DO SOMETHING. SO, I THINK THAT'S HOW WE'RE GOING TO GROW. AND, THEN, IF WE 
END UP WITH OUR DEMONSTRATION...[fade out]...on THINGS, PEOPLE WHO ARE CYNICAL OR 
THINK, 'AH! THEY'RE GOING TO GO AWAY', OR 'THEY'RE NOT GOING TO MAKE IT', OR 'YOU 
KNOW, IT'S ALL A BUNCH OF HOGWASH', THEY'LL GET MORE AND MORE PRESSURE BECAUSE THEY'LL 
SEE WHAT'S HAPPENING AND I THINK THAT WILL CREATE A SENSE OF RESPONSIBILITY. AND SOME, 
WELL, YOU'LL JUST HAVE TO WAIT TILL THE NEXT GENERATION HAPPENS! AND THERE'S MORE WORK 
THAT WE'VE GOT THAN WE CAN DO RIGHT NOW. WE DON'T HAVE TO WORRY ABOUT THOSE—THAT'LL 
COME LATER. SO, DON'T WASTE YOUR TIME ON THE NAY-SAYERS!" [28] 

FOR THE MOST PART, THOSE INDIVIDUALS/SEGMENTS OF THE WATERSHED POPULATION IN CONFLICT WITH THE 

ROUNDTABLE IGNORE IT~THEY DO NOT ATTEND MEETINGS OR INTERACT WITH THE ROUNDTABLE UNLESS THE 

ROUNDTABLE IS SEEN AS A SIGNIFICANT THREAT (E.G., THROUGH INFLUENCING DEVELOPMENT DECISIONS AT 
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THE REGIONAL LEVEL, OR LOBBYING FOR GROUNDWATER LEGISLATION AT THE PROVINCIAL LEVEL. AS THE 

ROUNDTABLE GAINS MORE INFLUENCE WITH REGULATING BODIES, IT WILL LIKELY FACE MORE CONFLICT. 

(2) The Roundtable is a "grassroots" organization (BCRTEE 1994, AND ARGENT 

AND CHRISTIANSEN 1995). THIS IS LARGELY REFLECTED BY THE ROUNDTABLE'S VOLUNTEER BASE OF LOCAL 

CITIZENS AND LANDOWNERS. ALTHOUGH THE ROUNDTABLE IS A GRASSROOTS ORGANIZATION (AS 

DIFFERENTIATED FROM A MANDATED ORGANIZATION), ITS MEMBERSHIP INCLUDES SEVERAL GOVERNMENT 

AGENCIES WHO DO INDEPENDENTLY HAVE MANDATES WITHIN THE WATERSHED. THUS, THROUGH ITS 

MEMBERSHIP, THE ROUNDTABLE HAS AVENUES TO CONDUCT WORK WITHIN THE WATERSHED. 

(3) The intended outcome of the Roundtable is stated in its mission statement: 

"TO BE A CATALYST TO ACHIEVE AND MAINTAIN A HEALTHY SALMON RIVER WATERSHED THROUGH 
COORDINATED MANAGEMENT OF ALL RESOURCES, RESPECT FOR ALL CONCERNS AND COOPERATIVE, 
POSITIVE ACTION." (SRWR 1994A) 

ALTHOUGH IT IS NOT A MANDATED POWER, THE ROUNDTABLE CAN BE A "CATALYST" TO DECISIONS AT 

VARIOUS LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT THROUGH LOBBYING, PROVIDING ADVICE, AND WORKING IN DIRECT 

PARTNERSHIPS, AS IS THE CASE WITH THE AGENCIES WHO ARE MEMBERS OF THE ROUNDTABLE. 

(4) While the Roundtable espouses concepts such as inclusion and consensus, 

in practice, there are unavoidable power imbalances within the Roundtable, ALTHOUGH 

EVERYONE IS ALLOWED TO SHARE THEIR VIEWS ON TOPICS DISCUSSED, AND NO ACTIONS ARE OFFICIALLY 

TAKEN WHEN THERE IS NO AGREEMENT, IT WOULD BE NAIVE TO THINK THAT POWER IS DISTRIBUTED EQUALLY 

AMONGST ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS—THE DIVERSITY OF THE MEMBERSHIP ITSELF LEADS TO POWER 

IMBALANCES. THERE ARE CLEARLY DIFFERENCES IN PERSUASIVE POWER BETWEEN A GOVERNMENT AGENCY 

REPRESENTATIVE, WHO MAY BE ABLE TO OFFER RESOURCES OR A LEGAL MANDATE TO A PROJECT ALONG WITH 

HIS/HER OPINION, AND AN AVERAGE RESIDENT OF THE WATERSHED WHO CAN ONLY OFFER HIS/HER OPINION. 
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EVEN AMONG THE "AVERAGE CITIZENS" THERE ARE POWER DIFFERENCES. ONE LOCAL RESIDENT TOLD ME 

THAT DESPITE FEELING THAT HE HAS A LOT TO OFFER THE ROUNDTABLE IN TERMS OF LIFE EXPERIENCE, 

EDUCATION AND LONG TERM RESIDENCY IN THE WATERSHED, NO-ONE LISTENS TO HIM BECAUSE HE DOES 

NOT OWN LAND. 

THERE IS ALSO THE CONCERN THAT "THE PERSON WITH THE PEN HOLDS THE POWER". ROUNDTABLE 

MEMBERS WHO BELONG TO COMMITTEES OR PREPARE WRITTEN WORK FOR THE ROUNDTABLE HAVE MORE 

OPPORTUNITY TO INFLUENCE THE ROUNDTABLE'S WORK PRODUCTS THAN THE AVERAGE MEMBER. THIS 

POWER IMBALANCE IS IN MANY WAYS UNAVOIDABLE: SOMEONE HAS TO DO THE ACTUAL "WORK". ANY 

ROUNDTABLE MEMBER IS WELCOME TO ATTEND ANY OF THE COMMITTEE MEETINGS, SO THERE IS A WAY 

FOR GENERAL MEMBERS TO "KEEP TABS" ON COMMITTEE MEMBERS. 

(5) The Roundtable had strong leadership in the form of Dorothy Argent, and 

a few other key individuals, right from its inception. MS. ARGENT'S ROLE AS CHAIR OF THE 

ROUNDTABLE LASTED 4 YEARS, AND FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF MOST ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS, SHE WAS A 

SUCCESSFUL LEADER IN TERMS OF BEING WELL LIKED AND RESPECTED BY OTHER MEMBERS OF THE 

ROUNDTABLE—EVEN ADMIRED FOR HER DEDICATION AND SACRIFICE OF PERSONAL TIME. AS WELL, MS. 

ARGENT SEEMED TO TAKE PERSONAL SATISFACTION FROM HER ROLE AS SRWR CHAIR. 

OTHER PROMINENT INDIVIDUALS IN THE ROUNDTABLE INCLUDED MS. ARGENT'S HUSBAND, NEILS 

CHRISTIANSEN, WHO CHAIRED THE ROUNDTABLE'S PLANNING COMMITTEE, AND HAS SERVED A VERY VISIBLE 

ROLE IN THE ROUNDTABLE-WORKING TO ORGANIZE, AND FACILITATE SEVERAL OF THE ROUNDTABLE'S KEY 

PLANNING INITIATIVES, AND WRITING KEY ROUNDTABLE DOCUMENTS LIKE THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED 

ROUNDTABLE PLANNING GUIDE (SRWR 1994A). TOGETHER, MS. ARGENT AND MR. CHRISTIANSEN ARE 

VIEWED BY MANY ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS AS THE "HEART" OF THE ROUNDTABLE. WHEN OTHER 
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ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS SPOKE TO ME DURING INTERVIEWS ABOUT THE ROUNDTABLE, THEY OFTEN 

REFERRED TO "THEM", DOROTHY AND NEILS, AND THEIR LABOUR, AND VISIONS.1 COMMENTS MADE TO ME 

IN INTERVIEWS USUALLY REFLECTED VERY POSITIVELY ON THE LEADERSHIP OF DOROTHY, NEILS, OR OTHER 

ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS: 

"WITHOUT DOROTHY, THERE WOULDN'T BE A ROUNDTABLE." [14] 

"WHAT IF WE DIDN'T HAVE ALL THE FREE LABOUR OF NEILS AND DOROTHY?!" [18] 

"NEILS IS A GOOD FACILITATOR. HE CAN FIELD QUESTIONS THAT ARE FROM TOUGH PERSONALITIES OR 
EMOTIONAL." [6] 

"GOOD LEADERSHIP. PEOPLE HAVE A LOT OF ENERGY—NEILS, DOROTHY AND MIKE WALLIS." [3] 

THERE WERE ALSO COMMENTS FROM SURVEY PARTICIPANTS WHICH WERE NOT QUITE SO SUPPORTIVE: 

"I GUESS THIS THING IS A WASTE OF MY TAX MONEY. MS. DOROTHY A. DOES NOT EVEN LIVE 
NEAR THE RIVER." [BL29] 

"IT WOULD BE NICE IF DOROTHY ARGENT AND HER HENCHMEN AND NATIVES HAD SOMETHING 
BETTER TO DO, WHICH INCLUDES ALL OF YOU BUREAUCRATS AND NATIVES WHO ARE SUCKING THE 
TAX PAYING PUBLIC DRY.[EMPHASIS BY RESPONDENT]" [A062] 

AS WELL, THERE IS A PERCEPTION HELD BY SOME WATERSHED RESIDENTS THAT A SELECT GROUP OF 

ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS/LEADERS ARE INVOLVED IN THE ROUNDTABLE BECAUSE THEY BENEFIT THROUGH 

GRANT MONEY: 

"ONE AGENDA. NOT OPEN FOR NEW IDEAS. JUST A NAME TO GET GRANTS FOR A FEW PEOPLE 
WHO LIVE BY GRANT ALONE...I ATTENDED MEETINGS FOR 2 1/2 YEARS AND COULD SEE IT WAS ALL 
TALK AND VERY LITTLE ACTION. TIME AND MONEY SHOULD BE UTILIZED AND AUDITED IN A MORE 
PROFESSIONAL MANNER (MY OPINION)." [B065] 

"MEETINGS ORGANIZED AND RUN BY PEOPLE THAT KNOW NOTHING ABOUT ANYTHING BUT HOW TO 
WORK THE SYSTEMS FOR GRANT MONIES—BEATS WORKING FOR A LIVING...PEOPLE ATTENDING 

Occasional REFERENCES WERE ALSO MADE TO THE ROUNDTABLE'S HIRED COORDINATORS (THYSON 
BANIGHEN AND MIKE WALLIS) WHO ALSO SERVED PROMINENT LEADERSHIP ROLES IN THE ROUNDTABLE, 
FACILITATING MUCH OF THE DAY TO DAY OPERATIONS OF THE ROUNDTABLE AND FIELD-WORK ACTIVITIES. 

91 



THESE [MEETINGS ARE] REACHING FOR GRANT MONEY OR OTHER SELF-INTERESTS." [BL 12] 

"YOU NEED PEOPLE WITH CREDENTIALS [EMPHASIS BY RESPONDENT] TO REPAIR AND MAINTAIN A 
RIVER!...TOO MANY PEOPLE GOVERNMENT BUREAUCRATS, HIRED GUNS WHO WORK ON THIS 
PROJECT AND COLLECT A SALARY FOR IT...[NEED] SOMEONE WITH RANCHING BACKGROUND, WHO 
KNOWS LIVESTOCK, HISTORIC GRAZING RIGHTS LEADING THE GROUP." [A004] 

"THIS ROUNDTABLE PROVIDES JOBS FOR A SELECT FEW, AND GOES ON AND ON!" [B003] 

"INFILTRATED [EMPHASIS BY RESPONDENT] WITH PEOPLE WHO BENEFIT VIA GOVERNMENT 
GRANTS." [B008] 

(6) Overall, the Roundtable organization was probably the most appropriate 

forum to convene the process to develop ecosystem objectives and a watershed vision. AS 

ONE GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE [18] EMPHASIZED IN AN INTERVIEW, THIS IS A ROLE THAT GOVERNMENT 

CANNOT FILL—THERE IS A LOT OF SUSPICION AND HOSTILITY TOWARDS GOVERNMENT (SEE FOLLOWING 

CHAPTERS) IN THE WATERSHED. A NEUTRAL BODY LIKE THE ROUNDTABLE IS MORE APPROPRIATE. AS WELL, 

AT THE TIME THE PLANNING PROCESS WAS INITIATED, THE ROUNDTABLE HAD FOUR YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 

BUILDING CONSENSUS WITHIN THEIR ORGANIZATION. MANY INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS SAID THAT THE 

ROUNDTABLE'S ROLE WAS TO LEAD THE PROCESS (SEE CHAPTER 6). 

5.2 P R O B L E M S E T T I N G 

Problem setting IS THE STAGE OF COLLABORATION IN WHICH STAKEHOLDERS ARE IDENTIFIED AND 

CONVENED TO AGREE ON THEIR COMMON PROBLEMS OR REASONS FOR WORKING TOGETHER. IN THE 

SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY, THE PROBLEM SETTING STAGE OF THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES 

PROJECT CONSISTED OF A FEW KEY MEETINGS AND A FEW KEY DOCUMENTS THROUGH WHICH THE SRWR 

AND THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES STEERING COMMITTEE (EOSC) LEARNED ABOUT ONE ANOTHER AND 

AGREED ON A MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL WORK PROJECT. THE TWO GROUPS BEGAN DISCUSSING A JOINT 
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PROJECT IN DECEMBER 1993, AND CONTINUED TO MEET THROUGHOUT 1994, CULMINATING IN A 

CONTRACTUAL "LETTER OF AGREEMENT" (KNOWN AS THE FACILITATION CONTRACT) BETWEEN THE SRWR AND 

ENVIRONMENT CANADA (FOR THE EOSC). AS WELL, THE SRWR EVOLVED AS A GROUP OVER THE 

COURSE OF THE YEAR—OFFICIALLY BECOMING A ROUND TABLE IN JANUARY 1994, AND THEN LATER ADOPTING 

THEIR GUIDE BOOK, "THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED PLANNING GUIDE". A SUMMARY OF THESE KEY 

EVENTS IS GIVEN IN TABLE 5.2. 

Table 5.2. A SUMMARIZED CHRONOLOGY OF PROBLEM SETTING EVENTS. 

December 1993 A special meeting was held in Salmon A r m between members of the E O S C and the 
S R W R , to discuss their mutual interests, and the possibility of working together on a 
project to develop ecosystem objectives for the Salmon River Watershed. 

January 1994 The Salmon River Watershed Roundtable was bora out of the Salmon River Watershed 
Project's first annual Strategic Planning Workshop. One of the strategic directions that 
emerged from the workshop was to plan towards a watershed stewardship plan. 

A p r i l 1994 The S R W R ' s planning committee writes "Terms of Reference for Creating, Adopting and 
Implementing a Watershed Stewardship Plan for the Salmon River", stating that, "The 
philosophical basis for developing the plan lie in the combined work of the Salmon River 
Watershed Roundtable and the Ecosystem Objectives Steering Committee of the federal 
and B . C . governments" ( S R W R 1994c). 

June 1994 The E O S C held an all day meeting in Salmon A r m in which they toured the watershed, 
and had an early discussion of the information requirements necessary to develop a 
knowledge base for the watershed (as the first step in setting ecosystem objectives). 

October 1994 The S R W R adopted the "Salmon River Watershed Planning Guide" which outlined 
objectives of the mission statement (respect for all concerns, coordinated management of 
all resources, cooperative, positive action, and a healthy Salmon River Watershed), and 
"guiding concepts" through which the group hoped to meet the mission statement 
(consensus based planning, sustainable l iving, the ecosystem approach and ecosystem 
objectives, and making the plan useful to the landowners). 

November 1994 The E O S C held their last meeting. (See Chapter 2 for details on the E O S C ' s demise.) 

November 1994 The "facilitation contract" was signed between Environment Canada and the S R W R . 
This letter o f agreement gave the Roundtable the funds to create a work plan (for setting 
ecosystem objectives), train community members in facilitation methods, and have these 
newly-trained facilitators conduct community meetings throughout the watershed to gain 
input to the "stewardship plan for the development of ecosystem goals and objectives". 
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SPECIFIC "TASKS" OR DESCRIPTIVE ELEMENTS OF THE PROBLEM SETTING STAGE INCLUDE: 

IDENTIFICATION AND LEGITIMIZATION OF STAKEHOLDERS, PROBLEM DEFINITION, CLARIFICATION OF 

STAKEHOLDER'S EXPECTATIONS ABOUT OUTCOMES, COMMITMENT TO COLLABORATE, AND IDENTIFICATION OF 

RESOURCES. BASED ON REVIEWING DOCUMENTATION OF THE SRWR AND THE EOSC, THE FOLLOWING 

CONCLUSIONS CAN BE DRAWN ABOUT THE CASE STUDY IN REFERENCE TO THE TASKS OF PROBLEM SETTING: 

(1) The common "problem ", identified by the SRWR and the EOSC was the 

establishment of community developed ecosystem objectives for the Salmon River 

Watershed. THE LETTER OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN ENVIRONMENT CANADA AND THE SRWR DESCRIBED 

THIS COMMON PROBLEM, AND IDENTIFIED AT LEAST SOME OF THE FINANCIAL RESOURCES FOR ACHIEVING IT. 

THIS CONTRACT ALSO MADE REFERENCE TO SOME OF THE SKILL RESOURCES NEEDED: METHODS OF 

FACILITATION FROM THE INSTITUTE OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS (SEE APPENDIX C) WERE TO BE LEARNED AND 

USED IN THE PROCESS. 

(2) The stakeholders identifiedfor the process included, the SRWR, the EOSC, 

and the watershed "community" in general OF THESE GROUPS, IT WAS A KEY GROUP OF 

INDIVIDUALS (FRED MAH, GEORGE BUTCHER, DOROTHY ARGENT, NEILS CHRISTIANSEN) WHO ACTUALLY 

DID THE PROBLEM DEFINING, WITH SOME INFLUENCE FROM OTHER AGENCIES INVOLVED WITH THE EOSC 

AND FROM ENVIRONMENT CANADA'S HEAD OFFICE. THE ISSUE OF COMMUNITY LEGITIMACY (I.E., THE 

RIGHT PEOPLE?) IS DISCUSSED IN THE NEXT CHAPTER. 

(3) Contractually, the SRWR and the EOSC had clear expectations on the end-

products of the process: a report which would describe narrative, community developed 
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ecosystem objectives for the Salmon River Watershed.2 THAT IS NOT TO SAY THAT THEY WERE 

CLEAR ABOUT HOW THE PROCESS WOULD UNFOLD, BECAUSE NEITHER PARTY COULD PREDICT THE FUTURE-

THERE WERE STILL MANY STAKEHOLDERS TO BECOME INVOLVED IN THE PROCESS (I.E., LOTS OF 

UNPREDICTABLE ELEMENTS), HOWEVER, THE GROUPS BECAME SO INTERLINKED (THROUGH SRWR 

MEMBERSHIP ON THE EOSC, AND EOSC MEMBERSHIP ON ROUNDTABLE COMMITTEES), THERE WERE 

PLENTY OF OPPORTUNITIES TO CLARIFY EXPECTATIONS WITH ONE ANOTHER. 

(4) Formal commitments to collaborate were not established between 

community members, but were established between the Roundtable and some government 

agencies. BOTH THE SRWR AND THE EOSC REPRESENTATIVES (ENVIRONMENT CANADA AND 

MOELP) FORMALLY COMMITTED THEMSELVES THROUGH THE LETTER OF AGREEMENT. RESPONSE TO THE 

PROCESS FROM COMMUNITY MEMBERS WAS NOT DETERMINED UNTIL THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS STARTED. 

(DISCUSSED FURTHER IN CHAPTER 6.) 

(5) Initial financial resources—outlined in the facilitation contract—were 

augmented by the Environmental Partners Fund, the Vancouver Foundation and 

Environment Canada to a total of $74,955for the ecosystem objectives part of the project 

and $50,000for the knowledge base part of the project. DETAILS OF THE FINANCIAL RESOURCES 

FOR SETTING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES ARE GIVEN IN CHAPTER 8. 

2FROM DISCUSSIONS WITH FRED MAH (CO-CHAIR, EOSC), IT APPEARS SEVERAL MEMBERS OF THE 
EOSC MEMBERS WERE UNCERTAIN OF THEIR ROLES OR WHAT THEY EXPECTED OUT OF THE PROCESS-SEE 
DISCUSSION IN CHAPTER 2. THIS WAS ONE OF THE FACTORS WHICH LED TO THE EOSC'S DEMISE. IN ANY 
CASE, THOSE FORMER EOSC MEMBERS WHO CARRIED THE PROCESS FORWARD (I.E., FRED MAH AND GEORGE 
BUTCHER) HAD CLEARLY OUTLINED EXPECTATIONS OF THE PROCESS. 
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5.3 D I R E C T I O N S E T T I N G 

IN THE THIRD STAGE OF COLLABORATION, direction setting, THE STAKEHOLDERS AGREE ON 

PROCEDURES (FOR APPROACHING THEIR PROBLEMS) AND THEN SET TO WORK TACKLING THE SUBSTANTIVE 

ISSUES OF THE COLLABORATION. THE FACILITATION CONTRACT SIGNED BY ENVIRONMENT CANADA AND THE 

SRWR OUTLINED TWO MAIN ACTIVITIES WHICH ARE DESCRIBED IN THIS STAGE OF THE COLLABORATION. 

FIRST, THE AGENDA AND WORK PLAN WERE OUTLINED THROUGH A PLANNING WORKSHOP. THEN, SECOND, 

THE MORE "ACTIVE" PART OF THE PROCESS (I.E., CARRYING OUT THE AGENDA) TOOK PLACE, INCLUDING 

TRAINING A GROUP OF COMMUNITY FACILITATORS AND HOLDING A SERIES OF COMMUNITY MEETINGS (IN 

WHICH PARTICIPANTS LOOKED AT THEIR IDEAL VISION OF THE WATERSHED, THE WATERSHED'S HISTORY, 

CURRENT CONDITIONS, PROBLEMS, AND OPTIONS FOR SOLVING PROBLEMS), CULMINATING IN A WATERSHED-

WIDE WORKSHOP IN FALKLAND IN WHICH A FUTURE VISION FOR THE WATERSHED AND AN ACTION PLAN 

TOWARDS ACHIEVING THAT VISION WERE DEVELOPED. AFTER THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP, THE "VISION" 

EXPRESSED BY WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS WAS FORMALLY WRITTEN INTO ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES ADOPTED 

BY THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE. ALONG WITH ALL THESE ACTIVITIES CAME THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF A KNOWLEDGE BASE (CONTAINING BOTH TECHNICAL AND FOLK KNOWLEDGE) TO PROVIDE 

INFORMATION IN SUPPORT OF THE PROJECT. THE KEY EVENTS IN THE PROCESS OF DEVELOPING ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES AND THE KNOWLEDGE BASE ARE SUMMARIZED IN TWO TABLES: 5.3, AND 5.4. 

February 1995 A Technical Coordination meeting was held in Salmon A r m (organized by Environment 
Canada). The purpose of this meeting was to get everyone conducting scientific studies i n 
the watershed (or who have scientific information about the watershed) together to share 
presentations on their work, and to brainstorm what types of information were needed for 
(and available for) the watershed-wide planning process. 

February - M a r c h 
1995 

Discussions were ongoing amongst Environment Canada, Ministry of Environment, Lands 
and Parks, the S R W R , and a few outside advisors (e.g. university professors and 
consultants) to outline the requirements for developing an adequate knowledge base for 
use by watershed stakeholders. 
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M a y 11,1995 Terms of Reference were established for the knowledge base contract A two forked 
approach was taken for gathering information: "folk knowledge" gathered from 
community members through a verbal history and perceptions survey, and scientific 
knowledge gathered through a collection and review of existing information sources 
available from government agencies, private industry, libraries, archives and any other 
known sources (both technical and public versions must be made available). In addition, a 
survey of "agency cooperation" would be conducted (Planning Committee Minutes, May) . 

June 8,1995 Knowledge base contracts were let to Dovetail Consultants (Seeking Agency Cooperation 
and Design of Verbal History and Perceptions Survey) and Quadra Planning (Overview of 
Conditions and Trends). 

July 13,1995 Dovetail report completed: Seeking Agency Cooperation in the Salmon River 
Watershed. 

September 1995 Draft document: The Salmon River Watershed and Overview of Conditions, Trends and 
Issues (Public Version), was prepared by Quadra Planning Consultants Ltd . 

September 1995 The S R W R published the folk-knowledge reports: A Verbal History of the Salmon River 
Watershed, and Problems in the Salmon River Watershed (Christiansen and Romaine 
1995a and 1995b). 

November 1995 The Salmon River Watershed: An Overview of Conditions, Trends and Issues. Public 
Summary Report (prepared by Quadra Planning Consultants Ltd.) was published by 
Environment Canada Fraser River Act ion Plan 

M a r c h 1996 Environment Canada Fraser River Act ion Plan Published The Salmon River Watershed: 
An Overview of Conditions, Trends and Issues. Technical Report, the final product o f 
the knowledge base contract completed by Quadra Planning Consultants Ltd. 

Table 5.4. A Summarized Chronology of Community Development of Ecosystem Objectives 

January 1995 SRWR Watershed Work Plan Workshop was held to outline entire project. 

February 1995 Facilitator Training of community members by the Institute of Cultural Affairs. 

M a r c h 9,1995 S R W R Annual General Meeting in which the watershed wide planning process was 
adopted as a nine month process ending in the development of ecosystem objectives. 

M a y 4 ,1995 The schedule for community meetings towards the development of a "Community 
Watershed Stewardship Plan" was determined (see Appendix C for details). 

M a y 30-June 7, 
1995 

The first set of community meetings was held in M t . Ida, Silver Creek, Falkland, and 
Westwold. Theme: Where are we going? 

July 4-12,1995 The second set of community meetings was held. Theme: What is our history? 

August 1-9,1995 The third set of community meetings was held. Theme: What are the priority problems? 

September 19-
27,1995 

The fourth set of community meetings was held. Theme: What do we know? 
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October 17-25, 
1995 

The fifth set of community meetings was held. Theme: What are our options? 

November 14-22, 
1995 

The sixth and final set o f community meetings was held, (informal meeting preparing for 
the Falkland workshop). 

December 2-3, 
1995 

Creating and Celebrating our Watershed's Future, (Falkland Workshop) was held in 
Falkland. 

February 2 ,1996 Special meeting was held to create interim ecosystem goals and objectives. Participants 
included planning and executive committees and a few others 

February 8,1996 Interim goals and Objectives were established (Planning Committee Minutes) but needed 
some revisions before going to Roundtable for approval. 

February 15, 
1996 

Executive Committee Work Planning Workshop for 1996 work plan acknowledged 
support for the Roundtable's activities from Falkland workshop and proposed a set o f 
activities for the year. 

M a r c h 20 ,1996 The Roundtable decided the draft strategic plan (from February 15th work plan workshop) 
should be presented to the watershed communities for approval (does it meet with their 
expectations from the Falkland workshop?) ( S R W R Minutes). 

M a r c h 20 ,1996 Interim ecosystem goals and objectives were adopted by Roundtable ( S R W R 
Minutes). 

FROM THE COLLABORATIVE FRAMEWORK PRESENTED IN CHAPTER 3, THERE ARE SEVERAL SPECIFIC 

TASKS ASSOCIATED WITH DIRECTION SETTING: ESTABLISHING GROUND RULES, DEVELOPING SHARED 

UNDERSTANDING AND VALUES, AGENDA SETTING, ORGANIZING SUBGROUPS, JOINT INFORMATION SEARCHES, 

EXPLORING OPTIONS, EVALUATING OPTIONS, REACHING AGREEMENT AND CLOSING THE DEAL, AND 

DISPERSING POWER AMONG STAKEHOLDERS. SOME OBSERVATIONS ABOUT THE CASE STUDY IN RELATION TO 

THESE TASKS IS PROVIDED BELOW. 

(1) Establishing ground rules, agenda setting, and organizing sub-groups, 

were all initiated at the January 1995 " Work Plan Workshop ". A GENERAL AGENDA AND 

TIMELINE HAD BEEN SET FOR THE PROCESS, WHICH WAS THEN LATER REFINED BY THE PLANNING COMMITTEE, 

ONCE THE PROJECT WAS UNDER WAY. SUB-COMMITTEES WERE ESTABLISHED TO UNDERTAKE THE WORK 

REQUIRED TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED VISION, AND, THROUGHOUT THE 
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PROCESS, ADHOC COMMITTEES WERE PUT TOGETHER TO UNDERTAKE VARIOUS TASKS RELATED TO THE 

PROJECT. FINALLY, THE GUIDING PRINCIPLES, OUTLINED IN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE'S 

PLANNING GUIDE, SERVED AS GROUND RULES FOR HOW THE ROUNDTABLE WOULD CONDUCT ITS ACTIONS. 

(2) A "joint information search " took place in the form of compiling the 

knowledge base to support the development of ecosystem objectives. WHILE THE ACTUAL 

INFORMATION WAS COMPILED BY CONSULTANTS OR ROUNDTABLE STAFF, THERE WERE SEVERAL STEPS AT 

WHICH A LARGER SAMPLING OF STAKEHOLDERS (AND SOMETIMES OUTSIDE EXPERTS) INFLUENCED THE 

SEARCH. EXAMPLES OF THIS ARE THE TECHNICAL COORDINATION MEETING, CONSULTATIONS THAT 

ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS HELD WITH EXTERNAL SOURCES WHEN OUTLINING THE KNOWLEDGE BASE CONTRACT, 

THE COLLECTION OF PUBLIC INPUT INTO THE VERBAL HISTORY AND PROBLEM PERCEPTION STUDY, AND THE 

PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE KNOWLEDGE BASE REPORT PREPARED BY QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. 

(3) Different visions for the watershed were explored and evaluated by 

residents in some of the community meetings and the Falkland Workshop, and by Quadra 

Planning Consultants in the knowledge base contract THE TASK OF EXPLORING OPTIONS WAS 

BUILT SPECIFICALLY INTO THE PROJECT'S AGENDA; THE OCTOBER 1996 COMMUNITY MEETING TACKLED THIS 

SUBJECT. ADDITIONALLY, WITHIN THE KNOWLEDGE BASE CONTRACT, QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. 

(1995B AND 1996) PROVIDED A LISTING OF POTENTIAL ACTIONS FOR THE ROUNDTABLE AND WATERSHED 

RESIDENTS TO ADDRESS DIFFERENT SUSTAINABILITY ISSUES IN THE WATERSHED. THE NEXT TASK, EVALUATING 

OPTIONS, IS IMPLICIT IN THE CHOICES THE ROUNDTABLE MAKES WHILE IT IS CONTINUALLY UNDERTAKING 

NEW ACTIVITIES (E.G., RESTORATION PROJECTS OR INVOLVEMENT IN LARGER SCALE PLANNING PROCESSES-

SEE CHAPTER 7). 
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Box 5.1. INTERIM ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. (APPROVED BY 
PLANNING COMMITTEE, ADOPTED BY ROUNDTABLE MARCH 20, 1996) 

The intention of the Salmon River Watershed Project is to achieve and maintain a healthy, 
sustainable Salmon River Watershed ecosystem through: 

Managing for ecosystem health with: 
1. Forests managed for human and natural needs: 

1.1 Sustained yield o f all forest products (timber, range, medicinal herbs, etc.) based on 
realistic inventories and growth and yield projections. 

1.2 Maintenance of all life forms by mamtaining all stages of plant succession (from bare 
ground to o ld growth forest). 

2. Agriculture managed for human and natural needs: 
2.1 Encouraging local consumption. 
2.2 Use of best agricultural practices. 
2.3 Maintenance of the agricultural land base. 
2.4 Agriculture which is ecologically sustainable and diverse. 

3. A diverse and sustainable economy through: 
3.1 Encouraging products and services of high value added. 
3.2 Supporting new initiatives on products, marketing and training. 
3.3 Encouraging diverse, local control of economic resources. 

4. A healthy river having: 
4.1 Clean water. 
4.2 Reduced peaks and troughs in surface and ground water flow patterns. 
4.3 Re-established riparian corridors and wetlands. 

5. Mentally, physically, emotionally and spiritually healthy people through: 
5.1 A n empowered citizenry. 
5.2 Medica l , environmental and social preventative and curative health care. 
5.3 Clean air, water and food. 
5.4 A spiritual approach to l iving as individually expressed. 

6. Healthy and diverse natural species and their habitats through: 
6.1 Maintenance and increase of habitats to support al l life forms. 
6.2 Maintenance and restoration of species and populations. 

Act ive community social life including: 
7. A strong sense of the watershed as a community with: 

7.1 Resource management recognizing watershed boundaries when resource use overlaps into 
adjacent watersheds. 

7.2 Residents and others recognizing and taking responsibility for their actions on the 
watershed. 

7.3 Collective empowerment and involvement in watershed planning and action. 
7.4 Participation and cooperation in watershed-wide events and celebrations. 

8. Accessible and appropriately located recreation opportunities through: 
8.1 A recreational plan for the watershed. 

9. Community pride in rural roots and lifestyle with: 
9.1 Residents expressing their pride in the watershed. 

10. Cooperation to control local resources with: 
10.1 Community members participating in shared land use and resource management decision­

making. 
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BOX 5.1. (CONTINUED) 

Developing knowledge and support with: 
11. Government supporting watershed community needs through: 

11.1 Providing information for watershed decision-making, (example: water withdrawals) 
11.2 Continuity of technical and financial support of community groups in watershed 

management and resource use. 
11.3 Training and quality control and quality assurance for community monitoring of watershed 

development. 
11.4 Supporting community empowerment leading to shared decision making. 

12. Sustaining the visioning process for the watershed with: 
12.1 Regular feedback to residents on progress towards vision. 
12.2 Community participation in vision, goals and objectives adjustment. 

13. Gaining and spreading knowledge of the watershed with: 
13.1 Pro-active education and awareness programs. 
13.2 Open communications between citizens and agencies. 
13.3 Citizen data gathering. 
13.4 Encouragement of innovative programs, (example: demonstration programs) 

(4) Ecosystem objectives, drafted as a result of this process, were adopted by 

the Roundtable in March 1996. THESE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES ARE GIVEN IN BOX 5.1. 

(5) The products of the Falkland workshop are a reflection of the shared 

understanding of the participants at the workshop—but not necessarily the entire 

watershed community. THERE IS LITTLE QUESTION THAT THE PARTICIPANTS IN BOTH THE COMMUNITY 

MEETINGS AND FALKLAND WORKSHOP WERE REQUIRED TO SHARE THEIR VIEWS THROUGH SMALL GROUP 

EXERCISES (A RESULT OF TOP FACILITATION METHODS-SEE APPENDIX C), AND THAT NEW 

UNDERSTANDINGS DEVELOPED BETWEEN WATERSHED RESIDENTS WHO HAD NEVER BEFORE COMMUNICATED. 

(IN THE INTERVIEWS I CONDUCTED WITH PROCESS PARTICIPANTS, SEVERAL OF THEM TOLD ME THEY HAD 

LEARNED ABOUT THEIR WATERSHED AND THE OTHER RESIDENTS OF THE WATERSHED THROUGH PARTICIPATING.) 

IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT, AT THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP, THE MOST VOCAL PARTICIPANTS WERE 

GOVERNMENT AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES, AND LONG TIME ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS (SOME OF WHOM ARE 
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LOCAL RESIDENTS), NOT THE NEWLY RECRUITED LOCAL RESIDENTS. SO, THE RECORDED "UNDERSTANDING" 

COULD BE SKEWED TOWARDS THE VIEWS OF THE MOST VOCAL PARTICIPANTS. 

(6) The dispersion of power amongst stakeholders involved in the process did 

not visibly change, although the Roundtable as a whole probably gained more influence 

as a result of the process. (THIS IS DISCUSSED FURTHER IN CHAPTER 7.) 

5.4 S T R U C T U R I N G A N D O U T C O M E S 

Structuring, THE FOURTH STAGE OF COLLABORATION, IS THE STAGE IN WHICH THE RELATIONSHIPS 

MADE, AND AGREEMENTS REACHED DURING DIRECTION SETTING ARE FORMALIZED, MONITORED AND 

SUPPORTED. THE LAST STAGE OF COLLABORATION, outcomes, DELINEATES THE IMPACTS OR CHANGES THAT 

HAVE OCCURRED AS A RESULT OF THE COLLABORATION. SINCE THE ROUNDTABLE IS CURRENTLY IN THE 

"STRUCTURING" STAGE OF THE COLLABORATION TOWARDS A WATERSHED VISION (AND ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES), MOST OF THE EVENTS DESCRIBED IN THIS SECTION ARE ONGOING, AND MOST OF THE 

OUTCOMES ARE STILL TO BE REALIZED. 

THERE ARE TWO LARGE SCALE PROGRAMS WITH WHICH THE SRWR HAS BECOME INVOLVED AND 

WITH WHICH THE ROUNDTABLE WILL USE INFORMATION GENERATED BY THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES 

PROJECT: THE OKANAGAN / SHUSWAP LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (LRMP), AND FOREST 

RENEWAL B.C. (FRBC) (SEE APPENDIX C). PARTICIPATION IN THESE PROJECTS, AND HOLDING 

ANOTHER SET OF COMMUNITY MEETINGS IN WHICH THE INTERIM ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WERE PUBLISHED 

WERE IMPORTANT EVENTS IN WORKING TOWARDS BUILDING SUPPORT FOR THE ROUNDTABLE'S VISION. IN 

ADDITION TO THESE PROJECTS, THE ROUNDTABLE IS CONTINUING THE PILOT RUN OF THE C C M E WQGTG'S 

FRAMEWORK FOR DEVELOPING GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND INDICATORS OF ECOSYSTEM HEALTH (DESCRIBED IN 
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CHAPTER 2). NOW THAT ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES HAVE BEEN ADOPTED BY THE ROUNDTABLE, THE NEXT 

STEPS IN THE FRAMEWORK ARE TO DEVELOP INDICATORS TO GAUGE PROGRESS TOWARDS THE OBJECTIVES, 

AND A MONITORING PROGRAM THROUGH WHICH TO APPLY THE INDICATORS. THESE ACTIVITIES ARE 

DESCRIBED CHRONOLOGICALLY IN TABLE 5.5. 

Table 5.5. A SUMMARIZED CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS IN STRUCTURING AND OUTCOMES. 
April-May 1996 Another set of community meetings were held in Mt. Ida, Silver Creek, Falkland and 

Westwold in order to gauge (and garner) support for the 1996 work plan targeted at 
working towards the interim ecosystem objectives. 

June 1995 -
Present 

SRWR became involved (as a partner) in an application to Forest Renewal BC prepared 
by Riverside Forest Products Ltd. Some of the gaps in the Salmon River watershed 
knowledge base could be filled by the work undertaken by this project. 

July 1995 -
Present 

SRWR became involved in Okanagan Shuswap Land Resources Management Plan 
(LRMP) process. Results of the SRWR's efforts to develop ecosystem objectives and a 
watershed vision have been used in the Roundtable's statement of interest to the LRMP 
process. 

Present Continuation of the CCME framework through the development of indicators and a 
citizen's monitoring program. 

SPECIFIC TASKS OF "STRUCTURING" INCLUDE: FORMALIZING RELATIONSHIPS, ASSIGNING ROLES, 

MONITORING THE AGREEMENT AND ENSURING COMPLIANCE, DEALING WITH CONSTITUENCIES/EXTERNAL 

MANDATES, AND BUILDING EXTERNAL SUPPORT. SPECIFIC TASKS OF "OUTCOMES" INCLUDE: PROGRAMS, 

IMPACTS, BENEFITS DERIVED AND EXTERNAL SUPPORT. SOME CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE CASE STUDY'S 

ACHIEVEMENT OF THESE TASKS ARE GIVEN BELOW. 

(1) With respect to assigning roles, and programs, the Roundtable's 1996 

work-plan was an attempt to articulate the results of the Falkland workshop in a manner 

that could launch actions towards fulfilling the watershed vision and ecosystem 

objectives. ALTHOUGH A LOT OF IDEAS WERE PRESENTED IN THE 1996 WORK PLAN (SEE APPENDIX C), 

ONLY A FEW OF THEM ARE CONCRETE TANGIBLE ACTIONS OF THEIR OWN (E.G., "CREATE A VOLUNTEER 
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COORDINATOR POSITION", OR "CATALOGUE AND ORGANIZE INFO COLLECTED"). LISTED ACTIONS SUCH AS 

"EXPLORE SUSTAINABILITY OPTIONS", "SHARE SUCCESSES AND PROBLEMS", "INCREASE UNDERSTANDING OF 

HYDROLOGIC CYCLE", AND "ESTABLISH ACTIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER WATERSHEDS", ETC. ARE LESS 

ACTIVITIES THAN GOALS. 

(2) Although there is, yet, little formalization of relationships, the Roundtable 

knows that this is an area which requires a lot of attention in the next few years. THE 

ROUNDTABLE HAS, OVER THE PAST YEAR, PUT SOME EFFORT INTO DRAFTING AGREEMENTS (OR PARTNERSHIP 

PROTOCOLS) WITH FIRST NATIONS BANDS IN THE WATERSHED, AND HAS BEEN SUCCESSFUL IN SIGNING A 

FORMAL AGREEMENT WITH THE UPPER NICOLA BAND. AS WELL, ONE OF THE ACTION ARENAS ON THE 1996 

WORK-PLAN IS TO EMPOWER COMMUNITY DECISIONS THROUGH STRENGTHENING WORKING RELATIONSHIPS 

(WORK ON ABORIGINAL RELATIONS, ESTABLISH ACTIVE RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER WATERSHEDS, FORMAL 

AGREEMENT WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT, CREATE LINKAGES WITH LOCAL COMMUNITY ASSOCIATIONS AND 

GROUPS, FOLLOW THROUGH WITH FIRST NATIONS PROTOCOL AND WORKING RELATIONSHIPS, EXPLORE NEXT 

STEPS AFTER FRAP, OBTAIN AGENCY TECHNICAL SUPPORT, AND PROMOTE BETTER WORKING RELATIONSHIPS 

WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVES). 

(3) "External" residents know about the Roundtable's work, and a majority of 

them support it; current studies indicate the support of government or external 

organizations is mixed, but needed. DURING INTERVIEWS, A COUPLE OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 

SAID THEY THOUGHT THE RESULTS OF THE PROCESS TO DEVELOP A WATERSHED VISION AND ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES MAY NOT BE WELL RECEIVED BY SOME BUREAUCRATS FURTHER UP THE HIERARCHY. 

"THERE'S A POSSIBILITY THAT THE GOVERNMENT BUREAUCRATS MAY NOT LIKE THE PUBLIC 
PRESSURE, BUT THERE'S A LOT OF PEOPLE OUT THERE, IN GOVERNMENT, WHO ARE HOLDING UP 

104 



SOME IMPORTANT PROCESSES. IT WILL PROBABLY MAKE A FEW PEOPLE UNCOMFORTABLE, BUT 
OVERALL, BENEFITS." [18] 

ANOTHER STUDY, ALSO INVOLVING THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED, CAME TO THE CONCLUSION THAT THERE 

IS CURRENTLY INADEQUATE GOVERNMENT SUPPORT AT THE PROVINCIAL LEVEL FOR THESE TYPES OF INITIATIVES 

TO BE SUCCESSFUL (CANTWELL AND DAY 1996). OTHER ORGANIZATIONS, WHICH ARE EXTERNAL TO THE 

ROUNDTABLE, HAVE AN EFFECT ON THE WATERSHED AND THE ROUNDTABLE'S POTENTIAL ACTIVITIES (E.G., 

THE LRMP PROCESS). THE ROUNDTABLE HAS AN OPPORTUNITY TO BUILD SUPPORT FOR THE COMMUNITY 

VISION THAT WAS ARRIVED AT, THROUGH PARTICIPATING IN THE LRMP. THE SUPPORT OF WATERSHED 

RESIDENTS IS DISCUSSED IN CHAPTER 7. 

(4) Monitoring the agreement (ecosystem objectives) is anticipated to happen 

through the development of indicators and implementation of a citizen based monitoring 

program. IT IS UNCERTAIN HOW ANY "INFRACTIONS" OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WOULD BE DEALT WITH, 

OR HOW compliance WOULD BE ensured. AS WILL BE SEEN IN CHAPTER 7, SOME OF THE PROCESS 

PARTICIPANTS THINK THAT ULTIMATELY, THE ROUNDTABLE IS NOT AN ENFORCEMENT BODY; COMPLIANCE 

CAN ONLY BE ENSURED THROUGH PEOPLE DESIRING TO CHANGE THEIR ACTIONS. 

(5) There are some impacts and benefits which are clearly anticipated: 

INFORMATION TO USE IN THE LRMP AND FRBC PROJECTS, THE CONTINUED TESTING OF THE C C M E 

WQGTG'S FRAMEWORK, GUIDANCE TO OTHER PROGRAMS OF THE ROUNDTABLE, INCREASED AWARENESS 

OF WATERSHED RESIDENTS, AMMUNITION FOR FUNDING PROPOSALS, AND MORE CREDIBILITY FOR THE 

ROUNDTABLE AS AN NGO WORKING ON BEHALF OF THE WATERSHED COMMUNITY. THESE OUTCOMES AND 

BENEFITS ARE EXPLORED FURTHER BY PROCESS PARTICIPANTS AND WATERSHED RESIDENTS IN CHAPTER 7. 
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5.5 C H A P T E R C O N C L U S I O N S 

To summarize, the Roundtable is a vision based collaboration which is grass-roots 

driven. The mission of the Roundtable is to be a catalyst towards achieving a healthy Salmon 

River Watershed. It is an organization in which the balance of power is such that everyone 

can be heard, but some—due to the roles they play within the Roundtable—have more 

influence on the work conducted. The few strong leaders within the SRWR are supported by 

members, but have received a somewhat cooler reception in the larger watershed community. 

The purpose of the collaboration studied in this case study was to establish 

community developed ecosystem objectives for the Salmon River watershed—the main 

stakeholders in the process being the SRWR, certain government agencies, and watershed 

residents. A formal letter of agreement between Environment Canada and the SRWR 

outlined the work required for the project, and established the expected outcome of the 

project (a written report describing the ecosystem objectives), as well as providing some of 

the financial resources (from Environment Canada and the Ministry of Environment, Lands 

and Parks). The financial resources were later augmented by the Environmental Partners 

Fund, and the Vancouver Foundation. 

The January 1995 Work Plan Workshop officially started the project by setting an 

agenda of actions. These actions were supported by the development of a knowledge base 

for the Salmon River watershed which included both scientific and folk knowledge. The 

knowledge base was used to aid in the exploration and evaluation of options in the 

community meetings and Falkland workshop. The final result of the community meetings and 

Falkland workshop—reflecting the shared understanding or the participants—was a list of 
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INTERIM ECOSYSTEM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. AS A RESULT OF THE 

PROCESS, THE SRWR HAS PROBABLY GAINED SOME POWER OR INFLUENCE WITH OTHER ORGANIZATIONS, 

BUT THE POWER RELATIONSHIPS WITHIN THE ROUNDTABLE HAVE NOT NOTICEABLY CHANGED. 

THE 1996 WORK PLAN ATTEMPTED TO DESCRIBE ACTIONS AIMED AT ACHIEVING THE VISION SET 

THROUGH ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. ONE OF THE AREAS TO CONCENTRATE ON IN THE NEXT FEW YEAR IS 

FORMALIZING RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER ORGANIZATIONS WHICH INFLUENCE OR ARE INFLUENCED BY THE 

ROUNDTABLE'S ACTIONS. THERE IS GENERAL SUPPORT AMONG WATERSHED RESIDENTS FOR THE 

ROUNDTABLE'S WORK, HOWEVER, THIS SUPPORT WOULD BE AUGMENTED WITH STRONG GOVERNMENT 

SUPPORT FOR THE ROUNDTABLE'S VISION. CONTINUATION OF THE C C M E WQGTG'S FRAMEWORK FOR 

DEVELOPING GOAL, OBJECTIVES AND INDICATORS OF ECOSYSTEM HEALTH WILL LEAD TO THE DEVELOPMENT 

OF INDICATORS AND A MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE WATERSHED. OTHER ANTICIPATED OUTCOMES 

INCLUDE THE PROVISION OF GUIDANCE TO OTHER SRWR PROJECTS, INCREASED AWARENESS OF WATERSHED 

RESIDENTS, AND MORE CREDIBILITY FOR THE SRWR SPEAKING ON BEHALF OF WATERSHED RESIDENTS AND 

INTERESTS. 
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C H A P T E R S I X 

A N E V A L U A T I O N O F " P R O B L E M S E T T I N G " A N D " D I R E C T I O N S E T T I N G " 

"We 're all walking around in a dark room, feeling our way along the walls. And 
sometimes, we're in different rooms and we don't even know it!" 

- SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE MEMBER, OCTOBER 1995 

IN MANY WAYS, THE SUCCESS OF A COLLABORATIVE PROCESS HINGES ON THE SENSE OF 

ACCOMPLISHMENT AND SATISFACTION OF THE PARTICIPANTS. IF PARTICIPANTS FEEL THAT THE PROCESS MET 

THEIR NEEDS AND WAS CARRIED OUT IN A LEGITIMATE, CREDIBLE AND PRODUCTIVE WAY, THE RESULTS OF THE 

PROCESS WILL BE MORE POSITIVELY RECEIVED AND STAND A BETTER CHANCE OF BEING IMPLEMENTED. 

THE LIKES, DISLIKES, CONCERNS, AND EXPECTATIONS OF PROCESS PARTICIPANTS CAN BE USED TO 

RECOMMEND IMPROVEMENTS OR CHANGES TO THE METHODS USED AND TO SUGGEST NEW FOCI FOR 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES. IN THIS CHAPTER, THE PROBLEM SETTING AND DIRECTION SETTING STAGES OF THE 

SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY ARE EVALUATED FROM THE PARTICIPANTS' POINTS OF VIEW. 

TO CAPTURE THEIR INSIGHTS, 25 PARTICIPANTS IN THE SRWR'S COMMUNITY MEETING SERIES 

WERE INTERVIEWED. (DETAILS OF THE PARTICIPANTS AND THE INTERVIEW METHODS ARE GIVEN IN CHAPTER 

4.) MANY OF THE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS (19/25) HAD PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE WORKING WITH THE 

ROUNDTABLE IN SOME CAPACITY, EITHER AS GENERAL MEMBERS (WHO MAY HAVE VOLUNTEERED FOR 

SPECIFIC WORK PROJECTS OR ATTENDED SOME MEETINGS), OR AS COMMITTEE MEMBERS. THESE 

PARTICIPANTS WERE ABLE TO COMMENT ORT A RANGE OF TOPICS LEADING UP TO THE COMMUNITY 

PARTICIPATION PART OF THE COLLABORATION, BASED ON THEIR EXPERIENCES WITH THE ROUNDTABLE. OTHER 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS, WHOSE EXPERIENCE WITH THE ROUNDTABLE BEGAN WITH THE COMMUNITY 
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MEETINGS, HAD ALSO DEVELOPED OPINIONS ON WHAT THEY THOUGHT HAD OCCURRED PRIOR TO THE 

COMMUNITY MEETINGS, SO THEY TOO WERE ABLE TO COMMENT ON BOTH THE "PROBLEM SETTING" AND 

"DIRECTION SETTING" STAGES OF COLLABORATION. INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED SPECIFICALLY TO 

FOCUS THEIR COMMENTS ON THE PROCESS TO DEVELOP A WATERSHED VISION AND not THE WORK OF THE 

ROUNDTABLE IN GENERAL. HOWEVER, MOST PARTICIPANTS FOUND THIS VERY DIFFICULT BECAUSE ALL WERE 

AWARE OF OTHER WORK BEING UNDERTAKEN BY THE ROUNDTABLE, SOME OF THEM WERE INVOLVED IN 

OTHER ACTIVITIES, AND BECAUSE THE PLANNING PROCESS IS INTER-RELATED TO OTHER ROUNDTABLE 

ACTIVITIES. 

THERE ARE TWO PLACES IN THIS CHAPTER WHERE DATA FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS WERE USED TO 

HELP EVALUATE PROBLEM- OR DIRECTION-SETTING: DETERMINING STAKEHOLDER'S PERCEPTIONS OF 

PROBLEMS AND ISSUES IN THE WATERSHED, AND DETERMINING WHY PEOPLE DO, OR DO NOT PARTICIPATE 

IN THESE TYPES OF PROCESSES. (DETAILS ABOUT HOW THE SURVEY WAS CONDUCTED CAN BE FOUND IN 

CHAPTER 4.) 

THE NEXT SIX SECTIONS OF THIS CHAPTER PRESENT THE OPINIONS OF PROCESS PARTICIPANTS IN THE 

FOLLOWING AREAS (ALL RELATED TO THE TASKS OF PROBLEM- OR DIRECTION- SETTING): GENERAL APPROACH 

OF THE ROUNDTABLE, PROBLEMS AND ISSUES IN THE WATERSHED, UNDERLYING PHILOSOPHY OF THE 

ROUNDTABLE, ROLES OF DIFFERENT PARTICIPANTS, PARTICIPATION, AND EDUCATION AND PREPARATION. THE 

CHAPTER CONCLUDES BY IDENTIFYING STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE COLLABORATION BASED ON THE 

OPINIONS PRESENTED. 
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6.1 G E N E R A L A P P R O A C H O F T H E R O U N D T A B L E 

THE FIRST QUESTION THE PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED WAS WHETHER OR NOT THEY THOUGHT THERE 

WAS ANYTHING NEW OR SIGNIFICANT ABOUT THE PROCESS TO DEVELOP A WATERSHED VISION AND 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. THEY WERE ASKED TO RELATE THIS PROCESS TO PAST WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 

APPROACHES AND THEIR OWN EXPERIENCE. MOST OF THE COMMENTS CENTRED AROUND FOUR THEMES: 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT, GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT, PROCESS FORMAT OR MEETING STRUCTURE, AND 

THE UNIQUENESS/NEWNESS OF THIS TYPE OF EXPERIENCE TO THE PARTICIPANT. BOX 6.1 SUMMARIZES THE 

STATEMENTS MADE. 

THE MAJORITY OF PARTICIPANTS [14/25] MADE SOME REFERENCE TO THE ENHANCED ROLE OF 

community involvement IN THIS PROCESS COMPARED TO OTHER PROCESSES IN WHICH THEY HAD BEEN 

INVOLVED, OR THEIR PERCEPTION OF THE WAY GOVERNMENT USUALLY OPERATES. SOME PARTICIPANTS 

REFLECTED ON HOW THE PRESENT DIFFERS FROM THE PAST: 

"[PREVIOUSLY] THE PUBLIC WERE SELDOM INVOLVED IN THE PROCESS OTHER THAN GETTING 
PERMISSION FOR THOSE PEOPLE TO BE CROSSING THEIR PROPERTY—THAT SORT OF THING." [2] 

"WE'VE LIVED RANDOMLY THROUGH THE WATERSHED AND TAKEN. THERE'S JUST BEEN ALL THE 
TRADITIONAL LAYERS OF GOVERNMENT, WHICH ARE STILL IN PLACE NOW. NINETY-NINE PERCENT OF 
THE SITUATIONS THROUGHOUT THE PROVINCE ARE STILL RUNNING BUSINESS AS USUAL, YOU KNOW. 
THAT'S THE CHANGE I THINK. IT ISN'T DOING AWAY WITH GOVERNMENT, IT'S UTILIZING IT AND 
WORKING WITH GOVERNMENT AND THE INHABITANTS—PEOPLE OF THE VALLEY—WORKING WITH THE 
OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES IN A DIFFERENT FASHION. I LIKE TO THINK THE PEOPLE ARE TAKING 
AN ASSERTIVE ROLE AND NOT SUCH A SUBSERVIENT ROLE." [11] 

"THE APPROACH IS RIGHT. THEY SHOULD CONSULT THE PEOPLE THAT LIVE HERE. NOT IN THE 
PAST, AS FAR AS I KNOW. THE IRRIGATION RIGHTS WERE SET IN THE PAST. THERE WAS NO ONE 
CONSULTED ON THE RIVER. FISHERIES AND OCEANS REGULATE THE FISH STOCK, IF THEY CAN, ON 
THE RIVER AND THEY HAVE THEIR OWN RULES FOR THAT." [12] 

"WELL, I THINK BEFORE, THINGS LIKE THIS, YOU KNOW, THERE WAS GOVERNMENT [THERE] AND 
THEN THERE WAS US, THE COMMUNITY [HERE]...IT'S MORE OF A GRASSROOTS MOVEMENT NOW, I 
THINK, THAN THINGS USED TO BE. I THINK WE'VE HAD MORE SAY." [5] 
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THE PEOPLE WHO COMMENTED ON THE COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT ASPECTS SEEMED TO VIEW 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AS GENERALLY A GOOD IDEA (SOME DIFFERENCES IN OPINION ABOUT THE 

EFFECTIVENESS OF THIS PARTICULAR PROGRAM WERE DISCOVERED LATER IN THE INTERVIEWS). 

THE SECOND THEME EXPLORED BY PARTICIPANTS HAD TO DO WITH GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT 

IN THE ROUNDTABLE. TWO PARTICIPANTS—ONE OF WHOM WAS A GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE-

EMPHASIZED THAT GOVERNMENT AGENCIES (FROM VARIOUS LEVELS) ARE WORKING TOGETHER MORE 

EFFECTIVELY THROUGH THE ROUNDTABLE: 

"ONE OF THE THINGS WITH THE TRADITIONAL APPROACH WAS THAT AGENCIES DIDN'T TALK TO ONE 
ANOTHER. EVEN WITHIN A SINGLE AGENCY, VARIOUS SEGMENTS OF THAT SINGLE AGENCY DIDN'T. 
SO THERE WAS SOMETIMES DUPLICATION OF EFFORT. THINGS THAT NEEDED TO BE DONE WEREN'T 
DONE. INFORMATION THAT WAS GATHERED BY ONE PERSON DIDN'T NECESSARILY GET INTO THE 
HANDS OF THE PERSON WHO USES IT. YOU KNOW, THAT KIND OF STUFF...YOU COULD ALMOST USE 
THE TERM 'IN ISOLATION'." [2] 

"TOO OFTEN WHEN INDIVIDUAL AGENCIES TRIED TO DO SOMETHING ALONE, THEY WERE TRYING TO 
GET PEOPLE TO APPROACH AN ISSUE FROM THEIR SINGLE PERSPECTIVE. THIS IS A MUCH MORE 
ROUNDED APPROACH. IT'S DEFINITELY A VAST IMPROVEMENT." [18] 

A COUPLE OF PARTICIPANTS RELATED RESOURCE AQUISITION TO GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT (FOLLOWING-UP 

ON THIS THEME LATER IN QUESTIONS SPECIFICALLY RELATED TO THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT). ONE 

GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVE STATED THAT AGENCIES HAVE BEEN VERY GOOD ABOUT DONATING TIME TO 

THE ROUNDTABLE [26]. ANOTHER SAID HE WONDERED "...IF WE'RE TRYING TO BITE OFF TOO MUCH, TRYING 

TO DO TOO MUCH AT ONCE WITH LIMITED SUPPORT, LIMITED FUNDING. IT'S A HUGE PROJECT." [18]. ONE 

LONG TERM WATERSHED RESIDENT FROM THE WESTWOLD AREA COMMENTED THAT, 

"WE'VE LOADED SO MUCH WORK ON THESE GOVERNMENT PEOPLE, IT'S GETTING TO THE POINT 
THAT THEY'RE JUST DOING WHAT THEY ABSOLUTELY HAVE TO DO. SOME OF THEM ARE, OH, A YEAR 
OR TWO BEHIND ON THEIR WORK LOAD. AND IF THEY KEEP OVERLOADING THEM, THE WHOLE 
SYSTEM MAY COLLAPSE...AND IT SEEMS TO BE THE SAME PROBLEM WITH ALL 
GOVERNMENTS...MAYBE THE CONCEPT IS GOOD, AND MAYBE THEY'LL BRING US SOME HELPFUL 
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THINGS, BUT IT'S JUST-GETTING TO IMPLEMENT ANYTHING WILL BE VERY, VERY DIFFICULT UNLESS IT 
CAN BE DONE WITH THE MINIMUM OF WORK." [20] 

SOME INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS FOCUSED THEIR COMMENTS DIRECTLY ON THE meeting 

STRUCTURE OR PROCESS METHODS [8, 16, 19, 22]. ONE GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE NOTED THE GENERAL 

CONSENSUS APPROACH USED: 

"THE IDEA BEHIND IT IS THAT IT IS—INSTEAD OF BEING TOP-DOWN—IT IS BOTTOM-UP IN TERMS OF 
MANAGEMENT. SO, IN THAT RESPECT, IT'S NEW IN AN OVERALL SENSE...YOU GET BACK TO THE 
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN X AND Y MANAGEMENT AND YOU COULD LIKEN IT TO HOW DO THE 
JAPANESE RUN THEIR COMPANIES. IT'S MORE OF A CONSENSUS BASIS, AND UHM, THE DIFFERING 
OPINION IS THE PERSON WHO HAS THE FLOOR RATHER THAN A HIERARCHIAL APPROACH. BUT, I 
DON'T THINK THAT APPROACH IS NEW RELATIVE TO YOUR LIFE SPAN AND MY LIFE SPAN. I MEAN, 
IT'S RELATIVELY NEW TO NORTH AMERICAN WAYS OF DOING THINGS." [19]. 

A COUPLE OF THE LOCAL RESIDENTS MENTIONED THAT THE ACTUAL METHODS USED IN MEETINGS WERE NEW 

TO THEM. ONE RESIDENT NOTED THAT THE WAY THEY USE "BITS OF PAPER AND THEN GROUP THEM" WAS 

NEW TO HIM [16], WHILE ANOTHER COMMENTED THAT JUST THE USE OF A SERIES OF MEETINGS TO TACKLE 

AN ISSUE WAS NEW TO HER [8]. THERE WAS ALSO SOME CONCERN EXPRESSED THAT THE MEETING 

STRUCTURE OR PROCESS MIGHT NOT BE SUITABLE FOR THE COMMUNITIES IN QUESTION: 

"I HAVE A PROBLEM WITH THE PROCESS IN THAT IT'S A HIGHLY LITERATE PROCESS...I HAVE THIS 
IDEA THAT THERE'S A CONJUNCTION OF SOCIAL GROUPS—ANALOGOUS TO CLASSES—THAT COMES 
TOGETHER AT THE ROUNDTABLE (OR PERHAPS DOESN'T COME TOGETHER AT THE ROUNDTABLE), THAT 
THERE'S AN URBAN GROUP...THERE'S A DIFFERENT CLASS, THE GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE CLASS. 
THEY'RE ALL VERY LITERATE, HIGHLY LITERATE, EDUCATED, URBAN AND THEY SPEAK A DIFFERENT 
LANGUAGE THAN THE FARMER CLASS. AND THERE'S PRESUMABLY A COUPLE OF DIFFERENT CLASSES 
OF PEOPLE WHO LIVE HERE. YOU KNOW, THERE ARE FARM WORKERS AND THERE ARE FARM 
OWNERS. SOME OF THE FARMERS WHO LIVE IN THIS VALLEY ARE RICH ENOUGH THAT THEY COULD 
TAKE ON THE ENTIRE PROCESS OF FENCING OFF THE RIVER AND PLANTING THE TREES AND MAYBE DO 
IT OUT OF PETTY CASH! ...THOSE PEOPLE ARE NOT PARTICULARLY LITERATE AND HAVE A CERTAIN 
DISDAIN FOR THE LITERATE PEOPLE...THERE ARE URBAN PEOPLE WHO LIVE IN THE WATERSHED WHO 
ARE INTERESTED, MAYBE HAVE—I DON'T KNOW—SOME KIND OF'ECO-GUILT', OR SOMETHING LIKE 
THAT, THAT DRIVES THEM TO DO GOOD WORKS IN ECOLOGICAL TERMS. THE GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES AREN'T DRIVEN BY THE SAME KINDS OF THINGS AND THAT'S HOW YOU WOULD 
DIFFERENTIATE CLASSES OF PEOPLE: THEIR DRIVES AS WELL AS THEIR INCENTIVES, RIGHT? THERE 
ARE RICH FARMERS WHO LIVE IN THE VALLEY WHO THINK THEY'RE ALL CRAZY, WHO ARE, IN FACT, 
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LOOKING FOR THEIR 'MAIN CHANCE'. THEY'RE INDIVIDUALISTIC, PERHAPS TO AN EXTREME, MAYBE 
SOCIOPATHS! THEY CAN'T ACTUALLY LIVE IN CITIES, CAN'T LIVE IN ANY GROUP LARGER THAN A 
FAMILY AND MAYBE DON'T EVEN LIVE VERY WELL WITH THEIR FAMILIES. AND YOU CAN BE QUITE 
ILLITERATE AND BE QUITE RICH. AND THERE'S THE NATIVE GROUPS WHICH WOULD MAYBE FORM 
YET A SEPARATE CLASS. THEY FEEL THAT THEY'VE BEEN ROBBED OF THE RIVER. AND THAT, THEY 
DON'T RECOGNIZE OR UNDERSTAND~AT ALL—THE INCREDIBLE AMOUNT OF TALKING AND PAPER THAT 
HAS COME OUT OF THE PROCESS. "[16] 

"THERE IS A DEGREE TO WHICH DECISION-MAKING HAS BEEN DELEGATED AND DETACHED FROM 
THE LOCAL RURAL COMMUNITIES IN THESE AREAS. I THINK IT'S MY OWN UP-BRINGING THAT HAS 
MADE ME SOMEWHAT JAUNDICED ABOUT THE PERSPECTIVES ON VARIOUS ISSUES. I DON'T SEE 
THAT THE CONCEPT IS NEW. I'M MUCH MORE COMFORTABLE WITH PROCESSES THAT HONOUR THEIR 
ANCESTRY." [27] 

THE LAST "THEME" ECHOED BY SEVERAL PARTICIPANTS (ALL GENERAL WATERSHED RESIDENTS) WAS 

THAT BEING INVOLVED WITH THIS TYPE OF PROCESS WAS NEW TO THEM—THEY HAD NOTHING TO 

COMPARE IT TO, OR THEY WEREN'T SURE WHAT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT ENTAILED PRIOR TO THIS PROCESS 

[8, 16, 21, 24, 25, 33]. TYPICAL COMMENTS INCLUDED: 

BOX 6.1 THINGS IDENTIFIED (BY PARTICIPANTS) AS NEW, DIFFERENT OR SIGNIFICANT ABOUT THIS 
PROCESS. 

1. General citizens are developing the vision and goals rather than being informed of the government's 
vision. It's a bottom-up process. [4 ,6 ,11 ,14 ,19 ,26] 

2. Government agencies and general citizens are working together. [5 ,11 ,26 ,28 ] 

3. The public has not been consulted enough in the past. [ 1,3,12] 

4. Previously, agencies were working in isolation from one another, with much duplication of efforts. 
N o w there is more cooperation among agencies. [2,18] 

5. Too much work is being placed on government departments; limited funding to do work. [18,20] 

6. The meeting structure and facilitation methods are new. [8 ,16 ,19] 

7. The process and actual meeting formats are highly literate [16] and may not be reflective of the way 
local rural residents learn and make decisions [22,27]. 

8. More people are becoming educated through the communications effort associated with this process. 
[26] 
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"I WASN'T HERE [MOVED TO THE WATERSHED FROM OUT OF PROVINCE]. I DON'T KNOW THE 
BACKGROUND. AS FAR AS THE COMMUNITY PROCESS IDEA, THIS IS THE FIRST TIME I'VE BEEN 
ACTUALLY INVOLVED IN THAT KIND OF A THING...THE WHOLE THING IS REALLY NEW TO ME." [21], 

OR 
"THIS IS THE FIRST WATERSHED PROJECT THAT WE'VE BEEN INVOLVED IN. THE ONLY OTHER TYPE 
OF INVOLVEMENT WE'VE HAD IS WITH THE FORESTRY MEETINGS, AND THEY DIDN'T HAVE A 
SEQUENCE OF MEETINGS AS THEY HAVE HAD HERE." [33]. 

6.2 P R O B L E M S AND ISSUES 

6.2.1 OTHER SOURCES 

PRIOR TO THE CURRENT STUDY, SOME EFFORT HAD GONE INTO DETERMINING THE PROBLEMS AND 

ISSUES RELEVANT TO THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED, (CHRISTIANSEN AND ROMAINE 1995, AND QUADRA 

PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. 1996). CHRISTIANSEN AND ROMAINE (1995) OUTLINED PROBLEM 

CATEGORIES IDENTIFIED BY 52 WATERSHED RESIDENTS DURING INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED BY TODD 

ROMAINE IN JULY AND AUGUST OF 1995. THESE CATEGORIES HAVE BEEN SHOWN IN TABLE 6.1. 

QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. (1996, PP. 109-112) ALSO IDENTIFIED KEY PROBLEMS IN 

THE WATERSHED, BASED ON THEIR REVIEW OF DATA AND INFORMATION SOURCES, AND THE REPORT BY 

CHRISTIANSEN AND ROMAINE (1995). QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. DISCUSSED PROBLEMS IN 

FOUR CATEGORIES: WATER, ECOSYSTEM HEALTH, SENSE OF COMMUNITY, AND RURAL LIFESTYLE AND 

LIVELIHOOD. THE DISCUSSION OF WATER PROBLEMS INCLUDED REFERENCE TO WATER QUALITY (HIGH 

SUMMER TEMPERATURES, POLLUTANTS FROM URBAN AND RURAL RUN-OFF), WATER QUANTITY AND FLOW 

(EROSION, LOSS OFFISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT), AND WATER USE (INEFFICIENT USES AND INCREASING 
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TABLE 6.1 PROBLEM CATEGORIES FROM CHRISTIANSEN AND ROMAINE (1995). 

PROBLEM NO. OF 
INTERVIEWEES 

PROBLEM NO. OF 
INTERVIEWEES 

1. WATER QUANTITY 28 11. FARMING VIABILITY 7 
2. LOGGING 25 12. SALMON 6 
3. NATIVE LAND CLAIMS 20 13. INADEQUATE EDUCATION 6 
4. WATER QUALITY 18 14. LACK OF JOBS 5 
5. GOVERNMENT 15 15. CANADA'S SYSTEM 4 
6. EROSION 15 16. GREED 3 
7. RIPARIAN VEGETATION LOSS 12 17. FINANCIAL COSTS 2 
8. LACK OF COMMUNITY 10 18. GRAZING - DESTROYS LAND 1 
9. UNCONTROLLED DEVELOPMENT 9 19. LAND SPECULATION 1 
10. CATTLE IN RIVER 9 20. RACISM 1 

DEMANDS). THE DISCUSSION PRESENTED UNDER THE HEADING "ECOSYSTEM HEALTH" RELATED MOSTLY 

TO REASONS FOR PROTECTING AND CONSERVING NATURAL AREAS WITHIN THE WATERSHED1. THEY GAVE 

THREE MAIN REASONS FOR PROTECTING THE "QUALITY OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES": RESPECT FOR OTHER 

(NON-HUMAN) LIFE FORMS, NATURAL AREAS ARE AN INDICATOR OF THE HEALTH OF HUMAN COMMUNITIES, 

AND NATURAL AREAS HAVE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL VALUE. WITHOUT DEFINING "ECOSYSTEM HEALTH", THIS 

REPORT GOES ON TO PROPOSE THAT LAND-USE DECISIONS, HUMAN ACTIVITY, SETTLEMENT PATTERNS, AND 

RESULTING HABITAT ALTERATION ARE THE MAIN THREATS TO ECOSYSTEM HEALTH. QUADRA PLANNING 

CONSULTANTS LTD. DISCUSSED POPULATION GROWTH, INCREASED CULTURAL MIX OF NEW RESIDENTS, AND 

FRICTION BETWEEN SUBURBAN AND RURAL LIFESTYLES AS PLACING A STRAIN ON THE SENSE OF COMMUNITY 

IN THE WATERSHED. OTHER ISSUES SUCH AS UNCERTAINTY ABOUT NATIVE LAND CLAIMS, FRUSTRATIONS WITH 

DECISIONS MADE OUTSIDE THE WATERSHED, AND INCREASING DEPENDENCE ON GOVERNMENT INCOME 

JTHE MANNER IN WHICH QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. USED THE TERM "ECOSYSTEM 
HEALTH" IS MORE CONSISTENT WITH THE TERM "ECOSYSTEM INTEGRITY" THAN "ECOSYSTEM HEALTH" ACCORDING 
TO THE DEFINITIONS PROVIDED IN CHAPTER 2. 
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SUPPORT, ARE ALSO CONTRIBUTING TO THE LACK OF COMMUNITY. THEY ALSO REPORT THAT, RELATED TO THE 

LOSS OF A SENSE OF COMMUNITY, IS THE "EROSION" OF rural lifestyles and livelihood IN THE 

WATERSHED AS A RESULT OF FEWER JOBS IN FORESTRY AND AGRICULTURE. THE MAIN DISCUSSION IN THE 

QUADRA REPORT CENTRES AROUND THE VIABILITY OF TRADITIONAL LIVELIHOODS: ESSENTIALLY, IT IS MUCH 

TOUGHER TO MAKE A VIABLE LIVING FROM FARMING, WITH THE FEW EXCEPTIONS OF THE LARGE SPECIALTY, 

HIGH VALUE COMMODITY FARMS (NO EXAMPLES PROVIDED). 

6.2.2 Interview Participants 

IN THE CURRENT STUDY, I DID NOT WANT TO DUPLICATE THE FORMER EFFORTS AT IDENTIFYING 

PROBLEMS AND ISSUES, YET, I FELT IT WOULD BE A VALUABLE OPPORTUNITY TO TRIANGULATE OBSERVATIONS 

IF I MADE SOME INQUIRIES AS TO WHAT THE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS FELT WERE THE MAIN ISSUES OF 

CONCERN. EACH INTERVIEW PARTICIPANT WAS SHOWN THE TABLE TAKEN FROM CHRISTIANSEN AND 

ROMAINE (1995) (TABLE 6.1). INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED WHETHER OR NOT THEY AGREED 

THAT THESE WERE THE MAIN PROBLEM AREAS IN THE WATERSHED. THEY WERE ASKED TO THINK OF ANY 

ADDITIONAL PROBLEMS (NOT LISTED ABOVE) AND TO TELL WHAT THEY THOUGHT WAS THE MOST IMPORTANT 

PROBLEM. 

TWO WATERSHED RESIDENTS SAID THEY DISAGREED WITH THESE PROBLEM AREAS, HOWEVER, THE 

COMMENTS MADE BY THESE RESIDENTS WERE SIMILAR TO THOSE OF OTHER INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS. ONE 

OF THESE TWO RESIDENTS WAS VERY TYPICAL IN THE WAY HE LOOKED THROUGH THE LIST, AGREEING WITH 

SOME PROBLEMS, AND REJECTING OTHERS: 

"I CANNOT TELL WHICH ONE IS THE MOST IMPORTANT. I CANNOT SEE ANY CONNECTION WITH 
RACISM AND THE WATERSHED. GREED IS EVERYWHERE, NOT CONTAINED TO THE WATERSHED. 
FINANCIAL COSTS—THERE'S PART OF THAT INVOLVED. I WOULDN'T SAY THAT GRAZING DESTROYS 
LAND. I DON'T BELIEVE THAT. IT COULD BE IN CERTAIN AREAS WHERE THERE IS ALREADY A LACK OF 
GROWTH AND THEY LET TOO MUCH LIVESTOCK IN. IT ALL DEPENDS ON MANAGEMENT, BUT I 
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WOULDN'T GENERALIZE IT AS BEING BAD. LACK OF JOBS? THAT IS FOR SURE. THERE IS NO 
ACTUAL LACK OF JOBS, BUT THERE IS A LACK OF PAID JOBS!...FARMING HAS BEEN ALWAYS 
IMPORTANT IN THIS VALLEY, ALL THE TIME SINCE THE LAST CENTURY...LOGGING HAS TO DO WITH IT. 
THERE IS DEFINITELY—IN THE WAY LOGGING WAS DONE—THERE IS, AND ESPECIALLY THE ROAD 
BUILDING GAVE A LOT OF SILT IN THE SPRING. CATTLE IN THE RIVER? I DON'T KNOW OF ANY 
FARMERS THAT LET CATTLE IN THE RIVER ANYMORE, OR RANCHERS." [12] 

OTHER PARTICIPANTS WHO, ALTHOUGH THEY GENERALLY AGREED WITH THE PROBLEM CATEGORIES, ALSO HAD 

"TROUBLE" WITH SOME OF THE WORDINGS, SPECIFICALLY CATEGORIES 11 AND 18 [11], AND 9 [25], OR 

SAID THAT THEY WOULD HAVE GROUPED THINGS DIFFERENTLY [16]. THE OTHER RESIDENT WHO DISAGREED 

WITH THE PROBLEM AREAS HAD MORE OF A CONCERN THAT PROBLEMS WERE BEING SOUGHT WHERE THERE 

WERE NONE: 

"WELL, THIS IS DIFFICULT BECAUSE IN THIS AREA WE DON'T FEEL THAT THINGS, ESPECIALLY ALONG 
THE RIVER, HAVE CHANGED THAT MUCH, AND THAT THERE'S NOT THAT MUCH PROBLEM. SO, IT'S 
EVERYBODY ELSE THAT'S SAYING WE'VE GOT A PROBLEM. BUT WE DON'T FEEL WE HAVE GOT THAT 
MUCH OF A PROBLEM." [8] 

TWO OTHER RESIDENTS, WHO LIVED TOGETHER AND WERE INTERVIEWED TOGETHER, ALSO EXPRESSED 

CONCERN OVER THE "PROBLEM FOCUS" OF THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS: 

"I KEPT WANTING TO SAY SOLUTIONS AND POSSIBLE THINGS THAT ONE COULD DO, SO, I THINK I 
HAVE A PROBLEM WITH THE 'IDENTIFY THE PROBLEM' THING TOO... IT'S MORE A FEELING OF HOW TO 
SUSTAIN AND LIVE IN THE WATERSHED WITHOUT HAVING TO WORRY ABOUT WHETHER OR NOT THERE'S 
A PROBLEM." [27] 

"[Longpause before answering question.] \ THINK THE BIGGEST PROBLEM IS THE PROBLEM 
ORIENTATION: DELAYING ANY SORT OF ACTION UNTIL YOU IDENTIFY THE PROBLEM—WHICH RELATES 
TO THE PROCESS AS WELL. THE REASON FOR THE ROUNDTABLE IS THEY PERCEIVE A PROBLEM. SO 
THAT TO ME AUTOMATICALLY PUTS PEOPLE OFF. IT ALSO NARROWS THE FOCUS...SO, I DON'T RELATE 
TO THAT FOCUS." [22] 

FROM THOSE PARTICIPANTS WHO EITHER SAID THEY AGREED WITH THE PROBLEM CATEGORIES 

(8/25), WERE UNCERTAIN ABOUT THE CATEGORIES (12/25), OR DID NOT ANSWER THE QUESTION DIRECTLY 

(3/25), THERE WERE A RANGE OF COMMENTS. TWO GOVERNMENT AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES SAID THEY 
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FELT THESE CATEGORIES CAPTURED THE RANGE OF PROBLEMS IN THE WATERSHED [18, 19]. SOME 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS JUST RE-ITERATED SOME OF THE PROBLEMS ON THE LIST, SAYING, yes, these are 

definitely problems [1, 2, 3, 21]. OTHER PARTICIPANTS [29, 33] NOTED THAT "PROBLEMS" ARE NOT 

CONTINUOUS AMONG PEOPLE, OR ACROSS THE WATERSHED GEOGRAPHICALLY: 

"WELL, I THINK WE'RE ALL AFFECTED IN DIFFERENT WAYS. I MEAN, I KNOW WATER QUANTITY, FOR 
EXAMPLE, IS A SERIOUS PROBLEM TO SOME PEOPLE, BUT IT DOESN'T AFFECT US AT ALL. WE'RE ON 
A WELL, WE DON'T DRAW ANY WATER FROM THE RIVER EITHER FOR DOMESTIC OR FARMING 
PURPOSES. SO THAT MAY WELL BE A SERIOUS PROBLEM, I CAN ONLY TELL BY WHAT I'VE HEARD AT 
MEETINGS—THE OPINIONS EXPRESSED BY PEOPLE WHO LIVE CLOSER TO THE RIVER THAN WE DO. I 
GUESS WE'RE MORE AFFECTED BY WHAT HAPPENS UP FROM THE RIVER, LIKE THE LOGGING, AND 

PARTICULARLY LOGGING ON PRIVATE 
BOX 6.2 MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEMS OR ISSUES IDENTIFIED BY PROPERTY AFFECTS US MORE THAN 

LOGGING ON CROWN LAND." [33].2 

SOME PARTICIPANTS HAD SPECIFIC 

COMMENTS ABOUT THE PROBLEM 

CATEGORIES. TWO RESIDENTS, 

BOTH FROM THE FARMING 

COMMUNITY STATED THAT "CATTLE 

IN THE RIVER" WAS NOT A 

PROBLEM ANYMORE DUE TO 

FENCING [12, 20]. A COUPLE OF 

RURAL RESIDENTS [24, 34] ALSO 

SEEMED CONFUSED OVER THE 

INCLUSION OF SOCIAL PROBLEMS 

2THIS PARTICIPANT HAD OBVIOUSLY NOT 'PICKED UP ON' THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GROUND WATER 
AND SURFACE WATER THAT HAS BEEN EXPLAINED IN SEVERAL COMMUNITY MEETINGS. 
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INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS. 

1. Water f low/quanti ty [ 1 , 6 , 1 1 , 2 1 , 2 9 , 3 1 ] 

2. Land-use or development planning [ 5 , 1 8 , 2 5 , 2 6 , 2 8 , 33] 

3. Convincing / educating stakeholders / residents [14,16] 

4. Water quality [6, 29] 

5. Lack of community [4,22] 

6. Native land claims [20,29] 

7. A l l problems are related; can't pick a "most important" [3, 12] 

8. Clearing of riparian zone [2] 

9. Greed [25] 

10. Erosion [34] 

11. Lack of jobs [5] 

12. Farming viability [8] 

13. Lack of legislative tools like groundwater legislation [19] 



ON THE LIST: "WELL, I DON'T KNOW HOW THIS 'LACK OF JOBS' HAS ANYTHING TO DO WITH IT. I DON'T 

KNOW ABOUT RACISM" [34]. YET, OTHERS FROM THE RURAL COMMUNITY DID SEE THE INCLUSION OF 

SOCIAL ISSUES AS IMPORTANT: 

"IT'S INTERESTING THAT, YOU KNOW, CONSIDERING THAT THE WAY THE ROUNDTABLE WANTS TO 
DIRECT ITSELF, YOU KNOW, FROM A SORT OF A~WELL, THEY'RE CONCERNED ABOUT ENVIRONMENTAL 
ISSUES, EQUALLY AS IMPORTANT ARE SOCIAL, ECONOMIC CONCERNS. IT'S INTERESTING THAT...THE 
WEIGHT OF THESE ANSWERS ARE TOWARDS WATER MATTERS...BUT IN MY VIEW, WHAT SEEMS TO 
BE LACKING MOST, FROM A WATERSHED WIDE PERSPECTIVE, IS A SENSE OF COMMUNITY AND 
WHAT STEMS FROM THAT, THEN, IS UNCONTROLLED DEVELOPMENT. IN MY VIEW, EVERYTHING FALLS 
BEHIND THAT." [4] 

IN THE INTERVIEWS, THERE WERE ONLY A FEW PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED WHICH WERE NOT EXPLICITLY 

COVERED BY THE CATEGORIES IN TABLE 6.1. THESE PROBLEMS ARE LISTED BELOW: 

(1) LACK OF EDUCATION AND AWARENESS BY THE LOCAL COMMUNITY, AND "BAD ATTITUDE" 

OR RESISTANCE TO CHANGE [11, 18, 21, 28]; 

(2) LACK OF GROUNDWATER LEGISLATION AND AN OVER-SUBSCRIPTION OF SURFACE WATER 

LICENCES [2, 14]; 

(3) CLIMATE CHANGE [14]; 

(4) GEOMORPHOLOGICAL CHANGES DUE TO CHANGES IN THE RIPARIAN ZONE [14]; AND 

(5) BEAVERS CLEARING THE RIPARIAN ZONE [34]. 

THE MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED BY INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS ARE GIVEN IN BOX 

6.2. IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THERE ARE OVERLAPS AND LINKAGES BETWEEN MANY OF THESE PROBLEMS. 

INTERESTINGLY ENOUGH, NO-ONE MENTIONED FISH, SALMON, OR LACK OF SPAWNING HABITAT AS THE MOST 

IMPORTANT PROBLEM, DESPITE THE "RETURN OF THE SALMON" BEING AN EARLY GOAL OF THE ROUNDTABLE. 

6.2.3 SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

IN THE MAIL SURVEY WHICH WAS SENT TO WATERSHED RESIDENTS, SURVEY RECIPIENTS WERE 
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asked to write out the most important problem (if any) in each of three categories (social, 

economic and environmental). Only 56 of the 197 respondents answered this question. All 

the problems identified by these respondents have been listed (in the respondent's own words) 

in Boxes 6.3 (Social), 6.4 (Economic) and 6.5 (Environmental). Similar problems have been 

grouped together under common headings. 

Other than noting areas of concern, in several cases, it is very difficult to draw 

conclusions about what exactly the survey participants perceive to be the problem. Unlike in 

the interviews, survey participants cannot be asked to expand on answers such as "Young 

Offenders Law", or "Metered water supply for users direct from river". Does the person who 

wrote "Young Offenders Law" think that the law is too lenient? Too strict? Is there another 

Box 6.3 Most Important Social Problems Identified by Survey Respondents 

Apathy and Education Community Participation and Cooperation 
apathy cooperation of farmers and others and 
uneducated locals government 
illiteracy co-operation 
ignorance lack of community cohesion 
health lack of community involvement 

Crime and Justice "Lifestyles" 
Young Offender's L a w morals and respect 
young offenders and repeat offenders alcohol 
judicial system greed 

Population Pressures isolation 
development pressure due to increasing too much T. V . 
population 
too many people 
increasing population with urban outlook 

problem with it? Is the other survey respondent in favour or against metering the water 

supply? The context is simply not available to answer these questions. 
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6.2.4 COMPARISON OF "PROBLEM" STUDIES 

BY COMPARING THE PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED BY CHRISTIANSEN AND ROMAINE 1995 AND QUADRA 

CONSULTING LTD. 1996 WITH THE RESPONSES FROM MY INTERVIEWS AND SURVEY PARTICIPANTS, A FEW 

OBSERVATIONS STAND OUT. FIRST OF ALL, IN ALL STUDIES, WATER QUANTITY AND QUALITY (AND ASSOCIATED 

PROBLEMS LIKE EROSION) ARE NOTED AS IMPORTANT. THIS IS NOT SURPRISING. WATER QUALITY AND 

QUANTITY ISSUES-ALONG WITH SALMON HABITAT ENHANCEMENT—WAS THE EARLIEST FOCUS OF 

BOX 6.4 MOST IMPORTANT ECONOMIC PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED BY SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

Viability of Traditional Resource-based Jobs Miscellaneous 
running out of timber not enough fed/prov $ allocated to 
difficult to make a l iving farming necessary projects 
loss of forestry jobs governments want fees for owner 
market forces, low cattle prices improvements 
global and free market economy export of raw materials 
rendering much local production non­
viable 

Unemployment / Under-employment 
employment of youth 
low wages / poor jobs 
we're all broke 
more unemployed and more on social 
assistance 
no meaningful work 

THE ROUNDTABLE, AND STILL CONTINUES TO BE IMPORTANT. LINKED TO WATER IS THE PROBLEM OF 

EROSION. EROSION WAS AN IMPORTANT PROBLEM IN THE STUDY BY CHRISTIANSEN AND ROMAINE, AND 

ALTHOUGH IN MY STUDY, IT DID NOT RECEIVE MUCH ATTENTION DIRECTLY IN THE QUESTION RELATED TO 

PROBLEMS, EROSION WAS REFERRED TO THROUGHOUT BOTH THE INTERVIEWS AND SURVEYS. FOR EXAMPLE, 

PEOPLE CITED EROSION PROBLEMS ON THEIR LAND AS REASONS THAT THEY BECAME INVOLVED WITH THE 

ROUNDTABLE, OR THEY DISCUSSED EROSION CONTROL EFFORTS THAT THEY HAD SEEN OR WANTED TO TRY. 
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On the whole, there was not much emphasis on issues of ecosystem health (as 

discussed by Quadra Planning Consultants Ltd. 1996) in either the interviews or surveys. 

The overwhelming majority of comments on any biophysical element of the watershed related 

to strict utilitarian values: e.g., modifying the river to get the "best" use of water for 

agriculture and domestic use. A few survey respondents did mention the importance of 

restoring fish habitat, however, these references might relate more to a desire to enhance the 

fishery resource than to restoring ecosystem health. 

Box 6.5 Most Important Environmental Problems Identified by Survey Respondents 

Cattle in or near the river buffer zone on each bank 
rancher's animals should not be allowed car bodies used for rip rapping 
to crap in the river changes in river channel 
uncontrolled cattle access to river river should be rocked; there is no harm 
existing rules need enforcement; manure in this 
on snow near ditches beavers eating wil lows 
too many feed-lots beside the river General Pollution 
cattle sewage at river sides littering 
cattle in river too much garbage 

Fish or Fish Habitat pollution 
restoring salmon stocks Cooperation to Solve Problems 
watershed should be restored so salmon unreasonable environmentalists 
can spawn not sufficient effort to connect river 
lack of fishing problems 
lack offish securing cooperation of landowners on 

Water Quality and Quantity river 
metered water supply for users direct landowners are not subsidized to make 
from river improvements 
too much irrigation Logging 
too much irrigation private land logging erosion of river 
even out the flow of water all year round clearcut logging 
water volume and quality logging 
water quantity in summer/early fall 
need extended sewer system 
silting 

Shoreline, Banks and River Channel 
development of shorelines 
Salmon River and tributaries need a 
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THERE WERE A FEW PROBLEMS/ISSUES MENTIONED IN BOTH THE INTERVIEWS AND SURVEYS WHICH 

WERE NOT EXPLICITLY COVERED BY THE PROBLEM CATEGORIES IN CHRISTIANSEN AND ROMAINE 1995, BUT 

WHICH DO RELATE TO THE "SENSE OF COMMUNITY" AND "RURAL LIFESTYLES AND LIVELIHOOD" DISCUSSIONS 

IN THE QUADRA REPORT. INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS DISCUSSED LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT AND LACK 

OF KNOWLEDGE AND AWARENESS. SURVEY PARTICIPANTS NOTED POPULATION PRESSURES, CRIME, AND 

ALSO NOTED AWARENESS AND APATHY AS SIGNIFICANT ISSUES. 

SOME OF THE LESS POPULAR PROBLEMS IN THE STUDY BY CHRISTIANSEN AND ROMAINE (CITED BY 

1-3 PEOPLE) WERE EITHER NOT MENTIONED IN MY INTERVIEWS OR SURVEYS (E.G., RACISM) OR 

MENTIONED BY ONLY ONE PARTICIPANT (E.G., GREED). NATIVE LAND CLAIMS SEEMED TO HAVE BEEN 

MUCH MORE IMPORTANT TO THE PARTICIPANTS IN CHRISTIANSEN AND ROMAINE'S STUDY (MENTIONED BY 

20/52) THAN IN MY INTERVIEWS (MENTIONED BY 2/25), OR IN MY SURVEYS (NONE OF THE SURVEY 

PARTICIPANTS CITED NATIVE LAND CLAIMS AS A PROBLEM. DESPITE THIS, MY IMPRESSION—AT LEAST FROM 

THE SURVEYS AS A WHOLE—IS THAT THERE IS DEFINITELY SOME FEAR AND MISUNDERSTANDING ON NATIVE 

ISSUES. CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING SURVEY RESPONSES: 

"[Under what circumstances would you attend a meeting?] WHEN CANADA STARTS 
TREATING INDIANS THE SAME AS US. [What issues would you like to discuss?] FAIR 
TREATMENT FOR WHITES. WHY ARE WE FIXING OUR RIVERS AND LETTING THE INDIANS NET ALL THEY 
WANT EVERY YEAR?" [A047] 

"THE ROUNDTABLE IS RUN SPECIFICALLY BY PEOPLE WHO LIVE EITHER AT THE COAST, IN CITIES, OR 
NATIVES WITH ONE OBJECTIVE] WHICH IS TO HARASS ALL SALMON VALLEY PROPERTY OWNERS 
WHO PAY TAXES AND TO FULFIL THE ENVIRONMENTAL MOVEMENT'S WALT DISNEY DREAM 
[EMPHASIS BY RESPONDENT] AT THE EXPENSE OF THE TAX PAYING LAND OWNERS. IT WOULD BE 
NICE IF DOROTHY ARGENT AND HER HENCHMEN AND NATIVES HAD SOMETHING BETTER TO DO, 
WHICH INCLUDES ALL OF YOU BUREAUCRATS AND NATIVES WHO ARE SUCKING THE TAX PAYING 
PUBLIC DRY [EMPHASIS BY RESPONDENT]...DO YOU NEED THIS INFO TO SEE IF YOU CAN STEAL 
MY PROPERTY AND GIVE IT TO THE NATIVES?" [A062] 

"SALMON ENHANCEMENT? ANOTHER TAX GRAB FOR NATIVE FISHING (POACHING)." [B!31] 
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A SIGNIFICANT ISSUE WHICH SURFACED IN THE SURVEY RESPONSES AS A WHOLE IS THE POTENTIAL 

FOR CONFLICT, BOTH IN RELATION TO NATIVE LAND CLAIMS, AND ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES (DISCUSSED IN 

MORE DETAIL IN CHAPTER 7). 

6.3 UNDERLYING PHILOSOPHY O F T H E R O U N D T A B L E 

THE PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED IF THE ROUNDTABLE WAS PROMOTING ANY PARTICULAR 

"PHILOSOPHY" OR "AGENDA" OR GIVING ANY SPECIAL ATTENTION TO PARTICULAR ISSUES IN THE MEETINGS, 

AND, IF SO, WHAT WAS THE ROUNDTABLE'S PHILOSOPHY? ONLY ONE PERSON SAID "NO" WHEN ASKED IF 

THE ROUNDTABLE WAS PROMOTING A SPECIFIC PHILOSOPHY; 13 SAID "YES" AND 11 DIDN'T GIVE A 

YES/NO RESPONSE. 

BOX 6.6 THE ROUNDTABLE'S UNDERLYING PHILOSOPHY OR APPROACH REGARDLESS OF WHAT INITIAL 
AS IDENTIFIED BY INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS. 

1 Community involvement in decision-making, local control, or 
bottom-up decision- making [2, 3, 5 , 1 6 , 1 8 , 1 9 , 2 6 , 2 8 ] 

2. Us ing "consensus" [22,25, 33] 

3. Promoting collective visioning [14,28,19] 

4. Ecosystem approach or holistic approach [ 1 , 4 , 6 , 1 6 , 2 9 ] 

5. Water quality and quantity as the important issues [8 ,20 ,21 , 
31] 

6. Promoting environmental work (restoration, or improving 
environmental conditions) [11,12, 34] 

7. Educating the public [ 18] 

PHILOSOPHIES ATTRIBUTED TO 

THE ROUNDTABLE, GIVEN IN BOX 6.6. 

RESPONSE WAS GIVEN, MOST 

PARTICIPANTS HAD SOMETHING 

TO SAY ON THE SUBJECT, AND 

THEIR COMMENTS HAD NO 

QUALITATIVELY OBSERVABLE 

RELATIONSHIPS TO THEIR INITIAL 

ANSWER. THERE WERE SEVEN 

MAIN MOTIVES OR 
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SOME PARTICIPANTS THOUGHT THAT, ALTHOUGH THE ROUNDTABLE WAS NOT ACTIVELY PROMOTING 

ANY PARTICULAR PHILOSOPHY, SOME THEMES WERE EMERGING: 

"WELL, I DON'T KNOW IF THE ROUNDTABLE IS PROMOTING A PARTICULAR PHILOSOPHY. I 
CERTAINLY THINK THAT OUT OF ALL OF THIS, YOU KNOW, THE NATURAL DIRECTION—IF THERE'S A 
PHILOSOPHY THAT ARRIVES OUT OF THIS—IS SORT OF A HOLISTIC PERSPECTIVE OF HOW WE CAN LIVE 
HARMONIOUSLY WITH ALL THE ELEMENTS AROUND US." [4] 

"I DON'T THINK THEY'RE BLATANT ABOUT PROMOTING SOME KIND OF PHILOSOPHY, BUT THERE'S 
CERTAINLY PEOPLE AT THE TABLE THAT HAVE SOME STRONG SENTIMENTS ABOUT WHAT THEY THINK 
GOOD GOVERNMENT MEANS. AND THE IDEA OF THE GRASSROOTS CONCEPT HAS GOT ALL THE 
ANSWERS, OR LET'S SAY IS A BETTER PROCESS—MAYBE NOT HAS ALL THE ANSWERS—BUT IS A BETTER 
PROCESS THAN WHAT WE HAVE CURRENTLY." [19] 

"SOMETIMES I FEEL THAT THERE IS, BUT THEN I'M NOT SURE IF IT'S THE ROUNDTABLE, OR IF IT'S 
MEMBERS OF THE ROUNDTABLE. SOMETIMES IT SEEMS LIKE I'M HEARING THE WATERSHED HAS 
BEEN TERRIBLY MANAGED AND, YOU KNOW, THEY WANT TO PLANT TREES ALONG SIDE THE BANKS, 
AND UHM, YOU KNOW, JUST SORT OF THE WHOLE ENVIRONMENTAL THING THAT IS GOING ON THIS 
DECADE. THIS DECADE OF THE 90S IS AN ENVIRONMENTAL DECADE AS THEY SAY... AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL APPROACH TO HANDLING THE WATERSHED." [6] 

MOST PARTICIPANTS GAVE THEIR COMMENTS ABOUT THE ROUNDTABLE'S PHILOSOPHY IN GENERAL TERMS 

SUCH AS "PUBLIC DECISIONMAKING WITHIN REASONABLE PARAMETERS" [2], "GETTING ALL INPUT AND NOT 

OFFENDING ANYONE" [33], "COLLECTIVELY WORKING ON A VISION" [29], OR "THEY'RE ENVIRONMENTALLY 

CONCERNED AND WATER CONCERNED" [31]. SOME MADE THEIR COMMENTS IN A VERY APPROVING 

MANNER, WHILE OTHERS SEEMED SOMEWHAT MORE CRITICAL OR SUSPICIOUS OF THE MOTIVES. FOR 

EXAMPLE, WITH RESPECT TO THE PROMOTION OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND THE USE OF CONSENSUS, 

POSITIVE DESCRIPTIONS OF THE WATERSHED'S PHILOSOPHY LIKE, 

"I THINK IT'S THAT WE AS CITIZENS CAN MAKE AN IMPACT! THAT WE DON'T HAVE TO SIT AND 
WAIT, YOU KNOW, FOR OUR M L A OR WHATEVER TO GO OUT AND DO SOMETHING LIKE THAT. 
THAT WE CAN DO IT AS A GROUP IF WE GET TOGETHER." [5] 

WERE BALANCED BY COMMENTS LIKE, 
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"FOR ME, IT'S NOT JUST THIS PROCESS, IT'S THE WHOLE AREA OF CONSENSUS MANAGEMENT HAS~ 
FROM MY POINT OF VIEW—BEEN CO-OPTED BY PEOPLE WITH MAJOR AGENDAS AND THAT'S WHY I 
HAVE BASICALLY STOPPED BEING INVOLVED...SO, THAT THE AGENDA, THE CURRENT ONE IS MADE 
ALL THAT MUCH MORE SERIOUS BY THE FUNDING BASE AND EXPECTATIONS THAT RESULT FROM 
ACHIEVEMENTS THAT'S 'REPORTABLE', THAT ACHIEVES THE OBJECTIVES THAT WERE CHOSEN IN THE 
FIRST PLACE. AND THAT'S PART OF MY DESPAIR ABOUT THE WHOLE THING...IT'S A VERY 
STRUCTURED, VERY CONTROLLING PROCESS." [22], OR 

"CONSENSUS ad nauseam...! SUPPOSE PEOPLE OF OUR AGE GROUP [50-SOMETHING] AND OUR 
EDUCATION ARE REALLY NOT USED TO THAT—TO THIS SORT OF CONSENSUS NONSENSE. IT WASTES AN 
AWFUL LOT OF TIME. AND TRYING NOT TO OFFEND ANYBODY—THAT'S PRACTICALLY IMPOSSIBLE." 
[25]. 

ONE RESIDENT FROM MT. IDA TOLD ME, 

"I THINK THERE'S A LOT OF CULTURAL PHILOSOPHY BEING VERBALIZED, BUT I GUESS IF IT KEEPS 
THEM INTERESTED—AS LONG AS THEY DON'T GET TOO SIDE-TRACKED FROM THE HYDROLOGY AND THE 
WATER, OF COURSE THAT'S MY BIASED POINT OF \iew...[What do you mean by 'cultural 
philosophy'?] WELL, THEY START WITH 'HOW DO YOU FEEL?', YOU KNOW, THIS SORT OF THING. 
YOU KNOW, I ALMOST THINK WE'RE BACK IN THE 60S! FLOWER CHILDREN OR SOMETHING!" [14] 

I CHECKED FOR ANY "QUALITATIVE CORRELATIONS" BETWEEN THE ANSWERS OF PARTICIPANTS AND 

THEIR STATUS WITH RESPECT TO SPECIAL ROLES ON THE ROUNDTABLE. (ELEVEN INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS 

HAD A SPECIAL ROLE ON THE ROUNDTABLE. THESE SPECIAL ROLES INCLUDED MEMBERSHIP ON ANY OF THE 

ROUNDTABLE'S COMMITTEES, THE ROLE OF COMMITTEE CHAIRS, OR EMPLOYMENT BY THE ROUNDTABLE.) 

THOSE PEOPLE WITH A SPECIAL ROLE EMPHASIZED COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION MAKING [1, 

2, 3, 16, 19, 26, 28], COLLECTIVE VISIONING [28, 29], AN ECOSYSTEM OR HOLISTIC APPROACH [4, 16, 

29], AND EDUCATION AND AWARENESS [18] IN THEIR ANSWERS. WHILE A COUPLE PARTICIPANTS WITHOUT 

SPECIAL ROLES MENTIONED COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT [5], AND AN HOLISTIC APPROACH [6], THOSE 

WITHOUT SPECIAL ROLES EMPHASIZED THE USE OF CONSENSUS [ 22, 25, 33], THE ISSUES OF WATER 

QUALITY AND QUANTITY [8, 20, 21, 31], AND THE PROMOTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL WORK [11, 12, 34] 

WHEN DESCRIBING THE ROUNDTABLE'S PHILOSOPHY. 
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6.4 R O L E S O F DIFFERENT PARTICIPANTS 

IN THIS SECTION OF THE INTERVIEWS, I WANTED TO FIND OUT HOW THE PARTICIPANTS PERCEIVED 

THE ROLES OF THREE MAIN GROUPINGS OF PARTICIPANTS IN THE EFFORT TO DEVELOP A WATERSHED VISION 

AND ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES: THE ROUNDTABLE, GOVERNMENT AGENCIES, AND GENERAL CITIZENS OF THE 

WATERSHED. THE RESPONSES FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS WERE REVIEWED, AND A TABLE WAS PREPARED 

SUMMARIZING THE MAIN ROLES (AS DESCRIBED BY INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS) OF EACH GROUP, (SEE TABLE 

6.2). THE ROLES OF EACH GROUP ARE DISCUSSED IN A LITTLE MORE DETAIL IN THE SECTIONS BELOW. 

6.4.1 THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE 

THERE WERE FOUR MAIN ROLES OF THE ROUNDTABLE, EACH IDENTIFIED BY AT LEAST FIVE DIFFERENT 

PARTICIPANTS. THE ONE IDENTIFIED BY 9/25 PEOPLE INTERVIEWED WAS THAT OF "FACILITATOR AND/OR 

LEADER". THE CONTEXT OF THESE COMMENTS IMPLIED THAT PEOPLE VIEW THE ROUNDTABLE AS AN ENTITY 

THAT CAN—TO VARYING DEGREES—PROVIDE GUIDANCE, AND ORGANIZATION, TO THE PROCESS AS WELL AS TO 

COLLATE DISPARATE VIEWS: 

"TO GATHER INFORMATION AND FACILITATE AND CONDENSE THE INFORMATION AND COMING UP 
WITH PROPOSALS THAT THE WATERSHED MEMBERS AND MEETING ATTENDERS WISH." [6] 

"WELL, THEY'RE TRYING TO GET EVERYONE'S THOUGHTS KIND OF ORGANIZED IN THE SAME 
DIRECTION...UNLESS THEY CAN GET EVERYONE WORKING TOGETHER—WELL, THAT'S WHAT THEY'RE 
TRYING TO DO, GET EVERYONE WORKING TOGETHER." [20] 

"TO KEEP IT HAPPENING...TO PRESENT AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE OLD WAY OF'DIRECTIVES' FROM 
FISHERIES SAYING 'YOU CAN'T DO THIS' AND 'YOU CAN'T DO THIS'. TO GIVE AN ALTERNATIVE WAY 
OF MANAGING AND TO GET ALL THE INTERESTS IN THEIR FAIR VIEW OF MONITORING AND SO ON, LIKE 
ECONOMIC, SOCIAL, AND ECOLOGICAL...SO THERE'S A BALANCE THERE." [26] 

ALTHOUGH A FACILITATOR IS OFTEN THOUGHT OF AS A NEUTRAL PARTY IN A MULTI-STAKEHOLDER VENTURE, 

ONLY ONE PARTICIPANT, A GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE, MADE ANY REFERENCE TO NEUTRALITY IN HIS/HER 

COMMENTS ABOUT THE ROUNDTABLE'S ROLE: 
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"IT'S SORT OF A ROLE THAT A GOVERNMENT AGENCY CAN'T FULFIL. IT HAS TO BE CONDUCTED BY A 
NEUTRAL BODY, LED BY COMMUNITY MEMBERS. RECOGNISING, OF COURSE, THAT THIS ISN'T A 
GOVERNMENT AGENCY OR-AND IT CAN'T PRETEND TO REPRESENT EVERYBODY BECAUSE IT'S NOT, 
THERE'S NO DEMOCRATIC SELECTION OF THE MEMBERS. BUT IT'S NOT A BAD COMPROMISE." [18] 

ONE COMMUNITY MEMBER DID REMARK IN REFERENCE TO THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP, 

"WHAT I SENSE IS THERE AROSE SUCH A POTENTIAL FOR CONFLICT AROUND THE TABLE, AND 
GENERALLY PEOPLE ARE AFRAID OF THAT, THE IDEA WAS ACCEPTED TO HAVE OUTSIDE FACILITATORS 
TO KIND OF EASE THE PROCESS" [22]. 

TABLE 6.2 ROLES OF THE SRWR, GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND WATERSHED RESIDENTS IN THE 
PROCESS TO DEVELOP A WATERSHED VISION AND ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES 

THE SALMON RIVER 
WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE 

• facilitator / leader [ 3 , 4 , 6 , 8 , 1 4 , 
2 0 , 2 1 , 2 2 , 2 6 ] 

• generate ideas/ problem solve 
within the community [ 1 , 4 , 6 , 1 1 , 
18 ,25 ,26] 

• provide a forum for sharing 
views and information [2 ,11, 16, 
18, 29] 

• "go-between" between 
government and citizens [1, 5 ,12 , 
16, 28] 

• information source [3 ,29, 33, 
34] 

• keep the process interesting 
(people w i l l stop going i f it isn't 
interesting) [33] 

• seek government resources [24] 

• educate people [27] 

• solicit community participation 
[19] 

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 

• provide funding [1 ,2 , 3 ,4 , 5, 
1 4 , 1 6 , 2 1 , 2 5 , 2 7 , 2 8 , 3 4 ] 

• provide scientific or technical 
expertise [ 2 , 3 , 5 , 8 , 1 4 , 16,18, 
21,28] 

• recognize the plans of the 
Roundtable / listen to citizens [1, 
3 , 4 , 1 1 , 1 2 , 1 9 ] 

• share information and mandates 
[6 ,25,28] 

• integration/ co-operation with 
other agencies [25, 26, 33] 

• explain policy / provide 
education [2,19, 28] 

• use the Roundtable for political 
leverage (for funding) from higher 
government levels [16] 

• provide direction so that the 
Roundtable doesn't go off on a 
"red-herring" [18] 

WATERSHED RESIDENTS 

• give their opinions, knowledge, 
experience and needs [1 ,2 , 3 , 4 , 6 , 
8,29] 

• be good stewards / live 
sustainably /be responsible for 
actions [12 ,21 ,27 ,28 , 34] 

• take responsibility for educating 
themselves [2 ,14 ,18 ,28 ] 

• just get involved in the 
Roundtable [5 ,11 ,26 ,31 ] 

• do "hands-on" work [2,28, 33, 
34] 

• develop a sense of community 
[2,22] 
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ANOTHER MAIN ROLE OF THE ROUNDTABLE IDENTIFIED IN THE INTERVIEWS WAS TO GENERATE IDEAS OR TO 

BE SOME SORT OF ALTERNATIVE PROBLEM SOLVING BODY. ONE MT. IDA RESIDENT EXPECTED THE 

ROUNDTABLE TO "INITIATE IDEAS TO DEAL WITH CONCERNS [OF LANDOWNERS]" [11]. ONE OF THE 

GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVES THOUGHT THE ROUNDTABLE WAS "TRYING TO PROVIDE DIRECTION TO 

ANSWER QUESTIONS" [18]. 

MANY PEOPLE CONSIDERED THE ROUNDTABLE TO BE A GENERAL FORUM FOR DISCUSSION AMONG 

RESIDENTS WITH DIFFERING VIEWS, OR AMONG GOVERNMENT AGENCIES: 

"TO PROVIDE A FORUM TO ALLOW OPEN DISCUSSION AND FOR VIEWPOINTS TO BE 'PUT INTO THE 
POT'." [29] 

"THE ROUNDTABLE IS A FORUM WHERE ALL STAKEHOLDERS, INCLUDING GOVERNMENT, CAN COME 
TOGETHER AND DISCUSS COMMON PROBLEMS AND WORK OUT SOLUTIONS." [2] 

"I WOULD GUESS THAT MOST OF IT'S [THE ROUNDTABLE'S] ENERGY IS TAKEN UP IN TALKING TO 
GOVERNMENT AGENCIES...I THINK THAT IT IS REALLY IMPORTANT THAT THE GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES TALK TO ONE ANOTHER AND I THINK IT'S REALLY IMPORTANT THAT THE ROUNDTABLE 
PROVIDE THEM A PLACE WHERE THEY CAN DO THAT." [16] 

THERE WERE ALSO THOSE PEOPLE WHO THOUGHT THAT ONE OF THE MAIN ROLES OF THE ROUNDTABLE WAS 

TO PROVIDE LINKAGES BETWEEN THE GENERAL "CITIZENRY" OF THE WATERSHED AND THE GOVERNMENT 

AGENCIES, OR A "LIAISON BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AND PUBLIC" [5]: 

"THE ROUNDTABLE, AS SHARED BEFORE, I THINK IS THE MEETING GROUND. IT'S THE PLACE WHERE 
THE TOP AND THE BOTTOM MEET I GUESS. AND IT'S, IT PROVIDES THE COMMUNITY THE 
OPPORTUNITY THEN TO DIRECT THEIR OWN AFFAIRS...WHAT I'VE EXPERIENCED WITH THE 
ROUNDTABLE IS THAT AGENCIES MEET THEIR AGENDAS BETTER BY DOING IT THIS WAY AND HAVING 
THE RESIDENTS SET THEIR PRIORITIES AND LOOKING AT THAT." [28] 

6.4.2 GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 

THERE WERE THREE MAIN ROLES ATTRIBUTED TO GOVERNMENT AGENCIES. BY FAR THE MOST 

POPULAR WAS THE ROLE OF PROVIDING FUNDING FOR ROUNDTABLE AND RESTORATION ACTIVITIES 

129 



(MENTIONED BY 12/25 PARTICIPANTS). ANOTHER HIGHLY POPULAR ROLE FOR GOVERNMENT WAS TO 

PROVIDE SCIENTIFIC OR TECHNICAL EXPERTISE (9/25 PARTICIPANTS). PEOPLE WERE VERY CLEAR IN THEIR 

IDENTIFICATION OF THESE TWO ROLES, USUALLY STATING SIMPLY, "TO PROVIDE FUNDING", "TO PROVIDE 

SPECIAL EXPERTISE", OR "PROVIDE SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE". THE THIRD MAIN ROLE WAS THE NEED FOR 

GOVERNMENT TO RECOGNIZE AND RESPECT PLANS GENERATED BY THE ROUNDTABLE. IT SEEMED THAT 

THESE COMMENTS REFLECTED THE PARTICIPANT'S VIEW OF THE IDEAL ROLE OF GOVERNMENT, NOT 

NECESSARILY THE ACTUAL CURRENT ROLE: 

"THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD NOT BE IN A, WELL SOMETIMES AN UPPER CLASS ROLE...THE 
GOVERNMENT SHOULD MORE LISTEN TO LANDOWNERS AND WHAT THEY HAVE TO SAY BECAUSE THEY 
[LANDOWNERS] REALLY SEE THE ENVIRONMENT AND WHAT CHANGES IN THEIR ENVIRONMENT." [3] 

"I HOPE THAT GOVERNMENT WOULD CONTINUE TO ENCOURAGE THIS PROCESS OF CITIZEN 
INVOLVEMENT IN THEIR OWN LANDSCAPE...GOVERNMENT ISN'T IMMUNE TO BEING LITTLE EMPIRE 
BUILDERS, EH! AND I THINK SOME GOVERNMENT AGENCIES HAVE A HISTORY OF BEING FAIRLY 
ARROGANT. I THINK THE MINISTRY OF FORESTS WAS FOR A LONG TIME THE POWER AGENCY, AND 
THEY'RE USED TO SAYING WHAT GOES ON IN A LOT OF WATERSHEDS, YOU KNOW. AND NOW, THE 
MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT IS A VERY POPULAR MINISTRY NOW... AND I JUST HOPE THAT THESE 
MINISTRIES KEEP RECOGNISING THE ROUNDTABLE AS A VALID TOOL...WHEN A RESOURCE PLAN 
ACTUALLY GETS BUILT, IS IT GOING TO BE RECOGNISED? I THINK THAT'S STILL A QUESTION. AND, IF 
IT ISN'T RECOGNISED BY THE MINISTRY OF FORESTS, IF THEY'RE JUST THINKING THIS IS A 
COMMUNITY LARK, WELL, THAT WILL BE A FAILURE." [11] 

MANY INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS ALSO MADE REFERENCES TO DIFFERENT TYPES OF "SHARING" THAT 

SHOULD BE (IS BEING) DONE BY GOVERNMENT AGENCIES WITHIN THIS PROCESS: SHARING INFORMATION 

WITH STAKEHOLDERS AND OTHER AGENCIES, EXPLAINING THEIR MANDATES OR EXPLAINING POLICY, AND ALSO 

COOPERATING WITH OTHER AGENCIES. THERE WERE ALSO A FEW RESIDENTS WHO VENTED FRUSTRATIONS OR 

EVEN HOSTILITY ABOUT GOVERNMENTS OR THE GOVERNANCE SYSTEM WHEN MAKING THEIR COMMENTS: 

"WELL, I WAS GONNA SAY THAT I WISH THE GOVERNMENT WOULD JUST FUND IT AND TRUST THEM 
TO DO IT AS IF IT WEREN'T. I FEEL LIKE THE EXPECTATION OF A SOLUTION AND THE TIME PRESSURES 
ACTUALLY GET IN THE WAY OF FINDING A SOLUTION. BUT THE TROUBLE WITH THE GOVERNMENT IS 
THAT THEY ALWAYS HAVE TO HAVE A PLAN READY AND A BUDGET, SO, AND THEY DON'T, THEY CAN'T 
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TAKE RISKS AND JUST FUND SOMETHING WITH THE EXPECTATION THAT IT MAY OR MAY NOT WORK. 
[27] 

"THERE'S TOO MUCH GOVERNMENT I THINK. THEY DON'T LISTEN, THAT'S THE PROBLEM. THAT'S 
THE ONLY DARN PART. IT'S THAT YOU CAN TALK TO THOSE GUYS IN TOWN THERE, AND THEY DON'T 
LISTEN TO YOU, OR THEY LISTEN TO YA AND THEY DON'T DO NOTHIN1 ABOUT IT. MIGHT JUST AS WELL 
TALK TO THE WALLS!...THEY'VE GOT A ROLE BUT THEY WON'T DO IT." [31] 

"THEY SHOULD BE LETTING GO OF SOME OF THE CONTROL THAT THEY'VE HARBOURED OVER THE 
YEARS, AND THEY SHOULD BE ACTING MORE TO SUPPORT INITIATIVES STARTED BY STAKEHOLDER 
GROUPS. AND THAT SUPPORT SHOULD COME IN TERMS OF FINANCIAL BACKING, ABSOLUTELY, FROM 
THE TAX BASE THAT EVERYONE'S PAYING INTO, AND TECHNICAL SUPPORT. THOSE ARE THE TWO 
THINGS WE NEED FROM GOVERNMENT. THAT'S PROBABLY ALL WE NEED. AND IF THEY WERE TO 
PLAY THAT ROLE, THEY WOULD FIND THAT THEY COULD DOWNSIZE AND BE REALLY EFFECTIVE AS SORT 
OF UMBRELLA MANAGEMENT AGENCIES. THEY NEED NOT KEEP EVERYTHING IN HOUSE TO BE 
EFFECTIVE." [1] 

6.4.3 WATERSHED RESIDENTS 

MOST INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS, ESPECIALLY THE WATERSHED RESIDENTS THEMSELVES, WERE MORE 

HESITANT IN DESCRIBING THE ROLE OF WATERSHED RESIDENTS. THERE WERE LONGER PAUSES AS PEOPLE 

THOUGHT ABOUT THE ROLE, AND MORE PHRASES LIKE "I GUESS JUST GET INVOLVED". PEOPLE NEEDED 

ENCOURAGEMENT TO GIVE MORE SPECIFIC ANSWERS. (FOR EXAMPLE, I WOULD ASK THEM TO TELL ME 

HOW THEY THOUGHT PEOPLE COULD "GET INVOLVED".) THE MOST CITED ANSWER WAS FOR RESIDENTS TO 

PROVIDE THEIR OPINIONS, KNOWLEDGE AND EXPERIENCES TO THE PROCESS (7/25 PEOPLE INTERVIEWED), 

THOUGH MANY PEOPLE ALSO NOTED THE NEED FOR RESIDENTS TO TAKE RESPONSIBILITY FOR GOOD 

WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP ACTIONS. INTERESTINGLY, TWO OF THE THREE GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVES 

CONSIDERED THE ROLE OF WATERSHED RESIDENTS TO BE MORE OF A VOLUNTARY ROLE THAN DID THE 

RESIDENTS WHO WERE ALREADY INVOLVED. GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES SAID, 

"I MEAN, THAT'S A TOUGH ONE. JUST SIMPLY TO DO AS THEY CHOOSE, BUT I THINK EVERYONE 
SHOULD AT LEAST MAKE AN EFFORT TO FIND OUT WHAT THE PROGRAM IS. AND THEN, THEY CAN 
MAKE AN EDUCATED DECISION AS TO WHETHER THEY WANT TO PARTICIPATE." [18] AND 
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"THAT'S TOTALLY VOLUNTARY. IF THEY DON'T THINK IT'S WORTHWHILE, THEN THEY DON'T HAVE A ROLE 
AND YOU CAN'T FORCE THEM TO HAVE A ROLE. [Andsuppose they are volunteering...] 
THAT'S A TOUGH ONE, I MEAN, THAT'S UP TO THEM TO DECIDE WHAT THEIR ROLE WILL BE—HOW 
EXTENSIVE. THAT'S ALMOST A QUESTION YOU HAVE TO ASK TO THEM INDIVIDUALLY. I CAN'T SIT 
HERE AND SAY 'HERE'S THEIR ROLE'." [19] 

FROM THE RESIDENTS THEMSELVES CAME COMMENTS LIKE, 

"OH, WELL, THAT'S THE BIG ROLE! TO GET INVOLVED IN THE ROUNDTABLE AS SAYING THAT'S THE 
BIG OPPORTUNITY TO HAVE INPUT INTO THE DIRECTIONS OF THE WATERSHED THAT YOU LIVE IN." 
[11] 

"THEIR ROLE WOULD BE TO FIND OUT WHAT IT'S ABOUT AND PARTICIPATE FROM THEIR OWN 
PARTICULAR PERSPECTIVE, I MEAN, NOT GUESSING WHAT THE NEIGHBOUR'S NEEDS ARE DOWN 
RIVER OR SOME OTHER INDUSTRY'S NEEDS, JUST EXPRESS WHAT THEIR OWN EXPERIENCES AND 
NEEDS ARE. [4] 

"I THINK EVERYBODY SHOULD HAVE AN INTEREST IN IT. IT AFFECTS EVERYBODY." [31] 

6.5 PARTICIPATION 

6.5.1 "RIGHT" PEOPLE? 

THE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED IF THEY THOUGHT THE RIGHT PEOPLE WERE INVOLVED 

IN THE PROCESS. MOST PEOPLE 13/25 DID NOT ANSWER WITH A YES/NO. THE GENERAL SENSE FROM THE 

RESPONSES WAS THAT THE PEOPLE WHO WERE PRESENT WERE "THE RIGHT PEOPLE": 

"EVERYONE WHO'S DOING IT OUT OF THE GOODNESS OF THEIR HEARTS—THEY'RE CERTAINLY THE 
RIGHT PEOPLE." [26] 

"THE RIGHT PEOPLE COME FORWARD THAT ARE THE ONES WHO ARE INTERESTED." [28] 

HOWEVER, THERE WERE ALSO CRITICAL GROUPS OF PEOPLE MISSING. PARTICIPANTS SAID THAT THE 

FOLLOWING GROUPS SHOULD BE THERE (WHO WERE NOT, OR WHO WERE NOT THERE OFTEN ENOUGH): 

MINISTRY OFFORESTS [16, 14], MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE [2, 18], MINISTRY OF HEALTH [2], THE 

COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT [4], COMMUNITY ASSOCIATIONS [8], NATIVE GROUPS [26, 
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29] AND '"SAWMILLS AND BIG COMPANIES" [31]. SOME PARTICIPANTS NOTED THAT THE RIGHT PEOPLE 

MAY COME TO MEETINGS, BUT THEIR PARTICIPATION IS NOT CONSISTENT, SO THERE ARE NEVER ALL THE 

GROUPS REPRESENTED AT THE SAME TIME: 

"WELL, THERE'S SOME OF THEM COME ONE TIME AND NOT ANOTHER. I'M NOT SURE. MAYBE 
SOME OF THEM DON'T REALIZE THE IMPORTANCE OF IT." [20] 

"AT ONE TIME OR ANOTHER, YES, THEY HAVE BEEN THERE...THOSE ARE THE RIGHT PEOPLE, BUT 
THEY'RE NOT ALWAYS THERE AT THE RIGHT TIMES." [19] 

SOME PEOPLE SPECULATED AS TO WHY CERTAIN GROUPS WEREN'T ATTENDING MEETINGS CONSISTENTLY. A 

ROUNDTABLE STAFF MEMBER SAID, WITH RESPECT TO FIRST NATIONS: 

"THEY'RE NOT CERTAIN OF THEIR ROLE AND WHAT THE ROUNDTABLE IS DOING. THEY DIDN'T WANT 
IT TO INTERFERE WITH THEIR LAND CLAIMS. MAYBE THEY WEREN'T CLEAR OF THE FINAL GOAL OF THE 
PROJECT." [29] 

IN SOME CASES, PARTICIPANTS NOTED LOW ATTENDANCE AT COMMUNITY MEETINGS. 

SPECIFICALLY, INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS THOUGHT THAT GENERAL RESIDENTS, LANDOWNERS AND FARMERS 

WERE NOT ATTENDING MEETINGS IN GREAT ENOUGH NUMBERS [2, 3, 8, 21, 26, 27, 29]: 

"I DON'T KNOW ABOUT ANY RIGHT OR WRONG GROUPS. I THINK IT WOULD BE WONDERFUL IF THERE 
WAS MORE PEOPLE—MORE PEOPLE INTERESTED AND INVOLVED." [27]. 

AGAIN, PARTICIPANTS TRIED TO HYPOTHESIZE REASONS FOR LOW TURNOUTS. ONE RESIDENT FROM THE 

WESTWOLD AREA NOTED THAT, 

"IN ONE SENSE, I DON'T THINK THE COMMUNITIES HAVE BEEN AS COOPERATIVE AS THEY SHOULD 
BE, BUT EVERYONE IS VERY BUSY WITH THEIR WORK, THEIR FARMING AND LOGGING AND SO ON. 
AND AGAIN, IF THEY FEEL THEY HAVEN'T GOT A PROBLEM WHY BOTHER GOING TO A MEETING? 
YOU KNOW? AND I THINK THAT THERE ARE SOME AROUND WHO—I DON'T WANNA SAY-
MISTRUST. THEY SORT OF THINK 'OH, THIS IS ANOTHER GOVERNMENT THING AND THEY'VE GOT THE 
AGENDA ALREADY LAID OUT AND IT'S JUST GONNA GO DOWN OUR THROATS AND WE WANT IT—YOU 
KNOW. I DON'T KNOW HOW YOU OVER-COME SOMETHING LIKE THAT. AGAIN, IT'S THE APATHY 
OF PEOPLE." [8]. 

ANOTHER FROM THE MT. IDA AREA REMARKED, 
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"Some of the people just have a negative attitude about the whole thing. They're 
distrustful. They don't buy into the process until something's done.. I think there's just 
a general malaise that you find in the Canadian population over just about anything 
that's important." [2]. 

A couple of interview participants made reference to the quality of participants in the 

process. One government representative made some rather disparaging remarks about the 

quality of representatives from other agencies: 

"Water management has a lousy representative. They need a stronger 
representative...Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, I mean, it was really 
disappointing that there was very rarely anyone from their agency and, if you wanna 
put it on a industry basis, they probably have the greatest single impact on the 
watershed in terms of what I'm concerned about which is stream health, water 
quality/quantity, and fish. And the guy that did show up on occasion was a dinosaur." 
[*3 

One local resident noted, 

"When I go to the community meetings, the community, the people who live in the 
valley are in the minority—in every meeting. And generally, they're not the 'power 
brokers'. These rich and influential people who live here...are not going to the 
meetings, but they're negative about the meetings when it comes up. So I'm sure that 
the farming community talks about what's happening...They almost certainly look at 
the cars in the parking lot. If there are certain brand new diesel pick-up trucks with 
400 horse power motors there, then they say 'Ah, I know who's at this meeting, I'll go 
here', you know, 'Buti there's no point in going if he's not, 'cause he's upstream of me', 
you know." [16]. 

Some people just said: "I don't know. It's hard to know who's right" [24], or "It's hard to 

know who's out there" [4]. 

6. 5.2 E q u a l Opportunity? 

The one question in the interview which received a nearly unanimous (24/25) 

response was "Does everyone who shows up for a meeting have an equal opportunity to 
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EXPRESS THEIR VIEWS AT THAT MEETING?". ALL BUT ONE PERSON SAID YES, AND THEY WERE GENERALLY 

EMPHATIC ABOUT THEIR RESPONSE: 

"VERY GOOD THIS WAY!" [11] 

" AS GOOD AS ANY PUBLIC MEETING, PERHAPS BETTER DUE TO THE STRUCTURE." [2] 

"ANYBODY CAN HAVE THEIR SAY~NO PROBLEM WITH THAT!" [24] 

"ALL MEETINGS ARE RUN VERY RESPECTFULLY AND WARMLY." [4] 

"THAT'S ONE OF THE THINGS I LIKE ABOUT IT!" [5] 

"DEFINITELY, THERE'S NO PROBLEM THERE!" [20] 

"I LOVE THIS ABOUT THE ICA PROCESS." [28] 

SOME PEOPLE REFERRED TO THE METHODS USED IN MEETINGS AS BEING ESPECIALLY GOOD FOR 

ENCOURAGING PARTICIPATION FROM EVERYONE, EVEN THE SHY PEOPLE [2, 16, 18, 21, 26, 28]. A 

TYPICAL COMMENT WAS, "THE STRUCTURE ENCOURAGES PARTICIPATION" [18]. 

THE ONE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANT WHO SAID THERE WAS NOT EQUAL OPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS 

VIEWS IN MEETINGS WAS ACTUALLY A STAFF MEMBER OF THE ROUNDTABLE. THIS PARTICIPANT WAS 

CONCERNED THAT THE EDUCATIONAL COMPONENT OF COMMUNITY MEETINGS WAS TOO LONG TO ALLOW 

ENOUGH TIME FOR LANDOWNERS TO GIVE THEIR VIEWS ON QUESTIONS: 

"I THINK THE STYLE OF THE MEETINGS IS NOT OPEN ENOUGH. THAT MEANS THAT THE EDUCATIONAL 
PART IS TOO LONG. SO, I'M MISSING QUESTIONS THAT DIRECTLY GO TO THE LANDOWNERS, 'WHAT 
DO YOU THINK ABOUT THAT?' OR 'WHAT KINDS OF EXPERIENCE DO YOU HAVE?'...'WHAT DO YOU 
THINK ABOUT SOLUTIONS?'...SOMETHING LIKE THAT WOULD BE A GOOD FEEDBACK." [3] 

ALTHOUGH MOST OF THE COMMENTS TO THIS QUESTION WERE VERY POSITIVE, THERE WERE SOME 

WORDS OF CAUTION AS WELL. ONE RESIDENT SAID THAT, 
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"I THINK SOMETIMES THE IDEAS—AFTER THEY ARE EXPRESSED—ARE 'MOULDED' A LITTLE BIT BY THE 
PERSON WHO'S LEADING THE MEETINGS...BUT PEOPLE ARE ALLOWED, ENCOURAGED EVEN TO 
PARTICIPATE" [33]. 

SIMILAR SENTIMENTS HAD BEEN EXPRESSED BY OTHER PARTICIPANTS IN RELATION TO OTHER QUESTIONS: 

"THE QUESTIONS ARE VERY LEADING-THE WAY THAT THEY HAVE SET THEM UP...I DON'T KNOW 
WHETHER THE RESULTS ARE REALLY AS TRUE AS THEY'RE HOPING THEY WOULD BE...IT WAS SORT OF 
ALMOST AS THOUGH YOU WERE LED INTO HOW YOU SHOULD THINK." [8] 

"THIS PARTICULAR PROCESS, BECAUSE OF ITS OWN AGENDA, GOT IN ITS OWN WAY...THE AGENDA 
IS TO COME UP WITH ACHIEVABLE OBJECTIVES WITHIN A YEAR, RIGHT?...IT'S VERY SCHOOL LIKE, 
WITH A PRE-DETERMINED OBJECTIVE AND TIME LINE. IT'S SORT OF FORCED...IN MY JADED VIEW OF 
WHAT HAS HAPPENED, IT HAS BECOME TOO SYSTEMATIZED, BECOME AN AGENDA. IT CERTAINLY 
DOESN'T REQUIRE PEOPLE TO EXPRESS ANY MUTUAL DEPENDENCY." [22] 

ANOTHER PARTICIPANT SAID THAT, 

"AT ANY MEETING, THERE ARE, IN GENERAL, 'TALKERS' AND 'LESS TALKERS', RIGHT?...I THINK THAT 
THE GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, AS A GROUP, ARE PAID 'SITTERS AND TALKERS' AND SO THAT, AND 
THEY ACTUALLY EXPECT THAT THEIR WORDS HAVE WEIGHT AND THEY DON'T ACTUALLY HAVE A WAY 
OF RANKING PEOPLE WHO COME IN WEARING JEANS AND BOOTS WITH DIRT ON THEM. THEY CAN'T 
TELL THAT FARMER X IS A SOCIALLY IMPORTANT PERSON IN THE COMMUNITY, AND FARMER Y WHO 
LOOKS MUCH THE SAME IS A LESS IMPORTANT PERSON...COMMUNICATION HAS TWO PARTS. 
EVERYBODY CAN TALK EQUALLY, BUT I DON'T THINK EVERYONE GETS LISTENED TO EQUALLY." [16] 

6.5.3 W h y do People Participate? 

Interview Participants 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED BOTH WHY THEY WERE PARTICIPATING IN THE PROCESS, 

AND WHY THEY THOUGHT OTHERS WERE PARTICIPATING IN THE PROCESS. THE RESPONSES GIVEN BY 

PARTICIPANTS HAVE BEEN COMPILED IN TABLE 6.3. 

IN AN ALMOST AMUSING WAY, SEVERAL PARTICIPANTS-WHO GENERALLY ATTRIBUTED GOOD 

INTENTIONS TO THEMSELVES—SEEMED MUCH MORE SUSPICIOUS OF OTHER PEOPLE'S MOTIVES FOR 

PARTICIPATING IN THE PROCESS. OTHER THAN THOSE PEOPLE WHO SAID THEIR INVOLVEMENT WAS 

PRIMARILY DUE TO THEIR EMPLOYMENT (I.E., ROUNDTABLE STAFF MEMBERS OR GOVERNMENT 
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EMPLOYEES), AND ONE RESIDENT WHO SAID, "I WANTED TO STAY ON TOP OF WHAT THEY'RE DOING AND 

REGULATING" [34], PARTICIPANTS SAID THEY WERE INVOLVED BECAUSE THEY'RE INTERESTED, CONCERNED, 

WANT TO MAKE THE WORLD BETTER, LIKE THE PROJECT, OR HAVE SKILLS TO OFFER: 

"I'D LIKE TO LEAVE THIS WORLD A LITTLE BIT—EVEN ONE COMER OF IT—A LITTLE BIT BETTER SPOT 
THAN WHAT IT WAS WHEN I FIRST ARRIVED. I THINK, GLOBALLY, IF WE DON'T ACT PRETTY 
DECISIVELY—AND BEFORE TOO LONG—WE'VE LOST LOGGING, IN MY OPINION. VERY DEEP 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN, I GUESS." [2] 

"IT'S SOMETHING THAT I CAN GET INVOLVED IN AS A VOLUNTEER, SOMETHING THAT I THINK WILL, 
YOU KNOW, IT WILL HELP ME IN MY FARMING OBJECTIVES. IT'LL—WHAT SENSE OF COMMUNITY 
SPIRIT I'LL LIKE TO HAVE—YOU KNOW, I THINK IT'S AN HONEST AND LEGITIMATE AND VALUABLE 
THING FOR THE COMMUNITY. AND IT'S SOMETHING THAT I THINK IS, THAT I CAN SPEAK PROUDLY 
OF TO MY FAMILY." [4] 

Table 6.3 REASONS FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PROCESS TO DEVELOP A WATERSHED VISION AND 
ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. 

Reasons Interview Participants were 
Involved in the Process to Develop a 
Watershed Vision 

Interview Participant's Conjectured 
Reasons for the Involvement of Others 

(1) Want to make the world a better place / it 
feels good to be involved in this [ 1 , 2 , 4 , 1 2 , 
27,28] 

(2) It's my job. [1, 3 ,18 ,19 , 26,29] 

(3) Environmental concern [2 ,21 ,25 , 33] 

(4) General interest [4 ,6 ,24 ,31 ] 

(5) It's important to be involved in the 
community / landscape in which you live. [6, 
11,20] 

(6) Want to support the Roundtable / like the 
people. [5, 22] 

(7) Have skills to offer. [14] 

(8) Want to "stay on top" of what they're doing 
and trying to regulate. [34] 

(1) Individual agendas, usually to get help with 
erosion problems on their own land, or fear 
of loosing water rights. [4, 1 4 , 1 9 , 2 1 , 2 2 , 
2 5 , 2 7 , 2 8 , 3 1 , 3 3 ] 

(2) Same reasons as me. [ 1 1 , 1 2 , 1 4 , 2 0 , 2 4 , 2 8 ] 

(3) Environmental concern [ 4 , 1 1 , 1 8 , 1 9 , 2 6 ] 

(4) Curiosity or general interest [3 ,4 , 5, 27, 29] 

(5) Sense of community [18,28] 

(6) Suspicious about what people are "up to" 

[11] 

(7) Retired and have lots of time on their hands 
[26] 

(8) Want to vent steam [2] 

(9) Various reasons [1] 
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ALTHOUGH SOME PEOPLE SAID THEY THOUGHT OTHERS WERE DOING IT FOR THE SAME REASONS AS 

THEMSELVES, OR HAD OTHER POSITIVE MOTIVES (E.G., ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN, OR A SENSE OF 

COMMUNITY), ALMOST HALF OF THE PARTICIPANTS (10 RESIDENTS AND TWO GOVERNMENT 

REPRESENTATIVES) ATTRIBUTED MORE SELFISH OR SUSPICIOUS MOTIVES TO OTHERS: 

"THE MAJORITY OF PEOPLE I KNOW PARTICIPATE THAT WAY—THROUGH A PERSONAL AGENDA." 
[22] 

"WELL, I THINK A COUPLE OF THEM, ANYWAY, JUST SO THEY'RE AWARE AND ON TOP OF—AND 
AGAIN SO THEY'RE NOT GONNA GET SOMETHING RAMMED DOWN THEIR THROATS. TRYING TO KEEP 
AN EYE ON THE GOVERNMENT...I HEARD ONE WOMAN SAY THAT LONG BEFORE THIS EVER 
HAPPENED, YOU KNOW, A YEAR OR MORE AGO, WHEN SHE SAID THAT THEY HAD SUDDENLY 
DISCOVERED—AND THIS WAS NOT IN AGRICULTURE, IT WAS IN ANOTHER FIELD—AND IT WAS TO LATE 
TO HAVE ANY SAY IN IT. FROM NOW ON, WE'VE GOT TO ATTEND EVERY MEETING THERE IS GOING 
IN ORDER TO KNOW WHAT'S HAPPENING SO WE DON'T GET ANYMORE OF THESE RUDE SURPRISES. 
IT'S TOO BAD THAT IT HAS TO BE THAT WAY." [8] 

Survey Participants 

FORTY-FIVE OF THE 197 SURVEY RESPONDENTS SAID THAT THEY HAD ATTENDED AT LEAST ONE OF 

THE 1995 COMMUNITY MEETINGS. THESE RESPONDENTS NOTED SIX MAIN REASONS FOR PARTICIPATING IN 

THIS PROCESS (SEE FIGURE 6.1): 

(1) Interested - RESPONDENTS WERE CONCERNED, INTERESTED, OR THOUGHT IT WAS 

IMPORTANT. 

(2) For information - RESPONDENTS WANTED TO ACQUIRE EXPERTISE OR INFORMATION. 

(3) Curiosity - RESPONDENTS WERE SIMPLY "CURIOUS". 

(4) To restore river - RESPONDENTS WANTED TO RESTORE THE RIVER. 

(5) To participate - RESPONDENTS SIMPLY "WANTED TO PARTICIPATE". 

(6) Live by river - RESPONDENTS NOTED THAT THEY LIVE BY THE RIVER AND SO THOUGHT 

THEY SHOULD GO TO A MEETING. 
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THERE WERE A FEW RESPONSES THAT DID NOT FIT ANY OF THESE CATEGORIES, SO THEY HAVE BEEN 

GROUPED UNDER THE CATEGORY CALLED "OTHER". THE "OTHER" REASONS FOR PARTICIPATING IN A MEETING 

INCLUDED: TO RECEIVE A PRIZE, BECAUSE THEY WERE ASKED TO ATTEND SINCE THEY HAD WORK DONE ON 

THEIR PROPERTY, TO TAKE PART IN THE WATER CONFERENCE (JUNE 1994), AND BECAUSE OF A RUMOUR THAT 

IRRIGATION RIGHTS WERE THREATENED BY THE ROUNDTABLE. 

20, . 

interested curiosity to participate other 
for information to restore river live by river 

FIGURE 6.1. REASONS SURVEY RESPONDENTS ATTENDED COMMUNITY MEETINGS (N=45) 

THOSE SURVEY RESPONDENTS WHO DID NOT ATTEND ANY OF THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS WERE 

ASKED WHY THEY HAD NOT ATTENDED. THESE RESULTS ARE SHOWN IN FIGURE 6.2. FIVE DISTINCT 

REASONS WERE GIVEN: 

(1) Didn't know - THE RESPONDENTS SAID THEY DID NOT KNOW ABOUT THE MEETINGS, OR 

WERE NOT SURE WHAT THEY WERE ABOUT. 
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(2) Too busy - The respondents said they were too busy, had other committments, 

or were out of town during the meetings. 

(3) Personal reasons - The respondents cited personal reasons such as disabilities, 

lack of child care, or no transportation to the meetings. 

50 

didn't know personal reasons just moved here... 
too busy waste of time other 

Figure 6.2. Reasons Survey Respondents Did Not Participate in Community Meetings 
(n=122). 

(4) Waste of time - The respondents thought the meetings were a waste of time, 

said they were not interested, did not think it concerned them, or questioned 

the motives of the meeting organizers. 

(5) Just moved here... - The respondents said they had just recently moved to the 
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WATERSHED AND EITHER HAD NOT BEEN LIVING THERE WHEN THE MEETINGS WERE HELD, OR HAD 

NOT "SETTLED IN" YET. 

(6) Other - OTHER RESPONSES INCLUDED FEELING DISAPPOINTED WITH A PREVIOUS 

ROUNDTABLE MEETING (WAS TOLD THEY WOULD DISCUSS FUNDING FOR LANDOWNER 

IMPROVEMENTS TO LAND, BUT THIS WAS NOT THE CASE), INTEREST IN OTHER WATERSHEDS 

(NOT THE SALMON RIVER), PEER PRESSURE NOT TO ATTEND, NO REASON, MEETINGS NOT 

HELD IN RESPONDENT'S AREA OF THE WATERSHED, AND UNCOMFORTABLE WITH MEETING 

FORMAT (SPEAKING IN PUBLIC). 

THESE RESPONDENTS WERE FURTHER ASKED TO DESCRIBE THE CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH THEY 

WOULD ATTEND A MEETING. SOME OF THESE RESPONSES RELATED DIRECTLY TO THE REASONS FOR NOT 

ATTENDING, AND SOME WERE MORE VARIABLE (SEE FIGURE 6.3): 

(1) If more information - RESPONDENTS NEED MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THE PROJECT 

OR MEETINGS BEFORE DECIDING TO ATTEND. 

(2) If could contribute - RESPONDENTS SAID THEY WOULD ATTEND IF THEY THOUGHT THEY 

COULD CONTRIBUTE, IT WOULD NOT BE A WASTE OF TIME, THEY WOULD BE LISTENED TO, OR 

IF THEY WERE REALLY INTERESTED. 

(3) If not busy - RESPONDENT WOULD ATTEND IF THEY WERE NOT BUSY, OR IF THE 

MEETINGS WERE SCHEDULED AT A DIFFERENT TIME. 

(4) Childcare/transport. - RESPONDENTS WOULD ATTEND IF THEY HAD CHILDCARE OR 

TRANSPORTATION. 

(5) If want information - RESPONDENTS WOULD ATTEND IF THEY NEEDED INFORMATION. 

(6) If friends went - RESPONDENTS WOULD ACCOMPANY THEIR FRIENDS TO MEETINGS. 
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(7) No circumstances - RESPONDENTS WOULD NOT ATTEND MEETINGS UNDER ANY 

CIRCUMSTANCE. 

(8) If against proposal - RESPONDENTS WOULD ATTEND IF THEY WERE AGAINST A 

PROPOSAL, POLICY OR STUDY OF THE ROUNDTABLE AND WANTED TO VOICE THEIR DISSENT. 

(9) Don't know - RESPONDENTS DID NOT KNOW WHAT WOULD MAKE THEM ATTEND. 

if more information! 

if could contribute! 

if not busy 

childcare/transport.i 

if want information! 

if friends went! 

no circumstances 

if against proposal 

don't knowi 

otheri 

10 

16 

19 

0 10 

N U M B E R O F R E S P O N D E N T S 

20 30 

FIGURE 6.3. CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH SURVEY RESPONDENTS (WHO HAVE NEVER ATTENDED A 
ROUNDTABLE MEETING) WOULD CONSIDER ATTENDING A MEETING. (N=70) 

(10) Other - OTHER RESPONSES INCLUDED "WHEN CANADA STARTS TREATING INDIANS THE 

SAME AS US," [A047], WHEN PEOPLE IN POWER POSITIONS OR OTHER PEOPLE IN 

GENERAL ACT RESPONSIBLY, IF THEIR DECISIONS ARE REQUIRED, IN AN EMERGENCY, IF 

OTHER STREAMS WERE INVOLVED, IF IT WAS A SUMMARY MEETING TO TELL PEOPLE WHAT 
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WAS EXPECTED OF THEM, OR "IF ANYONE INVOLVED HAD A HINT OF WATERSHED 

EXPERTISE" [BLL2]. 

6.6 EDUCATION A N D PREPARATION 

THERE WERE TWO OBJECTIVES IN THIS PART OF THE INTERVIEW. ONE WAS TO FIND OUT WHAT 

SORTS OF INFORMATION (E.G., ECOLOGICAL DATA ABOUT THE WATERSHED, OR INFORMATION ABOUT HOW 

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES WORK) OR TRAINING (E.G., FACILITATION SKILLS) PEOPLE FELT WAS NECESSARY FOR 

THEM personally TO HAVE IN ORDER FOR THEM TO PARTICIPATE TO THE BEST OF THEIR ABILITY IN THE 

PROCESS TO DEVELOP A WATERSHED VISION. THE SECOND WAS TO FIND OUT WHAT SORT OF KNOWLEDGE 

OR SKILLS THEY COULD CONTRIBUTE TO THE PROCESS. 

6.6.1 FEELING WELL PREPARED? 

BEFORE EXPLORING THESE TWO OBJECTIVES, PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED WHETHER OR NOT THEY 

FELT ADEQUATELY PREPARED—IN TERMS OF EDUCATIONAL MATERIAL PROVIDED TO THEM, OR THEIR TRAINING-

-TO PARTICIPATE IN THE PROCESS. ABOUT HALF OF THE PARTICIPANTS (12/25) SAID "YES, THEY FELT WELL 

PREPARED". MANY COMMENTED SPECIFICALLY THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED TO THEM BY THE 

ROUNDTABLE WAS VERY USEFUL [3, 4, 5, 14, 20, 24, 27]. ONE EVEN COMMENTED, "I DON'T THINK 

THEY [THE ROUNDTABLE] COULD DO MUCH BETTER" [31]. ANOTHER SAID, 

"I DON'T KNOW WHAT OTHER INFORMATION THERE'D BE. WE'RE GETTING EVERYTHING THAT THEY 
GOT, I GUESS. THEY'RE ALWAYS SENDING STUFF OUT." [24] 

A COUPLE OF PEOPLE NOTED THAT ALTHOUGH THEY WERE GETTING LOTS OF INFORMATION ON PAPER, THEY 

WERE HAVING DIFFICULTY FINDING TIME TO READ IT ALL [14, 27]. 

SEVEN OF THE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS SAID THEY DIDN'T FEEL WELL PREPARED TO PARTICIPATE. 

A COUPLE OF THESE PARTICIPANTS MADE COMMENTS DIRECTLY COUNTER TO THE ONES ABOVE: 
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"IT'S [INFORMATION] NORMALLY NOT DISTRIBUTED AS EASILY. YOU HAVE TO ASK OR GO LOOKING 
FOR IT. AND THAT MEANS, BASICALLY, YOU HAVE TO HAVE A PRETTY GOOD INTEREST IN PARTICULAR 
SUBJECTS TO KNOW WHAT YOU'RE LOOKING FOR." [25] 

ONE RESIDENT SAID THAT SHE WOULD LIKE MORE CONCRETE THINGS RATHER THAN "UMBRELLA" TYPE OF 

THINGS [6]. A COUPLE OF PARTICIPANTS, BOTH OF WHOM HAVE SCIENTIFIC BACKGROUNDS, FELT THAT THEY 

WERE NOT WELL PREPARED ON ACCOUNT OF THERE BEING TOO MUCH INFORMATION MISSING (DATA GAPS) 

OR THE TASK BEING OVER-WHELMING: 

"NO WAY! WE'RE ALL WALKING AROUND IN A DARK ROOM, FEELING OUR WAY ALONG THE WALLS. 
AND SOMETIMES WE'RE IN DIFFERENT ROOMS AND WE DON'T EVEN KNOW IT! THERE'S SUCH A 
DIVERSITY OF INFORMATION AVAILABLE AND SO MANY INFORMATION GAPS, SOME OF WHICH WE 
CAN'T EVEN EXPLAIN—CAN'T EVEN ARTICULATE WHAT THAT GAP IS! THERE'S LOTS OF, I GUESS YOU 
COULD CALL IT, 'MISUNDERSTANDING' IN TERMS OF LACKING TECHNICAL INFORMATION, OR 
DIFFERENCES OF OPINION, ALL THOSE KINDS OF THINGS." [1] 

ONE GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE FELT STRONGLY THAT NO ONE COULD BE ADEQUATELY PREPARED IF THEY 

WERE BASING THEIR KNOWLEDGE ON THE REPORT PREPARED BY QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. 

(NOTE THAT THIS PERSON WAS COMMENTING ON THE FIRST DRAFT OF THE QUADRA DOCUMENT): 

"IF WE'RE FOCUSING ON THE SUMMER MEETINGS AND INTO THE FALL HERE, THE ANSWER IS NO! 
AND THE REASON IS THESE MEETINGS HAVE BEEN PREMISED ON THE QUADRA REPORT. AND I 
BELIEVE THAT THE QUADRA REPORT IS DEEPLY FLAWED...THERE ARE TECHNICAL ELEMENTS THAT ARE 
DOWN RIGHT WRONG. SOME OF IT WAS OVERLOOKED... AND THE PUBLIC DOCUMENT IS TOTALLY 
UNSATISFACTORY." [@] 

6.6.2 INFORMATION AND TRAINING DESIRED BY INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS 

THERE WERE THREE MAIN CATEGORIES OF INFORMATION AND TRAINING DESIRED BY INTERVIEW 

PARTICIPANTS: (1) A MENAGERIE OF GENERAL / LAY INFORMATION; (2) SCIENTIFIC / TECHNICAL 

INFORMATION; AND (3) SKILLS TRAINING. A DESCRIPTION OF SPECIFIC INFORMATION AND TRAINING 

REQUESTED BY PARTICIPANTS IS GIVEN IN BOX 6.7. 
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IN ADDITION TO THE LIST IN BOX 6.7, FIVE PARTICIPANTS COMMENTED THAT THE BEST 

PREPARATION FOR PARTICIPATING IN A PROCESS LIKE THIS IS LIFE EXPERIENCE [2, 4, 14, 29, 33]: 

"I DON'T THINK FORMAL EDUCATION OF, REALLY IN THE NORMAL SENSE OF THE WORD, IS NECESSARY. 
I THINK ONE OF THE THINGS THAT DOES HELP WITH PERSPECTIVE IS PEOPLE WHO'VE LIVED A FEW 
DECADES AND HAVE A BIT OF LIFE EXPERIENCE TO KIND OF PUT THINGS IN PERSPECTIVE... COME IN 
WITH WHAT YOU KNOW." [2] 

BOX 6.7 INFORMATION AND TRAINING DESIRED BY INTERVIEW 
PARTICIPANTS 

General / Lay Information 
- watershed history [19,25], including its human history [6] 
- map of the watershed [21] 
- explanations of terminology [8] 
- more information on Natives [19] 
- information about how the Ministry of Forests operates [1] 
- explanations of general issues [5] 

Scientific Information 
- water use and water budget [1 ,18 ,19 ,28] 
- more information about groundwater [2, 26] 
- geology [25] 
- water quality/pollution [31] 
- mineral reserves (uranium and gravel pits) [26] 
- effects of clear-cutting [2] 
- fisheries and wildlife [19] 

Skills Training 
- facilitation [2,28] 
- conflict resolution [18] 
- fund-raising [28] 
- public participation methods [ 1 ] 

"I GUESS SIMPLY THE 
MOST VALUABLE THING 
WOULD BE 
EXPERIENCE, HAVING 
BEEN HERE A LONG 
TIME, REGARDLESS OF 
HOW MUCH SCIENTIFIC 
INFORMATION YOU 
HAVE...THE 
DISCUSSION THAT 
ENSUES HELPS YOU 
DEVELOP GOOD IDEAS 
OUT OF YOUR 
EXPERIENCE." [4] 

A COUPLE OF PARTICIPANTS 

SUGGESTED THAT THEY WOULD 

LIKE TO SEE MORE 

INFORMATION GIVEN IN 

ALTERNATIVE (TO PAPER) FORMATS, LIKE VIDEOS, SLIDES, AND WATERSHED TOURS [22, 27]. 

6.6.3 THINGS PARTICIPANTS CAN CONTRIBUTE 

BOX 6.8 LISTS THE THINGS INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS SAID THEY COULD CONTRIBUTE TO THE 

PROCESS. SOME PARTICIPANTS WERE CLEARLY NOT LIMITING THEIR COMMENTS TO THE PROCESS TO 

DEVELOP A WATERSHED VISION; THEY OFFERED CONTRIBUTIONS TOWARDS RESTORATION OR FIELD WORK 
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BOX 6.8 THINGS INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS CAN 
CONTRIBUTE TO THE PROCESS 

PLANNING AND ROUNDTABLE ORGANIZATION 

(1) OPINIONS AND OBSERVATIONS [2, 3, 5, 11, 
22, 25, 29, 33] 

(2) SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE OR THE ABILITY TO 
INTERPRET SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE [1, 2, 18, 
19] 

(3) ORGANIZATIONAL OR FUND RAISING SKILLS [3, 
28] 

(4) ABILITY TO EXPLAIN HOW GOVERNMENT 
DEPARTMENTS OPERATE [1, 14] 

(5) PUBLICITY / WRITE ARTICLES [26] 
(6) TALKING TO OTHERS IN COMMUNITY [16] 

RESTORATION WORK OR FIELD ACTIVITIES 

(1) ENERGY FOR VOLUNTEER WORK PROJECTS [3, 
12, 16, 25, 33] 

(2) WORK ON ROUNDTABLE COMMITTEES [4] 
(3) SUGGESTIONS FOR DAM SITES [31] 
(4) KEEPING GARBAGE OUT OF RIVER [8] 
(5) TRUCK [12] 

UNDERTAKEN BY THE ROUNDTABLE (SEE 

BOX 6.10) [3, 8, 12, 16, 25, 31, 33]. 

SOME OF THESE SAME PARTICIPANTS, AS 

WELL AS OTHERS, NOTED THINGS THEY COULD 

CONTRIBUTE TO THE PLANNING PROCESS , OR 

THE GENERAL OPERATION OF THE 

ROUNDTABLE (SEE BOX 6.2) [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 

11, 14, 18, 19, 22, 25, 26, 28, 29, 33]. 

THERE WAS A THIRD GROUPING OF 

PARTICIPANTS WHO EITHER DID NOT KNOW 

WHAT THEY COULD CONTRIBUTE, OR THOUGHT 

THEY COULD CONTRIBUTE NOTHING TO THE 

PROCESS [6, 20, 21, 24, 27, 34]: 

"WELL, NOT TOO MUCH BECAUSE A 
LOT OF THOSE PEOPLE THAT COME 
TO THE MEETINGS ARE VERY WELL 
EDUCATED." [20] 

6.7 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

THROUGH THE EVALUATION OF PROBLEM SETTING AND DIRECTION SETTING, SEVERAL STRENGTHS AND 

WEAKNESSES OF THE COLLABORATION TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED VISION HAVE 

BEEN IDENTIFIED, AND A NUMBER OF ISSUES FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION HAVE BEEN RAISED. THESE 

STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES AND ISSUES ARE DISCUSSED BELOW. 
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6.7.1 Strengths and Weaknesses of the Case Study 

CONCLUSIONS DRAWN ABOUT SOME OF THE STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED CASE STUDY ARE PRESENTED IN TABLE 6.43. INTERESTINGLY ENOUGH, IN MANY INSTANCES, 

THE STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES IDENTIFIED WERE RELATED TO THE SAME ACTIVITY. 

Table 6.4 Some Strengths and Weaknesses of the Case Study 
Issue / Activity Strength Identified Weakness Identified 

WORK ATMOSPHERE / 
APPROACH 

- POSITIVE, COOPERATIVE, 
FRIENDLY ATMOSPHERE IN 
MEETINGS 
- UNIQUE OPPORTUNITY FOR 
RESIDENTS AND GOVERNMENT TO 
MIX AND WORK TOGETHER 

CLARITY OF ROLES OF DIFFERENT 
PARTICIPANTS 

- THE ROLE OF THE ROUNDTABLE 
WAS CLEARLY RECOGNIZABLE TO 
PEOPLE (FACILITATOR, 
ORGANIZER, PROBLEM SOLVER). 

- THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES WAS SOMEWHAT 
UNCLEAR (THOUGH THEIR 
IDEALIZED ROLE WAS CLEARLY 
IDENTIFIED AS A FUNDING 
SOURCE AND TECHNICAL 
EXPERT). 
- THE ROLE OF WATERSHED 
RESIDENTS WAS POORLY 
DEFINED. 

FACILITATION METHODS - ENCOURAGED PARTICIPATION 
- ALLOWED FOR EQUAL 
OPPORTUNITY FOR EVERYONE IN 
ATTENDANCE TO PARTICIPATE 
- PRODUCED USEABLE RESULTS 

- LEFT SOME PEOPLE FEELING 
MANIPULATED—FEELING THAT A 
RESULT WAS FORCED, OR THAT 
THERE WAS TOO MUCH PRESSURE 
FOR A RESULT TO BE PRODUCED 

MEETING ATTENDANCE -POOR IN TERMS OF NUMBER OF 
INDIVIDUALS 
- POOR IN TERMS OF AGE 
REPRESENTATION FROM THE 
COMMUNITY 

3THESE STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES WERE IDENTIFIED FROM THE INTERVIEW AND SURVEY RESULTS 
ALONG WITH INFORMATION ON PROBLEM- AND DIRECTION-SETTING PROVIDED IN APPENDIX C. 
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Issue / Activity Strength Identified Weakness Identified 

EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS - APPROPRIATE IN QUANTITY AND 
DISTRIBUTION 

- BOTH INTERVIEW AND SURVEY 
PARTICIPANTS EXHIBITED 
GLARING ERRORS IN THEIR 
UNDERSTANDING OF ECOLOGICAL 
AND HYDROLOGICAL 
RELATIONSHIPS INDICATING THAT 
EITHER THE CONTENT OF 
EDUCATIONAL MATERIAL, TALKS, 
ETC. IS NOT BEING READ OR NOT 
BEING UNDERSTOOD. 

CONFLICT RESOLUTION - SMALL CONFLICTS (E.G., 
EMOTIONALLY CHARGED 
INQUIRIES) WERE HANDLED WELL 
WITHIN MEETINGS. 

- LARGE CONFLICTS (E.G., 
HOSTILITY BETWEEN DOUGLAS 
LAKE CATTLE RANCH AND 
UPPER NICOLA BAND) WERE 
AVOIDED RATHER THAN RISKING 
FAILURE. 

6.7.2 Questions and Issues for Further Discussion 

SEVERAL ADDITIONAL ISSUES WERE RAISED DURING THE COURSE OF THE PROBLEM AND DIRECTION 

SETTING EVALUATION: 

(1) Meetings attended by government agency representatives tend to be dominated 

by these representatives. 

THERE ARE SEVERAL POSSIBLE REASONS FOR THIS PHENOMENON. AS ONE GOVERNMENT 

EMPLOYEE TOLD ME: 

"SOMETIMES WHEN PEOPLE WALK IN, THEY'RE NOT USED TO PUBLIC SPEAKING, TALKING IN FRONT 
OF A GROUP, THEY TEND TO SHY AWAY FROM IT AND THEY WANNA BE JUST PASSIVE OBSERVERS 
RATHER THAN ACTIVE PARTICIPANTS. WHEN THAT HAPPENS... SOME OF US WHO ARE THE MOST 
SEASONED SAGES TEND TO SPEAK OUT OR KNOCK SOMEONE'S HEAD OFF OR SOMETHING [laugh]." 
[19] 

ANOTHER ROUNDTABLE MEMBER POINTED OUT (EARLIER IN THIS CHAPTER) THAT GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 

ARE "PAID SITTERS AND TALKERS" AND CONSEQUENTLY ARE BETTER AT IT THAN WATERSHED RESIDENTS. STILL 
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OTHER PARTICIPANTS SAID THINGS LIKE, THEY FELT THEY DID NOT KNOW ENOUGH (IN COMPARISON TO OTHER 

PARTICIPANTS—LIKE AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES) TO CONTRIBUTE ANYTHING TO MEETINGS. ONE OF THE 

PARTICIPANTS AT THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP REMARKED, 

"IT'S AN INTELLECTUAL PROCESS...YOU'RE EXPECTED TO KNOW STUFF. I END UP FEELING LIKE I 
DON'T, SO I HAND OVER THE RESPONSIBILITY." [27] 

(2) There are strong pockets of racism, fear, and misunderstanding surrounding 

native issues in the watershed. 

ALTHOUGH THERE WERE NO EXPLICIT QUESTIONS REGARDING NATIVE ISSUES OR NATIVE LAND 

CLAIMS IN EITHER MY INTERVIEWS OR SURVEYS, THERE WERE SEVERAL COMMENTS MADE IN THESE AREAS— 

ESPECIALLY ON THE SURVEYS—WITH DISTURBINGLY RACIST OVERTONES (SEE SECTION 6.3.2.4). 

(3) Who was the appropriate community to involve in the process to set ecosystem 

objectives for this Watershed? 

ON PAPER, IT WOULD SEEM THAT THE PROJECT WAS ORIENTED TO THE WHOLE WATERSHED 

COMMUNITY; A COLLECTIVE WATERSHED VISION WAS TO BE DEVELOPED. IN PRACTICE, THIS WAS NOT THE 

CASE—THE RURAL AGRICULTURAL COMMUNITIES WERE THE PRIMARY TARGET OF THE ENTIRE ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVE AND VISION SETTING PROCESS. THE RATIONALE FOR THE RURAL FOCUS—WHICH WAS TOLD TO ME 

BY THE ROUNDTABLE CHAIR AT ONE OF THE EARLY MEETINGS—WAS THAT THE RURAL LANDOWNERS HAVE A 

GREATER IMPACT ALONG THE LENGTH OF THE RIVER THAN THE MORE URBAN POPULATION OF SALMON ARM 

SITUATED AT THE RIVER'S MOUTH. URBAN DWELLERS WERE NOT EXCLUDED FROM THE PROCESS, BUT THEY 

WERE NOT ACTIVELY SOUGHT, NOR WAS IT MADE CONVENIENT FOR THEM TO ATTEND (THE COMMUNITY 

MEETINGS WERE ALL HELD IN RURAL AREAS OF THE WATERSHED). SOME SURVEY RESPONDENTS SAID 

SPECIFICALLY THAT THEY DID NOT KNOW THAT THE MEETINGS CONCERNED THEM, BECAUSE THEY LIVE IN 
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SALMON ARM, AND NO MEETINGS WERE HELD THERE [B098]. SEVERAL RURAL RESIDENTS NOTED URBAN 

THINKING AND THE INFLUX OF URBAN PEOPLE TO THE WATERSHED AS BEING A PROBLEM [A016, A001]--IT 

LEADS TO MORE DEVELOPMENT AND DETERIORATION OF RURAL LIFESTYLES. SEVERAL OF THE (PRESUMABLY) 

URBAN RESPONDENTS ON THE SURVEY NOTED FARMERS AND RURAL LANDOWNERS AS CAUSING 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS DUE TO POOR PRACTICES [A051, B055]. PERHAPS IT WOULD HAVE BEEN 

GOOD TO HAVE HAD MORE CROSS-CULTURAL (URBAN AND RURAL CULTURES) EVENTS TO GENERATE A BETTER 

UNDERSTANDING OF ISSUES. THE URBAN PERSPECTIVES WERE NOT ENTIRELY MISSING FROM THE MEETINGS, 

MOST OF THE ROUNDTABLE STAFF, SOME GENERAL MEMBERS, AND GOVERNMENT AGENCY MEMBERS 

PROVIDE THAT PERSPECTIVE. THE CONCERN HERE IS THAT THESE PARTICULAR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

MEETINGS DID NOT MEET THE NEEDS OF THE SALMON ARM COMPONENT OF THE WATERSHED COMMUNITY. 

(4) WAS THE FACILITATION TRAINING WORKSHOP CONDUCTED BY ICA WORTHWHILE? 

WAS THIS EXPENSE "WORTH IT"? THE STATED PURPOSE OF THE TRAINING WAS TO BUILD CAPACITY 

WITHIN THE WATERSHED SO THAT THEY COULD CONDUCT THEIR OWN FACILITATION, YET, ONLY FOUR OF THE 20 

PEOPLE WHO ATTENDED THE FACILITATION TRAINING ACTUALLY HELPED OUT IN THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS 

(NEILS CHRISTIANSEN, TODD ROMAINE, AL BANGUAY, AND IAN BROWN); IN FACT, MOST OF THE 

MEETINGS WERE FACILITATED SOLELY BY NEILS CHRISTIANSEN. DO THE PEOPLE WHO TOOK THE TRAINING 

BENEFIT THE ROUNDTABLE IN SOME OTHER WAY? FOR EXAMPLE, ARE THEY BETTER ABLE TO WORK ON 

THEIR ROUNDTABLE COMMITTEES? 
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C H A P T E R SEVEN 

A N E V A L U A T I O N O F "STRUCTURING" AND " O U T C O M E S " 

"Good may come out of the process if actions happen, if landowner's talk. I hope the 
salmon come hack." 

- SALMON RIVER WATERSHED RESIDENT, OCTOBER 1995 

"And low and behold: the only decision was that they had to do it all over again..." 

- SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE MEMBER, OCTOBER 1995 

THIS CHAPTER EVALUATES THE structuring AND outcomes STAGES OF THE COLLABORATION 

TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED VISION FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. THE 

OPINIONS OF PROCESS PARTICIPANTS AND WATERSHED RESIDENTS (GATHERED THROUGH INTERVIEWS AND 

SURVEYS) ARE USED TO EVALUATE THESE STAGES IN THREE MAIN AREAS: BUILDING SUPPORT, ACTION 

OUTCOMES, AND PERCEIVED BENEFITS. IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THE SRWR IS STILL IN THE MIDST OF 

STRUCTURING AND GENERATING OUTCOMES FROM THE PROCESS TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A 

WATERSHED VISION. NEVER-THE-LESS, THERE ARE A FEW FACTORS RELATED TO THESE STAGES OF 

COLLABORATION WHICH CAN BE EVALUATED AT THIS TIME. 

AS IN THE LAST CHAPTER, INTERVIEW DATA IS USED TO CAPTURE THE INSIGHTS OF THOSE PEOPLE 

WHO ACTIVELY PARTICIPATED IN THE PROCESS, AND SURVEY DATA IS USED TO BOTH AUGMENT THESE 

VIEWS, AND ADD SCOPE BY ASSESSING VIEWS HELD BY WATERSHED RESIDENTS. 

7.1 BUILDING SUPPORT 

STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT COULD BE ATTRIBUTED TO THE PROCESS TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES AND A VISION FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED IF THE FOLLOWING THREE CONDITIONS WERE 

MET: 
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(1) Stakeholders had knowledge/awareness about the project; 

(2) Stakeholders thought the project was legitimate, worthwhile, and realistic; and 

(3) Stakeholders had positive expectations for the project and its ability to 

produce useful results. 

Both survey respondents and interview participants were asked questions related to these 

points. Those survey respondents and interview participants who actively participated in the 

development of ecosystem objectives (i.e., by attending community meetings or the Falkland 

Workshop) were asked to comment further on things that they liked or disliked, and 

suggestions that they had to improve the process. 

FIGURE 7.1. Ways in Which Survey Respondents Became Aware of the Roundtable. Total 
Respondents=173. (Some respondents gave more than one answer.) 

120 

FLYER NEWSPAP POSTER 
FRIEND OTHER RADIO 
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7.1.1 What do stakeholders know about the Roundtable and community meetings? 

A HUGE MAJORITY OF WATERSHED RESIDENTS, 90.7 ± 4.2 % (175/193) HAD HEARD OF THE 

ROUNDTABLE. AS WELL, 69.1 ± 6.7 % (132/191) KNEW THAT THE ROUNDTABLE WAS HOLDING 

COMMUNITY MEETINGS IN MT. IDA, SILVER CREEK, FALKLAND AND WESTWOLD. A MAJORITY OF THE 

SURVEY RESPONDENTS, ALTHOUGH THEY HAD HEARD ABOUT THE ROUNDTABLE, HAD NOT PARTICIPATED IN 

ANY OF THE MEETINGS (76.4%, 146/191) AND DID NOT CONSIDER THEMSELVES TO BE PART OF THE 

ROUNDTABLE (84.9%, 141/166). THE FACT THAT SO MANY PEOPLE—WHO WERE NOT INVOLVED WITH 

THE ROUNDTABLE'S WORK—WERE KNOWLEDGEABLE ABOUT THE ROUNDTABLE (AND INTERESTED ENOUGH TO 

FILL OUT THIS SURVEY) INDICATES THAT THE FIRST CONDITION OF "SUPPORT" GIVEN ABOVE (I.E., 

KNOWLEDGE/AWARENESS ABOUT THE PROCESS) WAS FULFILLED. 

IN ORDER TO SUGGEST FUTURE STRATEGIES FOR GARNERING AWARENESS WITHIN THE WATERSHED, 

SURVEY RESPONDENTS WERE ASKED HOW THEY HAD HEARD ABOUT THE ROUNDTABLE. THESE RESULTS ARE 

SHOWN IN FIGURE 7.1. RESPONDENTS WERE ASKED TO INDICATE AS MANY OF THE FOLLOWING CHOICES 

AS APPLICABLE: FLYER, FRIEND, POSTER, OR "OTHER". (PARTICIPANTS WHO INDICATED "OTHER" WERE 

ASKED TO SPECIFY.) OF THESE, THE FLYER WAS BY FAR THE MOST EFFECTIVE MECHANISM FOR GENERATING 

AWARENESS ABOUT THE ROUNDTABLE'S ACTIVITIES.1 AS WELL, THERE WAS SOME SUCCESS FROM OTHER 

MEDIA SUCH AS NEWSPAPERS (SPECIFIED IN THE "OTHER" SECTION) AND POSTERS2, AND SEVERAL PEOPLE 

XIT IS POSSIBLE THAT THIS RESULT SAYS MORE ABOUT THE RESPONDENTS AFFINITY FOR READING THEIR MAIL 
THAN THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE FLYER TO REACH ALL RESIDENTS (I.E., PERHAPS THERE IS A HIGH CORRELATION 
BETWEEN NOTICING A FLYER IN THE MAIL AND RESPONDING TO A SURVEY IN THE MAIL BECAUSE THE 
RESPONDENTS REPRESENTS A SEGMENT OF THE WATERSHED POPULATION WHO PAYS MORE ATTENTION TO THEIR 
JUNK MAIL). 

2I SUSPECT THAT SOME OF THE RESPONDENTS WHO INDICATED "POSTER" MIGHT HAVE ACTUALLY BEEN 
REFERRING TO THE FLYER; ONE SIDE OF THE FLYER LOOKS LIKE A POSTER, ANNOUNCING MEETING TIMES. 
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(39) HAD HEARD ABOUT THE ROUNDTABLE THROUGH A FRIEND. "OTHER" RESPONSES INCLUDED: 

(1) RADIO (5), 

(2) INFORMED BY A GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE (4), 

(3) SCHOOL DISTRICT INVOLVEMENT (2), 

(4) - PERSONAL CONTACT FROM ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS (5), 

(5) FORMER ROUNDTABLE EVENTS (BUS TOURS AND WATERSHED OPEN HOUSE) (2), AND 

(6) SIX OTHER MISCELLANEOUS ANSWERS SUCH AS, "I WATCHED THEM FROM MY HOUSE 

(PLANTING TREES)" [BL33]. 

7.1.2 IS THE PROCESS LEGITIMATE? WORTHWHILE? REALISTIC? 

EIGHTY-FOUR PERCENT ( ± 6.7 %) OF WATERSHED RESIDENTS (101/120) THOUGHT MEETINGS 

AND WORKSHOPS WERE A GOOD WAY TO DEVELOP A VISION FOR THE WATERSHED. SOME SURVEY 

RESPONDENTS FOLLOWED-UP THEIR ANSWERS WITH WRITTEN COMMENTS. THE FOLLOWING ARE TYPICAL 

COMMENTS FROM THOSE WHO SAID THAT MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS ARE A GOOD WAY TO DEVELOP A 

WATERSHED VISION: 

"[Meetings and workshops] PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN DIFFERENT 
INTEREST GROUPS." [AOOL] 

"[It's] THE ONLY WAY FOR MAXIMUM INPUT, OTHERWISE, SOLUTIONS ARE IMPORTED FROM AFAR." 
[A018] 

"I DON'T KNOW OF A BETTER WAY OF GETTING A COMMUNITY TO LOOK AT ITSELF AND THE 
DIRECTIONS ITS GOING." [B012] 

"[It] INVOLVES THE IMMEDIATE RESIDENTS: 'DON'T COMPLAIN IF YOU DON'T PARTICIPATE'." 
[A030] 

"THE MORE INPUT AND PUBLIC AWARENESS IS BENEFICIAL." [A045] 

THERE WERE, OF COURSE, THOSE RESPONDENTS, 15.3% (19/120) WHO DID NOT THINK THAT THE 
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meetings were a good idea. These respondents had two main concerns: 

(1) Financial concerns such as, "Waste of time and money" [b064] or "People 

attending these [meetings are] reaching for grant money or other self-

interests" [bl 12]; "INFILTRATED with people who benefit via government 

grants [emphasis by respondent]" [b008]; and "Enough money has been spent 

on the 'vision'. Let's get practical" [b003]. 

(2) There is a vocal minority and a silent majority: "Vocal minorities 

monopolize discussions and try to impose their views on landowners." [a046]; 

and "The silent majority never shows up." [b081]. Others cautioned that, 

"Meetings and workshops appeal only to those who are 'socially active'." 

[b068]. 

In their comments regarding whether or not meetings and workshops are a "good 

way" to develop a vision for the watershed, several respondents made suggestions for 

improving the process. These suggestions have been compiled and are presented in Box 7.1. 

The survey respondents were further asked if they thought that the vision developed 

was realistic for their lifestyle. Of the 129 respondents, 23.3% thought the vision was 

realistic, 8.5% unrealistic, and 68.2% said they did not know. Of those respondents who 

gave a "yes" or "no" answer to this question, just over half (22/41) had actually attended a 

meeting. So, it is likely the other 19/41 respondents had not seen the actual "vision" 

developed for the watershed, and were just speculating on whether or not it was "realistic" 

based on whatever their previous knowledge of the project happened to be. 
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THESE ISSUES WERE EXPLORED IN MORE DEPTH WITH THE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS. 

PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED WHETHER OR NOT THEY THOUGHT THE PROCESS BEING USED TO DEVELOP 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED VISION (I.E., THE COMMUNITY MEETING SERIES, CULMINATING 

IN THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP) WAS A LEGITIMATE WAY TO GO ABOUT THIS ACTIVITY. SIXTEEN OF THE 25 

PARTICIPANTS SAID "YES", ONE SAID "NO" AND SEVEN DID NOT GIVE YES/NO ANSWERS. 

MANY OF THOSE WHO THOUGHT THE PROCESS LEGITIMATE MADE COMMENTS ABOUT THE PROCESS 

BEING INCLUSIVE AND OPEN TO ANY INTERESTED PARTIES, OR THAT IT WAS LEGITIMATE BECAUSE IT 

CONSIDERED THE OPINIONS OF LOCAL RESIDENTS: 

"ANYONE IN THE WATERSHED, WHETHER IT BE A LANDOWNER OR AN OCCUPANT, CAN COME TO A 
MEETING, CAN SAY THEIR PIECE AND BE LISTENED TO." [2] 

"WE AS CITIZENS HAVE THE SAY. THIS IS WHERE WE LIVE. THIS IS WHERE WE WORK, RAISE OUR 
KIDS, WHATEVER. BUT, WE'VE GOT THE SAY. SOMEONE IN SALMON ARM OR VICTORIA OR 
SOMETHING LIKE THAT IS NOT DECIDING. IT'S US." [5] 

SEVERAL OTHERS JUST SAID ITS "THE ONLY WAY TO GO" [1, 2, 26, 28, 33]. 

FROM THE PEOPLE WHO WERE UNCERTAIN ABOUT THE LEGITIMACY OF THE PROCESS (I.E., COULD 

NOT GIVE A YES/NO ANSWER) OR WHO SAID THE PROCESS WAS NOT LEGITIMATE, THE PREDOMINANT 

SENTIMENT SEEMED TO BE: The idea is good, but the appropriateness of the final results is 

questionable. TWO REASONS FOR QUESTIONING THE LEGITIMACY OF RESULTS WERE GIVEN. THE FIRST 

WAS LOW ATTENDANCE, OR INAPPROPRIATE ATTENDANCE, AT THE MEETINGS: 

"IT'S DOING ITS BEST TO STIMULATE COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT,;/ YOU GET A REASONABLE 
NUMBER OF PEOPLE FROM THE COMMUNITY TO SHOW UP AND EXPRESS THEIR VIEWS—ENOUGH 
VIEWS FROM WHICH, YOU KNOW, CERTAIN IDEAS CAN DEVELOP." [4] 

"IT'S FAIR AS LONG AS IT'S ALL-INCLUSIVE. AND I GO BACK TO MY PREVIOUS COMMENT ABOUT ALL 
GROUPS BEING REPRESENTED. AND PROVIDING THAT THOSE IMPORTANT THINGS LIKE THE 
VISIONARY STATEMENTS ARE ARRIVED AT WITH EVERYONE FEELING COMFORTABLE AT THE TABLE." 
[19] 
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Box 7.1. SUGGESTIONS FROM SURVEY RESPONDENTS FOR IMPROVING THE PROCESS. (THESE ARE 
DIRECT QUOTES FROM THE SURVEY.) 

Issue clarification and communication 
- THE ISSUE OF PRIVATE VS. PUBLIC WATER RIGHTS NEEDS TO BE CLARIFIED AS WELL AS GRAZING 

TENURE ON PUBLIC LANDS. 
- THEY SHOULD SEND OUT MORE INFO ON WHAT THEY PROPOSE TO DO WITH THE RIVER, WHEN, 

AND WHO IS GOING TO DO IT, AND GET ON WITH IT. 
- MORE NOTICES SOONER. 
- KEY ISSUES SHOULD BE ADVERTISED. 
- DISTRIBUTE INFORMATION THROUGH LIBRARIES, SCHOOLS. 

Using mail surveys 
- SURVEYS ARE GOOD TOO. 
- IMPORTANT ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS (LIKE THIS) IN MAIL, {emphasis by respondent] 

Using the media 
- PUBLIC AWARENESS THROUGH MEDIA WOULD BE MORE EFFECTIVE. 
- VIDEOS OF PROBLEMS ARE A GREAT HELP (TO ILLUSTRATE). 
- USE THE MEDIA TO EXPLAIN WHAT THE WATERSHED IS. THERE ARE TOO MANY NEW 

RESIDENTS (LAST 5 YEARS) WHO PROBABLY DON'T HAVE A CLUE. 
- FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS AND SUMMARY OF DISCUSSIONS SHOULD BE PUBLISHED IN LOCAL 

PAPERS. 

Miscellaneous suggestions 
- I THINK WE SHOULD BE LOOKING AT WHAT HAS WORKED IN OTHER PARTS OF THE WORLD. 
- BETTER TO VISIT THE FARMERS CONCERNED. ALSO THE TOWN. 

NEED A MORE SCIENTIFIC FOCUS. 

"MY GUT REACTION IS THAT IT CAN'T COME UP WITH SOMETHING THAT WILL BE IMPORTANT TO THE 
FARMERS...I DON'T THINK IT MATCHES THE SOCIAL EXPECTATIONS OF THE PEOPLE WHO LIVE HERE. 
LIKE, THEY'RE ALL HIERARCHICAL, THEY'RE PATERNALISTIC, THEY'RE CAPITALISTS, RIGHT? SO, I THINK 
THAT IF YOU WANTED TO COME UP WITH A DOCUMENT, SOMETHING, THAT THEY WOULD READ, 
THEN YOU WOULD HAVE TO HAVE A DIFFERENT PROCESS. I THINK THAT THIS IS A PROCESS THAT 
WOULD PROBABLY WORK REALLY GREAT FOR A BUNCH OF UNIVERSITY STUDENTS OR GRADUATES." 
[16] 

THE SECOND REASON PROVIDED BY INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WAS THAT THE STRUCTURE OF THE MEETINGS 

PRODUCED A "FORCED" RESULT, WHICH IS OFTEN TOO DILUTE TO ADDRESS THE REAL PROBLEMS: 
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"I THINK THAT THIS SORT OF PROCESS IS REALLY THE ONLY WAY, BUT THIS PARTICULAR PROCESS, 
BECAUSE OF ITS OWN AGENDA, GOT IN IT'S OWN WAY--IS INHIBITING THAT. THE AGENDA IS TO 
COME UP WITH ACHIEVABLE OBJECTIVES WITHIN A YEAR RIGHT?...SO AGAIN, IT'S VERY SCHOOL­
LIKE WITH A PRE-DETERMINED OBJECTIVE AND TIME-LINE. IT'S SORT OF'FORCED'." [22] 

"I THINK THERE ARE FLAWS IN THE PROCESS TOO IN THAT IT HAS TO COME UP WITH SOME KIND OF 
AVERAGE SOLUTION AND THAT OFTEN TIMES, THE SOLUTIONS TO PROBLEMS AREN'T IN THE 
AVERAGE... AND THERE'S NO POINT IN COMING UP WITH AN AVERAGE SOLUTION IF IT'S THE WRONG 
SOLUTION...THEY WRITE DOWN 'COWS IN THE RIVER' WHEN REALLY IT'S 'JOE SMITH'S COWS IN THE 
RIVER—HE'S GOT A HUNDRED COWS IN THE RIVER AND HE'S GOT TO GET THEM OUT'." [16] 

7.1.3 Did participants have positive expectations for the process and its products? 

IN ORDER TO GAUGE GENERAL PARTICIPANT SATISFACTION WITH THE COLLABORATION TOWARDS 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP PLAN, INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED TO 

THINK OF THINGS THEY LIKED OR THOUGHT WERE DONE WELL IN THIS PROCESS, AND THINGS THAT THEY 

DISLIKED OR THOUGHT COULD BE IMPROVED. THESE OBSERVATIONS HAVE BEEN RECORDED IN TABLE 7.1. 

(IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THIS IS A COMPILATION OF THINGS SAID BY DIFFERENT PEOPLE, SO THERE MAY 

BE SOME CONTRADICTIONS IN THE TABLE.) 

OVERALL, PARTICIPANTS THOUGHT THAT THE WHOLE PROJECT, AND MOST NOTABLY THE COMMUNITY 

MEETINGS, WERE WELL ORGANIZED (IN TERMS OF PREPARATION, SET-UP, AND APPROPRIATE AGENDAS) AND 

WELL FACILITATED. AS WELL, SOME PEOPLE MADE PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO NEILS CHRISTIANSEN'S ABILITY 

TO FACILITATE MEETINGS AND HANDLE TOUGH QUESTIONS. TYPICAL COMMENTS INCLUDED: 

"THE MEETINGS IN GENERAL, THEY SEEM TO HAVE BEEN ORGANIZED VERY MUCH ON A SIMILAR 
LINE...IT SEEMS TO WORK QUITE WELL TO GET PEOPLE TO TALK ABOUT—TO GIVE THEIR OPINIONS 
AND THEN THEY'RE USUALLY WRITTEN UP ON THE LARGE PIECES OF PAPER...THAT SEEMS TO BE 
QUITE WELL ORGANIZED." [33] 

"I REALLY VALUE THE TIME AND THE EFFORT THAT PEOPLE IN THE WATERSHED TABLE HAVE PUT INTO 
IT. I FEEL THAT THEIR MOTIVATIONS ARE GOOD, AND THAT THEY REALLY CARE ABOUT THE 
WATERSHED. AND I THINK IT'S AN IMPORTANT THING TO BE BRINGING IT OUT INTO THE 
COMMUNITY, GET COMMUNITY FEEDBACK AND COMMUNITY INPUT AND COMMUNITY 
INVOLVEMENT, AND COMMUNITY RESPONSIBILITY." [27] 
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"EVERY MEETING HAS A, SORT OF A FORMAT WHICH IS LAID DOWN, BECAUSE, YOU KNOW, YOU 
GET A GROUP OF PEOPLE AND THEY START TALKING AND GOING OFF ON TANGENTS AND THIS SORT OF 
THING. YOU'RE KEPT ON TRACK BY THEIR AGENDA AND BY THEIR—THE WAY THE MEETING IS SET­
UP. YOU KNOW, YOU HAVE A PLAN AND THEY SAID—WELL, IT'S LIKE TEACHING: YOU TELL PEOPLE 
WHAT YOU'RE GONNA DO AND THEN YOU DO IT, AND THEN YOU TELL THEM WHAT THEY'VE DONE. 
SO, THEY BASICALLY FOLLOW THAT TYPE OF A PROCESS. YOU KNOW, I WAS REALLY QUITE 
IMPRESSED BY HOW IT WAS ORGANIZED AND SET-UP." [21] 

THE CONCERNS OR SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS THAT MOST PEOPLE HAD FOR THE PROJECT 

FOCUSED ON THE TIME-CONSUMING OR REPETITIVE NATURE OF THE PROCESS, AND STRATEGIES FOR SECURING 

GREATER INVOLVEMENT OF COMMUNITY MEMBERS. 

"I THOUGHT THAT WE, THE ROUNDTABLE AND THE COMMUNITY HAD GONE THROUGH THIS WHOLE 
PROCESS A YEAR AGO...I MEAN, I THOUGHT PEOPLE HAD COME TO SOME GENERAL DECISIONS 
ABOUT WHAT THEY WANTED TO DO WITH THIS PROCESS. AND LOW AND BEHOLD, THE ONLY 
DECISION WAS THAT THEY HAD TO DO IT ALL OVER AGAIN IN A MORE FORMAL, STRUCTURED 
APPROACH...I FOUND IT A LITTLE BIT REPETITIVE AND DISORGANIZED AND CONVOLUTED. I MEAN, 
HOLY COW! YOU COULDN'T HAVE HAD MORE MEETINGS IF YOU TRIED!" [18] 

"I THINK THE BIGGEST THING THAT COULD BE DONE BETTER IS THAT THEY NEED TO REACH OUT AND 
GET MORE OF THE INTERESTS AT THE TABLE...I'LL GRANT THEM THAT THEY HAVE EXTENDED THE 
INVITATION AND IF THE PEOPLE DON'T RESPOND, WELL, THEY'VE OBVIOUSLY GOT OTHER PRIORITIES. 
BUT MAYBE ONE OF THE THINGS THEY COULD DO IS, IF THERE WERE SOME INCENTIVES FOR THOSE 
PEOPLE TO COME-LIKE IF THEY THOUGHT IT WAS GOING TO BENEFIT THEM...THEN THEY MIGHT BE 
MORE MOTIVATED TO COME...THE MEETINGS START TO GET REPETITIVE, AND THEN THOSE PEOPLE 
GET TURNED OFF." [19] 

"IT'S THE THINGS THAT HAVE BEEN DONE REALLY WELL THAT I OBJECT TO! THERE JUST HAVEN'T 
BEEN ANY LOOSE ENDS...THE MOST POWERFUL GROUP PROCESSES THAT I'VE EVER DONE, TAKES 
PEOPLE TO THE POINT WHERE THINGS ARE ON THE POINT OF FALLING APART... THAT'S WHEN PEOPLE 
CONNECT. THAT'S WHEN ENERGY RISES, AT THE POINT OF DESPAIR... THE EARLIER MEETINGS WERE 
not REPRESENTATIVE OF THIS COMMUNITY. A GOOD HALF OF THE PEOPLE THAT WERE HERE 
WEREN'T FROM THE FALKLAND AREA AT ALL." [22] 

THE SURVEY RESPONDENTS WHO HAD ATTENDED AT LEAST ONE OF THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS 

(45/191) WERE ALSO ASKED WHAT THEY LIKED OR DISLIKED ABOUT THE MEETINGS. THESE FINDINGS ARE 

PRESENTED IN TABLE 7.2. LIKE THE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS, THESE SURVEY RESPONDENTS LIKED THE 

ORGANIZATION AND FACILITATION OF THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS, DISLIKED THE PACE OF THE MEETING-
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PROCESS (TOO SLOW), AND THOUGHT THERE WERE NOT ENOUGH COMMUNITY MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE. 

THERE WERE THREE ADDITIONAL "LIKES" ABOUT THE PROCESS DESCRIBED BY A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF 

SURVEY RESPONDENTS: THE INFORMAL, FRIENDLY ATMOSPHERE; THE INFORMATIVE NATURE OF THE 

MEETINGS; AND THE DISCUSSIONS ABOUT DIFFERENT ISSUES. RESPONDENTS WROTE THINGS LIKE, 

"SEEMED WELL ORGANIZED AND FRIENDLY AND INFORMATIVE." [B010] 

"GENERALLY, THEY ARE GOOD OPPORTUNITIES TO HEAR COMMUNITY OPINION AND DISTRIBUTE 
INFORMATION OF THE WATERSHED. "[BO 12] 

"I LIKED PEOPLE TALKING WITH EACH OTHER ABOUT THE RIVER AS A COMMON FACTOR." [B020] 

MANY OF THE SURVEY RESPONDENTS ECHOED THE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS' CONCERNS ABOUT THE 

SLOW PACE OF THE PROCESS, AND ADDED CONCERNS ABOUT LACK OF FOCUS AND NOT ENOUGH ACTION. 

"THERE IS A LOT OF LISTENING BEING DONE, BUT NOT A LOT OF DOING AS PER THE WISHES OF THE 
PEOPLE, THEREFORE, WHY BOTHER?? SORRY, BUT GOOD INTENTIONS DON'T COVER EVERYTHING." 
[A009] 

"I FELT THAT THE SAME ISSUES COME UP OVER AND OVER AND NOW WE NEED MORE ACTION—LESS 
MEETINGS." [B018] 

"TOO PEDANTIC. THE PUBLIC TALKS AREN'T CLOSELY TIED TO THE PROGRESS OF BANK RESTORATION. 
THE FINAL DRAFT DOCUMENTS OF THE PROCESS HAVEN'T BEEN ANY SORT OF BLUE PRINT FOR ACTION 
BY THE INDIVIDUAL CONCERNED LANDOWNERS." [B020] 

"DIDN'T GET ANYTHING DONE, JUST SPECULATED ABOUT FUTURE. USED TOO MANY BIG WORDS 
AND CATCH PHRASES." [AOLL] 

WHEN THE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED TO LOOK AHEAD TO THE END OF THE 

COMMUNITY MEETING SERIES AND SAY WHETHER OR NOT THERE WOULD BE CONSENSUS ON A VISION FOR 

THE WATERSHED, THE MAJORITY OF PEOPLE (18/25) SAID YES, ONE SAID NO, AND SIX DID NOT ANSWER. 

UPON FURTHER QUESTIONING ABOUT THEIR EXPECTATIONS FOR THE PROCESS, NEARLY ALL PARTICIPANTS 

EXPRESSED SOME FORM OF CAUTIOUS OPTIMISM FOR THE PROCESS, OR AT THE VERY LEAST, SAID THEY 
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Table 7.1. INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS' OBSERVATIONS OF THINGS DONE WELL, AND THINGS TO 
IMPROVE. NUMBERS IN BRACKETS REFER TO THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE MAKING THE SAME OBSERVATION. 
NO BRACKETS INDICATES ONE PERSON'S OBSERVATION 

Things Done Well Things to Improve 

(1) Good motivation behind the (1) General process concerns: 
project. (2) - TOO SLOW (5) 

(2) Well organized (13) - TOO REPETITIVE (3) 
(3) Facilitation: - TOO MANY MEETINGS (3) 

- GOOD FACILITATION OF COMMUNITY - THE ROUNDTABLE IS NOT DECISIVE 
MEETINGS (9) ENOUGH 
- NEILS CHRISTIANSEN IS A PARTICULARLY (2) Things to consider when planning 
GOOD FACILITATOR (5) a community meeting: 
- MEETINGS ARE RUN RESPECTFULLY; - STAKEHOLDERS' WORK LOADS (E.G., 
EVERYONE IS IMPORTANT (3) FARMING TIMETABLES) 
- FEBRUARY 1995 FACILITATOR TRAINING - SOCIAL AND EMOTIONAL BACKGROUNDS 
WAS WELL DONE (2) OF RESIDENTS 

(4) Specifics about community - INCENTIVES OR A STRATEGY TO 
meetings: ENCOURAGE PARTICIPATION (2) 
- GREAT NOTIFICATION OF MEETINGS AND - NEED EARLY BUY-IN FROM COMMUNITY 
THEMES (7) ASSOCIATIONS 
- THOUGHTFULLY LOCATED - PROVIDE MORE EXAMPLES OF TANGIBLE 
- EFFECTIVE HISTORY THEME IN JULY WORK DONE IN PAST 

(5) Educational products / activities: (3) Meeting notification: 
- EDUCATIONAL DOCUMENTS LIKE FACT - THE FLYER DOESN'T WORK 
SHEETS - NEED TO PHONE RESIDENTS OR GO DOOR 
- RESOURCE CENTRE (2) TO DOOR TO INVITE THEM TO MEETINGS 
- WATERSHED TOURS (6) 

(4) Educational products: 
- NEED MORE DATA ON WATER QUALITY 
AND QUANTITY 
- REPORTS ARE TOO TECHNICAL 

(5) Other concerns: 
- GOVERNMENT NEGATIVITY 
- FEELING MANIPULATED BY THE AGENDA 
DURING MEETINGS 
- SOME RESTORATION WORK IS NOT 
PRACTICAL—WON'T WORK 

HOPED THE PROCESS WOULD WORK. SEVERAL PARTICIPANTS REMARKED THAT AWARENESS ABOUT THE 

RIVER AND THE WATERSHED HAS GREATLY INCREASED BECAUSE OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED 
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PROJECT, AND THAT THEY EXPECT AWARENESS WILL CONTINUE TO BE GENERATED OVER THE COURSE OF THE 

PROJECT. ONE LOCAL RESIDENT REMARKED THAT, 

"I CAN SEE WHERE IT'S HAD AN IMPACT EVEN WITH PEOPLE WHO DON'T AGREE WITH IT. I MEAN, 
I THINK THAT'S SIGNIFICANT IMPACT, THAT THEY'RE EVEN THINKING ABOUT IT AND GENERATING AN 
OPINION...AT LEAST YOU'RE GETTING SOME DISCUSSION ABOUT IT, YOU KNOW." [4]. 

Table 7.2. SURVEY RESPONDENTS' DESCRIPTIONS OF THINGS THEY LIKED AND DISLIKED ABOUT THE 
COMMUNITY MEETINGS. NUMBERS IN BRACKETS REFER TO THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE MAKING THE SAME 
OBSERVATION. NO NUMBER INDICATES ONE PERSON'S OBSERVATION. 

Likes Dislikes 

(1) Meeting atmosphere (1) TOO FEW COMMUNITY PARTICIPANTS (4) 
- INFORMAL, FRIENDLY ATMOSPHERE (5) (2) ALL TALK, NO ACTION (7) 
- MEETING THE NEIGHBOURS (2) (3) TOO SLOW AND LONG WINDED (3) 
- COOPERATION IN MEETINGS (4) LACK OF FOCUS (3) 

(2) Education and information (5) BAD TIME OF YEAR FOR FARMERS 
- MEETINGS WERE INFORMATIVE (6) (6) TOO MANY BIG WORDS 
- THE DISPLAYS (7) POOR MASTER OF CEREMONIES 
- PRESENTATIONS OF PAST CONDITIONS (8) BEING "LED" INTO ANSWERS 

(3) Good discussions, thoughts, and (9) "THEY ADDRESSED HOW TO REMEDY 
opinion sharing (6) SOMETHING WITHOUT GOING TO THE ROOT 

(4) Facilitation and organization (6) OF THE EVIL." [A017] 
- INCORPORATING PUBLIC INPUT (2) (10) LACK OF HISTORICAL KNOWLEDGE 
- GOOD EXPLANATIONS (3) (11) "DON'T KNOW IF DECISIONS MADE AT 
- WELL ORGANIZED AGENDA MEETINGS WILL MEET GOVERNMENT 

DEPARTMENT POLICIES." [B014] 

EVEN ONE LOCAL RESIDENT WHO HAD BEEN QUITE CRITICAL OF THE WHOLE PROCESS SAID THAT IT HAS 

ALREADY WORKED TO SOME EXTENT (BECAUSE PEOPLE WERE TALKING) AND THAT, WHILE HE IS SCEPTICAL 

THAT THE RESULTS WILL HAVE MUCH MEANING TO THE PEOPLE WHO LIVE IN THE WATERSHED, THE RESULTS OF 

THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP WILL GIVE GOVERNMENT AGENCIES THE VALIDATION THEY NEED TO SPEND THEIR 

BUDGETS IN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED [16]. 

OTHER THAN THE RECURRING THEME OF POOR ATTENDANCE AT COMMUNITY MEETINGS, FOUR 

WORRIES OR SOURCES OF SCEPTICISM WERE NOTED: 
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(1) WORRY ABOUT HOW INTEREST IN THE PROJECT WILL BE SUSTAINED, [33] 

(2) CONCERN ABOUT INCREASING THE DIVISIONS WITHIN THE WATERSHED COMMUNITY (E.G., 

RURAL/URBAN SPLIT), [22] 

(3) DIFFICULTY WORKING FROM THE BOTTOM-UP WHEN DEALING WITH TOP-DOWN 

GOVERNMENT, [1] AND 

(4) SCEPTICISM ABOUT WHETHER OR NOT THERE WILL BE LONG TERMS ACTIONS RESULTING 

FROM THE PROCESS [25]. 

ONE PARTICIPANT POINTED OUT THAT, TO DEVELOP REALISTIC EXPECTATIONS ABOUT THE 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THIS TYPE OF PROCESS, ONE MUST KEEP IN MIND: 

"IT'S NOT A SHORT-TERM PROCESS, IT'S A LONG-RANGE INVESTMENT. IT'S THE KIND OF THING YOU 
MIGHT SEE BENEFITS A LONG TIME DOWN THE ROAD FROM NOW." [19]. 

7.2 A C T I O N O U T C O M E S 

THERE WERE FOUR THEMES USED IN QUESTIONING INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS AND SURVEY 

RESPONDENTS ABOUT THE EXPECTED ACTIONS OR OUTCOMES OF THE COLLABORATION TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP PLAN: 

(1) WHAT WILL BE THE FINAL PRODUCT OF THIS PROCESS? 

(2) WHO WILL USE THIS PRODUCT, AND HOW WILL IT BE USED? 

(3) WHO WILL IMPLEMENT, ENFORCE OR MONITOR ANY AGREEMENTS OR DECISIONS MADE? 

AND, 

(4) WILL (OR HOW WILL) THE ACTIONS OF WATERSHED RESIDENTS CHANGE AS A RESULT OF THIS 

PROCESS? 
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7.2.1 The Final Product 

AFTER INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED WHETHER OR NOT THEY THOUGHT THERE WOULD BE A 

CONSENSUS DECISION ABOUT A VISION OR ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE WATERSHED (SEE PREVIOUS 

SECTION), THEY WERE ASKED TO DESCRIBE THE PRODUCT THEY ANTICIPATED FROM THE VISIONING EXERCISE. 

MOST PEOPLE HAD SOME DIFFICULTY ANSWERING THIS QUESTION; IN FACT, 13 STATED THAT THEY DID NOT 

KNOW WHAT THE FINAL PRODUCT WOULD LOOK LIKE: "IT'S TOTALLY INCOMPREHENSIBLE TO ME" [25]. 

HOWEVER, MANY PARTICIPANTS ELABORATED ON THIS ANSWER, SAYING THINGS LIKE: 

"I GUESS THEY'RE JUST TRYING TO GET EVERYBODY'S VIEWS OR CATEGORIES PEOPLE THINK ARE 
IMPORTANT, EH? THEY MIGHT BRING OUT SOME MORE KINDS OF FEEDBACK—CERTAIN THINGS ARE 
IMPORTANT. THERE'S GONNA BE MORE IN CERTAIN CATEGORIES." [34] 

SUGGESTIONS ABOUT WHAT THE PRODUCT MIGHT LOOK LIKE INCLUDED THE FOLLOWING: 

(1) A SET OF GUIDELINES FOR THE ROUNDTABLE TO FOLLOW [ 11 ], 

(2) AN ACTION PLAN WHICH PRIORITIZES AND DOES NOT SPREAD THE ROUNDTABLE'S 

RESOURCES TOO THIN [33], 

(3) GUIDANCE ON WHERE THE ROUNDTABLE IS "GOING" [5], 

(4) A REPORT LIKE THE MONTHLY MEETING SUMMARIES [21], 

(5) "A FIVE YEAR PLAN THAT THE HUMAN ELEMENT IN THE VALLEY CAN BUY INTO, PLUS THE 
INFUSION OF FUNDS TO MAKE IT WORK." [26], AND 

(6) ESTABLISHMENT OF CORE GROUPS OF PEOPLE IN THE DIFFERENT COMMUNITIES WORKING 

ON STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS OUTLINED BY THE WHOLE ROUNDTABLE [28]. 

AS WELL, TWO PEOPLE (A COMMUNITY MEMBER AND A ROUNDTABLE STAFF MEMBER) BOTH SAID 

THAT THEY VIEWED THE COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT PROCESS AS JUST ANOTHER STEP IN A LARGER PROCESS 

OF WATERSHED RESTORATION. 
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IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THERE WAS A HIGH DEGREE OF CYNICISM TOWARDS THE FINAL PRODUCT 

EXPRESSED BY SEVERAL INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS (RESIDENTS, GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, AND 

ROUNDTABLE STAFF). SOME HAD CYNICAL PREDICTIONS OF WHAT THE PRODUCT WOULD LOOK LIKE; FOR 

EXAMPLE: 

"OH IT WILL BE BEAUTIFUL, VERY WELL ORGANIZED, LASER PRINTED. IT WILL BE EMINENTLY 
REASONABLE, AND POLITICALLY CORRECT. SO THAT BRINGS ME TO MY POINT OF DESPAIR. WHY IS 
IT THAT ALL OUR HISTORY IS REASONABLY, BEAUTIFULLY PRODUCED...AND THAT THE PROCESS ISN'T 
ENGAGING ENOUGH PEOPLE? PARTLY BECAUSE THEY DON'T 'REACH', OR WON'T." [22] 

"IT'LL BE A MULTI-PAGE DOCUMENT, RIGHT? THERE WILL BE A SECTION ON HISTORY. IT WILL HAVE 
A SECTION ABOUT ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. IT MAY HAVE A SECTION ON RESPONSIBILITIES. 
RIGHT? BUT I DON'T THINK IT WILL ACTUALLY HAVE A SECTION THAT SAYS, 'YOU HAVE TO PUT IN 
FENCE POSTS 20M BACK FROM THE RIVER AND NOT LET YOUR COWS EAT THE TREES UNTIL THEY'RE 
BIG ENOUGH TO SUSTAIN THE DAMAGE'. IT JUST WON'T SAY THAT—I'M SURE OF IT. THE ENTIRE 
PROCESS IS COUCHED IN SOFT LANGUAGE... THIS PROCESS SMACKS OF PROPAGANDA, YOU KNOW? 
THAT IT'S VERY MUCH ONE SIDED." [16] 

"I GUESS WHAT I SEE IS SOME KING OF REPORT OUTLINING SOME GENERAL VISION STATEMENTS...I 
CAN'T SEE THEM—THIS PROCESS—DEVELOPING A REPORT WHICH PROVIDES ANY TYPE OF DETAIL. I 
MEAN, PEOPLE AREN'T GOING TO BE SAYING: AS A COMMUNITY THEY'VE AGREED TO REDUCE 
WATER POLLUTION BY 90% BY 2002 BASED ON TAKING THESE STEPS." [18] 

OTHERS, ESPECIALLY IN THE RURAL AREAS OF THE WATERSHED, EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT THE VERBAL OR 

WRITTEN VISION DEVELOPED THROUGH THIS PROCESS WOULD FAVOUR URBANITES, OR PEOPLE FROM SALMON 

ARM: 

"I'M A LITTLE WORRIED ABOUT WHAT IT MIGHT BE. I THINK IT MIGHT FAVOUR THE—LIKE SO MANY 
OTHER AREAS-IT FAVOURS THE URBANITES, SIMPLY BECAUSE THERE'S MORE OF THEM." [8] 

"WHETHER IT WILL BE THE BEST OR NOT, I DON'T KNOW. IT DEPENDS A LOT ON WHETHER IT'S ALL 
SALMON ARM PEOPLE, OR PEOPLE WHO LIVE ACROSS, ALONG THE RIVER. I IMAGINE THERE'LL BE A 
PRETTY HEAVY SALMON ARM REPRESENTATION BECAUSE THAT'S A BIG POPULATION AREA... 
THEY'VE GOT A VERY SKILFUL GROUP ORGANIZING IT. AND NO DOUBT THE ORGANIZERS WILL WORK 
IT AROUND AND TRY TO INFLUENCE THE PEOPLE TO THEIR WAY OF THINKING. AND IT DEPENDS ON 
WHO GOES AS TO HOW THEY'LL BE INFLUENCED." [20] 
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EVEN A PROMINENT ROUNDTABLE MEMBER AND ADVOCATE OF THE PROCESS COMMENTED THAT, HE 

WASN'T SURE WHAT "WHOEVER RENDERS DOWN ALL THE INFORMATION THAT COMES OUT OF THE FINAL SET OF 

MEETINGS—WHOEVER PUTS IT TOGETHER, WANTS OUT OF IT" [4]. 

THERE WAS ALSO THE SUGGESTION MADE BY SEVERAL PEOPLE (7/25) THAT THERE WILL BE SOME 

SORT OF PRODUCT/REPORT/DECISION/VISION ARRIVED AT BECAUSE THERE HAS TO BE ONE; THE PROCESS USED 

IS DESIGNED TO RESULT IN A PRODUCT. FINALLY, INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE ALSO ASKED WHETHER OR 

NOT THEY THOUGHT THAT THEIR INPUT WOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE FINAL PRODUCT (WHATEVER THAT MIGHT 

BE). SEVENTEEN OF THE 25 PEOPLE INTERVIEWED SAID YES, THREE SAID NO, AND FIVE DID NOT GIVE AN 

ANSWER. THERE WERE NO OUTSTANDING COMMENTS ON THIS QUESTION. MOST PEOPLE THOUGHT THEY 

HAD CONTRIBUTED AS MUCH AS ANYONE ELSE DURING THE MEETINGŜ  AND WERE PLEASED TO SEE SOME OF 

THEIR IDEAS REFLECTED IN THE MEETING SUMMARIES. THOSE WHO ANSWERED "NO" TO THIS QUESTION 

SEEMED TO DO SO OUT OF THE FEELING THAT, "INDIVIDUAL INPUT IS MASKED" [16] OR "THERE'S NOT 

REALLY ANY INDIVIDUAL IMPACT" [8] RATHER THAN FEELING THAT THEIR INPUT HAD BEEN EXCLUDED. 

7.2.2 Use of the "Final Product" 

IN THE SURVEY, WATERSHED RESIDENTS WERE ASKED TO INDICATE WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING 

GROUPS WOULD USE THE INFORMATION GATHERED IN THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS AND THE FALKLAND 

WORKSHOP: GOVERNMENT AGENCIES, THE WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE, LOCAL PEOPLE, SCHOOLS, REGIONAL 

DISTRICTS, "DON'T KNOW", OR "OTHER" (THEY WERE ASKED TO SPECIFY IF THEY CHECKED "OTHER"). 

THESE RESULTS CAN BE FOUND IN FIGURE 7.2. FIFTY-NINE OF THE RESPONDENTS (83/141) SAID THAT THE 

ROUNDTABLE WOULD USE THE RESULTS. LARGE NUMBERS OF RESPONDENTS ALSO INDICATED THE OTHER 

GROUPS LISTED IN THE SURVEY. IT WAS INTERESTING TO NOTE THAT THERE WAS NO DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 

"AGENCIES" AND "LOCALS". "OTHER" RESPONSES INCLUDED: 

166 



(1) NO-ONE (OR, "I HOPE NO-ONE") (3), 

(2) EVERYONE (3), 

(3) PEOPLE LOOKING FOR PROFIT OR HAND-OUTS (2), 

(4) SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS (2), 

(5) REALATORS AND DEVELOPERS (3), AND 

(6) SPECIFIC GOVERNMENT AGENCIES (ENVIRONMENT, TAXES, AND RECREATION) (3). 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE ALSO ASKED WHO THEY THOUGHT WOULD USE THE RESULTS OF THIS 

INITIATIVE. IN CONTRAST TO THE SURVEY RESPONDENTS, INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS (17/25) MOST 

FREQUENTLY IDENTIFIED GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND DEPARTMENTS AS THE LIKELY USERS OF THE RESULTS. 

BUT, LIKE THE SURVEY, OTHER POTENTIAL USERS INCLUDED REGIONAL DISTRICTS (4/25), THE ROUNDTABLE 

ITSELF (7/25), AND RESIDENTS AND LANDOWNERS IN THE WATERSHED (5/25). ONE PERSON SAID THAT IT 

WOULD BE GREAT IF GROUPS LIKE THE CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION WOULD ALSO LOOK AT THE RESULTS OF THE 

FALKLAND WORKSHOP [19]. A COUPLE OF PEOPLE SAID THEY DIDN'T KNOW WHO WOULD USE THE 

RESULTS, AND FOUR PEOPLE DIDN'T ANSWER THE QUESTION. 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED TO SAY HOW THEY THOUGHT THE PRODUCTS(S) OF THE 

COMMUNITY MEETINGS AND THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP WOULD BE USED. PARTICIPANTS WERE HESITANT 

IN ANSWERING THIS QUESTION, AS THEY WERE IN DESCRIBING THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF WHAT THE PRODUCT(S) 

MIGHT BE. THE FEW DEFINITIVE ANSWERS INCLUDED: 

(1) PLANNING PURPOSES (4/25), 

(2) TARGETS, GUIDELINES, THRESHOLD VALUES (3/25), 

(3) LEVERAGE FOR GOVERNMENT FUNDING (2/25), AND 

(4) READING MATERIAL WHICH WILL JUST SIT ON A SHELF (3/25). 
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Figure 7.2. SURVEY RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF WHO WILL USE THE INFORMATION GENERATED. 
TOTAL RESPONDENTS=141. (SOME RESPONDENTS GAVE MORE THAN ONE ANSWER.) 

AGAIN, A FEW PEOPLE (3) SAID THAT THEY DID NOT KNOW HOW THE RESULTS WOULD BE USED. SEVERAL 

PEOPLE (9) GAVE AMBIGUOUS ANSWERS SUCH AS, "IN A MANAGERIAL SORT OF WAY" [25], OR AVOIDED 

THE QUESTION BY REFERRING TO OTHER ROUNDTABLE ACTIVITIES OR ISSUES. 

IT IS ALSO INTERESTING TO NOTE THAT THERE WAS CONCERN RAISED BY THE RESIDENTS OF THE 

WESTWOLD AREA REGARDING THE USE OF THE PROJECT'S RESULTS. THEIR MAIN CONCERNS SEEMED TO BE 

THAT THE PROCESS COULD LEAD TO MORE GOVERNMENT CONTROL AND COMPULSORY MEASURES: 
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"I DON'T LIKE TO SEE ANYTHING COMPULSORY, AND—AS I'VE SAID BEFORE—RAMMED DOWN OUR 
THROATS...REAL, TRUE, GRASSROOTS FARMERS AND AGRICULTURALISTS AND SO ON AND SO FORTH, 
THEY AUTOMATICALLY TRY TO LOOK AFTER THEIR—AFTER THINGS. BUT, ON THE OTHER HAND, THERE'S 
A LOT OF ENVIRONMENTALISTS... CREATING THE PROBLEMS BECAUSE WHAT THEY SUGGEST IS NOT 
NECESSARILY PRACTICAL." [8] 

"WHAT THEY'RE TRYING TO DO IS, UH, CONTROL THE WHOLE WATERSHED. OF COURSE, THERE 
MIGHT BE CERTAIN AREAS WHERE THEY'D PUT IN LOTS OF CONTROLS THAT THEY WOULDN'T 
SOMEWHERE ELSE TOO. AND I SUPPOSE THERE'LL BE LOTS OF GOVERNMENT PEOPLE AT THIS 
WORKSHOP." [20] 

7.2.3 Implementing, Enforcing or Monitoring 

RELATED TO THE QUESTION OF WHO WILL USE THE RESULTS OF THE COLLABORATION TOWARDS A 

WATERSHED VISION AND ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IS THE ISSUE/QUESTION OF WHO WILL OR SHOULD 

IMPLEMENT, ENFORCE, OR MONITOR ANY AGREEMENTS REACHED. SOME PEOPLE WERE VERY SPECIFIC IN 

THEIR IDEAS ABOUT HOW THINGS COULD BE DONE LOCALLY, WITH HELP FROM "HIGHER LEVELS" OR OUTSIDERS 

IF NECESSARY: 

"MONITORING BY AND LARGE SHOULD BE LOCAL—THE WATERSHED STAKEHOLDERS...WE COULD 
MAYBE TAKE WATER SAMPLES, BUT WE CAN'T NECESSARILY DO THE MICROSCOPIES FOR E. coli 
AND WHAT-NOT. WE CAN'T, IN MOST CASES, DO MUCH LAB WORK...WE MIGHT BE ABLE TO TAKE 
SAMPLES AND SEND THEM TO THE RIGHT PEOPLE OR THE RIGHT LAB." [2] 

SOME EVEN TALKED ABOUT THE POSSIBILITY OF SETTING UP SOME SORT OF WATERSHED AUTHORITY TO 

IMPLEMENT THE VISION OR, THE NEED FOR THE ROUNDTABLE TO HAVE AUTHORITY OR A LEGAL MANDATE IF 

THEY ARE TO IMPLEMENT ANYTHING: 

"I'VE BEEN A LONG-TIME ADVOCATE OF A WATERSHED AUTHORITY, OR A ONE STOP FOR ALL 
GOVERNMENT SERVICES TYPE OF THING, ON A WATERSHED BASIS, BECAUSE SO MANY OF THE 
GOVERNMENT SPECIALTY GROUPS, YOU KNOW, THEY'VE GOT OVERLAPPING JURISDICTIONS, AND SO 
ON AND GET IN A REAL BUREAUCRATIC MESS. AND I THINK GRADUALLY, EVEN B.C. IS STARTING TO 
MOVE IN THAT DIRECTION." [14] 

"I WOULD LIKE TO SEE SOME OF THAT AUTHORITY MAYBE DEVOLVED TO WHOEVER IS MANAGING 
THE WATERSHED—WHATEVER BODY IS DOING THAT." [2] 
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"BUT I THINK SO THAT IT HAS SOME TEETH, THERE HAS TO BE SOME LEGALITIES IN THE 
END...BECAUSE I DON'T THINK—THE ROUNDTABLE COULD STILL BE THE ORGANIZING BODY, BUT I 
DON'T THINK THEY'RE GOING TO HAVE, AT THE MOMENT, THEY DON'T HAVE ANY AUTHORITY THAT I 
CAN SEE." [33] 

HOWEVER, ANOTHER WATERSHED RESIDENT CAUTIONED, 

"IF THE ROUNDTABLE IS GIVEN AUTHORITY, THEN THEY'RE GOING TO HAVE ANOTHER BIG 
GOVERNMENT GRANT TO DO THAT. AND THE PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT, I THINK THEY'RE 
OVERLOADED WITH WORK NOW, SO I DON'T KNOW. THERE AGAIN IS COST. WE'VE GOT TO STOP 
THE GROWTH OF THESE BUREAUCRACIES AND SPEND THE MONEY THEY'RE GETTING A LOT MORE 
WISELY." [20] 

SOME INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS THOUGHT THAT THE PLANS WOULD HAVE TO BE IMPLEMENTED, 

ENFORCED OR MONITORED BY GOVERNMENT (UNDER THE ROUNDTABLE'S ADVICE AND GUIDANCE) AND HAD 

IDEAS ABOUT HOW THIS WOULD TAKE PLACE: 

"IN MY VIEW, THE FIRST AVENUE TO OBTAIN TANGIBLE RESULTS IS THROUGH THE REGIONAL DISTRICT-
-THROUGH REVISION OF THE LAND-USE BYLAW...THEN, YOU KNOW, AGENCIES WHO HAVE TO 
RESPECT THE BYLAW WILL HAVE TO TAKE MEASURES AND THEN OTHER LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT. 
BUT THEY HAVE TO GIVE REGARD, AT LEAST, TO WHAT THE COMMUNITY, NOT ONLY WANTS, BUT HAS 
WRITTEN DOWN TO SAY SO." [4] 

"THE PLAN CAN BE PUBLISHED AND CIRCULATED TO THE DIFFERENT AGENCIES SO THAT WHEN THEY 
GO ABOUT—SAY THE MINISTRY OF FORESTS, WHEN THEY'RE DEVELOPING THEIR FOREST 
MANAGEMENT PLAN, OR THE FOREST COMPANIES ARE DEVELOPING THEIR CUTTING PLANS, OR 
WHATEVER, THEY CAN BE IN CONSULTATION WITH THE ROUNDTABLE AND SEE HOW ALL THEIR PLANS 
JIVE WITH THE WATERSHED PLAN. "[11] 

"VISIONS AND REGULATIONS, YOU KNOW, COULD PROBABLY BE MONITORED BY THE VARIOUS 
GOVERNMENT AGENCIES THAT ARE ALREADY SET-UP...THEY'D BE LOOKING AT IT FROM THEIR OWN 
DIRECTION OR FROM THEIR OWN VIEW OR WHATEVER—THEIR OWN MANDATES. IF IT WAS AN 
INDEPENDENT ORGANIZATION, LIKE SAY THE WATERSHED COMMITTEE, THAT COULD ENCOMPASS ALL 
OF IT, I GUESS." [6] 

THERE WERE ALSO THOSE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS (6/25) WHO THOUGHT IMPLEMENTING, 

ENFORCING AND MONITORING THE VISION SHOULD BE A COLLABORATIVE EFFORT OF ALL THOSE WHO LIVE IN 

THE WATERSHED AND ARE AFFECTED BY THE PROJECT. THESE ANSWERS WERE, BY AND LARGE, A LOT LESS 
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specific in stating who would do this work (or how): 

"If it is a grassroots movement, and the people are supportive of this vision, then 
you'd think that, just naturally, it would fall out of that, that the people, who came up 
with it would be the ones who would want to enforce it...The people who come up 
with it are the people who should want to implement it." [19] 

"It should be the role all together. Everybody should act then, mostly together." [3] 

Finally, the word "enforcement" made several interview participants uncomfortable. 

They noted that they hoped things would not need enforcement; if people agreed with the 

vision, then everyone would implement it [12]. One resident said: 

"My guess is that there's tons of enforcement agencies already existing... enforcement 
isn't the answer. The answer is in how you get people who are defacto land managers 
to manage it in a socially responsible way or in an ecologically sound way." [16] 

And some residents thought that the results of the visioning process could not be enforced 

due to reasons of lack of authority (mentioned above). 

7.2.4 Changing Behaviour 

The last theme explored with interview and survey respondents with respect to 

outcomes of the collaboration was how their actions or the actions of other watershed 

residents would be affected by this process and the resulting watershed vision. Ninety-two 

percent ( ± 5 . 3 %) (96/104) of watershed residents said they would try to live in accordance 

with the vision developed through this process. It's interesting that, of the respondents who 

said yes, only 30 had attended any of the meetings. Sixty-six respondents said they were 

willing to live with the vision which they had no part in making, and probably knew little 

about! 
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SURVEY RESPONDENTS WERE ALSO ASKED WHETHER OR NOT THEY WOULD ATTEND FUTURE 

MEETINGS OF THE SRWR. MORE THAN HALF OF THE RESPONDENTS (65.2%, 73/112) SAID "YES", AND 

34.8% (39/112) SAID "NO". ALTHOUGH THEY WERE NOT ASKED TO DO SO, SOME RESPONDENTS 

ELABORATED ON THEIR ANSWERS, MOSTLY WITH COMMENTS LIKE, "IF I HAVE THE TIME" [BOOL], OR "IF I 

HAD A RIDE" [B028]. ONLY A COUPLE OF PEOPLE OFFERED REASONS AS TO WHY THEY WOULD NOT ATTEND 

A FUTURE MEETING. THESE WERE SIMILAR TO THE REASONS SURVEY RESPONDENTS GAVE FOR NOT 

ATTENDING THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS (SEE SECTION 6.3.5.3): 

"AFTER ALL OF THIS, THE RIVER IS STILL NOT IN A POSITION TO ATTRACT MORE FISH!!! WOULD NOT 
ATTEND ANY FUTURE MEETINGS IN PRESENT FORMAT." [B019] 

"I ATTENDED MEETINGS FOR 2 1/2 YEARS AND COULD SEE THAT IT WAS ALL TALK AND VERY LITTLE 
ACTION. TIME AND MONEY SHOULD BE UTILIZED AND AUDITED IN A MORE PROFESSIONAL MANNER 
(MY OPINION)." [B065] 

THE ISSUE OF CHANGING STAKEHOLDER BEHAVIOUR WAS EXPLORED IN MORE DEPTH WITH 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS. THE PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED SPECIFICALLY HOW THE PRODUCTS OR RESULTS OF 

THE COLLABORATION WOULD AFFECT THE ACTIONS OF PEOPLE LIVING OR WORKING IN THE WATERSHED. MOST 

PEOPLE DID NOT TALK ABOUT ANY SPECIFIC ACTIONS WHICH THEY THOUGHT WOULD OCCUR; MOST 

DISCUSSED HOW THEY THOUGHT ACTIONS IN THE WATERSHED WERE RELATED TO EDUCATION AND 

AWARENESS, SOCIAL PRESSURES OR OTHER ACTIONS, OR MENTIONED THAT CHANGES IN ACTION WILL OCCUR 

GRADUALLY (LARGELY BECAUSE OF THE LEARNING PEOPLE NEED TO EXPERIENCE BEFORE CHANGING THEIR > 

BEHAVIOUR). THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG EDUCATION, AWARENESS, ACTIONS, AND SOCIAL PRESSURES 

DESCRIBED BY INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS ARE SHOWN GRAPHICALLY IN FIGURE 7.3. BOTH EDUCATION 

(ABOUT THE WATERSHED AND THE EFFECTS OF CURRENT ACTIVITIES) AND SOCIAL PRESSURES OR INFLUENCES 

(FROM PEERS WHO SUPPORT THE ROUNDTABLE'S WORK) WILL LEAD TO GREATER AWARENESS OF THE 
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WATERSHED AND THE EFFECTS OF HUMAN ACTIONS: 

"IT'S AN EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY. PEOPLE MAY BECOME MORE AWARE OF THEIR 
CONSEQUENCES OF THEIR ACTIONS AND YOU WOULD HOPE THAT THEY WOULD ACT ACCORDINGLY..! 
GUESS IN A MEETING PROCESS LIKE THIS THEY MAY UNDERSTAND HOW MANY PEOPLE EITHER 
OPPOSE THEM OR SUPPORT THEM AND THAT WOULD HOPEFULLY HAVE A MOTIVATING FACTOR." 
[18] 

"IF PEOPLE KNOW WHAT TO DO, THEN THEY'LL PROBABLY DO IT, EH. SOMEBODY SEES 
SOMEBODY ELSE DOING SOMETHING GOOD, WELL, THEN THEY'RE BOUND TO. THEY'RE INFLUENCED 
BY WHAT THE OTHER PEOPLE ARE DOING." [34] 

"HOPEFULLY, AND IDEALLY, YOU KNOW, PEOPLE WOULD THINK MORE IN TERMS OF BEING PART OF 
A SYSTEM AND WHETHER WHAT THEY'RE GOING TO DO IS GOING TO, YOU KNOW, HAVE SOME BAD 
EFFECT ON THE SYSTEM, WHETHER ITS AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES OR WHATEVER." [21] 

"[People will act] ONLY IF AN EXTREMELY WELL PLANNED AND THOROUGH EDUCATION PROGRAM 
IS ACCOMPANYING WHAT'S GOING ON OR MAYBE LEADING IT." [2] 

GREATER AWARENESS, 

GENERALLY, LEADS TO CHANGES 

IN BEHAVIOUR, WHICH MOST 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS ARE 

HOPEFUL WILL BENEFIT THE 

HEALTH OF THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED. THERE WAS ONE 

PARTICIPANT WHO WARNED 

THAT GREATER AWARENESS OF 

ACTIONS LEADS TO SOME 

PEOPLE FEELING THAT THEIR 

WAY OF LIFE IS THREATENED, 

FIGURE 7.3. INTERVIEW PARTICIPANT'S DESCRIPTION OF THE 
RELATIONSHIP AMONG EDUCATION, AWARENESS, ACTIONS, AND SOCIAL 
PRESSURES. 
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AND AS A RESULT, THEY DO NOT PARTICIPATE IN THE ROUNDTABLE [33]. STILL OTHERS NOTED THAT ACTIONS 

ARE LIKELY TO RESULT BUT, THERE ARE CONDITIONS OTHER THAN EDUCATION TO CONSIDER: 

"SOME REALLY INTERESTED TO GET INVOLVED. I THINK THE ROUNDTABLE HAS TO FIND A POSITION 
FOR THEM TO ACT. IT'S—AT THE MOMENT, THEY DON'T REALLY HAVE A POSITION—JUST SHOW UP AT 
THE MEETINGS AND SITTING THERE, BUT THEY DON'T HAVE REALLY A ROLE IN THE ROUNDTABLE. SO, 
IT'S IMPORTANT THAT THEY DO SOMETHING." [3] 

"DEPENDING ON THE PERSON, IT MAY OR MAY NOT HAVE ANY EFFECT...PROBABLY IN CERTAIN 
CASES, WE'RE TALKING ABOUT WHAT'S IDENTIFIED ON THIS PAPER AS [referred to the list of 
problem categories from Christiansen and Romaine 1995\ NUMBER 16 WHICH IS 
'GREED'. AND THAT'S ALWAYS SOMETHING THAT IS IN HUMAN NATURE." [19] 

A COUPLE OF PARTICIPANTS ALSO NOTED THE CYCLIC NATURE OF ACTIONS LEADING TO GREATER AWARENESS 

AND MORE SOCIAL PRESSURE WHICH BOTH LEAD TO MORE ACTION [22, 28]. AS WELL, FOUR PARTICIPANTS 

(ALL REGULAR-ATTENDING ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS) COMMENTED THAT ACTIONS AND CHANGES IN 

BEHAVIOUR WILL OCCUR GRADUALLY AND INCREMENTALLY WITH TIME [1,4, 11, 28]. 

THERE WERE ONLY TWO INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WHO GAVE CONCRETE EXAMPLES OF HOW THE 

PRODUCTS OF THIS COLLABORATION COULD BE USED TO CHANGE ACTIONS IN THE WATERSHED. BOTH OF 

THESE COMMENTS RELATED TO LAWS AND/OR ENFORCEMENT. ONE LOCAL RESIDENT REFERRED TO THE FOREST 

PRACTICES CODE AND SAID, 

"IF THEY START IMPLEMENTING THOSE FINES, IT'S GONNA CHANGE THE WAY A LOT OF PEOPLE ARE 
DOING THINGS" [20]. 

A ROUNDTABLE STAFF MEMBER—AFTER INITIALLY COMMENTING THAT THERE WOULD BE "NOT A HELL OF A 

LOT" OF ACTION AS A RESULT OF THE PROCESS—SAID THAT 

"IF THEY [ecosystem objectives] RESULTED IN A COMMUNITY PLAN OR REGIONAL OR MUNICIPAL 
BY LAWS THEN THEY MAY AFFECT SOME ACTIVITIES." [29] 
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7.3 PERCEIVED BENEFITS 

RELATED TO THE LEVEL OF PARTICIPANT SATISFACTION AND THE ACTION-ORIENTED OUTCOMES OF THE 

PROCESS, ARE ITS PERCEIVED BENEFITS. INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED TO DESCRIBE who WOULD 

BENEFIT FROM THE PROJECT TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A STEWARDSHIP PLAN FOR THE 

SALMON RIVER WATERSHED, AND THEN TO SPECULATE ON how THESE BENEFITS WOULD MATERIALIZE. 

WITH RESPECT TO "WHO" WOULD BENEFIT, THE ANSWERS RANGED FROM NO-ONE (1/25) TO 

EVERYONE (10/25), THOUGH SOME PARTICIPANTS DELINEATED MORE SPECIFIC GROUPS. A FEW 

PARTICIPANTS NOTED THAT THE PEOPLE WHO LIVE IN THE WATERSHED WOULD BENEFIT (6/25), (ONE NOTED 

RIPARIAN LANDOWNERS, AND ONE NOTED WORKING PEOPLE). THERE WERE OTHERS WHO THOUGHT THE 

EFFECTS OF THE PROCESS WOULD BE FURTHER REACHING—EVERYONE IN THE FRASER BASIN (3/15) TO 

EVERYONE IN THE WORLD (2/25) WOULD BENEFIT. AS WELL, SOME PARTICIPANTS SAID THAT THE BENEFITS 

WOULD BE FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS (3/25), FOR FIRST NATIONS (1/25) OR FOR "THE ENVIRONMENT" 

(1/25). 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS IDENTIFIED FIVE MAIN WAYS IN WHICH IN WHICH THE BENEFICIARIES 

(ABOVE) WOULD BENEFIT FROM ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP PLAN. THE 

FIRST, AND MOST CITED, CATEGORY OF BENEFITS WAS an improved or healthier bio-physical 

environment (12/25). PARTICIPANTS NOTED THERE WOULD BE IMPROVEMENTS IN FISHERIES, WATER 

QUALITY (AND ABILITY TO SWIM IN RIVER), WATER QUANTITY (AND PREVENTION OF FLOODING AND EROSION), 

AND JUST "HEALTHIER SYSTEMS" IN GENERAL. THESE TYPES OF BENEFITS WERE SUGGESTED AS LONG TERM 

BENEFITS OF THE PROCESS—IF WE CARRY OUT THE PLAN, THEN HOPEFULLY THESE THINGS WILL RESULT. THE 

NEXT CATEGORY OF BENEFITS RELATED TO THE organizational direction THAT WOULD BE PROVIDED TO 

THE ROUNDTABLE BY CARRYING OUT THIS PROCESS: 
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"IF NOTHING ELSE, THEY KNOW WHERE THEY'RE GOING AND KNOW WHAT WE'RE TRYING TO DO." 
[14] 

"IT MAY HELP TO GIVE THE COMMUNITY AN IDENTITY...IT'LL GIVE THEM SOMETHING TO REFLECT 
AGAINST WHEN THEY CONSIDER OTHER GOALS. ANY FUTURE DEVELOPMENT CAN REFLECT THESE 
NOTIONS." [4] 

"IN AN OVERALL SENSE, IT WOULD GIVE THAT COMMUNITY AND THE SATELLITE COMMUNITIES MORE 
OF A DIRECTION AS TO WHERE THEY WANNA GO, WHAT THEY ENVISION THE VALLEY TO LOOK LIKE 20 
YEARS FROM NOW OR WHATEVER. IT'LL GIVE THEN SOME TARGETS TO SHOOT FOR." [19] 

A COUPLE OF PEOPLE ALSO NOTED THAT THE PROCESS WOULD PUT THE ROUNDTABLE IN a better position 

to influence THE REGIONAL DISTRICTS [14] OR FOR LEVERAGE WITH GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS (EITHER 

FOR FUNDING OR FOR CONVINCING HIGHER LEVEL BUREAUCRATS TO SUPPORT WATERSHED BASED PLANNING) 

[18]. THERE WERE ALSO THOSE PEOPLE WHO CITED greater education and awareness OF ISSUES IN 

THE WATERSHED AS BEING ONE OF THE MAIN BENEFITS (4/15). SOME MENTIONED EDUCATION AND 

AWARENESS AS A STEPPING STONE TO OTHER BENEFICIAL ACTIVITIES, LIKE RESTORATION WORK (WHICH IN 

TURN RESULTS IN A BETTER PLACE TO LIVE.) LASTLY, SOME INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS SAID THAT BENEFITS 

WOULD BE DERIVED THOUGH HAVING A GREATER SENSE OF community identity, OR BY THE WATERSHED 

BEING a better place to live (4/25): 

"THEORETICALLY SPEAKING, IF THERE WERE MORE SALMON, PEOPLE MIGHT, YOU KNOW, COME TO 
LOOK AT THEM THE WAY THEY GO UP THERE TO LOOK AT ADAMS RIVER. NOW, THERE'S NEVER 
GONNA BE THE SAME AMOUNT, BUT, I MEAN, YOU KNOW, PEOPLE DOWN IN VERNON MIGHT 
SAY, 'WELL, LET'S GO UP AND HAVE A LOOK AT THE SALMON UP THERE IN THE SALMON RIVER', 
YOU KNOW, THAT SORT OF A THING. THERE COULD BE A LITTLE SPIN-OFF IN ECO-TOURISM." [21] 

7.4 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

OVER THE COURSE OF EVALUATING THE STRUCTURING AND OUTCOMES STAGES OF THE 

COLLABORATION TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED VISION, MORE STRENGTHS AND 
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WEAKNESSES OF THE CASE STUDY WERE IDENTIFIED, ALONG WITH SOME ISSUES WHICH REQUIRE FURTHER 

CLARIFICATION. THESE CONCLUSIONS ARE PRESENTED IN THE SECTIONS BELOW. 

7.4.1 Strengths and Weaknesses of the Case Study 

AS WAS THE CASE WITH THE STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES IDENTIFIED AFTER THE EVALUATION OF 

PROBLEM AND DIRECTION SETTING (CHAPTER 6), MANY OF THE STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES IDENTIFIED IN 

THIS CHAPTER RELATE TO THE SAME ISSUE OR ACTIVITY. THEY HAVE BEEN PRESENTED IN TABLE 7.3. 

Table 7.3. STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES IDENTIFIED IN THE CASE STUDY. 

Issue / Activity Strength Identified Weakness Identified 
GENERATING AWARENESS - GOOD JOB OF GENERATING 

AWARENESS OF THE 
ROUNDTABLE AND OF THE 
COMMUNITY MEETING SERIES IN 
THE GENERAL COMMUNITY; FLYER 
WAS HIGHLY EFFECTIVE 
- THE PROCESS STIMULATED 
DISCUSSION EVEN AMONG 
THOSE WHO DID NOT ACTIVELY 
PARTICIPATE IN THE MEETINGS. 

QUESTIONS OF LEGITIMACY - THIS TYPE OF PROCESS IS 
HIGHLY SUPPORTED BY THE 
MAJORITY OF SURVEY 
RESPONDENTS. 

- A NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS 
WERE CYNICAL ABOUT THE 
PRODUCT THAT WOULD BE 
PRODUCED. 
- THERE IS A PERCEPTION 
AMONG SEVERAL WATERSHED 
RESIDENTS THAT GOVERNMENT 
FUNDS ARE NOT BEING USED 
APPROPRIATELY (I.E., THEY ARE 
BEING USED FOR INDIVIDUAL 
PROFIT, OR WASTED ON UN­
NECESSARY WORK PROJECTS). 
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Issue / Activity Strength Identified Weakness Identified 

CLARITY OF EXPECTATIONS - A LARGE PORTION OF 
PARTICIPANTS DID NOT KNOW 
WHY THIS PROCESS WAS 
NEEDED, OR WHAT THE 
EXPECTED OUTCOME OF THE 
PROCESS WOULD BE. 

TIME COMMITMENTS - HIGH FRUSTRATION LEVEL OVER 
THE NUMBER AND LENGTH OF 
MEETINGS 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE VISION - VOLUNTEER SUPPORT FOR 
WORK PROJECTS IS AVAILABLE. 
- A MAJORITY OF SURVEY 
RESPONDENTS WOULD ATTEND 
FUTURE MEETINGS. 

- A HIGH FRUSTRATION LEVEL HAS 
RESULTED AMONG PARTICIPANTS, 
FORMER PARTICIPANTS, AND 
WATERSHED RESIDENTS: ALL TALK 
AND NO ACTION. 
- ROUNDTABLE LACKS THE 
AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 
ACTIONS. 

7.4.2 Additional Issues and Questions Raised 

IN ADDITION TO THE STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES LISTED ABOVE, THERE WERE A FEW ISSUES 

WHICH REVEALED THEMSELVES DURING THE EVALUATION OF THE STRUCTURING AND OUTCOMES STAGES. 

(1) Observations of Cultural and Social Appropriateness 

THERE WERE A FEW IMPORTANT CULTURAL OBSERVATIONS MADE ABOUT THE RURAL RESIDENTS OF 

THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED—THE MAIN PARTICIPANT GROUP IN THE VISIONING EXERCISE—WHICH 

COULD HAVE SOME IMPLICATIONS FOR THE WAY IN WHICH PLANNING PROCESSES ARE CONDUCTED IN THE 

WATERSHED IN THE FUTURE. FIRST OF ALL, A VERY VOCAL FRACTION OF THE RESIDENTS ARE CONSERVATIVE, 

INDIVIDUALISTIC, AND AGAINST GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION IN THEIR LIVES: 

"UNLESS SHOWN DIFFERENTLY, I SEE THESE PROCEEDINGS AS ANOTHER WAY FOR GOVERNMENT AND 
PRESSURE GROUPS TO INTERFERE WITH MY LIFE." [B!23] 
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"[ATTENDED A MEETING] JUST TO SEE HOW MUCH MORE GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION WE HAVE 
IN OUR LIVES... STAY OUT OF OUR LIVES AND LIVELIHOOD...FIND SOMETHING TO DO THAT WILL 
HELP HOMELESS- JOBLESS- PEOPLE- WE DON'T NEED MORE FARMERS PUT OUT OF BUSINESS, 
[EMPHASIS BY RESPONDENT]" [B008] 

SECONDLY, THERE IS ALSO SUSPICION AND DISTRUST OF PEOPLE VIEWED AS "OUTSIDERS": 

"HAVING LIVED ADJACENT TO THE RIVER FOR 50 YEARS +, IN WESTWOLD, AND THERE HAS BEEN NO 
CHANGE IN THE SALMON IN THIS TIME. IT IS VERY DISTURBING TO HAVE PEOPLE WITH NO 
KNOWLEDGE OF THIS RIVER WASTING THEIR TIME AND MINE...I WOULD PREFER THAT PEOPLE NOT 
LIVING THE WESTWOLD AREA WOULD MIND THEIR OWN BUSINESS." [A067] 

"NO ONE HAS EVER GOT SICK IN 23 YEARS. THE PEOPLE ON THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED 
ROUNDTABLE HAVE NOT LIVED ON THE RIVER FOR 23 YEARS...THERE IS NO HARM IN ROCKING THE 
RIVER, SOME WAS DONE HERE 23 YEARS AGO. STILL AS GOOD. NOTHING HAS MOVED. PEOPLE 
DO NOT NEED WORKSHOPS. THEY HAVE ENOUGH BRAINS TO LOOK AFTER THE RIVER...I HOPE NO 
ONE WILL USE THE INFORMATION OF THE ROUNDTABLE. THEY HAVE NOT LIVED HERE FOR 23 
YEARS...THEY ARE FENCING OFF THE RIVER, THE WEEDS WILL GROW WILD. WHAT A BIG WASTE OF 
TAXPAYERS' MONEY. THE PEOPLE ON THE RIVER WILL LOOK AFTER IT." [B016] 

"WHO ARE YOU—GOVERNMENT, INDUSTRY, AD HOC—NO CREDENTIALS-STAY OUT OF M Y 
BUSINESS. YOU SEEM TO WANT AUTHORITY WITH NO RESPONSIBILITY. NO LEGAL POWER. NO 
RIGHTS. AFTER YOU CLEAN UP VANCOUVER, KELOWNA, PRINCE GEORGE, ETC. COME SEE ME. 
WHO ARE YOU? WHAT IS YOUR REAL AGENDA? SEE ME AFTER YOU CLEAN UP MORE POPULATED, 
POLITICALLY MORE POWERFUL AREAS, [EMPHASIS BY RESPONDENT]" [A060] 

THIRDLY, THE RESIDENTS (THOSE OBSERVED IN COMMUNITY MEETINGS) WERE NOT OPEN TO DISCUSSING 

THEIR FEELINGS ABOUT ISSUES (SEE SECTION 6.2.2.2). MY OBSERVATIONS FROM COMMUNITY MEETINGS 

INDICATE THAT PARTICIPANTS WERE MORE COMFORTABLE COMMENTING ON SOMETHING THAN CREATING 

SOMETHING NEW. FINALLY, AS ONE OF THE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS POINTED OUT (SECTION 6.3.1 [16]), 

AND MANY SURVEY COMMENTS CONFIRMED, MEETINGS ARE NOT THE USUAL WAY OF CONDUCTING 

BUSINESS IN THE WATERSHED. THE RESIDENTS ARE NOT PARTICULARLY LITERATE AND COMFORTABLE WITH 

MEETINGS, AND MANY OF THEM DO NOT UNDERSTAND WHY THERE HAS TO BE SO MANY MEETINGS—IT'S 

JUST A WASTE OF TIME AND MONEY TO THEM. YET, AS MANY SURVEY PARTICIPANTS ALSO POINTED OUT, 

MEETINGS ARE PERHAPS THE ONLY LOGISTICALLY FEASIBLE WAY TO GENERATE A VISION FOR A WHOLE 
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COMMUNITY. SO, IF THIS IS THE FORUM AVAILABLE, THEN THE QUESTION BECOMES, HOW CAN IT/THEY BE 

STRUCTURED TO BEST FIT THE CULTURAL AND SOCIAL NEEDS OF THE COMMUNITY? 

(2) THE USE OF TAX PAYERS' MONEY 

ANOTHER ISSUE, WHICH WAS CONTINUALLY REFERRED TO IN A NUMBER OF DIFFERENT FORMS BY 

BOTH INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS AND SURVEY RESPONDENTS, WAS THE USE OF TAX PAYER'S MONEY. PEOPLE 

DISCUSSED HOW MONEY SHOULD (OR SHOULD NOT) BE USED, AND EXPRESSED SUSPICION THAT GRANT 

MONEY WAS BEING SOUGHT FOR THE PERSONAL BENEFIT OF PEOPLE INVOLVED IN THE ROUNDTABLE. 

CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING EXAMPLES: 

"IT WOULD BE NICE IF DOROTHY ARGENT AND HER HENCHMEN AND NATIVES HAD SOMETHING 
BETTER TO DO, WHICH INCLUDES ALL OF YOU BUREAUCRATS WHO ARE SUCKING THE TAX PAYING 
PUBLIC DRY." [A062] 

"I FEEL THEY'RE [THE MEETINGS] A WASTE OF TIME AND ANY DAMAGE PAST AND FUTURE IS THAT OF 
THE PROPERTY OWNERS, NOT THE PUBLICS! WASTE OF TAX PAYERS MONEY." [B064] 

"TIME AND MONEY SHOULD BE UTILIZED AND AUDITED IN A MORE PROFESSIONAL MANNER." 
[B065] 

"THIS MAY BE A NICE IDEA, BUT THIS IS A HARD COUNTRY FOR PEOPLE TO MAKE A LIVING, AND 
WITH PEOPLE FINDING IT HARD TO PUT FOOD ON THE TABLE, CAN'T AFFORD TO LANDSCAPE A RIVER." 
[B085] 

"SMOKE AND MIRRORS!!! MONEY SPENT—LITTLE WILLOW SAPLING PLANTED. BEAVERS WILL 
UNDO THIS IN L/10TH THE TIME IT TOOK TO DO. NOT PRACTICAL [EMPHASIS BY 
RESPONDENT]." [B112] 

"WHERE ALL THE GRANT MONEY IS GOING BECAUSE NOTHING SEEMS TO BE DONE?...LOTS OF 
MONEY SPENT, NOTHING ACCOMPLISHED." [BF30] 

"ENOUGH MONEY HAS BE SPENT ON THE "VISION". LET'S GET PRACTICAL." [B003] 

"STOP WASTING GOVERNMENT FUNDS AND GRANTS. MORE IMPORTANT THINGS TO DO. 
[EMPHASIS BY RESPONDENT]" [B008] 
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"I LOOK AT THESE MANY SURVEYS, MEETINGS AND DISCUSSIONS AND I THINK IF THEY PUT ALL THAT 
MONEY AND TIME INTO HELPING THE AVERAGE PERSON ALONG THE RIVER, WHO DOES HAVE 
TROUBLE SPOTS, THEN MAYBE THEY WOULD ACCOMPLISH SOMETHING WORTHWHILE. AS THEY 
SAY, TALK IS CHEAP, ONLY IN THESE CASES, IT ISN'T." [A028] 

THE PERCEPTION THAT MONEY IS BEING WASTED IS A HUGE BARRIER TO GENERATING MORE 

SUPPORT IN THE WATERSHED COMMUNITY, AND IN ENCOURAGING GREATER INVOLVEMENT IN THE 

ROUNDTABLE'S GENERAL ACTIVITIES. 
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C H A P T E R E I G H T 

CONCLUSIONS A N D RECOMMENDATIONS 

"/ have a kind of mind that looks at all these government employees that I'm paying 
for and watch five dollar bills drop on the table every minute or so, I think. I can see 
that money and you wonder what's going through their minds. Is it worth it?... to 
come up from Vancouver every time you have a meeting and sit there and all the talk 
talk talk talk talk—I mean, in the end it would be nicer to have a much more efficient, 
quick method. And you can do that with dictatorship and strong government 
departments. But, obviously, it hasn't worked in the past. So this is the alternative— 
an expensive method, lots of government grants that got in there and you always say, 
'Is it well spent? Is the river worth all that money?'...But no one would have done it if 
that hadn't happened...Some people have reacted and said, 'Oh gosh, it's all talk. If 
I go to one more planning session I'm going to vomit,' —but it's worked!" 

- SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE MEMBER, NOVEMBER 1995 

IN CHAPTER 1, FOUR THESIS OBJECTIVES WERE IDENTIFIED, ALL RELATING TO THE GREATER GOAL OF 

EVALUATING THE PROCESS TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED VISION FOR THE 

SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. THE FIRST OF THESE OBJECTIVES (PLACING THE CASE STUDY IN THE CONTEXT 

OF CURRENT WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AND COLLABORATION THEORY) WAS ADDRESSED IN CHAPTERS 2 AND 

3. THE EFFORT TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IS IN LINE WITH RECENT TRENDS IN WATERSHED 

MANAGEMENT (AND OTHER FIELDS) TOWARDS MORE ECOSYSTEM-BASED APPROACHES IN WHICH THE 

ENVIRONMENT, ECONOMY AND SOCIETY ARE ALL CONSIDERED. COLLABORATIVE, MULTI-STAKEHOLDER 

PROCESSES—LIKE THE SRWR—HAVE BECOME A POPULAR WAY OF ADDRESSING MULTI-DISCIPLINARY 

PROBLEMS-SUCH AS RESOURCE AND ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING. THE SRWR HAS USED A 

COLLABORATIVE, CONSENSUS BASED MODEL TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. 

THE SECOND RESEARCH OBJECTIVE (TO DESCRIBE THE PROCEDURES USED IN THE CASE STUDY AND 

COMPARE THEM TO THE LITERATURE) WAS DONE THROUGH A COMPARISON OF THE SALMON RIVER 
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WATERSHED CASE STUDY TO A 5-STAGE MODEL OF COLLABORATION. THIS CHAPTER INTEGRATES THE THIRD 

AND FOURTH OBJECTIVES OF THE THESIS (EVALUATING THE SUCCESS OF THE CASE STUDY, AND MAKING 

RECOMMENDATIONS ABOUT THE PROCESS FOR THE FUTURE) INTO THE CONCEPTUAL AND CONTEXTUAL 

FRAMEWORK DEVELOPED IN ADDRESSING THE FIRST TWO OBJECTIVES. CONCLUSIONS ARE MADE ABOUT THE 

CASE STUDY, FOLLOWED BY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE, AND 

FOR FUTURE INITIATIVES. CONCLUSIONS ARE ALSO MADE ABOUT THE PRODUCTIVITY AND VALUE ADDED OF 

DIFFERENT RESEARCH METHODS USED IN THIS STUDY. THE CHAPTER ENDS WITH SOME GENERAL DISCUSSION 

ON THE "LEARNINGS" DESCRIBED BY THE SRWR, REFLECTIONS ON "BIG PICTURE" QUESTIONS, AND SOME 

CLOSING REMARKS. 

8.1 CONCLUSIONS A B O U T T H E S A L M O N RIVER W A T E R S H E D C A S E 

STUDY 

8.1.1 WERE THE GOALS OF THE PROJECT ACHIEVED? 

IN CHAPTER 5 (AND APPENDIX C), THE STORY OF THE COLLABORATION TOWARDS ECOSYSTEM 

OBJECTIVES WAS TOLD. THE GOAL OF THIS PROJECT WAS TO ESTABLISH COMMUNITY DEVELOPED 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. THIS GOAL WAS ACHIEVED. THERE WERE A FEW KEY COMPONENTS OF THE 

PROCESS FOR WHICH THE SRWR HAD CLEAR OBJECTIVES. MOST OF THE OBJECTIVES OF THE 1995 WORK 

PLAN WORKSHOP, THE FACILITATOR TRAINING, THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS, THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP, 

AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE KNOWLEDGE BASE WERE ACHIEVED. THESE OBJECTIVES AND THE EXTENT 

OF THEIR ATTAINMENT ARE REVIEWED IN TABLE 8.1. 
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TABLE 8.1. The Attainment of Main Component Objectives in the Process to Set Ecosystem 
Objectives in the Salmon River Watershed. 

Main Event or 
Component 

Objective of Component Objective 
Met? 

Comments 

1995 Work Plan 
Workshop 

To convene a core group of 
community partners to create a work 
plan for the establishment of 
community developed ecosystem 
objectives. 

yes - agenda and nine month 
timeline developed 
- confusion by some S R W R 
members who thought they 
had done the same thing the 
previous year 

Community Facilitator 
Training 

To train community facilitators in the 
methods of the Institute of Cultural 
Affairs, and then have the facilitators 
conduct meetings throughout the 
watershed. 

no - while the trainees were 
S R W R members or staff, 
most did not live i n the 
watershed (were not actual 
community members) 
- most of the meetings were 
facilitated solely by Nei ls 
Christiansen; only 4/20 
trainees helped out in any of 
the meetings 

Community Meetings To develop understandings about the 
watershed and its future, and for 
participants to experience 
cooperation, empowerment, and have 
fun. 

partly - overall, some 
understanding was created, 
and some participants did 
have the intended 
experiences, however, these 
things were limited to a 
very small segment of the 
watershed population 

June To compare two possible futures for 
the watershed: an ideal future and the 
future expected i f trends continue. 

no - the visioning exercise was 
alien to the participants; 
participants were not yet 
comfortable with the 
meeting format 

July To augment the verbal history of the 
watershed by documenting 
participants views of historical 
environmental, economic, social and 
political events. 

yes 

August To identify the priority problems 
standing in the way of sustainability. 

partly - some meeting participants 
expressed concern that 
problems were being 
"manufactured", and that 
most were out of their 
hands (not empowered) 

September To review and comment on the draft 
Overview public report. 

yes 
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Main Event or 
Component 

Objective of Component Objective 
Met? 

Comments 

October To identify actions which can be 
taken by participants to address 
problems. 

partly - several options were 
proposed, but participants 
were unclear on what they 
personally could do 

November No clear objective. n/a - served to advertise the 
Falkland workshop 

Falkland Workshop To produce several outcomes: 
* greater understanding, respect and 
cooperation between government and 
residents 
* a common vision of the future of 
the watershed 
* long term ecosystem goals for 
developing indicators 
* working task forces committed to 
resolution of some of the blocks to 
sustainable living in the watershed 
* a greater sense of community 

partly - a common vision and 
elements from which 
ecosystem objectives were 
later written were outlined 
- no new committed task 
forces emerged 
- mixed reviews on 
"understanding" and 
"greater sense of 
community" 

Knowledge Base To consolidate relevant bio-physical, 
social and economic data about the 
watershed, for use by stakeholders. 

yes 

Seeking Agency 
Cooperation 

To meet with representatives from 
nine government agencies and outline 
issues surrounding government 
participation. 

yes - additionally, sources of 
information were identified 
which were used in the 
Overview reports 

Problem 
Perceptions 

To identify problems in the Salmon 
River watershed as seen by the 
watershed's residents. 

mostly - covers the range of 
problems; in this thesis, 
some additional problems 
were identified and the 
relative importance of some 
perceived problems varied 

Verbal History To tell the verbal history of the 
Salmon River watershed as viewed 
by community residents. 

yes 

Overview 
Technical 
Report 

To collect and review existing 
pertinent information to provide the 
Roundtable and all other stakeholders 
with a better understanding of the 
watershed. 

To identify problems from previous 
reports and surveys and propose 
options, scenarios, and strategies for 
addressing the problems. 

yes 

yes 
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Main Event or 
Component 

Objective of Component Objective 
Met? 

Comments 

Overview 
Public Report 

To prepare a summary report of the 
above, written for general public 
consumption. 

partly - language and report size 
were appropriate, but 
visually unappealing for 
mainstream audience 

ALTHOUGH TABLE 8.1 ATTEMPTS TO BREAK DOWN AND ANALYZE THE COLLABORATION TO SET 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES BY ITS CLEARLY IDENTIFIABLE COMPONENTS, THIS BREAKDOWN DOES NOT ACCOUNT 

FOR THE MANY CONTINUOUS, TANGENTIAL, AND INFORMAL EVENTS WHICH ARE JUST AS IMPORTANT AS THE 

FORMAL COMPONENTS IN TERMS OF THE FINAL OUTCOMES. INFORMAL DIALOGUE AND RELATIONSHIP-

BUILDING OCCURS CONTINUOUSLY BEFORE, AFTER, AND BETWEEN MEETINGS. ONGOING ACTIVITIES OR TASKS 

RELATED TO ORGANIZATION, AND PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS AND DISCUSSIONS—WHICH MAY HAVE NOTHING 

TO DO WITH THE COLLABORATION—ALL WORK TO STRENGTHEN (OR IN SOME CASES WEAKEN) WORKING 

RELATIONSHIPS. THUS, THE RESULTS OF THE PROCESS DO NOT HINGE ON THE SUCCESS OF ANY COMPONENT 

MEETINGS OR EVENTS, BUT ON THE WHOLE PROCESS INCLUDING ITS FORMAL AND INFORMAL ELEMENTS. THE 

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE COLLABORATION AS A WHOLE ARE DISCUSSED IN THE NEXT SECTION. 

8.1.2 MAIN STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES 

THE MAIN STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE PROCESS WERE IDENTIFIED BY PROCESS 

PARTICIPANTS AND WATERSHED RESIDENTS IN CHAPTERS 6 AND 7. THESE CONCLUSIONS ARE REVIEWED 

BELOW. 

Strengths of the Salmon River Watershed Case Study: 

(1) Awareness of the Project THE RESIDENTS OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ARE WELL 

AWARE OF THE SRWR'S EXISTENCE (90.7 ± 4.2 % AT A 95% CONFIDENCE LEVEL). THE USE OF 

THE FLYER (DESCRIBING COMMUNITY MEETINGS DATES AND SUMMARIES) CREATED WIDESPREAD 
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AWARENESS OF BOTH THE SRWR AND THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS HELD FROM JUNE-NOVEMBER 

1995. 

Support for the Project SUPPORT FOR THE PROCESS HAS BEEN DEMONSTRATED THROUGH (A) 

THE OPTIMISM OF PROCESS PARTICIPANTS WHEN DESCRIBING THEIR EXPECTATIONS FOR THE 

PROCESS AND ITS PRODUCTS; (B) THE PROCESS PARTICIPANTS DESCRIPTIONS OF THE PROCESS AS 

"LEGITIMATE"; (C) WATERSHED RESIDENTS' DESCRIPTIONS OF THE PROCESS AS A "GOOD WAY" TO 

ESTABLISH A WATERSHED VISION (84 ±6.7 % AT A 95% CONFIDENCE LEVEL); AND (D) THE OFFERS 

OF VOLUNTEER LABOUR MADE BY PROCESS PARTICIPANTS. 

Clearly Defined Convenor Role. PROCESS PARTICIPANTS CLEARLY VIEWED THE ROUNDTABLE 

FULFILLING A NEEDED, NEUTRAL, LEADERSHIP ROLE—IN THIS CASE AS AN ORGANIZATION WHICH COULD 

BOTH ORGANIZE AND FACILITATE CONSTRUCTIVE DISCUSSION ON IMPORTANT ISSUES, AND PROVIDE A 

FORUM FOR INFORMATION SHARING AMONG RESIDENTS, GOVERNMENT, AND OTHER STAKEHOLDERS. 

Well Organized. PROCESS PARTICIPANTS HIGHLY PRAISED THE ORGANIZATION OF THE PROCESS 

(APPROPRIATE FORMAT, THEMES AND MATERIALS). 

Facilitation Methods which Encouraged Participation. THE PROCESS PARTICIPANTS 

PRAISED THE FACILITATION METHODS (TOP) FOR BEING INCLUSIVE AND ENCOURAGING 

PARTICIPATION OF EVERYONE PRESENT. MANY PARTICIPANTS NOTED THE ABILITY OF THE METHODS 

TO PRODUCE A PRODUCT. 

Understanding and Education Among Local Process Participants. SEVERAL 

PARTICIPANTS STATED THEY HAD LEARNED THROUGH THE PROCESS—LEARNED ABOUT THE RIVER AND 

LEARNED ABOUT THEIR NEIGHBOURS—AND ENJOYED THE OPPORTUNITY TO DISCUSS PROBLEMS AND 

ISSUES, AND MEET OTHER PEOPLE IN THE WATERSHED. 
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Weaknesses of the Salmon River Watershed Case Study: 

(1) Unclear Role of Watershed Residents and Government Agencies. THE ROLE OF 

WATERSHED RESIDENTS IN THE PROCESS TO SET ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WAS TOO INTANGIBLE TO 

CAPTURE THE INTEREST OF MOST RESIDENTS (RESULTING IN POOR MEETING ATTENDANCE) AND LEFT 

THOSE WHO DID ATTEND WITH FEELINGS OF UNCERTAINTY ABOUT THEIR ROLE. WHILE THE ROLE OF 

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES (PERCEIVED BY PARTICIPANTS TO BE MAINLY A SOURCE OF FINANCIAL AND 

TECHNICAL RESOURCES) WAS PARTIALLY FULFILLED (I.E., AGENCIES LIKE ENVIRONMENT CANADA, 

FISHERIES AND OCEANS CANADA, MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, LANDS AND PARKS PROVIDED 

FUNDING AND SCIENTIFIC EXPERTISE TO THE ROUNDTABLE) THE CONTINUATION OF FINANCIAL AND 

TECHNICAL SUPPORT IS UNCERTAIN, AND THERE EXISTED UNCERTAINTY AND MIXED OPINIONS AS TO 

THE EXTENT OF ANY ADDITIONAL ROLE OF GOVERNMENT IN THE VISIONING EXERCISE (I.E., SHOULD 

THE GOVERNMENT JUST RECOGNIZE AND ACCEPT THE VISION OF THE RESIDENTS, OR SHOULD 

BUREAUCRATS BE ACTIVE IN DEVELOPING THAT VISION?). 

(2) Poor Attendance (by Locals) at Community Meetings. IN THE OPINION OF PROCESS 

PARTICIPANTS, TOO FEW LOCAL COMMUNITY MEMBERS ATTENDED THE COMMUNITY MEETING 

SERIES. ATTENDANCE WAS LOW ENOUGH THAT THE REPRESENTATIVENESS OF THE RESULTS IS 

QUESTIONABLE, Is there a vocal minority and a silent majority? AS WELL, THE 

COMMUNITY MEETINGS WERE NOT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE RESIDENTS IN TERMS OF AGE, WERE 

RARELY ATTENDED BY FIRST NATIONS REPRESENTATIVES, AND DID NOT ENCOURAGE PARTICIPATION 

FROM THE URBAN SEGMENT OF THE WATERSHED (SALMON ARM). 

(3) Frustration Expressed over Too Many Meetings: Too Long and Too Repetitive. 

PROCESS PARTICIPANTS FELT THERE WERE TOO MANY MEETINGS, MANY OF WHICH REPEATED 



DISCUSSIONS OF THINGS WHICH HAD BEEN DECIDED IN THE PAST. THERE IS A VOCAL FACTION OF 

WATERSHED RESIDENTS WHO VIEWED THE ENTIRE MEETING SERIES AS A WASTE OF TIME AND 

MONEY. "MEETINGS" ARE NOT A CULTURALLY FAMILIAR WAY OF PLANNING FOR MANY OF THE 

WATERSHED RESIDENTS. 

(4) Mistrust Expressed over the Use of Government Funds. SEVERAL WATERSHED 

RESIDENTS EXPRESSED SUSPICION OVER THE USE OF TAX PAYER'S MONEY ON A PROCESS WHICH 

WAS CULTURALLY ALIEN TO THEM. 

(5) Cynicism and Doubts About the Ability of the Roundtable to Implement the Vision 

Developed. ALTHOUGH BOTH PROCESS PARTICIPANTS AND GENERAL WATERSHED RESIDENTS WERE 

SUPPORTIVE OF THIS TYPE OF PROCESS, THERE WAS A "LET'S WAIT AND SEE WHAT HAPPENS" 

ATTITUDE. INDIVIDUAL COMMITMENTS TO MEET THE GROUP'S COLLECTIVE VISION HAVE NOT YET 

BEEN ESTABLISHED. THE ROUNDTABLE HAS NO AUTHORITY TO ENFORCE OR ENSURE 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE VISION—ONLY THE ABILITY TO ESPOUSE GOODWILL. 

8.1.3 Costs and Benefits of a Collaborative Process to Establish Ecosystem Objectives 

IT MIGHT BE TEMPTING TO THINK OF ANALYZING THIS PROCESS BY A COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS. 

SUCH ANALYSES ARE MOST READILY DONE WHEN RESULTS OF PROCESSES HAVE IDENTIFIABLE AND TANGIBLE 

EFFECTS (QUANTIFIABLE PRODUCTS) SUCH AS SALMON ENHANCEMENT OR JOB CREATION AND THE VALUES 

ASSOCIATED WITH THEM CAN BE MEASURED. THE COSTS AND BENEFITS OF PROCESSES, HOWEVER, ARE 

GENERALLY MORE QUALITATIVE AND THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THEM ARE NOT ALWAYS CLEAR. ATTEMPTS 

TO ESTIMATE PROCESS COSTS HAVE BEEN MADE USING THE CONCEPT OF TRANSACTION COSTS, WHICH 

INCLUDE THE COSTS OF EFFORT IN NEGOTIATION AND COORDINATION, COLLECTING INFORMATION, AND 

ENFORCING AGREEMENTS (SCHMID 1995 AND COLBY 1995). THESE COSTS RELATE SPECIFICALLY TO THE 
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RELATIONSHIPS AMONG PEOPLE WHICH DEFINE THEIR OPPORTUNITIES, THEIR RESPONSES TO ACTS OF OTHERS 

AND THEIR PRIVILEGES AND RESPONSIBILITIES (SCHMID 1995). MEASUREMENTS OF TRANSACTION COSTS 

HAVE BEEN PROPOSED WHICH USE QUALITATIVE METHODS SUCH AS PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION OR 

ETHNOGRAPHIC INVESTIGATIONS TO ASSESS TRANSACTION COSTS (E.G., AMOUNT AND VALUE OF TIME TO ANY 

INDIVIDUAL) WHICH COULD THEN BE TRANSLATED INTO A QUANTITATIVE ESTIMATE OF MONETARY COST USED 

IN TRADITIONAL COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS (FEENY 1995). 

THE ENORMITY OF CONDUCTING SUCH AN ANALYSIS IN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE 

STUDY IS STAGGERING. BESIDES THE DIRECT MONETARY EXPENDITURES DEPICTED IN TABLE 8.2, THE 

PROCESS IS HIGHLY TIME AND ENERGY CONSUMPTIVE (I.E., THERE ARE LIKELY HIGH TRANSACTION COSTS FOR 

THE MANY INDIVIDUALS INVOLVED). AS WELL, THE PROCESS CARRIES THE RISK OF BACKLASHES FROM THOSE 

PERSONS WHO FEAR THEY WILL LOSE FROM THE PROCESS IN THE SHORT TERM, OR THOSE WHO ARE UN­

FAMILIAR WITH PLANNING CULTURE (I.E., MEETINGS, CONSULTATIONS, AGENDAS, TIMELINES, ETC.). THE 

NUMBER OF PEOPLE INVOLVED, TO VARYING DEGREES, AND WITH VARYING LEVELS OF INTEREST WOULD 

MAKE THE ASSESSMENT OF TRANSACTION COSTS ALONE AN OVERWHELMING PROJECT. EVEN SUPPOSING 

THAT SUCH AN ASSESSMENT OF COSTS COULD BE MADE, A SIMILAR ASSESSMENT OF THE BENEFITS COULD 

NOT BE MEANINGFULLY CONDUCTED. THE BENEFITS OF A PROCESS SUCH AS THE ONE TO DEVELOP 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CANNOT EASILY BE DESCRIBED IN 

QUANTITATIVE TERMS SINCE NEARLY ALL OF THE BENEFITS ARE INTANGIBLE AND QUALITATIVE IN NATURE: 

>• EDUCATION OF LOCAL WATERSHED RESIDENTS ABOUT THE LINKAGES BETWEEN THEIR ACTIONS AND 

ECOSYSTEM HEALTH; 

>• ANTICIPATED IMPROVEMENTS IN ECOSYSTEM HEALTH IN THE LONG TERM; 

> SHARED UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN DIVERSE STAKEHOLDERS IN THE WATERSHED, LEADING TO A 
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GREATER SENSE OF COMMUNITY IDENTITY AND MAKING THE WATERSHED A BETTER PLACE TO LIVE; 

> ORGANIZATIONAL DIRECTION FOR THE SRWR; INFORMATION TO USE IN THE LRMP AND FRBC 

PROJECTS; 

> ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES TO USE IN THE CONTINUED TESTING OF THE C C M E WQGTG'S 

FRAMEWORK FOR DEVELOPING GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND INDICATORS OF ECOSYSTEM HEALTH; AND 

> MORE CREDIBILITY FOR THE ROUNDTABLE AS AN NGO WORKING ON BEHALF OF THE WATERSHED 

COMMUNITY. 

TABLE 8.2. THE FINANCIAL COSTS OF SETTING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. 

PROJECT SOURCE OF FUNDING AMOUNT OF FUNDING 

COMMUNITY ESTABLISHMENT 
OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES 
(work plan workshop, facilitator 
training, community meetings and 
Falkland Workshop) 

(A) ENVIRONMENT CANADA 
AND MOELP 

35,000 COMMUNITY ESTABLISHMENT 
OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES 
(work plan workshop, facilitator 
training, community meetings and 
Falkland Workshop) 

(B) ENVIRONMENTAL 
PARTNERS FUND 

21,555 

COMMUNITY ESTABLISHMENT 
OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES 
(work plan workshop, facilitator 
training, community meetings and 
Falkland Workshop) 

(C) VANCOUVER 
FOUNDATION 

12,400 

COMMUNICATIONS (publishing 
fact sheets and flyers) 

(A) ENVIRONMENT CANADA 6,000 

DEVELOPING THE WATERSHED'S 
KNOWLEDGE BASE 

(A) ENVIRONMENT CANADA 50,000 

TOTAL: $124,955 

IN THIS CASE STUDY, ALTHOUGH SOME OF THE COSTS HAVE BEEN DESCRIBED IN QUANTITATIVE 

TERMS ($), THEY should not BE COMPARED QUANTITATIVELY TO THE BENEFITS. AN ASSESSMENT OF 

WHETHER OR NOT THE BENEFITS OF THE CASE ARE WORTH THE COSTS IS A qualitative value judgement. 

THE OPINION OF MOST PROCESS PARTICIPANTS IS EXEMPLIFIED BY THE OPENING QUOTE OF THIS CHAPTER: 
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YES, THE PROCESS IS COSTLY, BUT WORTH THE PRICE. BEFORE THIS PROCESS IS ATTEMPTED IN OTHER 

WATERSHEDS, A MORE IN-DEPTH ASSESSMENT OF THE COSTS SHOULD BE CONDUCTED, WITH PARTICULAR 

EMPHASIS ON INCREASING COST-EFFECTIVENESS. SOME INITIAL IDEAS ARE PROVIDED IN THE 

RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE NEXT TWO SECTIONS. 

TO SUMMARIZE THE MAIN CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE CASE STUDY, THE STRENGTHS AND BENEFITS 

IDENTIFIED IN THE PROCESS BOTH WARRANT THE CONTINUATION OF THE PILOT PROJECT INTO ITS NEXT PHASES 

(DEVELOPING ECOSYSTEM INDICATORS AND A MONITORING PROGRAM) AND THE CAUTIOUS APPLICATION OF 

THE PROCESS IN OTHER ECOSYSTEMS—TAKING CARE TO BUILD UPON THE STRENGTHS OF THIS CASE STUDY, 

AND TO ADDRESS ITS WEAKNESSES. 

8.2 RECOMMENDATIONS F O R T H E S A L M O N RIVER W A T E R S H E D 

SEVERAL RECOMMENDATIONS CAN BE MADE SPECIFICALLY FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED AS 

A RESULT OF THE CASE STUDY. THESE RECOMMENDATIONS HAVE BEEN GROUPED INTO FIVE DIFFERENT 

AREAS (ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES, COMMUNICATIONS, PROCESS RELATED RECOMMENDATIONS, SKILLS 

DEVELOPMENT, AND FUTURE RESEARCH). WHENEVER POSSIBLE, THE TARGET GROUP OF THE 

RECOMMENDATION IS NAMED (E.G., SRWR, GOVERNMENT AGENCIES, OTHER STAKEHOLDER GROUPS). 

THE RECOMMENDATIONS ARE FOLLOWED BY A DISCUSSION OF THREE KEY ISSUES RELATED TO MANY OF THE 

RECOMMENDATIONS. 

8.2.1 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

(1) Power roles should be formally acknowledged as such within the SRWR's 

organizational structure, and accountability should be built into these roles (eg. 
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paid or elected positions). POWER ROLES ARE ONES WHICH GIVE CERTAIN ROUNDTABLE 

MEMBERS MORE POWER TO INFLUENCE OTHER MEMBERS OR THE DECISIONS MADE, OR MORE 

CONTROL OVER THE ROUNDTABLE'S WORK PRODUCTS, (E.G., COMMITTEE CHAIRS). EXPLICITLY 

ACKNOWLEDGING POWER IMBALANCES (AND THE REASONS FOR THEM) SHOULD HELP TO ALLEVIATE 

SOME OF THE SUSPICIONS (HELD BY WATERSHED RESIDENTS) ABOUT POWER ABUSES. 

Committed government Roundtable members should take on the initial 

responsibility of educating their organizations about the Roundtable's vision. THIS 

IS A CHALLENGING ROLE SINCE MANY OF THE GOVERNMENT PARTICIPANTS ARE GROUND-LEVEL 

WORKERS. THEY HAVE THE DAUNTING TASK OF SENDING INFORMATION ABOUT THE ROUNDTABLE 

UP THE BUREAUCRATIC HIERARCHY. (THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT AGENCIES IN SIMILAR PROCESSES 

IN THE FUTURE IS DISCUSSED IN THE NEXT SECTION.) 

The SRWR should outline a tangible role for general watershed residents. 

PARTICIPATING IN A MEETING IS NOT CONSIDERED TO BE "REAL WORK" WITH REAL RESULTS BY 

MANY OF THE LOCALS. BY GIVING INDIVIDUALS TANGIBLE, CULTURALLY-MEANINGFUL TASKS, THE 

SRWR COULD CAPITALIZE IMMEDIATELY ON NEW INTEREST. VOLUNTEER STATEMENTS OF 

COMMITMENT COULD ALSO BE DEVELOPED TO HELP VOLUNTEERS KNOW WHAT IS EXPECTED OF 

THEM. 

The roles and responsibilities of organizational members of the SRWR (such as 

government agencies) should be clearly stated in protocols / agreements. THIS HAS 

ALREADY BEEN STARTED WITH A PARTNERSHIP PROTOCOL WITH THE UPPER NICOLA FIRST NATIONS 

BAND. IF THE EXTENT OF INFLUENCE—ESPECIALLY OF GOVERNMENT AGENCIES—IS CLEARLY 

DELINEATED, THIS MAY REDUCE THE FEARS OF THOSE PERSONS WHO ARE SUSPICIOUS OF 
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GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT IN THE ROUNDTABLE'S PROJECT. 

Communications 

The SRWR should develop a socially sensitive communication strategy IN ORDER TO 

ACCOMPLISH THE FOLLOWING: 

(A) EDUCATE WATERSHED RESIDENTS AND OTHER STAKEHOLDERS ABOUT LEADERSHIP ROLES AND 

RESPONSIBILITIES WITHIN THE ROUNDTABLE; 

(B) CLARIFY—FOR PARTICIPANTS—THE IMPORTANCE OF UNDERSTANDING OTHERS' VIEWS, THE 

PURPOSE, RATIONAL AND EXPECTATIONS OF MEETINGS AND OTHER PROCESS-ORIENTED 

EVENTS WHICH MAY BE CULTURALLY UNFAMILIAR TO MANY WATERSHED RESIDENTS; 

(C) CLARIFY AND GIVE EXAMPLES OF REAL, TANGIBLE ACTIONS WHICH WATERSHED RESIDENTS 

CAN DO TO IMPROVE THE "HEALTH" OF THEIR WATERSHED, AND WHERE THEY CAN GET THE 

SUPPORT THEY NEED TO CARRY OUT THESE ACTIONS. (ACTIONS WILL HAVE A BETTER 

CHANCE OF BEING ADOPTED IN THE SHORT TERM IF THEY ARE RELATED TO THE LIFE 

EXPERIENCES OF RESIDENTS, AND DO NOT REQUIRE SIGNIFICANT CULTURAL CHANGES.); AND 

(D) PUBLICIZE THE BENEFITS OF THE SRWR'S WORK, AND INCENTIVES FOR WATERSHED 

RESIDENTS TO VOLUNTEER FOR THE ROUNDTABLE, ATTEND MEETINGS, AND MAKING 

CHANGES IN THEIR LIVES. 

The SRWR should attempt to cultivate and communicate the conditions under 

which residents said they would attend meetings, (OR SAY THEY DO ATTEND MEETINGS) 

(SEE SECTION 6.5.3). WHILE IT MAY BE HARD TO GIVE RESIDENTS "MORE TIME"; EFFORT CAN GO 

INTO MAKING PEOPLE FEEL THAT THEY CAN CONTRIBUTE, AND THAT IT'S NOT A WASTE OF TIME. 
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RESIDENTS WANT TO KNOW ABOUT TANGIBLE WORK (RATHER THAN ACADEMIC WORK) AND THE 

RESULTS/BENEFITS OF THIS WORK TO THEM AND THEIR ENVIRONMENT. 

8.2.3 PROCESS-RELATED RECOMMENDATIONS 

(1) The SRWR should make more use of existing community organizations in future 

initiatives in the watershed. PARTICIPANTS SUGGESTED THE NEED FOR TIES TO COMMUNITY 

ASSOCIATIONS, WHERE EXISTING NETWORKS OF PEOPLE ARE ALREADY ESTABLISHED . 

(2) The purpose of all future process-oriented events should be clearly defined and 

supported by all participants. ALTHOUGH THE RATIONALE FOR THE MEETINGS WAS CLEAR TO 

THE ORGANIZERS, MOST OF THE MEETING PARTICIPANTS INTERVIEWED WERE UNCLEAR ON THE 

PURPOSE, AND AS A RESULT, BECAME FRUSTRATED WHEN THEIR OWN EXPECTATIONS WERE NOT 

MET. INCLUSION OF A BROADER RANGE OF STAKEHOLDERS IN THE PROBLEM-SETTING STAGE OF THIS 

COLLABORATION COULD HAVE HELPED TO ALLEVIATE THIS CONFUSION (MOST OF THE STAKEHOLDERS 

BECAME INVOLVED IN THE DIRECTION-SETTING STAGE). ADDITIONALLY, STRENGTHENING OR 

MAKING EXPLICIT THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MEETINGS AND TANGIBLE FIELD PROJECTS WOULD 

BETTER DEMONSTRATE THE NEED FOR MEETINGS. 

(3) The Roundtable should clearly and explicitly distinguish between issues requiring 

a consensus decision, and those which can be better dealt with by an accountable 

individual BY PRIORITIZING ISSUES THAT MUST BE DEALT WITH IN A MEETING, OR WHICH NEED 

A CONSENSUS DECISION, THE CONSENSUS MODEL OF DECISION MAKING WOULD BE USED ONLY 

WHEN IT IS NECESSARY, ALLEVIATING SOME OF THE FRUSTRATION SRWR MEMBERS FEEL OVER THE 

NUMBER AND LENGTH OF MEETINGS THEY ATTEND. 
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(4) The SRWR should experiment with other methods (alternatives to meetings) for 

acquiring community feedback. FOR EXAMPLE, A MAIL SURVEY COULD BE A WAY FOR THE 

ROUNDTABLE TO GENERATE FEEDBACK AND ADDRESS SPECIFIC CONCERNS OF THE NON-MEETING 

ATTENDING SEGMENT OF THE COMMUNITY. 

8.2.4 SKILLS DEVELOPMENT 

(1) The Roundtable should continue to build its conflict resolution capacity and 

garner trust among all potential stakeholders in the watershed. THIS WILL PLACE IT IN 

A BETTER SITUATION TO SUCCESSFULLY MEDIATE FUTURE CONFLICTS. PART OF THIS COULD INVOLVE 

SKILLS DEVELOPMENT IN CONFLICT RESOLUTION TECHNIQUES BY MEMBERS OF THE ROUNDTABLE, 

AND PART OF THIS COULD INVOLVE ELIMINATING SUSPICION ABOUT THE ROUNDTABLE'S MOTIVES 

THROUGH A GOOD COMMUNICATIONS STRATEGY. ALSO, THE ROUNDTABLE SHOULD RESEARCH 

OTHER AVENUES FOR CONFLICT RESOLUTION WITHIN THE WATERSHED (I.E., CAPACITY OF 

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS OR OTHER MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES LIKE LRMP) TO DEAL 

WITH ISSUES WHICH MAY BE OUT OF ITS REALM OF EXPERIENCE OR BEYOND ITS CAPACITY. 

(2) The SRWR should build in opportunities in future projects to make use of the 

members it had trained as facilitators. WHILE THE RESOURCE OF PEOPLE TRAINED IN ICA 

FACILITATION METHODS WAS NOT FULLY EXPLOITED WITHIN THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE SETTING 

PROCESS, THESE PEOPLE CAN BE USED IN FUTURE PROJECTS. IN FACT, IF THEY ARE TO TRULY BE A 

RESOURCE TO THE ROUNDTABLE, THEY MUST BE GIVEN OPPORTUNITIES TO PRACTICE AND IMPROVE 

THESE NEWLY LEARNED SKILLS. 

8.2.5 FUTURE RESEARCH 

(1) The SRWR should ensure that its future projects and the next phases of the pilot 
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project to test the CCME WQGTG framework are reviewed for cultural sensitivity 

and appropriateness. (THE ISSUE OF CULTURAL SENSITIVITY IS DISCUSSED FURTHER BELOW.) 

(2) Government agencies thinking of funding and promoting these types of processes 

should investigate their productivity. SPECIFIC ASSESSMENTS SHOULD INCLUDE WHETHER 

OR NOT THIS PROCESS RESULTS IN ACTIONS IN THE FUTURE, AND WHETHER OR NOT THERE IS A LINK 

BETWEEN ACQUIRING EDUCATION THROUGH ATTENDING MEETINGS AND CHANGING BEHAVIOUR. 

(3) The SRWR should document the results of its field work (restoration) projects over 

time in order to demonstrate long term benefits to watershed residents. IF THE 

ROUNDTABLE CAN DEMONSTRATE TANGIBLE, POSITIVE CHANGES IN ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS AS 

A RESULT OF THEIR WORK PROJECTS, MORE INTEREST AND LESS SUSPICION WILL BE GENERATED IN 

THE ROUNDTABLE'S WORK. 

8.2.6 Discussion of Three Key Themes in Recommendations 

THERE ARE THREE IMPORTANT THEMES IN THE RECOMMENDATIONS SUGGESTED ABOVE WHICH 

REQUIRE FURTHER DISCUSSION: (1) FUTURE ASSESSMENT OF THE PRODUCTIVITY OF THE PROCESS; (2) 

POWER, AUTHORITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY OF BOTH THE ROUNDTABLE AS AN ENTITY, AND THE INDIVIDUALS IN 

KEY ROLES WITHIN THE ROUNDTABLE; AND (3) CULTURAL SENSITIVITY AND APPROPRIATENESS OF THE 

PROCESS. 

8.2.6.1 Future Assessment of Productivity 

THE MOST SIGNIFICANT REASON FOR UNDERGOING THE PROCESS TO ESTABLISH COMMUNITY-

DEVELOPED ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IS THE ANTICIPATED REWARD OF A HEALTHIER ECOSYSTEM IN THE LONG 

TERM. IN THE FUTURE, IT IS IMPORTANT TO DOCUMENT WHETHER OR NOT THIS IS ACTUALLY THE CASE. THAT 

IS, HAVING GONE THROUGH THIS PROCESS, DO THE RESIDENTS OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED MANAGE 
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THEIR ECOSYSTEM RESOURCES MORE SUSTAINABLY THAN THEY WOULD HAVE IF THEY HAD NOT UNDERGONE 

THIS PROCESS? FURTHERMORE, HOW DO THE LONG TERM AFFECTS OF THIS PROCESS COMPARE TO 

TRADITIONAL APPROACHES TO WATERSHED MANAGEMENT IN WHICH GOVERNMENT AGENCIES TAKE THE LEAD 

ROLE IN OUTLINING THE VISION FOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT. PERIODIC "CHECK-UPS" ON THE PILOT 

PROJECT OVER SEVERAL YEARS WOULD BE NECESSARY TO DOCUMENT THE REAL EFFECT OF ECOSYTEM 

OBJECTIVES ON THE "NATURAL", SOCIAL, AND ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT OF THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED. 

8.2.6.2 POWER, AUTHORITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

ISSUES SURROUNDING POWER, AUTHORITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY WERE RAISED IN THE EVALUATION 

OF THE CASE STUDY IN RELATION TO MISTRUST OVER USE OF GOVERNMENT FUNDS AND UNCLEAR ROLES OF 

GOVERNMENT AND CERTAIN ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS. THESE ISSUES ALSO RELATE TO THE DECISION 

MAKING FORA USED BY THE ROUNDTABLE. THERE ARE THREE IMPORTANT QUESTIONS TO ADDRESS: 

(1) Who has the power to make or influence decisions? WHILE THE ROUNDTABLE IS (ON 

PAPER) A CONSENSUS-BASED ORGANIZATION, DECISIONS ARE MADE IN TWO WAYS, BY 

INDIVIDUALS OF THE ROUNDTABLE, AND BY CONSENSUS OF THE WHOLE ROUNDTABLE. WITHIN THE 

ROUNDTABLE THERE ARE CERTAIN ROLES (LIKE COMMITTEE CHAIRS AND STAFF) WHICH ENABLE SOME 

INDIVIDUALS TO HAVE MORE POWER OVER DECISIONS MADE. THESE INDIVIDUALS HAVE MORE 

OPPORTUNITY TO INFLUENCE OTHERS' THINKING THROUGH WRITING AND PREPARING DOCUMENTS, 

AND CHAIRING OR FACILITATING MEETINGS. 

(2) Who is accountable for, and has authority to implement the decisions made? WHILE 

INTUITIVELY, DECISIONS MADE BY CONSENSUS SHOULD HAVE MORE POWER THAN INDIVIDUAL 

DECISIONS (SINCE MORE PEOPLE ARE BEHIND CONSENSUS DECISIONS), THERE IS LESS PERSONAL 
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COMMITMENT TO ACTING ON GROUP DECISIONS BECAUSE IT IS EASIER FOR PEOPLE TO ABDICATE 

RESPONSIBILITY—LET SOMEONE ELSE DO IT. WHO THEN, IS ACCOUNTABLE FOR DECISIONS MADE 

THROUGH THE CONSENSUS MODEL? WHO HAS THE AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT THEM? SOME 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS SUGGESTED THAT THE ROUNDTABLE HAS NO AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT ITS 

VISION. DOES THE GOVERNMENT DO THIS? IS THE GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABLE TO THE 

ROUNDTABLE'S VISION? IF THEY ARE, THEN GROUND-LEVEL GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVES TO THE 

ROUNDTABLE NEED THE AUTHORITY TO MARSHALL RESOURCES WITHIN THEIR ORGANIZATIONS. 

(3) How does limited active participation by stakeholders (watershed residents) affect 

the "power" assigned to the decisions made? DOES THE SMALL GROUP OF RESIDENTS WHO 

PARTICIPATE IN MEETINGS AND THE EVEN SMALLER GROUP OF ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS WHO 

ARTICULATE THE ROUNDTABLE VISIONS THROUGH DOCUMENTS AND MEETINGS WITH HIGHER 

AUTHORITIES (I.E., GOVERNMENT AGENCIES) HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO DO SO? CAN THEY ACT ON 

BEHALF OF THE ENTIRE WATERSHED? THE SURVEY RESULTS INDICATE THAT THE ROUNDTABLE'S 

WORK IS GENERALLY SUPPORTED, BUT SOME ACCOUNTABILITY MUST BE BUILT INTO THE PROCESS. 

THE ISSUES OF WHO HAS THE POWER TO MAKE DECISIONS, AND WHO HAS THE AUTHORITY OR THE 

RESPONSIBILITY TO ENACT THOSE DECISIONS ARE INTRICATELY LINKED TO SOME OF THE FRUSTRATIONS AND 

CONCERNS EXPRESSED BY WATERSHED RESIDENTS AND PROCESS PARTICIPANTS—SPECIFICALLY, SUSPICION 

AND CONCERN OVER GRANT MONIES, AND THE NUMBER AND LENGTH OF MEETINGS. ADDRESSING POWER, 

AUTHORITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY ISSUES COULD GO A LONG WAY TOWARDS ALLEVIATING THESE CONCERNS. 

SOME OF THE SUSPICION SURROUNDING POWER ABUSES MIGHT BE LESSENED BY FORMALLY BUILDING 

DECISION MAKING POWER INTO INDIVIDUAL ROLES WITHIN THE ROUNDTABLE (AND PUBLICIZING WHAT THE 

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES ARE) AND MAKING THESE INDIVIDUALS ACCOUNTABLE FOR THEIR DECISIONS 



(THROUGH EITHER ELECTION OR EMPLOYER-EMPLOYEE RELATIONSHIPS). CONCERN SURROUNDING THE 

AMOUNT OF TIME DEVOTED TO CONSENSUS PROCESSES (AND THE COST THAT THIS INCURS TO TAX-PAYERS) 

MIGHT BE LESSENED BY CLEARLY DELINEATING THE TYPES OF DECISIONS ON WHICH CONSENSUS IS 

NECESSARY WITHIN THE ORGANIZATION (E.G., BROAD VISIONS), AND THOSE WHICH CAN BE MORE 

EFFICIENTLY UNDERTAKEN BY KNOWLEDGABLE PERSONS WHO BECOME ACCOUNTABLE THROUGH THEIR 

CLEARLY DEFINED ROLES. CONSENSUS SHOULD BE USED ONLY WHEN IT IS REALLY NEEDED. WHEN THE 

CONSENSUS FORUM IS USED FOR "OBVIOUS" ANSWERS, PEOPLE FEEL THAT IT IS A WASTE OF TIME AND 

MONEY, AND/OR THAT THEY ARE BEING USED TO CONFIRM A PRE-DETERMINED AGENDA. 

8.2.6.3 Cultural Sensitivity and Appropriateness of Methods 

THIS DISCUSSION WAS STARTED IN THE CONCLUSIONS OF CHAPTER 7, AND IS RELATED TO SOME OF 

THE ISSUES RAISED IN THE PRECEDING SECTION (E.G., MISTRUST OF PEOPLE, ESPECIALLY OUTSIDERS, IN 

POWER ROLES). THE ROUNDTABLE HAS MADE A VALIANT EFFORT AT A FIRST ATTEMPT TO HOLD COMMUNITY 

MEETINGS, AND AN ADMIRABLE ATTEMPT TO GENERATE CREATIVITY AND INITIATE DISCUSSIONS ON AN 

EMOTIONAL LEVEL. DESPITE THIS, SOME RESEARCH SHOULD BE CONDUCTED INTO MORE CULTURALLY 

SENSITIVE METHODS OF VISIONING BEFORE FURTHER PLANNING INITIATIVES ARE UNDERTAKEN IN THE 

WATERSHED. THIS RESEARCH COULD FOCUS PARTICULARLY ON (1) CULTURALLY SENSITIVE COMMUNICATION 

METHODS IN ORDER TO REDUCE TENSION CAUSED BY MIS-COMMUNICATION OF INFORMATION ABOUT THE 

PROJECT; (2) WAYS TO ADAPT THE TOP PROCESS TO THE COMMUNITY USING IT; AND (3) TESTING 

RESPONSE TO THE METHODS CHOSEN (E.G., INCLUDING REPRESENTATIVE LOCALS IN THE DESIGN PHASE OF 

THE PROCESS, AND THEN TESTING RESPONSE TO THE METHODS CHOSEN ON A SAMPLE OF THE POPULATION 

BEFORE COMMITTING TO A LARGE PROJECT). BASED ON THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED EXPERIENCE, 

FUTURE ENDEAVOURS COULD BUILD ON THOSE ELEMENTS OF THE TOP PROCESS WHICH THE PARTICIPANTS 
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LIKED THE MOST—SUCH AS ENCOURAGING PARTICIPATION FROM EVERYONE PRESENT—BUT MODIFY BOTH THE 

SUBJECT MATTER TO APPEAL TO THE WATERSHED POPULATION AT LARGE, AND THE SPECIFIC EXERCISES TO 

PROVIDE ENOUGH CULTURAL COMFORT THAT COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IS NOT PLAGUED WITH DISINTEREST. 

PERHAPS MORE EFFORT COULD GO INTO COLLECTING AND COLLATING VIEWS BEFORE MEETINGS ARE HELD 

(E.G., FOR THIS THESIS, I ACQUIRED LOTS OF VIEWS FROM PEOPLE WHO HAD NOT BEEN TO A SINGLE 

MEETING, THROUGH MY MAIL SURVEY); MEETINGS COULD BE USED TO CRITIQUE, CORRECT, AND AUGMENT 

THE COMPILED VIEWS; AND EDUCATIONAL COMPONENTS COULD BE BUILT INTO THE PROCESS TO HELP FOSTER 

A FUTURE CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT WHICH IS MORE OPEN TO CREATIVE DISCUSSION.1 THIS WOULD 

ENCOURAGE WATERSHED RESIDENTS TO PROVIDE INPUT TO THE VISIONING PROCESS TODAY, WHILE BUILDING 

THE COMMUNITY'S CAPACITY FOR MORE SOCIALLY-CREATIVE2 PROCESSES IN THE FUTURE. 

8.3 RECOMMENDATIONS F O R FUTURE C O L L A B O R A T I O N S T O 

ESTABLISH E C O S Y S T E M OBJECTIVES 

THE PROJECT TO ESTABLISH COMMUNITY DEVELOPED ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON 

RIVER WATERSHED WAS A PILOT PROJECT FOR A PROCESS PROPOSED BY THE C C M E WQGTG. THE 

EVALUATION OF THE PILOT PROJECT—CONDUCTED IN THIS THESIS-HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE PROCESS HAS 

ENOUGH MERIT TO BE ATTEMPTED AGAIN. HOWEVER, BEFORE THIS IS DONE, THE STAKEHOLDERS INVOLVED 

IN SUCH AN ATTEMPT SHOULD ADDRESS THE WEAKNESSES SPOTTED IN THE PILOT PROJECT, AND BUILD UPON 

ITS STRENGTHS. 

DRAINING, AND WITH TIME, FAMILIARITY IN TOP METHODS WILL LIKELY LESSEN SUSPICION OF RESULTS, 
AND GENERATE COMFORT WITH THE PROCESS. 

2"SOCIALLY-CREATIVE" AS OPPOSED TO "INDIVIDUALLY-CREATIVE": EXPRESSION IN A GROUP 
ENVIRONMENT ALLOWS AN IMMEDIATE EXCHANGE OF IDEAS NOT AVAILABLE WHEN SUBMITTING A RESPONSE. 
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IN THE CASE STUDY, THERE WERE THREE LEVELS OF INTERESTS WHICH INITIATED THE PILOT PROJECT: 

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT (ENVIRONMENT CANADA), THE PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT (MINISTRY OF 

ENVIRONMENT, LANDS AND PARKS), AND THE MULTI-STAKEHOLDER GROUP (THE SALMON RIVER 

WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE). BELOW, SOME SUGGESTED ACTIONS FOR THE INITIATION OF FUTURE PROJECTS 

ARE MADE FOR EACH OF THESE THREE LEVELS. 

8.3.1 FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

(1) The federal government should take a lead role in communicating and promoting, 

to initiate the development of ecosystem objectives. SPECIFIC ACTIONS COULD INCLUDE: 

(A) DEVELOPING, IN COOPERATION WITH OTHER STAKEHOLDERS (PROVINCIAL AGENCIES, 

COMMUNITY MULTI-STAKEHOLDER GROUPS AND NGOS), ADVICE DOCUMENTS, 

PROTOCOLS, METHODS, GUIDANCE MANUALS, ETC. TO AID GROUPS INTERESTED IN 

UNDERTAKING A VISIONING PROCESS OR ESTABLISHING COMMUNITY DEVELOPED 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. 

(B) PROMOTING IDEAS THROUGH EDUCATION MATERIALS AND WORKSHOPS AIMED AT AN 

AUDIENCE OF COMMUNITY LEADERS. 

(C) PROVIDING FUNDING TO MULTI-STAKEHOLDER COMMUNITY GROUPS TO DEVELOP THE 

SKILLS NECESSARY TO SUCCESSFULLY UNDERTAKE COLLABORATIVE VISIONING EXERCISES. 

(2) The federal government should collate and exchange knowledge on a Canada-

wide basis. THIS SHOULD NOT BE A ONE WAY EXCHANGE FROM GOVERNMENT TO COMMUNITY 

GROUPS, RATHER THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD SERVE A FACILITATIVE ROLE. SPECIFIC ACTIONS 

COULD INCLUDE: 

(A) DEVELOPING FORUMS FOR THE EXCHANGE OF LEARNING EXPERIENCES FROM ECOSYSTEM-
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BASED GROUPS ACROSS THE COUNTRY WHO HAVE ATTEMPTED TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM 

VISIONS OR ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. 

(B) RESEARCHING AND DOCUMENTING NEW METHODS OR IDEAS EMERGING AROUND THE 

WORLD IN THE AREA OF CONSENSUS-BASED MANAGEMENT COUPLED WITH AN ECOSYSTEMS 

APPROACH, AND MAKING THIS INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROJECTS. 

(C) ASSESSING THE COMMON INFORMATION NEEDS OF MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES AND 

LOOKING FOR OPPORTUNITIES TO FILL THEM. 

Provincial Government 

The provincial government should take a lead role (in cooperation with multi-

stakeholder groups) in local application of the ecosystem objectives model 

SPECIFIC ACTION COULD INCLUDE: 

(A) DETERMINING WHERE, WITHIN THE PROVINCIAL PLANNING FRAMEWORK, VISION-SETTING 

AND ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES DEVELOPMENT ARE MOST APPROPRIATELY SITUATED; 

DIRECTING INFORMATION AND RESOURCES (OF BOTH FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL ORIGIN) TO 

THESE AREAS; AND, INSTITUTIONALIZING A MECHANISM FOR DELIVERING THE RESULTS OF 

LOCAL LEVEL VISIONING EXERCISES (LIKE THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THIS THESIS) TO THE 

APPROPRIATE PLACE WITHIN THE PROVINCIAL PLANNING FRAMEWORK (E.G., SHOULD THE 

RESULTS FEED INTO LRMP PROCESSES?). 

(B) PROVIDING SUPPORT FOR REGIONAL LEVEL EMPLOYEES TO FORM PARTNERSHIPS AND 

PARTICIPATE IN MULTI-STAKEHOLDER GROUPS (I.E., DONATING TRANSPORTATION, 

EMPLOYEE TIME, AND IN-KIND SUPPORT TO PROJECTS). 

(C) WORKING COOPERATIVELY WITH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO PUBLICIZE, PROMOTE AND 
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COMMUNICATE THE BENEFITS OF THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES PROJECT. 

(2) The provincial government should provide locally appropriate advice to multi-

stakeholder processes ON REGULATIONS, AND SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION THROUGH ASSESSING THE 

LOCAL INFORMATION NEEDS OF MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESSES AND LOOKING FOR OPPORTUNITIES 

TO FILL THEM. 

8.3.3 Federal and Provincial Considerations for Funding Projects 

BOTH LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT MUST ALSO DEVELOP SOME CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING WHICH 

TYPES OF PROCESSES TO FUND. BASED ON THE PILOT PROJECT EVALUATION, AN AGENCY SHOULD CONSIDER 

FUNDING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE SETTING PROJECTS FOR GROUPS WHICH SHOW PROMISE IN THE FOLLOWING 

AREAS: 

(1) HAVE A PROVEN TRACK-RECORD IN THE USE OF AN INCLUSIVE, MULTI-STAKEHOLDER, 

CONSENSUS BASED DECISION MAKING PROCESS. 

(2) USE THE TECHNOLOGY OF PARTICIPATION OR SIMILAR FACILITATION METHODS. 

(3) ATTEMPT TO GATHER PUBLIC INPUT USING MORE THAN ONE METHOD (E.G., USE BOTH 

COMMUNITY MEETINGS AND THE MAIL SYSTEM). 

(4) HAVE CONDUCTED A CULTURAL ASSESSMENT OF THEIR PROCESS METHODS, AND CURRENTLY 

PURSUE METHODS WHICH ARE CULTURALLY/SOCIALLY SENSITIVE AND ENCOURAGE WIDE­

SPREAD PARTICIPATION. 

8.3.4 Multi-Stakeholder Groups 

IN ADDITION TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS LISTED FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY 

(SECTION 8.2), STAKEHOLDER GROUPS WHO WISH TO UNDERTAKE A VISIONING EXERCISE ON A WATERSHED, 

COMMUNITY OR ECOSYSTEM BASIS SHOULD ADDRESS THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATIONS. 
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Develop expertise/skills in facilitation, organization, conflict resolution, etc. BEFORE 

INITIATING THE PROJECT. THESE SKILLS CAN THEN BE FURTHER DEVELOPED OVER THE COURSE OF 

THE PROJECT. 

Cultivate community support for the process (INCLUDING BOTH SUBJECT AND METHODS) 

BEFORE INITIATING THE PROJECT. 

(A) DEVELOP LINKS WITH EXISTING COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS, LIKE LOCAL COMMUNITY 

ASSOCIATIONS. 

(B) INCLUDE MORE LOCAL PEOPLE IN THE DESIGN PHASE OF THE PROJECT, ENSURE THAT TOPICS 

ARE LOCALLY RELEVANT AND THAT PEOPLE WANT TO DISCUSS THEM, AND CLARIFY 

EXPECTATIONS ABOUT THE RESULTS OF THE PROCESS AT THE ONSET. A TEST OF THE 

METHODS AND SUBJECTS COULD BE CONDUCTED ON A SMALL GROUP OF LOCAL PEOPLE 

BEFORE EFFORT IS EXPENDED ON A LARGE-SCALE PROJECT. 

(C) MAKE USE OF FIELD TRIPS TO GENERATE INTEREST AND AWARENESS. (SOME OF THE 

PEOPLE I INTERVIEWED CITED A FIELD TRIP OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED AS 

STIMULATING THEIR INTEREST.) 

Combine alternative methods (e.g. home meetings, or mail surveys) with a 

community meeting process. TO REACH A MAXIMUM NUMBER OF PEOPLE, A VARIETY OF 

METHODS, APPROPRIATE TO DIFFERENT AUDIENCES IN THE COMMUNITY, MUST BE USED. 

Research areas of conflict or potential conflict BEFORE THE PROCESS IS STARTED, AND 

BUILD MECHANISMS FOR DEALING WITH THEM INTO THE PROCESS. 

Use the results of the Salmon River pilot project as a tangible example of an 

expected product EXPLAINING WHAT HAPPENED IN THE SALMON RIVER PILOT PROJECT AND 
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SHOWING OTHER MULTI-STAKEHOLDER GROUPS THE RESULTS OF THE PROCESS WILL ENABLE OTHER 

GROUPS TO CONCEPTUALIZE WHAT THE PROCESS IS ALL ABOUT. 

8.4 CONCLUSIONS A N D R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S A B O U T T H E 

P R O D U C T I V I T Y O F R E S E A R C H M E T H O D S 

BECAUSE OF THE ONGOING NEED TO EVALUATE PROCESSES AND PILOT PROJECTS LIKE THE ONE IN 

THIS THESIS, IT IS IMPORTANT TO REFLECT ON THE METHODS USED IN EVALUATION AND THEIR RELATIVE 

MERITS. FOUR METHODS OF QUALITATIVE RESEARCH WERE USED IN THIS THESIS: DOCUMENT ANALYSIS, 

PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION, IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS, AND A MAIL SURVEY. BASED ON THE EXPERIENCE OF 

USING THESE METHODS IN THIS THESIS, SEVERAL CONCLUSIONS WERE DRAWN ABOUT THEIR RELATIVE 

ADVANTAGES AND LIMITATIONS. THESE CONCLUSIONS ARE PRESENTED IN TABLE 8.3. 

IN EVALUATING THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY, EACH OF THE METHODS ADDED TO 

THE DESCRIPTION OR EVALUATION OF THE EVENTS. TO START, THE document analysis WAS CRUCIAL IN 

RECOUNTING THE RECORD OF EVENTS BOTH CHRONOLOGICALLY, AND ACCORDING TO THE 5-STAGE MODEL OF 

COLLABORATION. THE "FACTS" OF THE EVENTS WERE COLLECTED THIS WAY~THE WHAT HAPPENED, WHEN, 

WHERE AND WITH WHOM. THE participant observation ALSO ADDED TO THE STORY BY CAPTURING 

THOSE THINGS WHICH ARE NOT USUALLY RECORDED IN OFFICIAL MEETING MINUTES OR RECORDS—THINGS LIKE 

COMFORT, OR CONFUSION. 

BEING A PARTICIPANT OBSERVER ALSO GAVE ME A BETTER SENSE OF THE PROCESS—THE 

QUALITATIVE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN HEARING A STORY (THIRD PERSON) AND BEING A PART OF THE STORY 

(FIRST PERSON). I HAD FIRST HAND KNOWLEDGE OF WHO WAS INVOLVED, WHO COULD ANSWER CERTAIN 

QUESTIONS, WHERE I COULD FIND CERTAIN INFORMATION, AND THE MANY PROJECT DETAILS AND SOCIAL 
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DYNAMICS WHICH MAY NOT APPEAR IN DOCUMENTS, OR WHICH MAY NOT BE DISCLOSED BY AN 

INFORMANT (SOMEONE BEING INTERVIEWED) BECAUSE THE RIGHT QUESTION WAS NOT ASKED, OR THE 

INFORMANT DID NOT THINK THE DETAIL TO BE IMPORTANT. BEING A PARTICIPANT OBSERVER IN THE PROCESS 

ALSO HELPED ME IN THE EVALUATION PART OF THIS PROJECT (THE "WHY" QUESTIONS); IT ENABLED ME TO 

FORM OPINIONS ABOUT THE PROCESS WHICH WERE IMPORTANT IN SELECTING ISSUES TO DISCUSS AND 

QUESTIONS TO ASK IN THE INTERVIEWS AND SURVEYS. 

THE in-depth interviews WHICH I CONDUCTED WITH PROCESS PARTICIPANTS WERE ESSENTIAL 

TO THE EVALUATION OF THE CASE STUDY. THROUGH THE INTERVIEWS, I GATHERED THE OPINIONS OF 

SEVERAL PEOPLE WHO HAD GONE THROUGH THE SAME EXPERIENCE THAT I HAD (ATTENDED THE MEETINGS, 

READ THE EDUCATIONAL MATERIAL PROVIDED, AND FORMED OPINIONS ABOUT DIFFERENT ASPECTS OF THE 

PROCESS). THIS ALLOWED FOR THE TRIANGULATION OF RESULTS: MY OPINIONS (THROUGH PARTICIPANT 

OBSERVATION) WERE VALIDATED BY THE OPINIONS OF OTHER PROCESS PARTICIPANTS (THROUGH 

INTERVIEWS). BY INTERVIEWING PEOPLE WHO HAD ACTUALLY PARTICIPATED IN THE PROCESS, I WAS ABLE 

TO GATHER DATA WHICH WAS MORE THAN SPECULATIVE. THE PARTICIPANTS DID NOT JUST SPECULATE 

ABOUT THE PROCESS, THEY WERE ABLE TO EVALUATE THE PROCESS BASED ON THEIR OWN EXPERIENCES 

WITHIN IT. THESE TYPES OF EXPERIENCES AND OPINIONS ARE THE KEY TO FINDING OUT WHAT WORKS, 

WHAT DOES NOT WORK, AND TO MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS TO IMPROVE THE PROCESS. 

THE survey WAS IMPORTANT TO ADDRESS SOME OF THE QUESTIONS WHICH WERE LARGER THAN 

THE MECHANICS OF THE PROCESS—THINGS LIKE: IS THE PROCESS VIEWED AS LEGITIMATE IN THE LARGER 

WATERSHED COMMUNITY? IS THERE ENOUGH SUPPORT AND INTEREST FOR THIS TYPE OF PROJECT FOR THE 

WORK TO CONTINUE? ARE THE PROBLEMS AND ISSUES ADDRESSED AND THE RESULTS MEANINGFUL TO 

PEOPLE OUTSIDE THE CLIQUE? THE SURVEY PLACED THE EVALUATION OF THE PROCESS INTO A LARGER 
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Table 8.3. SUMMARY EVALUATION OF RESEARCH METHODS USED IN THIS STUDY 

Method Advantages Limitations 

Document 
Analysis 

- access to a number of factual details which 
people tend to forget (like dates of meetings, 
who attended, how certain issues/projects were 
initiated) 
- access to the "official" version of events 

- little explanation of events 

Participant 
Observation 

- exposure to social dynamics and project 
details not officially recorded 
- first hand sense of the process leading to 
opinions and explanations 

- subjectivity of the method, while 
acknowledged, requires triangulation with 
other methods to support explanations 

- limitations in academic formats for 
passing on personal experiences to other 
researchers 

In-Depth 
Interviews 

- access to experiences and opinions necessary 
to identify strengths and weaknesses of a 
process and suggest improvements 
- provides an excellent opportunity to 
triangulate observations (between interviews, 
and with other methods) 

- explanations made within the confines of 
the project studied—hard to relate to the 
external environment 

Mail Survey - access to experiences and opinions necessary 
to relate the process studied to the larger 
context in which it occurred 
- can be triangulated with other methods 

- no opportunity to confirm understanding of 
answers or probe for deeper understanding 
or more specific answers 

CONTEXT. WHILE THE INTERVIEWS FOUND OUT WHAT THE PEOPLE WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE PROCESS 

THOUGHT OF IT, THE SURVEY FOUND OUT WHAT THOSE PEOPLE WHO LIVE IN THE WATERSHED (AND MAY NOT 

HAVE PARTICIPATED) THOUGHT OF IT. THESE TYPES OF OPINIONS ARE KEY TO MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS 

ABOUT FUTURE INITIATIVES IN THE WATERSHED BASED ON THE ACCEPTANCE OF THE CURRENT PROJECT. 

8.5 G E N E R A L DISCUSSION 

TO ROUND-OUT THE DISCUSSION OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY, THERE ARE TWO 

MORE TOPICS TO TOUCH ON: What did the SRWR learn from this process? AND What insight 

can the evaluation of this process shed on the "Big Picture" questions posed in Chapter 3? 
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8.5.1 "LEARNINGS" FROM THE SRWR 

IN ITS FINAL REPORT ON THE "COMMUNITY ESTABLISHMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES" 

(SRWR 1996A), THE SRWR OUTLINED 12 THINGS WHICH HAD BEEN LEARNED THROUGH CONDUCTING 

THIS PROCESS. MOST OF THESE "LEARNINGS" (DEPICTED IN BOX 8.1) AGREE WITH (AND ARE SUPPORTED 

BY) THE CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS MADE IN THIS THESIS. THERE ARE, HOWEVER, TWO 

CONCLUSIONS MADE BY THE SRWR WHICH ARE PRE-MATURE, AND WHICH MY DATA—WHILE 

INCONCLUSIVE—WOULD NOT WARRANT AS OPTIMISTIC AN EXPRESSION AS MADE BY THE SRWR. THE FIRST 

IS NUMBER 8: Community involvement in setting objectives leads to commitment to carrying 

them out. THIS COMMITMENT CANNOT BE SHOWN UNTIL ACTIONS ARE CARRIED OUT BASED ON THE 

OBJECTIVES, AND INDICATORS SHOW THAT THESE ACTIONS ARE EFFECTIVE. IT'S EASY TO ESPOUSE 

COMMITMENT TO AN IDEA, BUT A LOT MORE DIFFICULT TO COMMIT TO ACTIONS. INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS 

TOLD ME THAT CHANGING ACTIONS WILL BE A LONG, SLOW PROCESS. EVEN THOSE WHO SAY THEY ARE 

COMMITTED TO THE PROJECT SAY CHANGING THEIR ACTIONS (E.G., FARMING PRACTICES) IS DIFFICULT. THE 

SECOND IS NUMBER 9: Community involvement in action plans can lead to very cost effective 

ways for government and other agencies to meet their mandates. TO MY KNOWLEDGE, THERE 

HAS BEEN NO STUDY COMPARING THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH A TRADITIONAL COMMAND AND CONTROL 

APPROACH AND THIS COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT APPROACH TO ACTION PLANNING (AND IT IS PROBABLY TOO 

SOON TO DO SO SINCE THE END POINT HAS NOT YET BEEN REACHED). AS WELL, IT IS TOO SOON TO SAY 

WHETHER OR NOT GOVERNMENT MANDATES HAVE BEEN MET THROUGH THIS PROCESS SINCE THAT DEPENDS 

ON THE ACTIONS THAT RESULT. THERE IS CERTAINLY A PERCEPTION AMONG WATERSHED RESIDENTS THAT 

MONEY HAS BEEN WASTED IN THIS COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT PROCESS. WHETHER OR NOT IT WILL BE 

MORE COST EFFECTIVE IN THE LONG RUN (DUE TO GREATER COMMITMENT OF THE COMMUNITY), REMAINS 
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Box 8.1 LEARNINGS" FROM THE SRWR 

1. Community establishment of ecosystem objectives is clearly workable! 

2. To be meanmgful, such establishment needs to be part of the ongoing life of the community. 

3. Momentum needs to be developed by involving members of the community in co-creating all stages 
of the project: work plan, creation of a knowledge base, implementation, monitoring, and reviewing 
objectives. 

4. Considerable background information (verbal, traditional and scientific) needs to be gathered, 
integrated, shared and assimilated for meaningful objectives to result. 

5. Care must be exercised in blending the various cultures (Native, non-native, rural, urban, scientific, 
traditional, etc.) involved in community establishment of ecosystem objectives. 

6. Ideally, six months would be allowed for the consultant to gather his portion of the knowledge base. 

7. Having all interests (residents, government, business, First Nations, etc.) involved in the process 
provides a most effective way to achieve coordination among existing agencies and programs. 

8. Community involvement in setting objectives leads to commitment to carrying them out. 

9. Community involvement in action plans can lead to very cost effective ways for government and 
other agencies to meet their mandates. 

10. Individuals and organizations require some time and practice in consensus based processes to feel 
safe and to use them as learning opportunities for co-creating win win results. 

11. The Institute of Cultural Affairs' Technologies of Participation and their underlying philosophy of 
participation can effectively and efficiently tap the wisdom of all participants and lead to enthusiasm 
for next steps. 

12. In addition to a training, such as provided in the project, a corp of community facilitators needs 
ample practice in real life to become skilled and at ease in facilitating community meetings. 

TO BE SEEN. THERE ARE ALSO THE ISSUES RAISED IN SECTION 8.1.2 REGARDING THE DIFFICULTIES IN 

ASSESSING THE COSTS AND BENEFITS OF A PROCESS SUCH AS THIS ONE. 

8.5.2 Reflections on "Big Picture" Questions 

IN CHAPTER 3, FIVE "BIG PICTURE" QUESTIONS WERE POSED. THESE QUESTIONS RELATE TO THE 

IMPLICIT ASSUMPTION BEING MADE IN THIS THESIS: A COLLABORATIVE MULTI-STAKEHOLDER PROCESS IS AN 

APPROPRIATE WAY (IF NOT THE MOST APPROPRIATE WAY) FOR THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE SETTING PROCESS 
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TO OCCUR. ALTHOUGH THE ANSWERS TO THESE QUESTIONS ARE LARGELY BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THIS STUDY, 

SOME THOUGHTS ABOUT THE QUESTIONS OR HOW THEY COULD BE ANSWERED ARE GIVEN BELOW. 

(1) Is the watershed the most appropriate planning unit for ecosystem objective 

setting? 

CERTAINLY, THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE IS CONVINCED THAT A WATERSHED 

PLANNING BASIS IS THE WAY TO GO. HOWEVER, AS WAS SEEN IN THE LRMP DISCUSSION OF BOUNDARIES 

(APPENDIX C), WATERSHED BOUNDARIES DO NOT ALWAYS REFLECT THE PURPOSE OF THE PLANNING 

EXERCISE. THERE ARE TWO ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION: THE PURPOSE OF THE PLANNING OR MANAGEMENT 

EXERCISE, AND THE ECOLOGICAL RELEVANCE OF THE LANDSCAPE UNIT USED IN THE PLANNING EXERCISE, 

NOTING, DOMINANT INTERACTIONS BETWEEN THE HUMAN SOCIETY, THE ECONOMY, AND THE ENVIRONMENT. 

AT SOME POINT, A JUDGEMENT CALL MUST BE MADE—WHICH OF THE DOMINANT INTERACTIONS ARE VALUED 

THE MOST, OR ARE CAUSING THE MOST PROBLEMS? THESE INTERACTIONS DEFINE THE BOUNDARIES. IN THE 

SALMON RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY, THE WATERSHED IS AN APPROPRIATE LANDSCAPE UNIT IN WHICH 

TO DEVELOP A VISION AND ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. WATER QUALITY, WATER QUANTITY, WATER 

MOVEMENT, ARE SIGNIFICANT PROBLEMS IN THE WATERSHED WHICH HAVE LED TO THE WATERSHED BEING 

AN ECOLOGICALLY RELEVANT UNIT IN WHICH TO CONDUCT PLANNING EXERCISES. DESPITE THIS, THERE ARE 

ISSUES RELATED TO THIS REGION FOR WHICH WATERSHED BOUNDARIES MIGHT NOT BE THE MOST 

APPROPRIATE ECOLOGICAL BOUNDARY FOR PLANNING. THIS WAS EXEMPLIFIED IN THE LRMP PROCESS 

WHERE TIMBER SUPPLY AREAS WERE USED. FOREST ECOSYSTEMS MAY SPAN SEVERAL WATERSHEDS. 

SIMILARLY, PLANNING FOR WILDLIFE COULD RESULT IN SIMILAR CONCLUSIONS WHEN WILDLIFE RANGES 

ENCOMPASS MORE THAN ONE WATERSHED. IF THE ROUNDTABLE IS TO MOVE BEYOND WATER ISSUES IN 

THE FUTURE, IT WILL NEED TO BE FLEXIBLE ON THE GEOGRAPHICAL BOUNDARIES OF ITS INTERESTS, OR IT WILL 
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NEED TO IDENTIFY ISSUES AS SCALE DEPENDENT (I.E., SOME ARE WATERSHED ISSUES, WHILE SOME ARE 

BROADER ISSUES). 

(2) Is a collaborative, consensus-based model appropriate to deal with the problems 

and issues identified in the case study? 

THIS QUESTION HAS BEEN ADDRESSED UNDER THE DISCUSSION OF POWER, AUTHORITY AND 

ACCOUNTABILITY ABOVE. THE SUMMARY OF THIS DISCUSSION IS "YES" FOR GENERAL PLANNING AND 

VISIONING ACTIVITIES, AND "NO" FOR EVERYDAY OPERATIONS OF THE ROUNDTABLE AND WORK ACTIVITIES. 

IN A VERY PRACTICAL SENSE, THE ULTIMATE DECISION MAKERS IN THE WATERSHED ARE ALL THE 

PEOPLE WHO LIVE, OR WORK IN THE WATERSHED, OR WHO HAVE LEGAL AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT OR 

ENFORCE THEIR DECISIONS (I.E., GOVERNMENT), SINCE THESE ARE THE PEOPLE WHOSE ACTIONS AFFECT THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONDITIONS OF THE WATERSHED. IF THE ROUNDTABLE IS TRULY 

REPRESENTATIVE OF THESE ULTIMATE DECISION MAKERS, THEN THE VISIONS, GOALS, AND GUIDANCE ARRIVED 

AT THROUGH THE ROUNDTABLE'S CONSENSUS DECISION-MAKING SHOULD, IF EXPLAINED, MAKE SENSE TO 

THESE ULTIMATE DECISION MAKERS WHO WILL THEN IMPLEMENT THESE VISIONS THROUGH THEIR DAILY 

ACTIONS, LEGISLATION, ETC. 

(3) Could ecosystem objectives be set another way? 

CERTAINLY, THERE ARE OTHER WAYS IN WHICH ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES COULD BE DEVELOPED. 

FOR EXAMPLE, WHEN ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WERE INITIALLY DEVELOPED FOR LAKE ONTARIO AND LAKE 

SUPERIOR, THEY WERE DEVELOPED LARGELY WITHIN THE SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY, WITHOUT INVOLVEMENT 

OF LOCAL RESIDENTS-OTHER THAN SOME COMMENT FROM LARGE SCALE PUBLIC INTEREST GROUPS. AS WELL, 

IT WOULD BE POSSIBLE TO HIRE A CONSULTANT TO WRITE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR AN AREA AND THEN TO 

"CORRECT" THE OBJECTIVES WITH COMMUNITY FEEDBACK. (IN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED, THIS 
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SECOND OPTION MIGHT HAVE PRODUCED MORE INTEREST IN ATTENDING MEETINGS, ESPECIALLY IF THE 

OBJECTIVES WERE VIEWED AS CONTROVERSIAL.) HOWEVER, THESE ALTERNATIVES ARE NOT CONSISTENT WITH 

THE INTENT, AND PHILOSOPHICAL—EVEN ETHICAL—BASIS UNDER WHICH THE ROUNDTABLE ATTEMPTS TO 

OPERATE, AND WHICH THE C C M E WQGTG FRAMEWORK ENDORSES. THAT IS, THAT THE COMMUNITY— 

THE STAKEHOLDERS OF INTEREST-JOINTLY DEVELOP OBJECTIVES THAT REFLECT A COLLECTIVE VISION, AND 

THAT, HAVING BEEN PART OF THE COLLECTIVE PROCESS, ALL STAKEHOLDERS WOULD DESIRE TO IMPLEMENT 

THE VISION. THIS METHOD IS DESCRIBED AS INCLUSIVE, POSITIVE, "THE RIGHT THING TO DO", AND 

SOMETHING THAT WILL "PAY-OFF' IN THE LONG TERM. IT REMAINS TO BE SEEN WHETHER OR NOT THESE 

OBJECTIVES WILL SERVE A DIFFERENT ROLE THAN THE ONES DEVELOPED FOR THE GREAT LAKES. IT WOULD 

BE AN INTERESTING STUDY FOR SOMEONE TO CONDUCT A FOLLOW-UP STUDY TO ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES IN 

THE GREAT LAKES, AND THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED, AND COMPARE THEIR EFFECT OVER TIME. 

(4) Do ecosystem objectives, set through a collaborative MSP, result in a healthier 

ecosystem than what could be achieved through alternative methods? 

THIS QUESTION HAS NOT BEEN ADDRESSED AT ALL THROUGH THIS THESIS, AND CANNOT BE 

ADDRESSED UNTIL ENOUGH TIME HAS PASSED TO OBSERVE CHANGES IN ACTIONS, AND ECOSYSTEM 

CONDITIONS. PARTICIPANTS IN THE PROCESS HOPE THAT IT WILL RESULT IN A HEALTHIER ECOSYSTEM. 

(5) Are ecosystem objectives (or any form of watershed vision) necessary for 

effective ecosystem management? 

IT IS CERTAINLY HARD TO IMAGINE ANY EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT STRATEGY WHICH DOES NOT START 

WITH SOME SORT OF GOAL OR OBJECTIVE. WITHOUT THE SENSE OF DIRECTION PROVIDED BY GOALS, 

OBJECTIVES OR A VISION, STRATEGIES COULD BE NOTHING MORE THAN A STAB IN THE DARK. IT SHOULD BE 

NOTED THAT A VISION IS NOT STATIC! IN FACT, AN EFFECTIVE VISION IS PROBABLY ONE THAT IS DYNAMIC 
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AND IS REVISED WITH THE TIMES—AS NEW INFORMATION BECOMES AVAILABLE, OR AS ENVIRONMENTAL, 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS CHANGE. 

IT IS QUESTIONABLE AS TO WHETHER OR NOT THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES DEVELOPED IN THE CASE 

STUDY ARE, ON THEIR OWN, SPECIFIC ENOUGH TO LEAD TO EFFECTIVE ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT ACTIONS. 

HOWEVER, KEEPING IN MIND THAT THESE OBJECTIVES ARE THE FIRST STAGE OF A LARGER PILOT PROJECT, THE 

GENERALITY OF THE OBJECTIVES IS NOT TOO ALARMING. OUT OF NECESSITY, THE NEXT PHASE OF THE PILOT 

PROJECT (DEVELOPING INDICATORS) WILL GROUND THESE ALTRUISTIC STATEMENTS INTO CONCRETE 

MEASURABLE VARIABLES. WHAT IS OF MORE CONCERN IS THE QUESTION OF WHETHER OR NOT THE 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES DEVELOPED WERE A TRUE REFLECTION OF THE WATERSHED COMMUNITY. THE 

OBJECTIVES DEVELOPED (SEE BOX 5.1) SEEM FAR REMOVED—IN TERMS OF FORM—FROM THE SAMPLING 

OF WATERSHED RESIDENTS WITH WHOM I HAVE BEEN IN CONTACT THROUGH THE MEETINGS, INTERVIEWS 

AND SURVEYS. THIS WILL LIMIT THE AUDIENCE OF THE OBJECTIVES TO THE LITERATE, EDUCATED, PLANNING-

ORIENTED SEGMENT OF THE ROUNDTABLE OR GOVERNMENT AGENCIES. WITH RESPECT TO CONTENT, THE 

OBJECTIVES DO COVER THE RANGE OF PROBLEMS AND ISSUES DEEMED IMPORTANT BY WATERSHED 

RESIDENTS. DESPITE THIS, IT WOULD BE DISHONEST FOR THESE OBJECTIVES TO BE REPORTED AS A 

CONSENSUS OF THE ENTIRE WATERSHED COMMUNITY. ACTIVE PARTICIPATION OF RESIDENTS IN THE 

PROCESS (THROUGH MEETINGS) WAS TOO LOW. THIS SITUATION COULD BE REMEDIED SOMEWHAT IF THE 

NON-MEETING ATTENDING SEGMENT OF THE WATERSHED POPULATION WERE GIVEN AN OPPORTUNITY TO 

INPUT INTO THE OBJECTIVES IN A MORE CULTURALLY COMFORTABLE MANNER (E.G., COMMENTING ON THE 

OBJECTIVES THROUGH THE MAIL). 

214 



8.6 CLOSING R E M A R K S 

IN A CRITICAL SENSE, A LOT OF DISCUSSION IN THIS THESIS HAS FOCUSSED ON CONCERNS 

PARTICIPANTS AND RESIDENTS HAD WITH THE PROCESS; THIS WAS DONE IN THE HOPE OF BRINGING TO LIGHT 

ISSUES THAT NEED TO BE ADDRESSED IN ORDER TO IMPROVE THE PROCESS. THIS EMPHASIS ON 

"CONCERNS", SHOULD NOT OVERSHADOW A VERY CRUCIAL FINDING OF THIS THESIS: the majority of 

people surveyed and interviewed from the Salmon River watershed support the efforts of 

the Roundtable. THEY THINK THAT MEETINGS ARE A LEGITIMATE WAY TO WORK TOWARDS COMMUNITY 

CONSENSUS. AND, THEY ARE WILLING TO TRY TO LIVE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE VISION DEVELOPED IN THIS 

PROCESS, EVEN IF THEY DID NOT ACTIVELY PARTICIPATE IN ITS CREATION! THIS IS A FINDING WHICH MUST 

BE PURSUED IN ORDER TO TURN THE PLAN INTO ACTION: WATERSHED RESIDENTS MUST BE GIVEN SPECIFIC 

ADVICE ON TANGIBLE ACTIONS WHICH THEY CAN DO IN THEIR EVERYDAY LIVES TOWARDS MAKING THE 

VISION FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED A REALITY. 

THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE'S ATTEMPT AT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT OF 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WAS A VALIANT FIRST ATTEMPT TO PUT THE C C M E WQGTG'S FRAMEWORK INTO 

PRACTICE. EVALUATION OF THIS PILOT PROJECT HAS REVEALED STRENGTHS OF THE PROCESS, AND SUPPORT 

FOR THE PROCESS TO WARRANT THE CONTINUED, CAUTIOUS EXPLORATION OF THIS APPROACH IN OTHER AREAS. 

THE PILOT PROJECT HAS ALSO PROVED USEFUL IN IDENTIFYING AREAS WHERE MORE WORK MUST BE DONE 

IN THE FUTURE TO ADDRESS CONCERNS OF AFFECTED RESIDENTS AND TO FOSTER AN ENVIRONMENT WHICH WILL 

ENCOURAGE CHANGES IN BEHAVIOUR AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FUTURE VISION. 
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APPENDIX A 

ADDITIONAL NOTES ON RESEARCH METHODS 

A. T H E RESEARCHER'S R O L E 

I FIRST BECAME AWARE OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED PROJECT WHILE WORKING UNDER CONTRACT 
FOR ENVIRONMENT CANADA IN OTTAWA. I WAS WORKING ON PROJECTS RELATED TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
ECOSYSTEM GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND INDICATORS. (ONE SPECIFIC PROJECT WAS A DRAFT VERSION OF THE 
C C M E WQGTG'S FRAMEWORK FOR DEVELOPING GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND INDICATORS OF ECOSYSTEM 
HEALTH, DESCRIBED IN CHAPTER 2.) THROUGH CONTACTS AT ENVIRONMENT CANADA'S REGIONAL OFFICE IN 
B. C., I BECAME AWARE OF BOTH THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED, AND THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES 
STEERING COMMITTEE'S (EOSC) INTEREST IN USING THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED AS A PILOT PROJECT FOR 
SETTING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. WHEN I DECIDED TO UNDERTAKE A GRADUATE DEGREE AT THE UNIVERSITY OF 
BRITISH COLUMBIA, I BASED MY RESEARCH PROPOSAL AROUND THIS CASE STUDY AS A RESULT OF BOTH MY 
INTEREST AND PRIOR KNOWLEDGE OF THE CASE. THUS, MY INITIAL ENTRY INTO THE CASE STUDY CAME THROUGH 
MY PREVIOUS EMPLOYMENT. IN FACT, THE FIRST TRIP THAT I MADE TO THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED WAS AS 
A CONTRACTOR FOR ENVIRONMENT CANADA. IN JUNE 1994,1 ATTENDED A CONFERENCE ON "STEWARDING OUR 
WATERSHEDS", HOSTED BY THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE (SRWR), AND ALSO ATTENDED THE 
ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES STEERING COMMITTEE'S MEETING IN SALMON ARM FOLLOWING THE CONFERENCE. 

AFTER COMPLETION OF MY CONTRACT WITH ENVIRONMENT CANADA, I HAD A MORE FORMAL ENTRY TO 
THE CASE STUDY AS A GRADUATE STUDENT RESEARCHER. I APPLIED TO BOTH ENVIRONMENT CANADA (FRED 
MAH) AND THE B.C. MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, LANDS, AND PARKS (GEORGE BUTCHER) FOR FUNDING FOR 
MY RESEARCH. MY FUNDING PROPOSALS WERE ACCEPTED, AND FRED MAH AND GEORGE BUTCHER WERE 
INVITED TO SIT ON MY GRADUATE COMMITTEE. IN TURN, I WAS INVITED TO A MEETING OF THE EOSC (ITS LAST 
MEETING) AT WHICH TIME I WAS INTRODUCED TO THE COMMITTEE AND TO REPRESENTATIVES OF THE SRWR 
(DOROTHY ARGENT~AT THAT TIME CHAIR OF THE ROUNDTABLE, AND HER HUSBAND, NEILS CHRISTIANSEN-CHAIR 
OF THE SRWR'S PLANNING COMMITTEE). AT THAT MEETING, I WAS TOLD BY MS. ARGENT AND MR. 
CHRISTIANSEN THAT I WOULD BE WELCOME TO ATTEND ANY OF THE SRWR MEETINGS. ALL SRWR MEETINGS 
ARE OPEN TO THE PUBLIC AND NOT CONFIDENTIAL; I COULD ATTEND, NOTE THE EVENTS, AND USE THEM IN MY 
THESIS. 

BECAUSE MY RESEARCH INVOLVED HUMAN SUBJECTS, I DID NOT ONLY NEED TO GAIN ENTRY TO THE 
CASE STUDY, I ALSO REQUIRED ETHICAL APPROVAL FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA'S BEHAVIORAL 
SCIENCES SCREENING COMMITTEE FOR RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS BEFORE I COULD CONDUCT 
ANY FORMAL INTERVIEWS OR SURVEYS OF PEOPLE INVOLVED WITH THE CASE STUDY. THIS PERMISSION WAS 
GRANTED ON MAY 30, 1995. AS PART OF MY APPLICATION TO THE SCREENING COMMITTEE, I GUARANTEED TO 
KEEP CONFIDENTIAL THE IDENTITIES OF PERSONS WHOM I INTERVIEWED. (THE ISSUE OF CONFIDENTIALITY IS 
ADDRESSED FURTHER BELOW.) NO GUARANTEES OF CONFIDENTIALITY WERE GIVEN TO MAIL SURVEY PARTICIPANTS, 
HOWEVER, THEY WERE ASKED TO RETURN THE SURVEY FORMS ANONYMOUSLY. 
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"DEPLOYING THE SELF WITHIN A CASE STUDY REFERS TO HOW A RESEARCHER BEHAVES WITHIN THE 
SOCIAL SETTING UNDER STUDY. IN THIS CASE STUDY, I ASSUMED THE ROLE OF A PARTICIPANT OBSERVER IN 
MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS, AND ALSO INTERACTED WITH PROCESS PARTICIPANTS THROUGH INTERVIEWS AND 
SURVEYS. 

THROUGH BOTH MY ROLE AS A PARTICIPANT OBSERVER, AND MY ROLE AS AN ETHNOGRAPHIC 
INTERVIEWER/SURVEY ADMINISTRATOR, THERE AROSE THE CONFOUNDING ISSUE OF MY INFLUENCE ON THE 
PROCESS WHICH I WAS STUDYING. IN ORDER TO ACKNOWLEDGE MY INTERACTION WITH, AND INFLUENCE ON THE 
STUDY, I KEPT TRACK OF MY INPUT INTO THE PROCESS IN MY FIELD NOTES. DETAILS ABOUT HOW I INTERACTED 
WITH THE OTHER PEOPLE INVOLVED IN THE CASE STUDY, AND HOW I MAY HAVE INFLUENCED THE CASE STUDY 
ARE GIVEN BELOW IN RELATION TO MY THREE PARTICIPATORY RESEARCH METHODS. 

(a) Participant Observation 
I ALWAYS FELT WELCOMED BY THE ROUNDTABLE CHAIR, COMMITTEE HEADS, AND STAFF MEMBERS AT ALL 

THE MEETINGS I ATTENDED OR WHENEVER I REQUESTED INFORMATION FROM THEM. IN FACT, MY RELATIONSHIP 
WITH MANY OF THESE PEOPLE BECAME QUITE FRIENDLY—STAFF WOULD JOKE ABOUT ME BEING THE MOST 
FAITHFUL MEETING PARTICIPANT, AND I WAS OFTEN ASKED IF I COULD HELP OUT WITH SMALL TASKS (SEE ABOVE). 
I ALSO DEVELOPED FRIENDLY RELATIONSHIPS WITH SOME OF THE LOCAL RESIDENTS AND A COUPLE OF AGENCY 
REPRESENTATIVES WHO WERE ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS. OTHER ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS WITH WHOM I HAD 
LESS CONTACT, SUCH AS GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES WHO WERE NOT ALWAYS CONSISTENT IN THEIR 
REPRESENTATION, SEEMED AMBIVALENT ABOUT MY PRESENCE AT MEETINGS. 

WITH RESPECT TO THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS, I THINK MOST LOCAL RESIDENTS ASSOCIATED ME WITH 
THE ROUNDTABLE STAFF (DESPITE MY INTRODUCING MYSELF AS A STUDENT FROM UBC), AND WERE GENERALLY 
AMBIVALENT ABOUT MY PRESENCE AT MEETINGS. THOSE LOCAL RESIDENTS WITH WHOM I HAD THE 
OPPORTUNITY TO WORK IN SMALL GROUPS WERE GENERALLY VERY FRIENDLY TO ME, AND SOMETIMES ASKED ME 
QUESTIONS ABOUT WHAT I WAS STUDYING. AFTER I HAD STARTED INTERVIEWING PROCESS PARTICIPANTS, PEOPLE 
WHOM I HAD INTERVIEWED WOULD GREET ME AND TALK TO ME DURING MEETINGS. 

THERE ARE TWO POTENTIAL WAYS IN WHICH MY PRESENCE IN MEETINGS COULD HAVE AFFECTED THE 
PROCESS WHICH I WAS STUDYING. FIRST OF ALL, AS A PARTICIPANT IN THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS AND 
FALKLAND WORKSHOP, I WAS EXPECTED TO PROVIDE MY IDEAS ON VARIOUS SUBJECTS DISCUSSED DURING 
SMALL WORK-GROUP SESSIONS (I.E., DISCUSSING AN ISSUE AND REACHING SOME CONCLUSIONS IN SMALL 
GROUPS OF 2 OR 3 PEOPLE AS PART OF THE TECHNOLOGY OF PARTICIPATION GROUP DISCUSSION METHODS [SEE 
APPENDIX C]). DURING LARGER GROUP DISCUSSIONS I WOULD GENERALLY REFRAIN FROM PARTICIPATING. 
THROUGH THE TECHNOLOGY OF PARTICIPATION FACILITATION METHODS, THE IDEAS, SUGGESTIONS, AND 
CONCLUSIONS RESULTING FROM EACH SMALL WORK-GROUP BECOME PART OF THE LARGER VISION OR PLAN 
DEVELOPED. SO, IN THIS MANNER, SOME OF MY IDEAS MAY HAVE BECOME PART OF THE OFFICIAL PAPER 
RECORDS EMERGING FROM THE MEETINGS, HOWEVER, MY CONTRIBUTION—LIKE THAT OF ANY PARTICIPANT—WAS 
SMALL IN RELATION TO THE WHOLE. 

SECONDLY, IN THIS CASE STUDY, THERE WAS THE POTENTIAL FOR A "HAWTHORNE EFFECT", THAT IS, THAT 
PEOPLE BEHAVE DIFFERENTLY BECAUSE THEY KNOW THEY ARE BEING STUDIED. SINCE I IDENTIFED MYSELF AS A 
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STUDENT RESEARCHER EVALUATING THE PROCESS, MEETING PARTICIPANTS KNEW THEY WERE BEING STUDIED. 
DESPITE THIS, A HAWTHORNE EFFECT SEEMS UNLIKELY OR VERY LIMITED. AS MENTIONED ABOVE, MOST 
PEOPLE ASSOCIATED ME WITH ROUNDTABLE STAFF AND DID NOT TREAT ME IN ANY SPECIAL WAY INDICATIVE OF 
MY ROLE AS AN EVALUATOR. MOST QUESTIONS POSED TO ME ABOUT MY RESEARCH WERE MADE IN THE CONTEXT 
OF POLITE CONVERSATIONS. MY ROLE AS AN EVALUATOR DID NOT RECEIVE EXTENSIVE ATTENTION WITHIN THE 
MEETINGS. SINCE I ATTENDED MEETINGS REGULARLY AND PARTICIPATED IN THE SAME WAY AS THE OTHERS 
PRESENT, I WAS ACCEPTED AS JUST ANOTHER MEETING PARTICIPANT. 

(c) Interviews 
IN GENERAL, I FOUND PEOPLE RECEPTIVE TO BEING INTERVIEWED, (ONE EXCEPTION IS NOTED IN THE 

NEXT SECTION). MANY PEOPLE WERE VERY HOSPITABLE TO ME WHEN I ARRIVED AT THEIR HOMES. I WAS 
OFTEN OFFERED COFFEE OR TEA AND SNACKS, AND ON FOUR DIFFERENT OCCASIONS I WAS INVITED TO STAY FOR A 
MEAL. PEOPLE ANSWERED MY QUESTIONS SERIOUSLY; THEY APPEARED TO PUT A LOT OF THOUGHT INTO WHAT 
THEY SAID. MOST WISHED ME WELL WITH MY STUDY. 

MY INTERACTION WITH INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS ALSO INFLUENCED THE RESULTS WHICH I RECEIVED. 
THERE ARE TWO IMPORTANT ISSUES TO NOTE. FIRSTLY, DURING THE INTERVIEWS, I PLAYED A FACILITATIVE ROLE: 
I AIDED THE PARTICIPANTS IN TELLING ME THEIR VIEWS ABOUT THE PROCESS UNDER STUDY BY GUIDING THEM 
THROUGH A SET OF TOPICS (OUTLINED ON THE QUESTIONAIRE IN APPENDIX D). IN THIS ROLE, I WOULD OFTEN 
HAVE TO CLARIFY QUESTIONS POSED TO PARTICIPANTS BY PHRASING THEM DIFFERENTLY, OR EXPLAINING TERMS, 
AND THEN PROBE THEM FOR CLARIFICATION WHEN I WAS UNCERTAIN THAT I UNDERSTOOD THEIR COMMENTS. MY 
COMMUNICATIVE ABILITY INFLUENCED THE EXPLORATION OF PARTICIPANTS' VIEWS. ONE FURTHER ISSUE WAS THAT 
MY INTERACTION WITH SOME OF THE INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS LIKELY INCREASED THEIR KNOWLEDGE AND 
UNDERSTANDING ABOUT THE MEETING PROCESS IN GENERAL. FOR EXAMPLE, AFTER I HAD QUESTIONED PEOPLE, 
THEY WOULD OFTEN QUESTION ME ABOUT SIMILAR ISSUES (LIKE WHAT MY EXPECTATIONS FOR THE PROCESS 
WERE, OR WHETHER OR NOT I KNEW WHAT WAS GOING TO BE DONE WITH ALL THE INFORMATION THE 
ROUNDTABLE WAS GATHERING). IN MANY CASES I WAS MORE KNOWLEDGABLE ABOUT THE PROCESS DETAILS 
AND HISTORY OF THE PROJECT (FROM DOCUMENT ANALYSIS AND ATTENDING OTHER MEETINGS) THAN THE PEOPLE 
I WAS INTERVIEWING. I ANSWERED THEIR QUESTIONS TO THE BEST OF MY ABILITY, NOTING WHERE I HAD 
OBTAINED MY KNOWLEDGE. 

(d) Surveys 
I ACTUALLY HAD SOME PEOPLE WHOM I HAD MET OVER THE COURSE OF MY INVOLVEMENT WITH THE 

ROUNDTABLE WRITE SHORT NOTES TO ME ON THE SURVEY FORM—SUCH THINGS AS "HOPE ALL IS WELL KATHY", 
OR "HI KATHY!" OTHER THAN THESE FEW NOTES, SURVEY RESPONDENTS DID NOT REACT TO ME PERSONALLY, 
THOUGH SOME REACTED TO THE SURVEY. THERE WAS THE WHOLE RANGE OF RESPONSES FROM VERY POSITIVE 
COMMENTS LIKE, "FILLING THIS IN HAS MADE ME AWARE AND INFORMED. I'LL PAY MORE ATTENTION IN THE 
FUTURE." [B034] AND "IMPORTANT ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS (LIKE THIS) IN THE MAIL.[EMPHASIS BY 
RESPONDENT]" [BL21], TO, HOSTILE COMMENTS LIKE, "WHO ARE YOU? WHAT IS YOUR REAL AGENDA? SEE 
ME AFTER YOU CLEAN UP MORE POPULATED, POLITICALLY MORE POWERFUL AREAS." [A060], "DO YOU NEED 
THIS INFO TO SEE IF YOU CAN STEAL MY PROPERTY AND GIVE IT TO THE NATIVES?" [A062], AND "I THINK THAT 
YOU ARE WASTING TAX PAYERS MONEY!!! [EMPHASIS BY RESPONDENT]" [BL 13]. 
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FINALLY, AS A RESEARCHER IN AN ONGOING PROCESS, I HAD TO MAKE AN ETHICAL DECISION ABOUT 
WHETHER OR NOT TO SHARE MY EMERGING RESULTS WITH THE PEOPLE INVOLVED IN ORGANIZING THE CASE STUDY 
WHILE THE PILOT PROJECT WAS STILL UNDERWAY, AND THIS KNOWLEDGE MIGHT AFFECT THE WAY IN WHICH 
ORGANIZERS CONDUCTED LATER PARTS OF THE PROCESS. I CHOSE TO SHARE THE EMERGING RESULTS FROM MY 
INTERVIEWS (WHEN I HAD CONDUCTED APPROXIMATELY HALF OF THEM) WITH ONE OF THE COORDINATORS IN THE 
HOPE THAT THIS KNOWLEDGE WOULD BE BENEFICIAL TO THE ROUNDTABLE IN ORGANIZING AND PREPARING FOR 
THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP. 

B. N O T E S O N D A T A C O L L E C T I O N M E T H O D S 

1. Document Analysis 
THE EXAMINATION OF DOCUMENTS (OFFICIAL OR INFORMAL) IS A STANDARD WAY TO ANALYZE SOCIAL 

SITUATIONS, CONSTRUCTS OR PROCESSES (BERG 1989, HAMMERSLEY AND ATKINSON 1983, AND MARSHALL AND 
ROSSMAN 1994). IN SOME CASES, IT IS POSSIBLE TO DRAW ON "INSIDE" WRITTEN ACCOUNTS (I.E., 
DOCUMENTS WRITTEN SPECIFICALLY FOR THE PURPOSES OF THE RESEARCH, FOR EXAMPLE, DIARIES OF STUDY 
PARTICIPANTS), HOWEVER, MOST OF THE TIME, RESEARCHERS REVIEW MATERIAL THAT HAS BEEN PRODUCED FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES (HAMMERSLEY AND ATKINSON 1983). THIS LATTER CASE IS THE SITUATION FOR THE SALMON 
RIVER WATERSHED CASE STUDY. HAMMERSLEY AND ATKINSON (1983) LIST A VARIETY OF INFORMAL AND 
FORMAL DOCUMENTS THAT ARE SUITABLE FOR REVIEW. AT THE INFORMAL END THERE ARE FICTIONAL LITERATURE, 
DIARIES, AUTOBIOGRAPHIES, LETTERS, AND MASS MEDIA PRODUCTS. AT THE MORE FORMAL END, THERE ARE 
ENUMERATIONS, OFFICIAL RECORDS AND REPORTS, AND GOVERNMENT STATISTICS. BERG (1989) PROVIDES A LIST 
OF MORE SPECIFIC OFFICIAL RECORDS SUITABLE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH (COURT TRANSCRIPTS, POLICE REPORTS, 
CENSUS INFORMATION, FINANCIAL RECORDS, CRIME STATISTICS, TREATIES, POLITICAL SPEECH TRANSCRIPTS, 
INTERNALLY GENERATED GOVERNMENT AGENCY REPORTS, SCHOOL RECORDS, SALES RECORDS, AND SIMILAR 
DOCUMENTS), AND ALSO DISCUSSES THE USE OF PUBLIC ARCHIVES AND COMMERCIAL MEDIA ACCOUNTS. 
REGARDLESS OF WHAT TYPE OF WRITTEN DOCUMENTS ARE STUDIED, THERE ARE SEVERAL QUESTIONS THAT 
RESEARCHERS SHOULD KEEP IN MIND WHEN REVIEWING DOCUMENTS, 

"HOW ARE DOCUMENTS WRITTEN? HOW ARE THEY READ? WHO WRITES THEM? WHO READS THEM? 
FOR WHAT PURPOSES ? ON WHAT OCCASIONS? WITH WHAT OUTCOMES? WHAT IS RECORDED? 
WHAT IS OMITTED? WHAT IS TAKEN FOR GRANTED? WHAT DOES THE WRITER SEEM TO TAKE FOR 
GRANTED ABOUT THE READER(S)? WHAT DO READERS NEED TO KNOW IN ORDER TO MAKE SENSE OF 
THEM?" (HAMMERSLEY AND ATKINSON 1993). 

2. Participant Observation 
"ALL SOCIAL RESEARCH TAKES THE FORM OF PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION: IT INVOLVES PARTICIPATING IN 
THE SOCIAL WORLD, IN WHATEVER ROLE, AND REFLECTING ON THE PRODUCTS OF THAT PARTICIPATION... AS 
PARTICIPANTS IN THE SOCIAL WORLD WE ARE STILL ABLE, AT LEAST IN ANTICIPATION OR RETROSPECT, TO 
OBSERVE OUR ACTIVITIES 'FROM THE OUTSIDE' AS OBJECTS IN THE WORLD" (HAMMERSLEY AND 
ATKINSON 1983). 

PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION IS THE BASIC METHOD OF ALL QUALITATIVE STUDIES (MARSHALL AND 
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Rossman 1995); immersion in a case study setting enables the researcher to experience and 
understand the process under study as the participants do. Hammersley and Atkinson (1983) note 
that when a researcher is a participant observer in his or her own society, it is often difficult to 
assume a novice role (i.e., be a passive participant as a result of ignorance). In the Salmon River 
Watershed case study, this was my situation—I was expected (by other participants) to actively 
participate in the meetings I attended. In a couple of instances, I was asked if I could take notes 
at meetings.1 There were several instances when I was asked if I was able to do volunteer work 
for the project. For the most part, it was not possible for me to commit to any volunteer activities 
since I lived a six hour drive away from the case study. However, when I was able to, I would try 
to arrive early at meetings to help set up or stay late to help clean up. I was also occasionally 
asked by Roundtable facilitators or staff to help out with tasks during community meetings and at 
the Falkland Workshop. Such tasks included preparing flip-charts for meeting participants to use 
in group work exercises, washing coffee cups, helping set up the Falkland Community Hall for the 
workshop, and being a group leader for one of the small group exercises at the Falkland 
workshop. 

3. Interviews with Participants 
In-depth interviewing is used extensively by social scientists interested in participants' 

views of events, processes or phenomenon under study (Marshall and Rossman 1995). There are 
different degrees of formality and structure in qualitative research interviews, however, most are 
conversational in nature. Marshall and Rossman (1995) state: 

"[T]he participant's perspective on the phenomenon of interest should unfold as the 
participant views it, not as the researcher views it. A degree of systematization in 
questioning may be necessary in, for example, a multisite case study or when many 
participants are interviewed. The most important aspect of the interviewer's approach 
concerns conveying an attitude of acceptance—that the participant's information is valuable 
and useful." (p. 80) 

Several steps were involved in making the interviews possible. Once the project had 
received ethical approval, the next step was to finalize an introductory letter, consent form, and 
the actual questions to guide the interviews (Appendix D). Once these materials were prepared, 
the interview was "tested" on three participants. Based on feedback from those three participants, 
some modifications were made to the interview questions. The test interviews were especially 
helpful in identifying potential problems with language/terminology and the types of responses 
that could be expected. Following these modifications, the rest of the participants were 
interviewed. 

^his never happened at any of the community meetings described in Chapter 6, only in a 
couple of Roundtable committee meetings that I attended. 
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INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS WERE MADE AWARE OF THE STUDY THROUGH AN INTRODUCTORY LETTER. (IN A 
FEW CASES, THE LETTER WAS NOT MAILED TO THE PARTICIPANT: IT WAS GIVEN TO THEM AT A COMMUNITY 
MEETING. I APPROACHED THEM TO DISCUSS THE POSSIBILITY OF CONDUCTING INTERVIEWS AFTER THEY HAD A 
CHANCE TO READ THE LETTER.) IN TOTAL, LETTERS WERE EITHER MAILED OR HAND DELIVERED TO 34 POTENTIAL 
PARTICIPANTS, EACH OF WHOM WAS ASSIGNED A NUMBER BETWEEN 1 AND 34. THE LETTERS WERE FOLLOWED 
BY PHONE CALLS IN WHICH MEETING TIMES WERE ARRANGED. ONLY ONE PERSON REFUSED TO BE 
INTERVIEWED.2 FOUR PEOPLE COULD NOT BE REACHED BY PHONE (AFTER SEVERAL ATTEMPTS WERE MADE) AND 
WERE NO LONGER PURSUED. FOUR OTHERS WERE NOT INTERVIEWED DUE TO SCHEDULING PROBLEMS. THE 
REMAINING 25 PARTICIPANTS WERE INTERVIEWED. 

THERE WERE TWO EXCEPTIONS TO THE GENERAL INTERVIEW METHODS DESCRIBED IN CHAPTER 4. ONE 
PARTICIPANT WAS INTERVIEWED BY TELEPHONE SINCE SCHEDULING A PERSONAL INTERVIEW BECAME NEXT TO 
IMPOSSIBLE, AND THIS PARTICIPANT'S INPUT WAS HIGHLY DESIRABLE SINCE HE/SHE PLAYED A PIVOTAL ROLE IN 
THE PROCESS AS A STAFF PERSON FOR THE ROUNDTABLE. THIS INTERVIEW WAS NOT TAPE RECORDED. THE 
SECOND EXCEPTION OCCURRED AS A RESULT OF TWO SETS OF TWO PARTICIPANTS DESIRING TO BE INTERVIEWED 
TOGETHER [22 AND 27, AND 25 AND 33]. IN BOTH CASES, THESE PARTICIPANTS WERE HUSBAND AND WIFE.3 IN 
EACH CASE, I GAVE BOTH PARTICIPANTS AN OPPORTUNITY TO ANSWER EACH QUESTION, AND I RECORDED THEIR 
ANSWERS SEPARATELY. 

2 THIS PERSON SAID THAT HE THOUGHT THERE WERE BETTER PEOPLE FOR ME TO INTERVIEW. I 
EXPLAINED THAT I WANTED TO INTERVIEW PEOPLE WITH DIFFERENT AMOUNTS OF "KNOWLEDGE" ABOUT THE 
PROCESS, AND THAT ANY OPINIONS HE HAD ABOUT THE MEETINGS WHICH HE ATTENDED WOULD BE VALUABLE. 
HE REPEATED THAT HE DID NOT WANT TO PARTICIPATE AND THEN QUESTIONED ME—IN AN ACCUSATORY TONE-
ABOUT WHERE I LIVED AND WHY HE DID NOT REMEMBER ME FROM ANY OF THE MEETINGS. 

3AS A GENERAL RULE, I TRIED NOT TO INTERVIEW TWO MEMBERS OF THE SAME FAMILY UNIT BECAUSE I 
MADE AN ASSUMPTION THAT PEOPLE LIVING IN THE SAME HOUSEHOLD WOULD LIKELY SHARE SIMILAR VIEWS ON 
THE TOPICS IN MY INTERVIEW. HOWEVER, IN THESE TWO CASES, IT WAS DIFFICULT TO CHOOSE BETWEEN 
HUSBAND AND WIFE BECAUSE BOTH SEEMED TO BE INVOLVED WITH THE PROCESS TO THE SAME DEGREE, AND 
BOTH-HAVING HEARD OF MY STUDY—WANTED TO BE INTERVIEWED. AFTER CONDUCTING THESE INTERVIEWS AND 
REVIEWING THE RESULTS, I FOUND THAT IN BOTH CASES, THE HUSBAND AND WIFE HAD FAIRLY DISTINCT ANSWERS; 
THEY SEEMED TO DISAGREE ON AS MANY POINTS AS THEY AGREED. I WAS ALSO INITIALLY RELUCTANT TO 
INTERVIEW TWO PEOPLE AT THE SAME TIME BECAUSE OF THE POSSIBILITY OF PARTICIPANTS BASING THEIR 
RESPONSES ON SOMETHING THE OTHER PARTICIPANT SAID, RATHER THAN INTERACTING SOLELY WITH ME. 
HOWEVER, SINCE THE VIEWS OF THESE PARTICIPANTS WERE VALUED, AND SINCE I WANTED TO INTERVIEW THEM 
IN AN ATMOSPHERE THAT WAS MOST COMFORTABLE TO THEM, I DECIDED TO PROCEED WITH THE "DOUBLE" 
INTERVIEW. I WAS ALSO COGNIZANT THAT, ALTHOUGH I HAD ONLY ONE SUBJECT IN MY OTHER INTERVIEWS, THE 
SETTINGS WERE FAR FROM STANDARDIZED, SO THE FACT THAT I WAS INTERVIEWING TWO PERSONS AT ONCE DID 
NOT SEEM TOO UNUSUAL. (IN OTHER INTERVIEWS, THERE WERE OCCASIONAL INTERRUPTIONS FROM CHILDREN, 
PETS, SPOUSES, PHONE CALLS, MEALS AND WORK RELATED CRISES, AND IN SOME CASES IT WAS NOT POSSIBLE TO 
MEET IN TOTAL PRIVACY.) 
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(a) Confidentiality in Analysis 
There are some issues of confidentiality which influence the ways in which the interview 

data were analyzed and reported. Each informant was assured that his/her name would not be 
used in the thesis, and that any quotations or information provided to me would be structured into 
the thesis in such a way that participants could not be personally identified. Priority was given 
to maintaining the anonymity of the interview participants, even when this was to the 
detriment of understanding the data. What this means in practical terms is that I only provided the 
most critical piece of contextual/demographic information about a participant when presenting a 
quote. For example, I might write, "One resident from the Falkland community stated that...", if I 
thought that residency in Falkland had the most bearing on that particular comment. I would not 
write," A 45 year old female school teacher living in the Falkland area stated that...". The pool of 
people who attended meetings was small enough that an informant could be easily identified—by 
other process participants who might read this thesis—through this second quote. For similar 
reasons, I have not identified the government agencies of the government representatives, despite 
the fact that this information might be interesting to put their comments in perspective. 

Aside from the interview data, there are places in this thesis where I have named 
individuals who played key roles in the process under study. I did this when it was less 
cumbersome than referring to the person's role, or when I wanted to emphasize that the same 
person played different roles. 

(b) Notes on Qualitative Data Analysis Used in Interviews 

* As was mentioned in Section 4.1, qualitative research is iterative. Many authors describe 
how analysis is either cyclically linked to, or occurring simultaneously with data collection 
and narrative writing (Berg 1989, Creswell 1994, Marshall and Rossman 1995, and Miles 
and Huberman 1994). 

* When using the term "grounded theory", "theory" refers to "plausible relationships 
proposed among concepts and sets of concepts," (Strauss and Corbin 1994). The 
development of grounded theory is inductive: after reviewing a entire set of qualitative 
data (e.g., the answers to an interview question) certain themes tend to emerge (e.g., 
people used hostile comments when they talked about government bureaucracy, or there 
were two distinct views on whether or not the right people attended the meeting, etc.). 
These themes or patterns might stand as conclusions on their own, or they could be linked 
to other themes as larger conceptual patterns emerge. 

* In the role ordered matrices used to organize interview data, interview participants were 
organized by their roles (their membership in one of the community groups shown in Table 
4.1) down the left-hand column. The top row of the matrix gave the headings of 
questions or topics covered in the interview. The resulting cells were filled with each 
participant's comments, copied directly from my handwritten interview notes. The 
advantage of organizing the data into these matrices was that all the responses for one 
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TOPIC COULD EASILY BE REVIEWED TOGETHER, AND THEN FURTHER BROKEN DOWN BY COMMUNITY 
GROUPS WHEN DESIRED. 

4. MAIL SURVEY 
SURVEYS ARE ANOTHER METHOD COMMONLY EMPLOYED BY SOCIAL SCIENTISTS IN ORDER TO "LEARN 

ABOUT THE DISTRIBUTION OF CHARACTERISTICS, ATTITUDES, OR BELIEFS" (MARSHALL AND ROSSMAN 1995). 
SURVEYS GENERALLY CONSIST OF A NUMBER OF STANDARDIZED QUESTIONS (SOME OF WHICH MAY BE OPEN 
ENDED), AND MAY BE CONDUCTED AT ONE POINT IN TIME (DEFINED AS A TIME PERIOD), OR AT DIFFERENT 
POINTS IN TIME AND THEN COMPARED (E.G., IF TESTING HOW VALUES CHANGE OVER TIME) (MARSHALL AND 
ROSSMAN 1995). 

A ONE PAGE, DOUBLE-SIDED SURVEY WAS PREPARED AND THEN REVIEWED BY MEMBERS OF MY 
GRADUATE COMMITTEE AND THE CHAIR OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE'S PLANNING 
COMMITTEE (NEILS CHRISTIANSEN). THE SURVEYS WERE SENT AS UN-ADDRESSED ADMAIL (I.E., "JUNK MAIL") 
IN ENVELOPES WHICH HAD A NOTICE OF THEIR CONTENTS (I.E., SURVEY) IN PLACE OF AN ADDRESS LABEL. A 
BUSINESS REPLY ENVELOPE WAS INCLUDED WITH THE SURVEY TO ENCOURAGE PEOPLE TO RETURN THE COMPLETED 
SURVEY. 

OF THE SURVEYS WHICH WERE RETURNED, TWO WERE REJECTED BECAUSE THE RESPONDENTS INDICATED 
ON THE SURVEY THAT, ALTHOUGH THEY ARE ON THE SAME MAIL ROUTE AS RESIDENTS OF THE SALMON RIVER 
WATERSHED, THEY ACTUALLY LIVED IN THE CHASE CREEK WATERSHED. ANOTHER SIX WERE EXCLUDED BECAUSE 
THEY WERE RETURNED UNANSWERED, AND ONE WAS EXCLUDED BECAUSE IT WAS RETURNED FOUR MONTHS AFTER 
THE RETURN DEADLINE AND AFTER I HAD ALREADY STARTED ANALYZING DATA. OF THE REMAINING 198 
RESPONSES, ONE WAS A LETTER RESPONSE, SO IT WAS ONLY USED IN THE QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS OF SURVEY DATA. 
ADDITIONALLY, FIVE OTHER RESPONDENTS ATTACHED LETTERS TO THEIR COMPLETED SURVEY FORMS. 

(A) NOTES ON THE ANALYSIS OF SURVEY DATA 

* QUANTITATIVE DATA WAS ENTERED INTO A DBASE SPREADSHEET IN WHICH EACH SURVEY QUESTION 
BECAME A DIFFERENT VARIABLE. THE PROGRAM "SPSS FOR WINDOWS RELEASE 6.0 STUDENT 
VERSION" WAS USED TO CALCULATE FREQUENCIES (IN BOTH NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGES) OF DIFFERENT 
CATEGORIES OF ANSWERS FOR EACH VARIABLE. THIS PROGRAM WAS ALSO USED TO PRODUCE SOME 
GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATIONS OF THE DATA, AND TO CONDUCT THE CHI-SQUARE TESTS REPORTED IN 
CHAPTER 4. 

* IN SOME CASES, SURVEY RESPONDENTS WERE ABLE TO INDICATE MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE TO A 
QUESTION. (FOR EXAMPLE, WHEN ASKED WHO WOULD USE THE INFORMATION GATHERED IN 
COMMUNITY MEETINGS AND THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP, PARTICIPANTS WERE GIVEN SEVERAL CHOICES 
AND WERE ABLE TO INDICATE AS MANY AS THEY DEEMED RELEVANT.) IN THESE CASES, EACH POSSIBLE 
CHOICE WAS TREATED AS A SEPARATE VARIABLE, AND THE PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF AN ANSWER BY THE 
RESPONDENT WAS RECORDED AS A DIFFERENT CATEGORY. 

233 



* 95% CONFIDENCE INTERVALS WERE CALCULATED ONLY FOR ORIGINAL QUANTITATIVE DATA WHERE CLEAR 
CHOICES WERE MADE BY THE RESPONDENTS. IN OTHER WORDS, QUALITATIVE DATA WHICH I 
INTERPRETED AND ASSIGNED TO CATEGORIES IN ORDER TO MAKE GRAPHICAL PRESENTATIONS (E.G. 
FIGURE 6.2), OR DATA FROM QUESTIONS IN WHICH SEVERAL RESPONSES COULD BE GIVEN (E.G., FIGURE 
7.2), HAVE NOT BEEN GIVEN CONFIDENCE INTERVALS. 

C . D A T A V E R I F I C A T I O N S T E P S 

THERE WERE TWO MAIN WAYS IN WHICH DATA AND CONCLUSIONS WERE VERIFIED IN THIS STUDY. 
WHENEVER POSSIBLE, WHEN CONCLUSIONS WERE DRAWN, DIFFERENT SOURCES OF DATA WERE USED; 
OBSERVATIONS WERE TRIANGULATED. FOR EXAMPLE, WHEN REPORTING THE EVENTS OF AND DRAWING 
CONCLUSIONS ABOUT A MEETING, I MIGHT USE THE OFFICIAL RECORD OF THE MEETING, MY PERSONAL FIELD 
NOTES FROM THE MEETING, AND SEGMENTS OF THE INTERVIEWS IN WHICH PARTICIPANTS REFERRED TO THIS 
PARTICULAR MEETING. THE SECOND WAY IN WHICH DATA AND CONCLUSIONS WERE VERIFIED WAS THROUGH 
FEEDBACK WITH THE CASE STUDY. TWO MEMBERS OF THE SRWR SIT ON MY COMMITTEE (FRED MAH AND 
GEORGE BUTCHER), AND WERE EXPECTED TO SPOT ANY GROSS ERRORS IN REPORTING EVENTS. 
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APPENDIX B 

List of Relevant Meetings, Workshops, and Events Attended by Researcher 

Date 

JUNE 23-26, 1994 

NOV. 4, 1994 

JAN. 21-22, 1995 

FEB. 13, 1995 

MAR. 9, 1995 

MAR. 23, 1995 

APR. 13, 1995 

APR. 13, 1995 

MAY 11, 1995 

MAY 11, 1995 

MAY 11, 1995 

MAY 30, 1995 

JUNE 7, 1995 

JUNE 8, 1995 

JUNE 8, 1995 

JULY 6, 1995 

JULY 10, 1995 

AUG. 1, 1995 

LIST O F M E E T I N G S A T T E N D E D 

Meeting 

STEWARDING OUR WATERSHEDS 
CONFERENCE 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES STEERING 
COMMITTEE MEETING 

SRWR WORK PLAN WORKSHOP 

SRWR TECHNICAL COORDINATION 
WORKSHOP 

SRWR ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING 

MEETING REGARDING KNOWLEDGE 
BASE PROPOSAL FOR THE SALMON RIVER 
WATERSHED 

SRWR PLANNING COMMITTEE 

SRWR MEETING 

SRWR EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

SRWR PLANNING COMMITTEE 

SRWR MEETING 

COMMUNITY MEETING 

COMMUNITY MEETING 

SRWR PLANNING COMMITTEE 

SRWR MEETING 

COMMUNITY MEETING 

COMMUNITY MEETING 

COMMUNITY MEETING 

Location 

SALMON ARM 

VANCOUVER 

SALMON ARM 

SALMON ARM 

SALMON ARM 

VANCOUVER (UBC) 

SALMON ARM 

SALMON ARM 

SALMON ARM 

SALMON ARM 

FALKLAND 

MOUNT IDA 

WESTWOLD 

SALMON ARM 

SALMON ARM 

FALKLAND 

SILVER CREEK 

MOUNT IDA 
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Date 

AUG. 3, 1995 

SEPT. 25, 1995 

SEPT. 27, 1995 

OCT. 19, 1995 

OCT. 23, 1995 

NOV. 14, 1995 

NOV. 20, 1995 

NOV. 22, 1995 

DEC. 2-3, 1995 

FEB. 8, 1996 

FEB. 8, 1996 

MAY 6, 1996 

Meeting Location 

COMMUNITY MEETING FALKLAND 

COMMUNITY MEETING SILVER CREEK 

COMMUNITY MEETING WESTWOLD 

COMMUNITY MEETING FALKLAND 

COMMUNITY MEETING SILVER CREEK 

COMMUNITY MEETING MOUNT IDA 

COMMUNITY MEETING SILVER CREEK 

COMMUNITY MEETING WESTWOLD 

CELEBRATING AND CREATING OUR FALKLAND 
WATERSHED'S FUTURE (WORKSHOP) 

SRWR PLANNING COMMITTEE SALMON ARM 

SRWR MEETING SALMON ARM 

COMMUNITY MEETING SILVER CREEK 
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A P P E N D I X C 

History and Chronology of Events in the Collaboration towards Ecosystem Objectives 
in the Salmon River Watershed 

A. T H E S A L M O N R I V E R W A T E R S H E D 
THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED IS LOCATED IN THE B.C. INTERIOR, AND COVERS APPROXIMATELY 

1510 KM 2 IN THE REGION BETWEEN THE URBAN CENTRES OF KAMLOOPS, SALMON ARM, VERNON AND 
MERRITT (QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. 1996). THE RIVER ITSELF IS 110 KM LONG AND FLOWS 
IN A NORTHEASTERLY DIRECTION FROM ITS HEADWATERS IN SALMON LAKE (ON THE DOUGLAS LAKE CATTLE 
RANCH) TO THE SALMON ARM OF SHUSWAP LAKE AT THE TOWN OF SALMON ARM (QUADRA PLANNING 
CONSULTANTS LTD. 1996). THE RIVER SYSTEM IS PART OF THE THOMPSON DRAINAGE BASIN, WHICH 
ULTIMATELY DRAINS INTO THE FRASER RIVER. A MAP OF THE REGION CAN BE FOUND IN FIGURE 1.1. 

IN MANY WAYS, THE WATERSHED IS TYPICAL OF MOST INHABITED WATERSHEDS IN B.C. OUTSIDE 
THE LOWER MAINLAND. THERE IS A MIX OF RURAL AND URBAN RESIDENTS, THERE IS HEAVY RELIANCE (OR AT 
LEAST PERCEIVED HEAVY RELIANCE) ON RESOURCE BASED ACTIVITIES LIKE FARMING AND FORESTRY, THERE IS 
A MIX OF GOOD AND BAD STORIES WITH RESPECT TO ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS, AND THERE IS THE 
POTENTIAL FOR GREAT CONFLICT OVER RESOURCE USE/CONSERVATION, FIRST NATIONS LAND CLAIMS, AND 
URBAN/RURAL DEVELOPMENT ISSUES. 

UNLESS OTHERWISE CITED, THE FACTUAL INFORMATION PRESENTED IN THIS SECTION WAS TAKEN 
FROM QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. (1996). TO PROVIDE A SOCIO-ECONOMIC PROFILE OF THE 
WATERSHED, QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. USED 1991 CENSUS DATA FOR THE CENSUS AREAS 
MOST CLOSELY RESEMBLING THE WATERSHED'S BOUNDARIES. 

1. Social, Political and Economic Profile 
JURISDICTIONAL BOUNDARIES DO NOT USUALLY FOLLOW ECOLOGICAL BORDERS; THIS IS CERTAINLY THE 

CASE FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. THREE REGIONAL DISTRICTS HAVE JURISDICTION OVER THE 
AREA: COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT (CSRD), THOMPSON NICOLA REGIONAL DISTRICT 
(TNRD), AND THE NORTH OKANAGAN REGIONAL DISTRICT (NORD). AS WELL, TWO DISTRICT 
MUNICIPALITIES HAVE AREA WITHIN THE WATERSHED: SALMON ARM, AND SPALLUMCHEEN. IN ADDITION 
TO THE REGIONAL AND MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS, FIVE NATIVE BANDS BELONGING TO TWO NATIONS 
(SHUSWAP AND OKANAGAN) HAVE TRADITIONAL TERRITORY WITHIN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED AND 
THERE ARE THREE INDIAN RESERVES IN THE WATERSHED. THE LARGEST URBAN AREA IS THE TOWN OF 
SALMON ARM WHICH HAS A TOTAL POPULATION OF ABOUT 14,500, HOWEVER, ONLY A PORTION OF THE 
TOWN ACTUALLY OVERLAPS THE WATERSHED'S BOUNDARIES. THE TOTAL POPULATION OF THE WATERSHED IS 
7,845 (1991 CENSUS DATA), WITH 4,460 LIVING IN SALMON ARM, AND 3,384 LIVING IN THE RURAL 
PORTION OF THE WATERSHED. THE RURAL PORTION OF THE WATERSHED CONTAINS A NUMBER OF SMALL 
COMMUNITIES LOCATED ALONG THE VALLEY BOTTOM (E.G., SILVER CREEK, YANKEE FLATS, FALKLAND, 
WESTWOLD). THE UPLAND AREAS AND THE REGION NEAR THE HEADWATERS ARE MORE SPARSELY 
POPULATED. THE WATERSHED'S CURRENT POPULATION GROWTH RATE (4%) IS HIGHER THAN THE PROVINCIAL 
AVERAGE (3%). TABLE C L PROVIDES A FURTHER BREAKDOWN OF POPULATION BY AGE GROUP. 
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ECONOMICALLY, THE HISTORICAL MAINSTAYS OF THE WATERSHED HAVE BEEN AGRICULTURE AND 
FORESTRY. MOST OF THE LAND IN THE VALLEY BOTTOM AND AROUND SALMON LAKE (A TOTAL OF 63,000 
ACRES) IS LOCATED WITHIN THE AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE (ALR). A VARIETY OF CROPS AND 
LIVESTOCK ARE FARMED IN THE WATERSHED, HOWEVER, BEEF AND HAY DOMINATE IN THE UPPER 
WATERSHED AND DAIRY AND'SOME ROW CROPS ARE PROMINENT IN THE LOWER WATERSHED. THE UPLAND 
AREAS ARE MOSTLY DESIGNATED FOR FORESTRY PURPOSES AND THIS AREA IS MANAGED UNDER THREE FOREST 
DISTRICTS (SALMON ARM, VERNON, AND MERRITT). THERE ARE FOUR MAJOR FOREST LICENSEES IN THE 
WATERSHED: RIVERSIDE FOREST PRODUCT LTD., TOLKO INDUSTRIES LTD., FEDERATED COOPERATIVES 
LIMITED, AND ARDEW WOOD PRODUCTS LTD. CURRENT TRENDS SHOW LESS THAN HISTORICAL 

Table C.1. POPULATION DATA FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED (BASED ON QUADRA PLANNING 
CONSULTANTS LTD. 1996. NOTE "% OF TOTAL" DATA FOR AGE CATEGORIES DO NOT ADD UP TO 100% IN 
THE ORIGINAL SOURCE.) 

DESCRIPTION WHOLE WATERSHED SALMON ARM IN 
WATERSHED 

RURAL WATERSHED 

TOTAL POPULATION (#S) 7,845 4,460 3,384 

AGE 0-19 (% OF 
TOTAL) 

28 26 30 

AGE 20-64 (% OF 
TOTAL) 

56 52 58 

AGE 65+ (% OF TOTAL) 18 23 13 

RECENT MIGRANTS/LESS 
THAN 5 YEARS IN 
WATERSHED (% OF 
TOTAL) 

30 29 31 

IMPORTANCE OF THESE RESOURCE SECTORS IN THE INCOMES OF WATERSHED RESIDENTS (QUADRA PLANNING 
CONSULTANTS LTD. 1996). ALTHOUGH AGRICULTURE AND AGRICULTURE-RELATED WORK IS STILL DOMINANT 
IN THE RURAL AREAS OF THE WATERSHED, THE GOVERNMENT/HEALTH/EDUCATION SECTOR ALONG WITH 
WHOLESALE AND RETAIL SALES AND OTHER BUSINESSES COMPRISE THE LARGEST PORTION OF THE WORKFORCE 
IN THE ENTIRE WATERSHED. THE LARGEST SINGLE SOURCE OF INCOME (1/3 OF THE TOTAL INCOME FOR THE 
WATERSHED) COMES FROM NON-EMPLOYMENT SOURCES (E.G., PENSIONS, UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE, 
SOCIAL ASSISTANCE, INVESTMENT INCOME, ETC.). THIS MAY BE A REFLECTION OF THE LARGE RETIREE 
POPULATION MIGRATING TO THE SALMON ARM AREA. IT IS PREDICTED THAT IN THE FUTURE, RETIREE 
INCOME, TOURISM, AND THE SERVICE INDUSTRY WILL DRIVE THE WATERSHED'S ECONOMY (QUADRA 
PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. 1996). A BREAKDOWN OF THE WATERSHED'S LABOUR FORCE IS GIVEN IN 
TABLE C.2. 
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TABLE C.2. THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED'S LABOUR FORCE (BASED ON QUADRA PLANNING 
CONSULTANT'S LTD. 1996.) 

DESCRIPTION OF LABOUR FORCE NUMBER PERCENT OF TOTAL 
LABOUR FORCE 

NON-LABOUR FORCE 3,945 N/A 

TOTAL LABOUR FORCE* 
EMPLOYED 
SELF-EMPLOYED 
UNEMPLOYED 

3,900 
65 
19 
13 

Labour Force by Industry* 
Agriculture and Related 
Fishing and Trapping 
Logging and Forestry 
Mining, Quarrying 
Manufacturing 
Construction 
Transport and Storage 
Communications and Utilities 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 
Business and Other Services 
Accommodation and Food 
Government, Health and Education 
Other 

495 
25 
250 
40 
365 
325 
115 
50 
620 
120 
430 
285 
675 
105 

13 
0.6 
6 
1 
9 
8 
3 
I 
16 
3 
I I 
7 
18 
3.4 

* numbers do not add up to 100% in source. 

OVER 90% OF THE WATERSHED RESIDENTS SPEAK ENGLISH ONLY AND ARE EITHER CHRISTIANS 
(65%) OR HAVE NO RELIGIOUS PREFERENCES (34%). HOME OWNERSHIP IN THE WATERSHED IS 
REASONABLY HIGH: 60% IN THE SALMON ARM PORTION OF THE WATERSHED AND 83% IN THE RURAL 
AREAS. THE CRIME RATE (101 PER 1,000 IN 1993) IS LOWER THAN THE PROVINCIAL AVERAGE (147), AND 
ALSO MUCH LOWER THAN CLOSE BY URBAN AREAS SUCH AS VERNON (161) OR KAMLOOPS (155). 

2. ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
PERHAPS THE BEST WAY TO DESCRIBE THE BIOPHYSICAL ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES IN THE 

WATERSHED IS TO MENTION SOME OF THE ISSUES AND CHARACTERISTICS WHICH HAVE GARNERED INTEREST 
WITHIN THE WATERSHED. THE RIVER ITSELF HAS THE INTERESTING FEATURE OF FLOWING UNDERGROUND FOR 
AN 8 KM STRETCH NEAR THE COMMUNITY OF WESTWOLD. (THE RIVER ONLY FLOWS ABOVE GROUND ON 
THIS STRETCH DURING SPRING FRESHET.) THERE HAVE BEEN SEVERAL RECENT STUDIES RELATED TO THE 
HYDROLOGY, WATER QUANTITY, WATER QUALITY, AND FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITATS OF THE RIVER (E.G., 
AQUAMETRIX RESEARCH LTD. 1995, BURT AND WALLIS 1995, AND MILES 1995; FOR A MORE COMPLETE 
LISTING SEE QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. 1996)~THE DETAILS OF WHICH ARE TOO LENGTHY TO 
COVER HERE. FROM THESE STUDIES, IT IS APPARENT THAT THERE ARE A NUMBER OF RESOURCE USES WHICH 
HAVE DIFFERENT REQUIREMENTS AND IMPACTS ON THE WATERSHED, SOME OF WHICH MAY BE CONFLICTING. 
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A SUMMARY OF THESE USES IS LISTED BELOW. 

* Water Resource Uses: DOMESTIC USE AND IRRIGATION FROM RIVER, DOMESTIC USE AND 
IRRIGATION FROM GROUNDWATER, FISH SPAWNING, RECREATION (FISHING, SWIMMING, TUBING) 

* Land Resource Uses: FORESTRY, FARMING, MINING, TRAPPING, WILDLIFE, RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT, RECREATION (HUNTING, CAMPING, BIRD WATCHING, SNOWMOBILING, DOG-
SLEDGING, CROSS-COUNTRY SKIING) 

THESE SCIENTIFIC STUDIES, ALONG WITH PERSONAL OBSERVATIONS (BY LOCAL RESIDENTS AND INTERESTED 
CITIZENS), HAVE LED TO A PERCEPTION THAT THE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF THE WATERSHED IS 
DETERIORATING. SOME PROBLEMS WHICH INITIALLY SPARKED ACTION BY MEMBERS OF THE ROUNDTABLE 
ARE SUMMARIZED BY ARGENT AND CHRISTIANSEN (1995 PP. 2-3) (THESE ISSUES HAVE BEEN FURTHER 
DEVELOPED AND RESEARCHED OVER THE COURSE OF THE COLLABORATION TO DEVELOP A WATERSHED 
STEWARDSHIP PLAN, AND ARE EXPANDED UPON IN CHAPTER 6.): 

(1) WATER QUALITY AND QUANTITY PROBLEMS PRECLUDE THE REBUILDING OF HISTORICALLY 
LARGE SOCKEYE SALMON STOCKS IN RIVER (E.G., INAPPROPRIATE FLOW IN DIFFERENT 
SEASONS, AND HIGH SUMMER WATER TEMPERATURE), 

(2) CATTLE MANURE AND FERTILIZER APPLICATION INCREASE NUTRIENT LOADING TO THE RIVER, 
(3) CLEARCUT LOGGING AFFECTS WATER FLOW, 
(4) RIVER BANKS ERODE DUE TO LACK OF RIVERSIDE VEGETATION AND HIGH SPRING RUN OFF, 

AND 
(5) RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT THREATENS THE AGRICULTURAL NATURE OF THE VALLEY. 

B . A N T E C E D E N T S 

1. ORIGINS OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE 
THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE (SRWR) GREW OUT OF THE SALMON RIVER 

RESTORATION PROJECT INITIATED IN 1991 BY SOME LANDOWNERS IN THE SALMON RIVER VALLEY NEAR 
SALMON ARM. (THE HISTORY OF HOW THE ROUNDTABLE EVOLVED IS SUMMARIZED FROM ARGENT AND 
CHRISTIANSEN 1995, AND PERSONAL COMMUNICATION WITH ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS.) IN 1991, A FEW 
CONCERNED SALMON RIVER VALLEY LANDOWNERS BROUGHT SOME OF THE ISSUES LISTED IN THE PRECEDING 
SECTION TO THE DISTRICT OF SALMON ARM (DSA). THE MAYOR FORMED AN ENVIRONMENTAL 
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE (COMPRISED OF COUNCILLORS INCLUDING DOROTHY ARGENT AND TOM 
BRIGHOUSE) TO ADDRESS THE LANDOWNERS CONCERNS. IT SOON BECAME APPARENT TO THE COMMITTEE 
THAT, ALONE, THEY HAD NEITHER THE EXPERTISE NOR UNDERSTANDING OF THE RIVER AND ITS WATERSHED TO 
DEAL WITH THE COMPLEX PROBLEMS PRESENTED TO THEM BY THE LANDOWNERS. THE COMMITTEE SOUGHT 
OTHER STAKEHOLDERS TO JOIN THEM IN DISCUSSING ISSUES OF MUTUAL INTEREST. FOR THE FIRST YEAR, THE 
GROUP ATTRACTED SEVERAL MORE GROUPS AND INDIVIDUAL MEMBERS TO THE TABLE (GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES, FIRST NATIONS, INDUSTRY, RANCHERS, FARMERS, LANDOWNERS, SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS AND 
INTERESTED CITIZENS) AND SHARED THEIR JOINT CONCERNS FOR THE RIVER. 
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AS INTEREST IN THE PROJECT GREW, SO DID IMPATIENCE TO DO SOMETHING TANGIBLE ABOUT 
PROBLEMS ON THE RIVER. IN 1992, THE NESKONLITH BAND (WHO ARE SITUATED AT THE MOUTH OF THE 
RIVER) FORMED THE SALMON RIVER RESTORATION COMMITTEE (SRRC) WHICH (1) HOSTED AN 
INTERNATIONAL YOUTH EXCHANGE PROGRAM IN WHICH THE YOUTH CARRIED OUT RESTORATION ACTIVITIES ON 
THE RIVER, AND (2) PRODUCED A HALF HOUR VIDEO ABOUT THE RIVER. AS WELL, A TECHNICAL COMMITTEE 
WAS FORMED TO LOOK AT OTHER OPTIONS FOR RESTORATION PROJECTS. MOMENTUM GREW FOR THE 
PROJECT AS BOTH MORE AGENCIES AND MORE LANDOWNERS BECAME INVOLVED. 

IN JANUARY 1994, MEMBERS OF THE PROJECT UNDERTOOK A STRATEGIC PLANNING EXERCISE, OUT 
OF WHICH THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE EMERGED. THE ADOPTION OF THE NAME 
"SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE" REFLECTED TWO OF THE CONCEPTS OR APPROACHES THAT HAD 
BEEN ADOPTED BY THE GROUP. THE FIRST WAS A SHIFT FROM THE INITIAL CONCERN ON THE RIVER ITSELF TO 
A BROADER CONCERN FOR THE ENTIRE WATERSHED (THE RIVER STILL BEING A MAJOR FOCUS). THE SECOND 
WAS A RECOGNITION THAT THEIR OPERATING PROCEDURES REFLECTED THOSE OF THE ROUNDTABLE 
MOVEMENT DESCRIBED IN CHAPTER 3. ARGENT AND CHRISTIANSEN (1995) POINT OUT: 

"IT IS INTERESTING TO NOTE THAT WE DID NOT SET OUT TO CREATE A ROUNDTABLE. AS OUR 
PROJECT EVOLVED WE REALIZED WE WERE IN SUPPORT OF THE NATIONAL ROUND TABLE'S 
PRINCIPLES AND THAT round table BEST DESCRIBED OUR WORK." 

2. Membership and Operating Procedures 
THE SRWR IS A MULTI-PARTY ORGANIZATION COMPRISED OF LANDOWNERS, FIRST NATIONS, 

CITIZENS, GOVERNMENT AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES, AND INDUSTRY, AND IS OPEN TO ANYONE IN THE 
WATERSHED WITH AN INTEREST IN ATTENDING. IN FACT, THE ONLY explicit CRITERION FOR MEMBERSHIP IS 
THAT MEMBERS HAVE AN INTEREST IN THE WATERSHED. MEMBERS CAN JOIN THE ROUNDTABLE AS 
INDIVIDUALS OR AS REPRESENTATIVES OF OTHER ORGANIZATIONS OR AGENCIES (E.G., DEPARTMENT OF 
FISHERIES AND OCEANS OR THE B.C. CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION). THE implicit CRITERION FOR 
ROUNDTABLE MEMBERSHIP IS THAT MEMBERS EITHER LIVE OR WORK IN THE WATERSHED, OR THAT THEY USE 
OR IMPACT THE WATERSHED'S NATURAL RESOURCES (E.G., TOURISTS). ORIGINAL MEMBERSHIP WAS 
SOMEWHAT SELECTIVE—COMPOSED OF PEOPLE WHO THE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
HAD CONTACTED BASED ON THE COMMITTEE'S VIEW OF WHO MIGHT BE INTERESTED BASED ON THEIR 
SECTORAL INTERESTS, OR THEIR ENVIRONMENTAL KNOWLEDGE. OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS, THE 
ROUNDTABLE HAS MADE A CONCERTED EFFORT TO MAKE MORE PEOPLE AWARE OF THE ROUNDTABLE (AND 
INVITE THEM TO ATTEND MEETINGS) THROUGH MAIL-OUTS TO ALL WATERSHED RESIDENTS AND BY HOLDING 
MEETINGS IN DIFFERENT REGIONS OF THE WATERSHED. CURRENTLY, BASED ON MY OBSERVATIONS AT 
MEETINGS, THE MOST ACTIVE MEMBERS ARE THOSE WITH THE GREATEST STAKE IN ROUNDTABLE ACTIVITIES— 
THOSE PEOPLE WHO GIVE OR RECEIVE MONEY FOR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS (E.G., ROUNDTABLE STAFF), 
THOSE WHO RECEIVE DIRECT BENEFIT FROM ROUNDTABLE ACTIONS (E.G., LANDOWNERS WHO HAVE 
RIVERBANK RESTORATION/EROSION CONTROL PROJECTS ON THEIR LAND), THOSE WHO STAND TO FACE SHORT-
TERM LOSSES FROM ROUNDTABLE ACTIVITY (E.G., GROUNDWATER USERS AGAINST THE ROUNDTABLE'S 
SUPPORT FOR PROVINCIAL GROUNDWATER LEGISLATION), AND THOSE MOTIVATED BY STRONG ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONVICTIONS. TABLE C.3 PROVIDES AN EXAMPLE OF WHO WAS INVOLVED IN ROUNDTABLE MEETINGS IN 
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THE YEAR PRECEDING THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES/WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP PLAN PROJECT. 

THE ROUNDTABLE OPERATES THROUGH CONSENSUS DECISION-MAKING, DEFINED AS "GENERAL 
AGREEMENT OR CONCORD: HARMONY" (SRWR 1994A). THE ROUNDTABLE USES THE COMMUNITY 
PARTICIPATION METHODS OF THE INSTITUTE OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS (A NON-PROFIT CONSULTATIVE INSTITUTE 
BASED IN THE UNITED STATES, WHICH HAS 25 YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 
PROCESSES IN APPROXIMATELY 30 DIFFERENT COUNTRIES) KNOWN AS "THE TECHNOLOGY OF PARTICIPATION" 
(DESCRIBED LATER IN THIS APPENDIX). THE ROUNDTABLE REPORTS THAT THESE "TECHNOLOGIES" HAVE 
AIDED THEM IN BUILDING CONSENSUS AND COMMUNITY (ARGENT AND CHRISTIANSEN 1995). 

THE ROUNDTABLE IS ORGANIZED INTO A NUMBER OF SUBCOMMITTEES (EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, 
PLANNING COMMITTEE, FIELD ACTION COMMITTEE, LEGISLATION COMMITTEE, EDUCATION AND AWARENESS 
COMMITTEE), EACH OF WHICH IS HEADED BY A CHAIR. DIFFERENT DOCUMENTS DESCRIBING THE 
ROUNDTABLE'S ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE HAVE SLIGHTLY DIFFERENT VARIATIONS ON THE NAMES AND 
NUMBER OF SUBCOMMITTEES (DFO FRAP 1995, BC RTEE 1994, CORE FOR CONVENING 
PARTNERS 1995, SRWR MEETING MINUTES APRIL 14, 1994). THIS PROBABLY REFLECTS THE DYNAMIC 
NATURE OF THE WORK THAT IS CARRIED OUT BY THE ROUNDTABLE—COMMITTEES ARE FORMED AS NEEDED, 
SOME DIE, SOME LAY DORMANT FOR A WHILE UNTIL THEY ARE NEEDED AGAIN. THE FIVE SUBCOMMITTEES 
LISTED ABOVE SEEM TO BE THE ONES THAT WERE PREDOMINANT IN THE ROUNDTABLE PRIOR TO THE 
WATERSHED PLANNING PROCESS AND ARE STILL FUNCTIONING TO SOME DEGREE IN THE ROUNDTABLE TODAY 
(BASED ON SRWR MINUTES FROM DECEMBER 1993 TO PRESENT). 

THE executive committee IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OVERSEEING FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
MATTERS OF THE ROUNDTABLE. THIS COMMITTEE IS COMPRISED OF ONE LOCAL, ONE FEDERAL, AND ONE 
PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT MEMBER, THE CHAIRS OF ALL THE ROUNDTABLE COMMITTEES, TWO FIRST 
NATIONS REPRESENTATIVES, AND TWO LANDOWNERS (CORE FOR CONVENING PARTNERS 1995). THE 
CHAIR OF THE ROUNDTABLE ALSO CHAIRS THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE. THE planning committee, SEEKS 
AND PROVIDES INFORMATION NEEDED TO MAKE INFORMED DECISIONS, AND IS THE PRIMARY ORGANIZER OF 
THE INITIATIVE TO CREATE A WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP PLAN (CORE FOR CONVENING PARTNERS 1995). 
THE MEMBERSHIP OF THIS COMMITTEE IS NOT SET; IT IS OPEN TO ANY ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS INTERESTED 
IN WORKING ON PARTICULAR ASPECTS OF PLANNING (SRWR MINUTES MARCH 14, 1994). MEMBERS OF 
THIS COMMITTEE HAVE INCLUDED REPRESENTATIVES FROM FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL AGENCIES 
(ENVIRONMENT CANADA, DFO, MOELP, MOF, A REPRESENTATIVE FROM RIVERSIDE FOREST 
PRODUCTS LTD., AND INTERESTED CITIZENS) (SRWR MINUTES MARCH 14, 1994). THEField Action 
Committee IS IN CHARGE OF RESTORATION WORK AT SITES ALONG THE RIVER: REVIEWING PROPOSED 
PROJECTS, AND THEN COORDINATING AND CARRYING OUT THE WORK (CORE FOR CONVENING PARTNERS 
1995 AND SRWR MINUTES MARCH 14, 1994). MEMBERSHIP IS OPEN, BUT COMPOSED PRIMARILY OF 
LANDOWNERS, FIRST NATIONS, AND GOVERNMENT AGENCIES (DFO AND MOELP). THE Education 
and Awareness Committee's PURPOSE IS TO ENCOURAGE COMMUNITY AWARENESS THROUGHOUT THE 
WATERSHED THROUGH THE SRWR NEWSLETTER, FLYERS, BROCHURES, AND THE USE OF OTHER MEDIA WHEN 
APPROPRIATE AND MEMBERSHIP IS OPEN TO ANYONE (SRWR MINUTES MARCH 14, 1994). THE 
Legislation Committee EXAMINES AND SUGGESTS POSSIBLE CHANGES IN LEGISLATION WHICH EFFECTS 
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THE WATERSHED (SRWR MINUTES MARCH 14, 1994). MEMBERSHIP IS OPEN, AND HAS INCLUDED 
INTERESTED CITIZENS AND AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES (DFO AND MOELP). COMMITTEE HEADS USUALLY 
SIT ON MORE THAN ONE COMMITTEE SINCE THEIR ATTENDANCE IS ENCOURAGED AT BOTH EXECUTIVE AND 
PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETINGS. 

ALL ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS ARE VOLUNTEERS, HOWEVER, THEY HAVE ONE PAID COORDINATOR1 AS 
WELL AS CO-OP STUDENTS OR STUDENTS OF OTHER FUNDED WORK-EXPERIENCE PROGRAMS WHEN 
AVAILABLE2, AND IN THE FUTURE THE ROUNDTABLE HOPES TO EXPLORE WORK PROJECTS WITH THE ELDER 
HOSTEL. (IN THE PAST, THE SRWR HAS PROVIDED WATERSHED TOURS FOR ELDER HOSTEL.) WHEN THE 
PROJECT FIRST STARTED, UNDER THE AUSPICES OF THE DSA, THE CHAIR OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE, MS. DOROTHY ARGENT (WHO WAS THEN A SALMON ARM COUNSELLOR) 
ALSO BECAME THE CHAIR OF THE ROUNDTABLE. EVEN ONCE THE ROUNDTABLE BECAME A SEPARATE ENTITY 
FROM THE DSA (AND AFTER MS. ARGENT LOST HER BID—DURING A CLOSE RACE—FOR RE-ELECTION TO THE 
DSA), MS. ARGENT CONTINUED TO CHAIR THE ROUNDTABLE (WITH OVER-WHELMING SUPPORT FROM 
ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS) UNTIL THE ROUNDTABLE'S ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING THIS YEAR (APRIL 1996). 
MS. ARGENT STEPPED DOWN AS CHAIR FOR HER OWN PERSONAL REASONS, AND HER FEELING THAT CHANGE 
WOULD BE HEALTHY FOR THE ROUNDTABLE. ONLY ONE CANDIDATE EXPRESSED INTEREST IN TAKING OVER 
THE JOB OF CHAIR: DENNIS LAPIERRE, A SHEEP RANCHER FROM FALKLAND WHO HAS BEEN INVOLVED WITH 
THE ROUNDTABLE FOR THE LAST COUPLE OF YEARS AND HAS SAT ON THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE. MR. 
LAPIERRE IS NOW THE OFFICIAL CHAIR OF THE ROUNDTABLE, BUT MS. ARGENT IS ASSISTING HIM IN CO-
CHAIRING THE ROUNDTABLE DURING A TRANSITION PERIOD. 

3. The Watershed Resource Centre 
IN JANUARY 1994, THE ROUNDTABLE ESTABLISHED A WATERSHED RESOURCE CENTRE IN THE 

NESKONLITH BAND OFFICE ON THE RESERVE JUST OUTSIDE SALMON ARM. IN JUNE OF 1995, THE 
RESOURCE CENTRE WAS MOVED TO SILVER CREEK IN ORDER TO BE MORE CENTRAL TO THE RURAL 
WATERSHED COMMUNITY. THE RESOURCE CENTRE IS THE HUB OF ROUNDTABLE ACTIVITY; IT PROVIDES 
THE CHAIR, COORDINATOR AND VOLUNTEERS WITH SOME OFFICE SPACE AND A PLACE TO KEEP RESOURCES, 
INFORMATION, DISPLAYS, ETC. THE RESOURCE CENTRE FIELDS CALLS FROM WATERSHED RESIDENTS WHO 
HAVE CONCERNS OR QUESTIONS ABOUT THE ROUNDTABLE'S WORK, OR THEIR OWN OBSERVATIONS OF 
CONDITIONS IN THE WATERSHED. MANY LANDOWNERS USE THE ROUNDTABLE AS A SOURCE OF INFORMATION 
TO LEAD THEM TO THE GOVERNMENT AGENCIES SUITABLE TO SOLVE THEIR PROBLEMS. CURRENTLY, THE 
ROUNDTABLE HAS NO STATISTICS ON HOW MANY CALL OR INQUIRIES ARE FIELDED BY THE RESOURCE CENTRE 

*TWO PEOPLE HAVE HELD THIS POSITION. THYSON BANIGHEN WAS THE COORDINATOR FROM JANUARY 
1994 TO MARCH 1995. SINCE MARCH 1995, THIS POSITION HAS BEEN FILLED BY MIKE WALLIS. 

2STUDENT AND YOUTH PROJECTS HAVE INCLUDED INVOLVEMENT WITH TWO GROUPS OF INTERNATIONAL 
YOUTH EXCHANGES, THE LADDER PROJECT (WORK EXPERIENCE FOR 10 LOCAL YOUTHS), CANADA WORLD YOUTH, 
THE KITIMIVIK PROGRAM, AND JOINT PROJECTS WITH VARIOUS LOCAL SCHOOLS (E.G., SITE MAINTENANCE 
PROJECTS). NEXT YEAR, THE ROUNDTABLE HOPES TO SET UP A PROGRAM THROUGH WHICH THEY CAN HIRE 15 
LOCAL YOUTH TO WORK ON WATERSHED RESTORATION PROJECTS. 
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(DOROTHY ARGENT AND NEILS CHRISTIANSEN, PERS. COMM. NOVEMBER 19, 1995), HOWEVER, THIS IS 
SOMETHING WHICH THEY MAY LOOK INTO RECORDING IN THE FUTURE. 

4. Pre-1995 Visions and Values 
IN MAY 1993, THE ROUNDTABLE HELD A VISIONING WORKSHOP TO DETERMINE ITS 

MEMBERSHIP'S COMMON VISION. THE RESULT WAS A MISSION STATEMENT: 

"TO BE A CATALYST TO ACHIEVE AND MAINTAIN A HEALTHY SALMON RIVER WATERSHED THROUGH 
COORDINATED MANAGEMENT OF ALL RESOURCES, RESPECT FOR ALL CONCERNS AND COOPERATIVE, 
POSITIVE ACTION." 

THE ROUNDTABLE ALSO SET THEMSELVES THE ULTIMATE GOAL OF RETURNING THE SALMON RIVER AND ITS 
WATERSHED TO THEIR FORMER BIOLOGICAL ABUNDANCE, RECOGNISING THAT THIS GOAL CANNOT BE STATED IN 
PRECISE QUANTITATIVE TERMS. 

THE WORKSHOP WAS ATTENDED BY ROUGHLY 30 PEOPLE COMPOSED OF PEOPLE FROM BOTH THE 
DS A ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE INITIATIVE, AND THE SRRC (ARGENT AND 
CHRISTIANSEN, PERS. COMM. NOVEMBER 19, 1995). THE DRAFT STATEMENT RESULTING FROM THE 
WORKSHOP WENT THROUGH SEVERAL ITERATIONS. IT WAS MAILED TO EVERYONE ON THE SALMON RIVER 
WATERSHED PROJECT'S MAILING LIST (ROUGHLY 80 PEOPLE AT THAT TIME), COMMENTS WERE SOLICITED, 
AND A MEETING WAS HELD TO FINALIZE THE STATEMENT (ARGENT AND CHRISTIANSEN, PERS. COMM. 
NOVEMBER 19, 1995). ARGENT AND CHRISTIANSEN (PERS. COMM. NOVEMBER 19, 1995) 
ESTIMATED THAT 40 PEOPLE DIRECTLY IMPUTED INTO THE STATEMENT THROUGH THE WORKSHOP OR WRITTEN 
COMMENTS. 

IN OCTOBER OF 1994, THE SRWR FORMALLY ADOPTED THE "SALMON RIVER WATERSHED 
PLANNING GUIDE" (SRWR 1994). THIS DOCUMENT IDENTIFIED FOUR OBJECTIVES OF THE MISSION 
STATEMENT: 

• EXHIBIT RESPECT FOR ALL CONCERNS 
• UTILIZE COORDINATED MANAGEMENT OF ALL RESOURCES 
• BE ACHIEVED THROUGH COOPERATIVE, POSITIVE ACTION, AND 
• MAINTAIN A HEALTHY SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. 

THE GUIDE THEN DESCRIBED FOUR CONCEPTS THROUGH WHICH THE SRWR WISHED TO MEET THESE 
OBJECTIVES: 

• consensus based planning - "GROUP PLANNING BASED ON THREE SUCCESSIVE LEVELS OF 
CONSENSUS OR SHARED UNDERSTANDING: (1) LISTENING WITH RESPECT AND AN OPEN MIND TO 
ONE ANOTHER'S PERSPECTIVES UNTIL ALL HAVE A COMMON 'SENSE' OF WHAT IS BEING TALKED 
ABOUT, (2) MAKING DECISIONS TOGETHER, AND (3) MEMBERS OF THE GROUP TAKING ACTION 
TOGETHER BASED ON DECISIONS THEY HAVE MADE"; 
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• sustainable living - "TO LIVE IN A SUSTAINABLE WAY IS TO HAVE A LIFESTYLE (WITH ALL ITS 
SOCIAL, ENVIRONMENTAL AND ECONOMIC COMPONENTS) WHICH CAN BE SUSTAINED INTO THE 
INDEFINITE NATURE WITHOUT DETERIORATION OF EITHER THE LIFESTYLE OR THE SOCIAL, 
ENVIRONMENTAL OR ECONOMIC SYSTEMS ON WHICH THE LIFESTYLE DEPENDS. TO LIVE IN A 
SUSTAINABLE WAY IS TO ENSURE THAT ONE'S CHILDREN AND THEIR CHILDREN'S CHILDREN ARE ABLE TO 
LIVE EQUALLY WELL"; 

• the ecosystem approach and ecosystem objectives - AN APPROACH IN WHICH "EACH AND 
EVERY LIVING AND NON-LIVING ENTITY IN THE WATERSHED [INCLUDING HUMANS] IS VIEWED AS 
PART OF A COMPLEX [ECO]SYSTEM IN WHICH EVERYTHING IS INTERDEPENDENT WITH EVERYTHING 
ELSE...[ECOSYSTEM] OBJECTIVES ARE DEVELOPED FOR THE LONG TERM HEALTH AND SUSTAINABILITY 
OF THE ECOSYSTEM"; AND 

• making the plan useful TO THE LANDOWNERS, AGENCIES AND BUSINESSES THROUGH WHICH 
THE PLAN WILL BE IMPLEMENTED (SRWR 1994A). 

5. ROUNDTABLE PROJECTS PRIOR TO 1994/95 
PRIOR TO THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES INITIATIVE, THE SRWR (OR FORMER SALMON RIVER 

RESTORATION PROJECT) HAS BEEN INVOLVED IN A NUMBER OF PROJECTS. SOME OF THE MAIN PROJECTS 
HAVE BEEN SUMMARIZED FROM DFO FRAP 1995, CORE FOR CONVENING PARTNERS 1995, 
BCRTEE 1994, AND SRWR 1995F: 

(1) ESTABLISHING THE WATERSHED RESOURCE CENTRE, 
(2) PRODUCING SEVERAL EDUCATIONAL VIDEOS INCLUDING "VOICES OF THE RIVER", 
(3) CONDUCTING SEVERAL RIVER RESTORATION PROJECTS (AS OF THE FALL OF 1995, THE 

ROUNDTABLE HAD 24 SITES AND WAS WORKING WITH 20 DIFFERENT LANDOWNERS), 
(4) LAKE RAINBOW TROUT STOCK MONITORING, 
(5) HOSTING A "STEWARDING OUR WATERSHED'S CONFERENCE", JUNE 23-26 1994, 
(6) CONDUCTING A WATER USE SURVEY OF RIVERSIDE PROPERTY OWNERS, 
(7) CONDUCTING A WATER QUALITY ASSESSMENT STUDY, AND 
(8) HOLDING TWO WATERSHED "CELEBRATIONS" (OPEN HOUSE INFORMATIONAL EVENTS, 

INCLUDING WATERSHED TOURS) ATTENDED BY MORE THAN 1, 000 PARTICIPANTS. 

(FURTHER DETAILS CAN BE FOUND IN SRWR 1995F.) 

6. RESOURCES 
THE ROUNDTABLE HAS OBTAINED FUNDING FOR ITS WORK IN THREE MAIN WAYS: (1) THROUGH 

AGENCY SUPPORT OF RESEARCH AND STUDIES, (2) THROUGH FUNDS GENERATED TO SUPPORT FIELD ACTION 
ACTIVITIES (I.E., RESTORATION OR ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS), (3) AND THROUGH FUNDING PROVIDED TO 
COVER CORE ADMINISTRATION COSTS (ARGENT AND CHRISTIANSEN 1995). FUNDS MOVING THROUGH THE 
ROUNDTABLE HAVE DRAMATICALLY INCREASED IN THE LAST COUPLE OF YEARS. THE TOTAL REVENUE FOR THE 
1993/94 FISCAL YEAR WAS $71,711 (EXPENDITURES $68,789); THIS INCREASED TO $231,199 IN 
1994/95 (EXPENDITURES $170,552) (DFO FRAP 1995). A ROUGH BREAKDOWN OF THE 
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ROUNDTABLE'S FUNDING SOURCES IS AS FOLLOWS: FEDERAL GOVERNMENT- 77.6%, PROVINCIAL 
GOVERNMENT -15.1%, MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT -1.7%, AND CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS - 4.7% 
(DFO FRAP 1995). IT SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THERE HAS BEEN CONSIDERABLE DONATIONS IN 
TIME AND IN-KIND WORK FROM NUMEROUS VOLUNTEERS WITHIN THE WATERSHED AND FROM GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES. THE ROUNDTABLE ESTIMATED A CONTRIBUTION OF $60,000 WORTH OF VOLUNTEER LABOUR IN 
THEIR PROPOSED BUDGET FOR 1995-1996 (AT $10 PER HOUR) (SRWR EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
MEETING, MAY 11, 1995). 

MUCH OF THE FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL FUNDING HAS BEEN FUNNELLED THROUGH DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS. THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED PROJECT IS A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT FOR BOTH THE FRASER 
RIVER ACTION PLAN (FRAP), AND THE FRASER BASIN MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (FBMP) (ARGENT AND 
CHRISTIANSEN 1995). AS A DEMONSTRATION WATERSHED FOR FRAP, THE FOCUS IS "...INVOLVEMENT OF 
LOCAL PEOPLE IN REHABILITATION AND SUSTAINABLE MANAGEMENT OF THE WATERSHED" (DFO FRAP 
1995). IN THE DEMONSTRATION WATERSHEDS, "FRAP PLAYS A CRUCIAL ROLE BY PROVIDING SEED 
MONEY TO GET ROUND TABLES UP AND RUNNING. THE PROGRAM ALSO PROVIDES ADVICE AND TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE TO LOCAL ROUND TABLES, CARRIES OUT HANDS-ON HABITAT RESTORATION AND HOLDS 
WORKSHOPS" (ENVIRONMENT CANADA AND FISHERIES AND OCEANS 1995). THE FRASER RIVER 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM SELECTED THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED AS ONE OF ITS SIX DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS. THE GOALS OF THIS PROGRAM WERE TO INCREASE THE PROFILES OF THESE PROJECTS, AND 
THROUGH THIS HEIGHTENED AWARENESS, ENCOURAGE AGENCIES TO DIRECT THEIR FUNDS TO THE PROJECTS 
(THE FBMP DOES NOT HAVE FUNDS OF ITS OWN TO PUT TOWARDS THESE PROJECTS) (FRASER BASIN 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM REPRESENTATIVE, EOSC MEETING MINUTES OCTOBER 25, 1993 AND 
NOVEMBER 24, 1993). 

THE SRWR ESTIMATES ITS NEEDS FOR OPERATING THE ROUNDTABLE AND RESOURCE CENTRE TO 
BE $86, 434 ANNUALLY (INCLUDING THE COSTS OF STAFF, TRAVEL AND OFFICE EXPENSES) (SRWR 1995F). 

7. Recognition 
THE WORK OF THE SRWR HAS LED TO CONSIDERABLE RECOGNITION FOR THE ROUNDTABLE 

LOCALLY, PROVINCIALLY AND FEDERALLY. LOCALLY, IN DECEMBER 1994, THE SRWR WAS FIRST REQUESTED 
BY THE CSRD TO COMMENT ON A DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL TO BUILD A MULTI-UNIT MOBILE HOME PARK 
IN THE WATERSHED AT SILVER CREEK. IN A MEMORANDUM TO ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS (JANUARY 3, 
1995), THE SRWR CHAIR WROTE, 

"WE HAVE 'EARNED OUR STRIPES' WITH THE POLITICAL BODIES AS A REFERRAL AGENCY TO GIVE 
INPUT AND DIRECTION INTO LAND USE PLANNING, SO THAT OUR EFFORTS CAN BE INTEGRATED INTO 
THE OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLANS FOR THE DIFFERENT DISTRICTS...[A] LETTER [WAS] SENT ON YOUR 
BEHALF TO GEORGE ABBOT, CHAIR OF THE COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT, TO STATE 
YOUR OPPOSITION TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE TRAILER PARK IN SILVER CREEK. AS AGREED, A 
COMMITTEE OF THREE MET THE DAY AFTER THE [LAST ROUNDTABLE] MEETING TO WRITE THE LETTER, 
SUMMARIZING THE CONCERNS BROUGHT FORWARD BY THE ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS PRESENT. THIS 
LETTER WAS THE FIRST TO BE READ AT THE PUBLIC HEARING, AMONG OTHER RESPONSES FROM 
REFERRAL AGENCIES. THERE WERE NINETY RESIDENTS THAT SHOWED UP IN OPPOSITION TO THE 
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DEVELOPMENT AT THE PUBLIC HEARING. THIS IS THE FIRST TIME WE HAVE BEEN REQUESTED BY 
THE CSRD TO COMMENT AS A REFERRAL AGENCY AND WE EXPRESSED OUR APPRECIATION FOR 
THAT IN THE LETTER WE SENT TO THEM." 

THE SRWR RECOMMENDATION TO NOT APPROVE THE PROJECT PROBABLY HAD A LARGE IMPACT ON THE 
CSRD'S DECISION TO DISALLOW THE PROJECT (SRWR MEETING MINUTES JANUARY 1995, AND 
PERSONAL COMMUNICATION FROM MR. PETER DEVALL, THE DEVELOPER IN QUESTION). SINCE THEN, 
FURTHER DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS HAVE BEEN FORWARDED TO THE ROUNDTABLE FOR COMMENT. THE 
SRWR HAS ALSO BEEN INVOLVED IN A NUMBER OF PROJECTS WITH LOCAL SCHOOLS, (E.G., MONITORING 
THE GROWTH OF WILLOW SAPLINGS OR BEAVER CONTROL MECHANISMS) WHICH PROVIDES AN EDUCATIONAL 
OPPORTUNITY FOR THE WATERSHED'S YOUTH. 

PROVINCIALLY, THE SRWR CHAIR, DOROTHY ARGENT, HAS BEEN THE DRIVING FORCE BEHIND 
INITIATING A PROVINCIAL WATERSHED ALLIANCE (GROWING OUT OF THE SUSTAINABILITY, IT'S TIME FOR 
ACTION CONFERENCE 1995), AND HAS BECOME A POPULAR SPEAKER AT VARIOUS FORUMS RELATED TO 
SUSTAINABILITY, WATERSHED/ECOSYSTEM BASED PLANNING, AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT WITHIN B.C. 
AS WELL, THE ROUNDTABLE HAS BECOME INVOLVED WITH THE LAND AND RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
PLAN (LRMP) FOR THE OKANAGAN-SHUSWAP AREA, AND HAS BEEN GRANTED A SEAT AT THIS PLANNING 
TABLE. FEDERALLY, THE ROUNDTABLE HAS BEEN RECOGNISED AS FAR AWAY AS OTTAWA AND THE ATLANTIC 
PROVINCES FOR ITS MULTI-STAKEHOLDER APPROACH TO WATERSHED PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT (AN 
EXAMPLE OF THIS IS ENVIRONMENT CANADA HEADQUARTER'S INVOLVEMENT IN THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE 
SETTING PROCESS). 

ALL THIS RECOGNITION HAS MADE THE SRWR A POWERFUL VOICE FOR RESIDENTS OF THE 
WATERSHED: POWERFUL IN LEVERING FUNDS FOR RESEARCH AND WORK PROJECTS, POWERFUL FOR 
CONVEYING OPINION AND INFLUENCING PLANNING AND/OR DEVELOPMENT DECISIONS AT VARIOUS LEVELS OF 
GOVERNMENT, AND POWERFUL IN TERMS OF ITS EDUCATIONAL CAPACITY BOTH WITHIN THE WATERSHED AND 
ELSEWHERE. THIS HAS LED THE ROUNDTABLE TO QUESTION ITS OWN MANDATE AND AUTHORITY: DO THEY 
REALLY SPEAK FOR THE WATERSHED COMMUNITY AS A WHOLE? AS ONE PROMINENT MEMBER OF THE 
ROUND TABLE EXPRESSED IN AN INTERVIEW, ALTHOUGH THE ROUNDTABLE HAS A MISSION, IT DOESN'T HAVE 
A MANDATE—ONLY THE PUBLIC CAN GIVE THEM THE AUTHORITY TO SPEAK ON THE PUBLIC'S BEHALF. 

8. TOWARDS A WATERSHED-WIDE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
TO PROVIDE THE REST OF THE CONTEXT (ANTECEDENTS) FOR THE COLLABORATION TO DEVELOP 

ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED VISION, TWO OTHER FACTORS NEED TO BE MENTIONED. THE 
FIRST WAS THE DESIRE OF THE ROUNDTABLE ITSELF TO UNDERTAKE A PLANNING PROCESS. AS EARLY AS THE 
FALL OF 1993, THE ROUNDTABLE EXPRESSED INTEREST IN UNDERTAKING A WATERSHED-WIDE PLANNING 
PROCESS AND DEVELOPING A FUTURE VISION THAT REFLECTED THE VIEWS OF THE ENTIRE WATERSHED 
COMMUNITY-NOT JUST THE SALMON ARM REGION OF THE WATERSHED (SALMON RIVER RESTORATION 
PROJECT MINUTES DECEMBER 1993). THEY DECIDED TO HOLD A STRATEGIC PLANNING WORKSHOP IN THE 
NEW YEAR, TO BE ATTENDED BY ALL MEMBERS OF THE GROUP, IN WHICH THEY WOULD DISCUSS THEIR 
FUTURE PLANS. 
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THE SECOND FACTOR WAS THE FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES STEERING 
COMMITTEE'S (EOSC, SEE CHAPTER 2) DESIRE TO HAVE THEIR PROCESS FOR DEVELOPING ECOSYSTEM 
OBJECTIVES TESTED IN A PILOT PROJECT. DURING THE SUMMER OF 1993, THE SALMON RIVER 
RESTORATION PROJECT WAS SELECTED AS A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT FOR THE FRASER BASIN 
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM. THROUGH FBMP INVOLVEMENT WITH THE EOSC, THE EOSC KEPT 
INFORMED ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROGRAM'S DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS, AND THE SALMON RIVER 
WATERSHED IN PARTICULAR (EOSC MINUTES JULY 27, 1993 AND OCTOBER 25, 1993). [THE EOSC 
APPEARED TO BE "KEEPING TABS" ON A NUMBER OF DIFFERENT PROGRAMS WHICH ESPOUSED SOME 
ECOSYSTEM CONCEPTS (E.G., ECOLOGICAL SCIENCE CENTRES, LAND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANS, 
INTEGRATED WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLANS, FRASER RIVER ACTION PLAN ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS, 
MODEL FORESTS, AND THE B.C. ROUNDTABLE) (EOSC MINUTES JULY 27-OCTOBER 25, 1993).] 
ACCORDING TO FRED MAH, THE EOSC DEVELOPED A SET OF SIX CRITERIA WHICH THEY APPLIED TO THE 
SIX FBMP'S DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS TO DETERMINE WHICH OF THE SIX WOULD BE MOST SUITED FOR 
THEIR OWN ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES PILOT STUDY (FRED MAH, PERS. COMM. AUGUST 30, 1996). 
(ALTHOUGH FRED MAH COULD NOT REMEMBER ALL OF THE CRITERIA AT THE TIME OF MY INTERVIEW WITH 
HIM, HE SAID, "I THINK ONE OF THE THINGS WE NEEDED WAS A CONSENSUS PROCESS AND PEOPLE WERE 
NOT AT LOGGER-HEADS WITH EACH OTHER.") HE ALSO NOTED THAT, AT THE TIME, THERE WAS A LOT OF 
POLITICAL PRESSURE FOR THE EOSC TO CHOOSE THE NICOLA WATERSHED FOR THEIR PILOT STUDY: 

"BUT WE LOOKED AT THE NICOLA AND WE SAID, 'UHN-AH, IT'S NOT GOING TO WORK BECAUSE IT'S 
NOT A FULLY PUBLIC SUPPORTIVE APPROACH.' ALL THEY WERE LOOKING AT WAS TO DO WITH 
COMMUNITY FUTURES. ALL THEY WERE LOOKING AT WAS HOW TO REVIVE THE ECONOMY OF 
MERRITT. BUT, YOU KNOW, THE POLITICIANS WERE PUSHING." (FRED MAH, PERS. COMM. 
AUGUST 30, 1996). 

BY THE END OF NOVEMBER 1993, THE EOSC HAD CHOSEN THE SALMON RIVER RESTORATION 
PROJECT AS AN APPROPRIATE PILOT PROJECT FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES BASED ON 
THE ASSUMPTION THAT "THE COMMUNITY IS ALREADY USING AN ECOSYSTEM APPROACH, AND THEREFORE 
THE PROJECT HAS A GOOD CHANCE OF SUCCESS" (EOSC MINUTES NOVEMBER 24, 1993). THE EOSC 
SET UP A MEETING WITH THE SALMON RIVER RESTORATION PROJECT AND THEN THE EOSC DISCUSSED 
THEIR STRATEGY FOR APPROACHING THE GROUP: OFFER ASSISTANCE, NOT LEADERSHIP (EOSC MINUTES 
NOVEMBER 24, 1993). 

C. P R O B L E M SETTING 
THE PROBLEM-SETTING STAGE OF THIS COLLABORATION RECOUNTS THE EVENTS CULMINATING IN A 

FORMAL WORK AGREEMENT BETWEEN THESE TWO GROUPS. 

1. THE SRWR TAKES AN INTEREST IN THE EOSC'S PROCESS. 
ON DECEMBER 13, 1993, A SPECIAL MEETING WAS HELD IN SALMON ARM BETWEEN MEMBERS 

OF THE EOSC [INCLUDING FRED MAH AND GEORGE BUTCHER (CO-CHAIRS), BEV RAYMOND AND 
PATRICK SHAW (EMPLOYEES OF FRED MAH), AND JOHN POWER (ENVIRONMENT CANADA)], MEMBERS 
OF THE FRASER BASIN MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (PRAD KHARE AND GREG MALLETTE), AND MEMBERS OF 
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THE SRWR (INCLUDING AGENCY MEMBERS, INTERESTED CITIZENS, THE MAYOR OF SALMON ARM, A 
NATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, AND A FOREST COMPANY REPRESENTATIVE; NO-ONE FROM THE AGRICULTURAL 
COMMUNITY WAS IN ATTENDANCE) (SRWR MINUTES DECEMBER 13, 1993). A WEEK BEFORE THIS 
MEETING, THE ROUNDTABLE HELD ITS REGULAR MONTHLY MEETING, AT WHICH TIME THE DECEMBER 13TH 
MEETING WAS ANNOUNCED AS AN OPPORTUNITY FOR THE EOSC CO-CHAIRS TO "SHARE THEIR EXPERTISE IN 
ECOSYSTEMS WITH US" (SRWR MINUTES DECEMBER 9, 1993). FROM THE MINUTES OF THE 
DECEMBER 13TH MEETING, IT APPEARS THAT THIS WAS PRIMARILY AN INFORMATION MEETING. FRED MAH 
GAVE A PRESENTATION TO THE ROUNDTABLE ABOUT "HOLISTIC APPROACHES", A FIVE STEP MODEL TO 
DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES, AND WORK THAT HAD BEEN DONE TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM 
OBJECTIVES IN THE GREAT LAKES (SEE CHAPTER 2). THERE WAS LITTLE DISCUSSION OF THE PRESENTATION 
AFTERWARDS (FRED MAH, PERS. COMM. AUGUST 30, 1996), ALTHOUGH THERE WAS SOME DISCUSSION 
ON COORDINATION BETWEEN VARIOUS AGENCIES, AND THE ROUNDTABLE'S SUBMISSION OF COMMENTS TO 
THE B.C. MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT, LANDS AND PARKS WATER STEWARDSHIP INITIATIVE. 

OVER THE NEXT FEW MONTHS, DISCUSSION CONTINUED BETWEEN THE SRWR AND THE EOSC 
(PRIMARILY FRED MAH AND GEORGE BUTCHER): 

"YOU SEE, AFTER THE FIRST PRESENTATION THERE WERE NO QUESTIONS, AND GEORGE AND I 
THOUGHT, WELL, WE'D 'HAD IT' FOR THE TIME BEING. AFTER THE PRESENTATION THERE WAS DEAD 
SILENCE, YOU KNOW. I KNEW THAT WE'D HAD IT UNLESS WE CONTINUED COMMUNICATING. SO 
WHAT WE DID IS WE CONTINUED TO PHONE DOROTHY, AND EVERYTHING, AND GEORGE, BECAUSE 
HE KNOWS TOM BRIGHOUSE, [District of Salmon Arm Councillor and SRWR member] 
SO HE WENT THROUGH THAT ROUTE AS WELL...I THINK THE ONLY THING WE WROTE BACK TO THEM 
WAS, 'THANK-YOU VERY MUCH FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT, BLAH BLAH BLAH, HOPE THAT 
WE CAN CONTINUE TO COMMUNICATE WITH EACH OTHER'. BUT, SUBSEQUENT TO THAT, IT WAS 
THROUGH PHONE CALLS, BECAUSE, YOU KNOW, DOROTHY WANTED TO KNOW ABOUT THIS, AND 
KNOW ABOUT THAT—THIS TYPE OF THING." (FRED MAH, PERS. COMM. AUGUST 30, 1996). 

FRED MAH AND GEORGE BUTCHER ALSO ATTENDED THE SRWR STRATEGIC PLANNING WORKSHOP ON 
JANUARY 13 AND 28, 1994. (THIS WORKSHOP WAS FACILITATED BY THE INSTITUTE OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS 
(ICA) USING THE TECHNOLOGY OF PARTICIPATION (TOP) ACTION PLANNING METHOD DESCRIBED IN BOX 
6.1, AND WAS ATTENDED BY APPROXIMATELY 30 PEOPLE—WATERSHED RESIDENTS, AGENCY 
REPRESENTATIVES, AND FIRST NATIONS). ONE OF THE "STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS" THAT EMERGED DURING 
THIS WORKSHOP WAS "PLANNING" TOWARDS A WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP PLAN. GOALS PROPOSED AT THE 
WORKSHOP RELATED TO DOCUMENTING AND PRIORITIZING ISSUES AS WELL AS COLLECTING AND ORGANIZING 
DATA AVAILABLE FOR THE WATERSHED (SRWR 1994B). CONSIDERING THAT BOTH FRED MAH AND 
GEORGE BUTCHER PARTICIPATED IN THE TEAM THAT OUTLINED THE PLANNING GOALS, IT IS PROBABLY NO 
COINCIDENCE THAT THESE ARE THE TYPES OF ACTIVITIES EXPECTED IN "STEP ONE" OF THE C C M E 
FRAMEWORK DESCRIBED IN CHAPTER 2 (SCOPING THE ISSUES AND COLLATING THE KNOWLEDGE BASE). 
FOLLOWING THE 1994 STRATEGIC PLANNING WORKSHOP, DOROTHY ARGENT AND NEILS CHRISTIANSEN 
BEGAN REGULARLY ATTENDING EOSC MEETINGS (EOSC MINUTES FEBRUARY 2 - JUNE 27, 1994), AND 
FRED AND GEORGE BECAME MEMBERS OF THE SRWR PLANNING COMMITTEE. 
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AS WELL, DURING THE WINTER AND SPRING OF 1994, THE EOSC WORKED ON REFINING ITS OWN 
STRATEGIC PLAN (TO OUTLINE A MISSION STATEMENT, AND OPERATING CONCEPTS), DEVELOPING A FACT 
SHEET ON ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES (IN WHICH THE SRWR WAS USED AS A CASE STUDY), AND DEVISING A 
COMMUNICATIONS STRATEGY FOR ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES (EOSC MINUTES FEBRUARY 2 - JUNE 27 
1994). THE ACTUAL WORK OF THE EOSC WAS UNDERTAKEN THROUGH FRED MAH'S OFFICE (AT THAT TIME 
CALLED THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY OBJECTIVES SECTION OF THE INTEGRATED PROGRAMS BRANCH OF 
ENVIRONMENT CANADA, PACIFIC AND YUKON REGION). THE MONTHLY EOSC MEETINGS SERVED TO 
GUIDE/APPROVE THE WORK (ALTHOUGH THERE WAS SOME DIFFICULTY REACHING AGREEMENTS WITHIN THE 
GROUP-RREFER TO DISCUSSION IN CHAPTER 2). THERE WAS ALSO A LOT OF INTERACTION AT THIS TIME 
BETWEEN FRED MAH'S OFFICE AND ENVIRONMENT CANADA'S HEADQUARTERS IN OTTAWA—THE 
EVALUATION AND INTERPRETATION BRANCH, (EIB). I WAS WORKING UNDER CONTRACT FOR THE EJJ3, AND 
THE SECTION IN WHICH I WAS WORKING WAS ASKED TO PROVIDE FEEDBACK AND IDEAS ON THE EOSC'S 
WORK PRODUCTS. MEMBERS OF THE EIB WERE HIGHLY SUPPORTIVE OF THE EOSC'S APPROACH-
LARGELY BECAUSE THE EOSC WAS PROMOTING A FRAMEWORK PREPARED BY EEB STAFF AS PART OF THEIR 
DUTY AS THE C C M E WQGTG TECHNICAL SECRETARIAT (SEE SECTION 2.2.3). 

ALTHOUGH NOT A LOT OF MENTION IS MADE OF THE EOSC IN THE SRWR'S MINUTES BETWEEN 
JANUARY AND MARCH 1994, DISCUSSIONS WERE OBVIOUSLY TAKING PLACE. BY APRIL 1994, THE 
ROUNDTABLE WAS COMMITTED TO PURSUING A FORMAL PARTNERSHIP WITH THE EOSC. THE 
ROUNDTABLE'S PLANNING COMMITTEE HAD DRAFTED "TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR CREATING, ADOPTING 
AND IMPLEMENTING A WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP PLAN FOR THE SALMON RIVER", (SRWR 1994C). 
THESE TERMS OF REFERENCE STATED, 

"THE PHILOSOPHICAL BASES FOR DEVELOPING THE WATERSHED PLAN LIE IN THE COMBINED WORK 
OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE AND THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES STEERING 
COMMITTEE OF THE FEDERAL AND B.C. GOVERNMENTS" (SRWR 1994C). 

THE MONTHS OF MAY AND JUNE 1994 WERE A PERIOD OF CLARIFICATION WITH RESPECT TO THE 
ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES PROJECT. THE SRWR MINUTES (MAY 12, 1994) RECORDED AN 
ANNOUNCEMENT THAT THE EOSC HAD CHOSEN THE SRWR AS A PILOT PROJECT, AND THE EOSC 
MINUTES (JUNE 8, 1994) SHOW DISCUSSION BETWEEN EOSC AND SRWR MEMBERS REGARDING WHO 
(AGENCIES) IS INVOLVED CURRENTLY IN THE SRWR, AND HOW EXACTLY THE ROUNDTABLE OPERATES. 
DURING THIS PERIOD; THE ROUNDTABLE WAS ALSO HEAVILY INVOLVED IN PREPARING FOR A CONFERENCE 
ENTITLED "STEWARDING OUR WATERSHEDS" WHICH IT HOSTED IN SALMON ARM FROM JUNE 23-26, 
1994. A MEETING OF THE EOSC WAS SCHEDULED TO TAKE PLACE IN SALMON ARM FOLLOWING THE 
CONFERENCE. 

2. A W o r k Agreement is Formalized 
ON JUNE 27, 1994, THE EOSC HELD AN ALL DAY MEETING IN SALMON ARM.3 THE MORNING 

SESSION INCLUDED A SALMON RIVER WATERSHED BUS TOUR FOR EOSC MEMBERS, SHOW-CASING SOME 

3I SAT IN ON THIS MEETING AS A CONTRACT EMPLOYEE OF ENVIRONMENT CANADA (OTTAWA). (THIS 
WAS ACTUALLY THE LAST DAY OF MY CONTRACT WITH ENVIRONMENT CANADA.) 
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OF THE RESTORATION WORK THAT HAD BEEN DONE BY THE ROUNDTABLE IN THE VALLEY BETWEEN SALMON 
ARM AND FALKLAND. THE REST OF THE DAY WAS MORE FORMAL. SEVERAL (8) MEMBERS OF THE SRWR 
WERE PRESENT, GUESTS FROM ENVIRONMENT CANADA'S OTTAWA OFFICE (MIKE WONG, AMANDA BRADY, 
AND MYSELF) AND HEALTH CANADA (ANDY GILMAN) WERE PRESENT, AND SEVERAL AGENCY 
REPRESENTATIVES, MOST OF WHICH HAD SOME FORMER CONTACT WITH THE ROUNDTABLE WERE ALSO 
PRESENT. FORMAL PRESENTATIONS WERE MADE BY DOROTHY ARGENT (DESCRIBING THE 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND ASPIRATION OF THE ROUNDTABLE), MIKE WONG (REGARDING ECOSYSTEM 
OBJECTIVES WORK IN THE GREAT LAKES), ANDY GILMAN (HEALTH ISSUES ARISING FROM ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONTAMINATION; COOPERATION BETWEEN FEDERAL AGENCIES), AND DOUG POLLARD (RESULTS FROM AN 
INTERNATIONAL WORKSHOP ON PROTECTED LANDSCAPES) (EOSC MINUTES JUNE 27, 1994). THE REST OF 
THE AFTERNOON WAS SPENT BRAINSTORMING INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS FOR DEVELOPING A KNOWLEDGE 
BASE FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. THIS WAS TO BE THE FIRST STEP TOWARDS DEVELOPING 
ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. THE TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE SRWR'S STEWARDSHIP PLAN (WHICH HAD 
BEEN PREPARED BY THE PLANNING COMMITTEE, SEE ABOVE) WERE ALSO DISTRIBUTED (EOSC MINUTES 
JUNE 27, 1994). ALTHOUGH THIS MEETING COULD HAVE BEEN IMPORTANT IN TERMS OF MEETING ONE 
ANOTHER AND LEARNING ABOUT ONE ANOTHER (THROUGH THE WATERSHED TOUR AND THE PRESENTATIONS), 
WITH RESPECT TO THE BRAINSTORMING SESSION, THERE WAS A LOT OF CONFUSION REGARDING WHY THE 
INFORMATION WAS NEEDED, WHO WAS COLLECTING IT, AND WHETHER OR NOT IT WAS BEING COLLECTED IN 
ORDER TO ESTABLISH A GEOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION SYSTEM (GIS) FOR THE WATERSHED. 

FOLLOWING THE EOSC'S JUNE 27TH MEETING, THE ROUNDTABLE CONTINUED COMMUNICATING 
WITH THE EOSC IN DEVELOPING ITS WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP PLAN. THYSON BANIGHEN, THE SRWR'S 
COORDINATOR, PREPARED A SHORT PAPER ENTITLED "CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT IN ESTABLISHING ECOSYSTEM 
OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED" FOR THE EOSC. IN THIS PAPER, HE OUTLINED THE 
WAYS IN WHICH THE SRWR WANTED ASSISTANCE FROM THE EOSC: (1) ESTABLISHING] A SET OF 
INDICATORS FOR MONITORING SUCCESS ACHIEVED IN IMPLEMENTING THE STEWARDSHIP PLAN [YET TO BE 
DEVELOPED...], (2) PROVIDING] INFORMATION USEFUL IN DEVELOPING AND IMPLEMENTING THE 
STEWARDSHIP PLAN, (3) LOCATING WORK ON SUSTAINABILITY INDICATORS ACROSS CANADA AND THE REST OF 
THE WORLD, AND (4) ACCESSING THE FUNDS AND OTHER RESOURCES NEEDED TO CARRY OUT ALL OF THE 
ABOVE (BANIGHEN 1994). AS WELL, THE PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORTED TO THE ROUNDTABLE THAT, 
SINCE THEY HAD ESTABLISHED TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR A WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP PLAN, THEIR NEXT STEP 
WAS THE CREATION OF A PLANNING FRAMEWORK (SRWR MINUTES JULY 14, 1994). OVER THE NEXT FEW 
MONTHS, THE Salmon River Watershed Planing Guide (SRWR 1994A) WAS PREPARED (PENNED 
BY PLANNING COMMITTEE CHAIR, NEILS CHRISTIANSEN). THIS GUIDE WAS FORMALLY ADOPTED BY THE 
ROUNDTABLE ON OCTOBER 13, 1994 (SRWR MINUTES OCTOBER 13, 1994) AFTER HAVING FIRST PASSED 
REVIEW BY THE PLANNING COMMITTEE. THE "ECOSYSTEM APPROACH AND ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES" WERE 
WRITTEN INTO THE PLANNING GUIDE AS ONE OF THE FOUR CONCEPTS GUIDING THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 
WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP PLAN. THE PLANNING GUIDE WAS DISTRIBUTED TO BOTH SRWR AND EOSC 
MEMBERS. BY THIS TIME, IT WAS CLEARLY ESTABLISHED THAT THE SRWR'S PLANNING COMMITTEE WAS 
THE SEGMENT OF THE ROUNDTABLE IN CHARGE OF THE PROJECT TO DEVELOP A WATERSHED VISION AND 
ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. 
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SHORTLY FOLLOWING THE ADOPTION OF THE SRWR'S PLANNING GUIDE, THE EOSC HELD THEIR 
LAST MEETING (FOR DETAILS OF THE EOSC'S DEMISE SEE CHAPTER 2). I HAD JUST BEEN TOLD THAT I 
WOULD RECEIVE FUNDING FROM ENVIRONMENT CANADA AND THE BC MOELP TO STUDY THIS PROJECT, 
AND I WAS INVITED TO ATTEND THE EOSC'S MEETING. AT THIS MEETING, I LEARNED THAT DRAFT 
AGREEMENTS HAD BEEN PREPARED BETWEEN THE TWO LEAD EOSC MEMBERS (ENVIRONMENT CANADA 
AND BC MOELP) AND THE SRWR. A LETTER OF UNDERSTANDING HAD BEEN DRAFTED, AND A CONTRACT 
REFERRED TO AS THE "FACILITATION CONTRACT" HAD BEEN PREPARED TO GIVE FINANCIAL SUPPORT TO THE 
ROUNDTABLE FOR STRATEGIC PLANNING RELATED TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES (EOSC 
MINUTES NOVEMBER 4, 1994). 

LATER THAT MONTH, (NOVEMBER 28, 1994) A LETTER OF AGREEMENT —THE FORMER 
"FACILITATION CONTRACT"--WAS SIGNED BETWEEN ENVIRONMENT CANADA AND THE SRWR. 
ENVIRONMENT CANADA AGREED TO FUND THE ROUNDTABLE ($35, 000: 25K FOR THE 1994/95 FISCAL 
YEAR, AND 10K FOR THE 1995/96 FISCAL YEAR) FOR THE FOLLOWING DELIVERABLES: "A REPORT OUTLINING 
THE WATERSHED-WIDE VISION, SHORT AND LONG-TERM ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND GOALS AS PROPOSED 
BY THE COMMUNITY PARTICIPANTS, AND AN IMPLEMENTATION PLAN". THE TASKS OF THE ROUNDTABLE 
WERE TO INCLUDE: 

(1) CONVENING A CORE GROUP OF COMMUNITY PARTNERS TO CREATE THE WORK PLAN FOR 
DEVELOPING THE WATERSHED-WIDE VISION, AND 

(2) TRAINING COMMUNITY FACILITATORS IN THE METHODS OF THE INSTITUTE OF CULTURAL 
AFFAIRS AND THEN HAVING THESE FACILITATORS CONDUCT MEETINGS (AND A FINAL 
WORKSHOP) THROUGHOUT THE WATERSHED, TO GAIN INPUT TO THE "STEWARDSHIP PLAN 
FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES". 

ALTHOUGH THE AGREEMENT WAS SIGNED ONLY BY THE SRWR AND ENVIRONMENT CANADA, 
MOELP WAS ALSO NAMED IN THE AGREEMENT AS PROVIDING ADVICE TO THE SRWR THROUGH GEORGE 
BUTCHER. IT WAS ALSO STATED IN THE AGREEMENT THAT THE ROUNDTABLE MUST ATTEMPT TO FIND 
ADDITIONAL FUNDING ELSEWHERE. THE ROUNDTABLE DID SUCCEED IN OBTAINING ANOTHER $21, 555 
FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL PARTNERS FUND, AND $12, 400 FROM THE VANCOUVER FOUNDATION 
(SRWR 1995G). LATER IN THE 1994/95 FISCAL YEAR, ENVIRONMENT CANADA GAVE ANOTHER 6K TO 
THE ROUNDTABLE (UNDER WHAT WAS REFERRED TO AS THE "COMMUNICATIONS CONTRACT") TO COVER THE 
COSTS OF DEVELOPING INFORMATION FACT SHEETS ABOUT THE WATERSHED, AND COVERING THE COSTS OF 
MAIL-OUTS TO WATERSHED RESIDENTS (FRED MAH, PERS. COMM. AUGUST 30, 1996). WITH THIS 
FUNDING IN HAND, THE SRWR WAS SET TO UNDER-TAKE A FORMAL PLANNING PROCESS TOWARDS 
DEVELOPING A WATERSHED VISION AND ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. 

D . D I R E C T I O N S E T T I N G 
THE LETTER OF AGREEMENT SIGNED BY ENVIRONMENT CANADA AND THE SRWR OUTLINED TWO 

MAIN ACTIVITIES WHICH ARE DESCRIBED IN THIS STAGE OF THE COLLABORATION TOWARDS A STEWARDSHIP 
PLAN AND ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. FIRST, THE AGENDA AND WORK 
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PLAN WERE OUTLINED, AND THEN THE MORE "ACTIVE" PART OF THE PROCESS (I.E., CARRYING OUT THE 
AGENDA) TOOK PLACE. 

1. The Agenda and Work Plan are Outlined 
THE FIRST STEP IN ESTABLISHING AN ACTION AGENDA FOR DEVELOPING A WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP 

PLAN AND ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WAS TO CONVENE A "CORE GROUP OF COMMUNITY PARTNERS TO CREATE 
THE WORK PLAN" (LETTER OF AGREEMENT NOVEMBER 28, 1994). THE ROUNDTABLE SET THIS 2-DAY 
WORKSHOP FOR JANUARY 21 AND 22, 1995 (A WEEKEND) AT THE OKANAGAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE IN 
SALMON ARM. THE Work-Plan Workshop WAS ADVERTISED TO ROUNDTABLE COMMITTEE 
MEMBERS (I.E., THOSE MEMBERS WHO SIT ON ONE OF THE ROUNDTABLE'S FIVE COMMITTEES DESCRIBED 
ABOVE) THROUGH A MAIL-OUT DATED JANUARY 3, 1995. COMMITTEE MEMBERS WERE STRONGLY 
ENCOURAGED TO ATTEND THROUGH A FAXED ANNOUNCEMENT FROM THE SRWR CHAIR. AS WELL, GENERAL 
ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS WERE INVITED TO THE WORKSHOP AT THE ROUNDTABLE'S MONTHLY MEETING 
WHICH WAS—FOR THE VERY FIRST TIME—HELD IN WESTWOLD (SRWR MINUTES, JANUARY 12, 1995).4 

TWO FACILITATORS (FROM ICA IN SEATTLE, WA) WERE HIRED BY THE ROUNDTABLE FOR THE WORKSHOP, 
AND THE WORKSHOP WAS ATTENDED BY 31 PEOPLE (10 LANDOWNERS, 9 INTERESTED CITIZENS, 2 STAFF, 5 
MINISTRIES AND AGENCIES, 1 INDUSTRY, 2 FIRST NATIONS AND 2 LOCAL GOVERNMENT). 

THE WORKSHOP APPEARED TO BE VERY SIMILAR IN FORMAT TO THE STRATEGIC PLANNING 
WORKSHOP THAT THE ROUNDTABLE HELD A YEAR PREVIOUS TO THIS ONE, AND AGAIN, PARTICIPATION 
INCLUDED ROUGHLY 30 PEOPLE. SOME MEMBERS SEEMED A LITTLE BIT CONFUSED AS TO WHY THEY WERE 
DOING THE SAME THING AGAIN. WHEN I SPOKE TO PARTICIPANTS AT THE BREAKS AND IDENTIFIED MYSELF 
AS A STUDENT STUDYING THE PROCESS, I HAD AT LEAST FIVE DIFFERENT ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS TELL ME 
THAT THEY WANTED TO TALK TO ME AT SOME POINT DURING MY EVALUATION OF THE PROJECT. THEY MADE 
COMMENTS SUCH AS, "TOO MUCH TIME AND MONEY IS BEING SPENT ON PLANNING, AND NOT ENOUGH ON 
THE RIVER ITSELF," AND "DIDN'T WE DO THIS ALREADY? WHY DO WE HAVE TO DO IT AGAIN?". IT WAS 
INTERESTING TO NOTE THAT THESE TYPES OF COMMENTS WERE NOT PRESENT IN A SHEET OF QUOTES FROM 
WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS THAT WAS INCLUDED IN A MAIL-OUT AFTER THE WORKSHOP. ALL THE COMMENTS 
IN THE MAIL-OUT WERE VERY PROCESS-POSITIVE (E.G., "MY TIME SPENT HERE FOR THESE 2 DAYS HAS 
ENABLED ME TO CHART MY FUTURE BETTER, AND GIVEN MORE FOCUS TO MY LIFE—CLARIFIED MY GOALS", 
AND "IT [THE WORKSHOP] HAS SHOWN THAT THE GROUP HAS MADE PROGRESS IN THE PAST YEAR, AND HAS 
ACQUIRED A CLEARER IDENTITY".) 

DESPITE THE APPARENT MIXED REVIEWS FROM DIFFERENT WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS (ABOVE), THE 
WORKSHOP WAS AN IMPORTANT STEP FORWARD IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE 
WATERSHED. AN AGENDA AND NINE MONTH TIME-LINE WAS DEVELOPED FOR THE "COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES" (SRWR 1995A). THE "VICTORY" OF THE NINE MONTH 

4 AS A RESULT OF HOLDING THE ROUNDTABLE MEETING IN WESTWOLD, A FEW LANDOWNERS FROM THE 
WESTWOLD AREA TOOK PART IN THE WORK-PLAN WORKSHOP. 
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PROCESS WAS DESCRIBED AS HAVING 300 PARTICIPANTS AT A WORKSHOP IN SEPTEMBER.5 

FOLLOWING THE WORK-PLAN WORKSHOP, THERE WERE A FEW MORE EVENTS THAT LAID THE 
FOUNDATION FOR THE MORE "ACTIVE" PART OF DEVELOPING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED 
VISION. ON FEBRUARY 13, 1995, ENVIRONMENT CANADA HELD A Technical Coordination 
Meeting IN SALMON ARM. THE PURPOSE OF THIS MEETING WAS TO ASSEMBLE EVERYONE (AGENCIES 
AND ACADEMICS) WHO WAS CONDUCTING SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH IN THE WATERSHED (OR WHO HAD 
SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION ABOUT THE WATERSHED) TO SHARE PRESENTATIONS ON THEIR WORK, AND TO 
BRAINSTORM INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS (AND AVAILABILITIES) FOR THE WATERSHED PLANNING PROCESS. 
THIS WAS, ESSENTIALLY, A PRECURSOR TO DEVELOPING THE KNOWLEDGE BASE, DESCRIBED IN THE NEXT 
SECTION.6 (I ATTENDED THIS MEETING AS AN OBSERVER; I DID NOT PRESENT ANY WORK.) THE LAST 
SEGMENT OF THE MEETING, "INTEGRATING CURRENT RESEARCH STUDIES INTO THE KNOWLEDGE BASE TO 
SUPPORT THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES", WAS THE MOST INTERESTING WITH RESPECT TO 
MY STUDY. THIS SECTION OF THE MEETING WAS FACILITATED BY NEILS CHRISTIANSEN. WORKSHOP 
ATTENDERS WERE ASKED, "WHAT 'KERNELS' OF TECHNICAL WISDOM ABOUT THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED 
DO THE RESIDENTS NEED TO KNOW [IN ORDER TO COME UP WITH ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES]?". 
PARTICIPANTS BRAINSTORMED SEVERAL IDEAS WHICH WERE GROUPED INTO SIX DIFFERENT CATEGORIES 
WHICH COULD BE USED IN DEVELOPING THE KNOWLEDGE BASE: HUMAN IMPACTS, HABITAT 
RESTORATION/REHABILITATION/CONSERVATION, UNDERSTANDING WATER, COMMUNITY STEWARDSHIP, VALUE 
OF RIPARIAN ZONES, AND FISH HABITAT REQUIREMENTS. 

LATER THAT SAME MONTH, (FEBRUARY 21, 1995) A Facilitator Training WAS HELD IN 
SALMON ARM, THE PURPOSE OF WHICH WAS TO TRAIN COMMUNITY MEMBERS IN THE FACILITATION 
METHODS OF THE INSTITUTE OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS. THE TRAINING WAS CONDUCTED BY TWO ICA 
MEMBERS FROM SEATTLE (DORTHEA JEWELL AND GORDON HARPER). THE LOCAL RESIDENTS WERE TRAINED 
SO THAT THEY COULD FACILITATE THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS HELD LATER IN THE YEAR. TWENTY SPOTS 
WERE AVAILABLE AT THE TRAINING. OF THESE, FIVE WERE FILLED BY GOVERNMENT AGENCY 
REPRESENTATIVES, TWELVE BY ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS WHO LIVE IN SALMON ARM OR THE SURROUNDING 
AREA (BUT NOT WATERSHED RESIDENTS) (OF THESE ONE WAS FROM A LOCAL FIRST NATION, ONE WAS A 
LOCAL INDUSTRY REPRESENTATIVE, AND ONE WAS FROM A LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP), ONE BY A RURAL 
SALMON RIVER WATERSHED RESIDENT, AND TWO BY STUDENT EMPLOYEES OF THE ROUNDTABLE (SRWR 
1996). THE FACILITATION TRAINING WAS ADVERTISED TO ALL MEMBERS VIA THE DECEMBER 15, 1994 
ROUNDTABLE MEETING MINUTES (SENT TO ALL ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS) AND THROUGH A MEMORANDUM 

5NOTE THAT LATER THAT SPRING, THE TIME-LINE FOR THE PROJECT WAS MOVED BACK A FEW MONTHS SO 
THAT THE SEPTEMBER WORKSHOP BECAME THE DECEMBER WORKSHOP. 

6THERE DID NOT SEEMS TO BE ANY FORMAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THIS BRAINSTORMING SESSION AND 
THE ONE PREVIOUSLY CONDUCTED AT THE JUNE 27, 1994 EOSC MEETING IN SALMON ARM (SEE SECTION 
6.1.2). IN FACT, IN A RECENT INTERVIEW (AUGUST 1996), FRED MAH TOLD ME THAT WHILE SOME OF THE 
IDEAS MAY BE SIMILAR, THE INFORMATION GATHERED AT THE JUNE 27, 1994 EOSC MEETING WAS NOT 
CONSCIOUSLY USED IN OUTLINING THE KNOWLEDGE BASE CONTRACT. 
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FROM THE SRWR CHAIR TO ALL MEMBERS (DATED JANUARY 3, 1995), AND VOLUNTEERS WERE SIGNED 
UP ON A FIRST COME, FIRST SERVED BASIS. 

THE ACTUAL TRAINING GIVEN TO THE PARTICIPANTS WAS BASED ON THE ICA METHOD CALLED 
"THE TECHNOLOGY OF PARTICIPATION" WHICH IS DESCRIBED IN DETAIL BY SPENCER (1989). BASED ON 
SPENCER (1989) AND A COPY OF THE HANDOUT/BOOKLET GIVEN TO ME BY ONE OF THE FACILITATOR 
TRAINEES, I HAVE PREPARED A SUMMARY OF ICA METHODS (SEE BOX C. 1). IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT 
MOST OF THE WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS ALREADY HAD SOME FAMILIARITY WITH THE ICA METHODS SINCE 
ICA HAD FACILITATED THE WORK-PLAN WORKSHOP (WHICH MANY OF THE FACILITATOR TRAINEES HAD 
ATTENDED), AND BECAUSE ROUNDTABLE MEMBER, NEILS CHRISTIANSEN, HAD USED ICA METHODS IN 
FACILITATING FORMER SRWR EVENTS. 

I WAS CURIOUS TO KNOW WHY THE ROUNDTABLE CHOSE TO HIRE (AND ENVIRONMENT CANADA 
AGREED TO FUND) FACILITATORS AND TRAINERS FROM AN AMERICAN ORGANIZATION RATHER THAN LOOK FOR A 
SIMILAR GROUP CLOSER TO HOME. FRED MAH EXPLAINED WHY: 

"FIRST IT WAS RAISED BY NEILS AT THE ROUNDTABLE. AND I SAID, 'WHAT'S THE DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN THEIR TECHNIQUE AND SOMEBODY ELSE'S TECHNIQUE?' AND I SAID, 'WHAT'S THEIR 
SUCCESS STORY?' SEE, I WAS QUITE CONCERNED BECAUSE WE'RE TRYING SOMETHING NEW, 
OKAY, AND I KNEW THAT A LOT OF FACILITATORS, THEY'RE FACILITATORS BUT THEY'RE NOT VERY 
GOOD, BECAUSE AS I SAID, ON THE [ecosystem objectives] STEERING COMMITTEE WE WENT 
THROUGH THREE OF THEM AND WE COULDN'T GET ANYTHING. SO, WHAT HE DID IS HE PROVIDED 
ME WITH A BOOK CALLED 'TOPS'...AND THEN ALSO HE GOT INFORMATION ON AN ESTUARY IN 
LOUISIANA. THE ICA PEOPLE FACILITATED THAT PROCESS. AND IN ACTUAL FACT, EVEN THOUGH 
THEY ARE NOT CALLING THEM ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND SO ON, THEY ARE DOING SIMILAR 
THINGS. AND IT WAS A SUCCESS STORY, AND SO, I SAID, LET ME SEE WHAT I COULD FIND 
ANYWHERE ELSE WHERE THERE'S A SUCCESS STORY LIKE THIS.' I COULDN'T FIND ANYTHING, SO I 
SAID, 'OKAY, THAT'S WHAT WE'LL GO WITH'" (FRED MAH, PERS. COMM. AUGUST 30, 1996). 

LATER THAT YEAR, IN THE INTERVIEWS THAT I CONDUCTED, A COUPLE OF ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS-
ONE OF WHOM HAD TAKEN THE FACILITATOR TRAINING-DISCUSSED THE METHODS WITH ME. ALTHOUGH 
THEY WERE NOT SPECIFICALLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT IT, A COUPLE OF INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS NOTED 
THAT THEY THOUGHT EITHER THE FACILITATION INSTRUCTION OR THE ICA METHODS IN GENERAL WERE USEFUL: 

"THE TRAINING THAT WAS INCORPORATED INTO THAT FOR FACILITATORS—AS A SEPARATE WORKSHOP-
WAS EXCELLENT." [1] 

"I PARTICULARLY LIKE THE ICA TECHNIQUE IN TERMS OF GROUNDING INTO ACTION..! WOULD SAY 
THAT THE FACILITATION PROCESS WE'VE USED FROM THE VERY BEGINNING, AND WHAT IT'S DONE 
(EVEN THOUGH SOMETIMES IT'S A BIT OF WORK) BUT IT'S REALLY KEPT IT FOCUSED. WE'VE HAD 
CLEAR GOALS. WE HAVE MEASURABLE GOALS. WE KNOW WHAT TO CELEBRATE AT THE END. WE 
KNOW WHO WAS DOING WHAT. SO, I THINK THE TECHNIQUE IS VERY GOOD...IT'S BEEN REALLY 
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INTERESTING HAVING BEEN THROUGH THIS WHICH IS REALLY ACTION-ORIENTED AT THE END. IT'S 
FOCUSED IN A WAY THAT YOU GET SOMETHING OUT OF IT." [28] 

ALTHOUGH MOST PEOPLE WHOM I INTERVIEWED WERE PROBABLY UNAWARE THAT THE ICA 
"TECHNOLOGY OF PARTICIPATION" WAS BEING USED, THERE WERE SEVERAL OTHER INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS 
WHO MADE COMMENTS RELATED TO THE ICA TECHNIQUE. PEOPLE RECOGNISED A PATTERN TO THE 
PROCESS USED: 

"IT'S NEW TO ME~THE PROCESS OF WRITING THINGS ON LITTLE PIECES OF PAPER AND MAKING 
SOME SORT OF AN AGREEMENT ABOUT THEM, AND PASTING THEM ON THE BOARD. THE PROCESS 
IS WELL DEVELOPED ENOUGH THAT IT'S SOMETHING YOU COULD LEARN. I'M SURE THAT NEILS AND 
DOROTHY, OR NEILS, WENT OFF AND LEARNED THIS PROCESS—FOUND OUT THAT IT EXISTED AS A 
PROCESS, AND TOOK IT UP." [16] 

THE NEXT BIG EVENT TO TAKE PLACE IN THE WATERSHED WAS THE SRWR ANNUAL GENERAL 
MEETING HELD AT THE LION'S CLUB HALL IN SALMON ARM ON MARCH 9, 1995. ALTHOUGH THIS 
MEETING WAS ANNOUNCED IN A MAIL-OUT TO ALL MEMBERS, I ONLY COUNTED 22 PEOPLE IN ATTENDANCE-
-A SMALL NUMBER FOR AN AGM, CONSIDERING THAT THE ROUNDTABLE CONSIDERS ITS TOTAL MEMBERSHIP 
(PEOPLE ON MAILING LIST) TO BE APPROXIMATELY 120 (ARGENT AND CHRISTIANSEN, PERS. COMM. 
NOVEMBER 19, 1995). THIS MAY HAVE BEEN BECAUSE THE MEETING WAS HELD ON A WEEK-DAY 
DURING BUSINESS HOURS WHEN MOST RESIDENTS ARE WORKING. THOSE PEOPLE WHO DID ATTEND WERE 
MOSTLY GENERAL CITIZENS AND LANDOWNERS, THOUGH A COUPLE OF MEMBERS OF THE FBMP, AND A 
LOCAL TOWN COUNSELLOR WERE ALSO PRESENT. THE MEETING OPENED WITH SONGS (PARODIES OF 
FAMILIAR CAMP SONGS PERFORMED BY LOCAL COUNSELLOR TOM BRIGHOUSE). THE RESULTS OF THE 
WORK-PLAN WORKSHOP WERE SUMMARIZED AND PRESENTED BY NEILS CHRISTIANSEN. THE PLAN WAS 
REVIEWED AND ADOPTED BY THE MEMBERS PRESENT, GIVING OFFICIAL SANCTION FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
A WATERSHED STEWARDSHIP PLAN ACCORDING TO THE DEVISED WORK-PLAN. DURING THE MEETING, THE 
PARTICIPANTS ALSO REVIEWED SEGMENTS OF THE 1994 STRATEGIC PLAN IN SMALL GROUPS AND THEN 
REPORTED TO THE LARGER GROUP ON THE PROGRESS THAT HAD BEEN MADE DURING 1994. 

2. DEVELOPMENT OF THE KNOWLEDGE BASE 
THE DISCUSSION OF THE EVENTS THAT TRANSPIRED AS THE WORK PLAN WAS IMPLEMENTED HAVE 

BEEN ORGANIZED INTO THREE SECTIONS: THE KNOWLEDGE BASE (WHICH DESCRIBES THE EVENTS THAT TOOK 
PLACE IN THE EFFORT TO CONSOLIDATE AND MAKE AVAILABLE INFORMATION ABOUT THE SALMON RIVER 
WATERSHED); THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS (WHICH DESCRIBES THE EFFORT TO INCLUDE LOCAL COMMUNITY 
MEMBERS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES AND A WATERSHED VISION); AND THE 
FALKLAND WORKSHOP AND FOLLOW-UP (WHICH DESCRIBES THE CULMINATING EVENT IN THE COMMUNITY 
MEETING PROCESS). 

258 



Box C l : Summary of the "Technology of Participation" (ToP) Group Facilitation Methods 
of the Institute of Cultural Affairs (ICA), (based on Spencer 1989 and ICA 1994). 

The ToP Strategic Planning Process begins with "developing a common vision and ends with 
construction of an implementation timeline complete with assignments, deadlines and scheduled 
review sessions" (Spencer 1989). The process combines elements of the ToP discussion method, 
and ToP workshop method-both of which are described below. 
The ToP Discussion Method (or Focused Conversation) is designed towards both rational (what do 
the participants need to know, understand or decide?) and experiential (what do the participants need 
to experience with one another?) objectives (ICA 1994). It uses a series of generic questions 
(modified to suite the circumstances) which a facilitator uses to guide a discussion through four 
stages of conversation which mimic the natural stages that the human mind goes through when 
responding to stimuli (Spencer 1989). These four stages are: 
(1) Objective (Getting the Facts). Questions are designed to elicit what people experience 

through their senses, e.g., What did people say about the plane crash? What scenes do you 
remember? 

(2) Reflective (Emotions, Feelings, Associations). Questions seek to elicit people's emotional 
responses to what they perceive, e.g., What excited or frustrated you about the actions you 
witnessed? 

(3) Interpretive (Values, Meaning, Purpose). Questions look for meaning, purpose or 
significance in the events that have been told, e.g., What was the most significant event? 
How do these events relate to one another? 

(4) Decisional (Future Resolves). "Questions allow individuals to decide their relationship and 
response to the topic and the discussion they have had together" (ICA 1994). e.g., What 
changes are needed? 

The ToP Workshop Method is a structured team work experience which can build practical team 
consensus using five key steps: 
(1) Context (Setting the Stage). The facilitator gives an overview of the workshop and sets the 

mood for full participation. The process and timeline is outlined. 
(2) Brainstorm (Generating New Ideas). Brainstorming enlists all participants in generating 

ideas and insights. Participants first brainstorm individually, then in small teams, share 
their ideas with one another, selecting 5-7 important ideas which are written on cards and 
given to the facilitator. The facilitator reads out all the cards, places them on the wall or a 
board, and asks for clarification when necessary. No ideas are rejected. 

(3) Organize (Forming New Relationships). Facilitator asks the group for natural 
clusters/groupings of the ideas on the board. When the group is satisfied that all the 
obvious groupings have been made, the facilitator asks for a round of cards with different 
ideas and any new groupings are made. Each groups is given a quick 1-2 word label. 

(4) Name (Discerning Consensus). Facilitator aids the group in suggesting and choosing a 
descriptive name for each idea group which addresses the workshop question. There is 
consensus on names, even though there may not be consensus on each idea in groups. 

(5) Reflect (Confirming the Resolve). In this last step of the workshop, a chart or visual image 
is made of the information clusters and the significance of the product is discussed using the 
discussion method. 

The ToP Action Planning Method "promote(s) the successful launch of a project at its most critical 
phase by clarifying directions, aligning resources, designating leadership roles and responsibilities, 
and building team trust and support" (ICA 1994). The ToP planning method involves using the 
discussion and workshop methods to first determine (1) a group victory (and also note the current 
reality); (2) key actions (how will the group get from the current reality to the group victory?); and a 
calendar of actions and assignments (who will do what, and when?). 
ToP Strategic Planning refers to long term action planning towards a (1) Vision, (2) Contradictions 
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THE IDEA OF "DEVELOPING A KNOWLEDGE BASE" WAS ROOTED IN STEP ONE OF THE C C M E 
WQGTG FRAMEWORK FOR DEVELOPING GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND INDICATORS OF ECOSYSTEM HEALTH (SEE 
CHAPTER 2). IN ORDER TO MAKE DISCUSSIONS (AND RESULTING DECISIONS) AS INFORMED AS POSSIBLE, ALL 
(OR AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE) OF THE RELEVANT BIOPHYSICAL, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INFORMATION ABOUT 
THE WATERSHED WAS TO BE CONSOLIDATED AND RENDERED INTO A FORMAT THAT COULD BE USED BY 
STAKEHOLDERS. PREVIOUS MENTIONS OF THE KNOWLEDGE-BASE RELATED TO BRAINSTORMING SESSIONS 
HELD AT THE EOSC MEETING (JUNE 27, 1994), AND THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED TECHNICAL 
COORDINATION MEETING (FEBRUARY 13, 1995). THE CONTENT OF THESE SESSIONS WERE CERTAINLY 
AVAILABLE TO THOSE PERSONS WHO OUTLINED THE KNOWLEDGE BASE PROJECT (PRIMARILY NEILS 
CHRISTIANSEN AND FRED MAH, WITH INPUT FROM OTHERS AS DESCRIBED BELOW). 

IN THE SPRING OF 1995, A STEERING COMMITTEE WAS SET UP FOR THE KNOWLEDGE BASE 
CONTRACT COMPOSED OF FRED MAN, GEORGE BUTCHER, JANET STAVINGA (ENVIRONMENT CANADA, 
OTTAWA) AND NEILS CHRISTIANSEN (FRED MAN, PERS. COMM. AUGUST 30, 1996). THEN, ON MARCH 
23, 1995, FRED MAH (ENVIRONMENT CANADA) ASSEMBLED A GROUP (COMPRISED OF SRWR 
MEMBER, NEILS CHRISTIANSEN; ENVIRONMENT CANADA EMPLOYEES, FRED MAH AND GABRIELLE GAGNE; 
CONSULTANTS FROM TURTLE ISLAND EARTH STEWARDS, THYSON BANIGHEN7 AND DEEN SELLWOOD; UBC 
PROFESSORS, HANS SCHREIER AND TONY DORCEY; AND MYSELF) TO DISCUSS A KNOWLEDGE BASE 
PROPOSAL FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. MOST OF THE DISCUSSION AT THIS MEETING CENTRED ON 
HOW A CONTRACT COULD BE DEVISED FOR GATHERING, INTEGRATING, AND PRESENTING BIOPHYSICAL, SOCIAL 
AND ECONOMIC KNOWLEDGE FOR THE WATERSHED. FOLLOWING THE MEETING, NEILS CHRISTIANSEN 
DISCUSSED THE PROJECT FURTHER WITH DEEN SELLWOOD AND MICHAEL GOLDBERG (SOCIAL PLANNING AND 
RESEARCH COUNCIL OF B.C.), AND WROTE OUT HIS PERCEPTIONS OF THE PROJECT. AFTER NEILS'S IDEAS 
WERE ON PAPER, FRED MAH AND NEILS CHRISTIANSEN HAD SEVERAL CONVERSATIONS WHICH LEAD TO THE 
FOLLOWING CONCLUSIONS: (1) NEILS' PROPOSAL FOCUSED TOO MUCH ON "FOLK KNOWLEDGE" AND A 
"MUCH HIGHER RATIO OF HARD SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION [NEEDED TO BE] COMPILED AND MADE 
AVAILABLE"; (2) THE MONEY AVAILABLE FOR THE KNOWLEDGE BASE CONTRACT (5OK) WAS ALLOCATED 
PRIMARILY FOR SCIENTIFIC DATA COLLECTION AND NOT MORE THAN 10% COULD BE SPENT ON GATHERING 
FOLK KNOWLEDGE—THIS MUST COME FROM OTHER SOURCES; AND (3) NEILS WOULD WRITE TERMS OF 
REFERENCE FOR THE KNOWLEDGE BASE CONTRACT (MEMORANDUM FROM NEILS CHRISTIANSEN TO 
ATTENDERS AND INVITED PARTICIPANTS OF THE MARCH 23, 1995 MEETING AT UBC, MARCH 28, 1995). 

THE TERMS OF REFERENCE PREPARED BY NEILS CHRISTIANSEN (MAY 3, 1995) FOR DEVELOPING 
THE KNOWLEDGE BASE DIVIDED THE PROJECT INTO FOUR TASKS: 

(1) OBTAINING AGENCY COOPERATION, 
(2) VERBAL HISTORY AND PERCEPTIONS, 
(3) CURRENT STATUS AND TRENDS, AND 
(4) PROBLEMS, OPTIONS AND SCENARIOS. 

7AT THIS TIME, THYSON BANIGHEN WAS NO LONGER WORKING AS THE SRWR COORDINATOR, THOUGH 
HE WAS STILL A VOLUNTEER MEMBER OF THE GROUP. 
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THE FIRST TWO TASKS WERE WRITTEN INTO ONE CONTRACT. THE FIRST TASK INVOLVED THE CONSULTANT 
MEETING WITH REPRESENTATIVES FROM NINE DIFFERENT GOVERNMENT AGENCIES/REGIONAL DISTRICTS IN 
ORDER TO DISCUSS, IN DEPTH, ISSUES SURROUNDING GOVERNMENT PARTICIPATION IN "RESOLVING ISSUES 
JOINTLY WITH THE OTHER PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STAKEHOLDERS" (MAY 2, 2995 VERSION OF "WATERSHED 
INFORMATION" GIVEN OUT AT SRWR PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING, MAY 11, 1995). THE ISSUES 
EMERGING FROM THESE INTERVIEWS WERE TO BE WRITTEN INTO A REPORT. THE SECOND TASK INVOLVED 
DESIGNING A SURVEY TO COLLECT THE VERBAL HISTORY AND PERCEPTIONS OF SUSTAINABILITY ISSUES AND 
PROBLEM RESOLUTION STRATEGIES FROM WATERSHED STAKEHOLDERS, AND THEN, TO TRAIN A ROUNDTABLE 
EMPLOYEE TO ADMINISTER THE SURVEY. (THIS ROUNDTABLE EMPLOYEE WOULD THEN CONDUCT THE 
SURVEY, WRITE A REPORT, AND CIRCULATE THE REPORT WITHIN THE WATERSHED FOR COMMENT.) 

THE SECOND CONTRACT COVERED TASKS THREE AND FOUR. THIS INVOLVED THE "COLLECTION AND 
REVIEW OF EXISTING PERTINENT INFORMATION (REPORTS, MAPS, DATA BASES, ETC.) AVAILABLE FROM 
GOVERNMENT AGENCIES, PRIVATE INDUSTRY, LIBRARIES, ARCHIVES, AND OTHER SOURCES, TO PROVIDE THE 
ROUNDTABLE AND ALL OTHER STAKEHOLDERS WITH A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF THE WATERSHED" 
(EVOLUTION OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED, TERMS OF REFERENCE VERSION 5/3/95). THE 
INFORMATION SEARCH WAS TO BE FOCUSED INTO FIVE AREAS: SOCIOECONOMIC PROFILE, LAND USE AND 
OWNERSHIP, ECOLOGICAL INVENTORY, WATER QUANTITY, AND WATER QUALITY. THE FOURTH TASK INVOLVED 
IDENTIFYING THE "PROBLEMS" FROM PREVIOUS REPORTS AND THIS DATA SURVEY, AND THEN, BASED ON THE 
INFORMATION COLLECTED, PROPOSE OPTIONS, SCENARIOS, AND STRATEGIES FOR ADDRESSING THE PROBLEMS. 
TWO REPORTS WERE TO BE PREPARED: (1) TECHNICAL REPORT SUMMARIZING ALL THE DATA, PROBLEMS, 
OPTIONS, ETC., AND (2) A PUBLIC REPORT WHICH WAS A SUMMARY OF THE TECHNICAL REPORT WRITTEN FOR 
GENERAL PUBLIC CONSUMPTION (GRADE 8 ENGLISH). 

AT THE JUNE 8, 1995 SRWR MEETING, IT WAS REPORTED THAT THE FIRST CONTRACT (SEEKING 
AGENCY COOPERATION AND DESIGNING THE VERBAL HISTORY AND PERCEPTIONS SURVEY) WAS LET TO 
DOVETAIL CONSULTING AND THE SECOND CONTRACT (EVOLUTION OF THE WATERSHED) WAS LET TO QUADRA 
PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. A MONTH LATER, (BY JULY 13, 1995), THE DOVETAIL CONTRACT HAD BEEN 
COMPLETED, AND A SUMMER STUDENT, TODD ROMAINE, HAD BEEN HIRED BY THE ROUNDTABLE TO 
CONDUCT THE INTERVIEWS FOR THE PROBLEMS, PERCEPTIONS AND VERBAL HISTORY STUDY (SRWR 
MINUTES JULY 8, 1995). THE REPORT BY DOVETAIL CONSULTING, ENTITLED, "SEEKING AGENCY 
COOPERATION IN SUPPORT OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE" DESCRIBED WATERSHED 
ISSUES IDENTIFIED BY GOVERNMENT AGENCIES, PROSPECTS FOR AGENCY PARTICIPATION IN ROUNDTABLE 
INITIATIVES, AND INFORMATION SOURCES IDENTIFIED BY GOVERNMENT AGENCIES. THIS INFORMATION WAS 
USED BY QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. IN CONDUCTING THEIR WORK ON THE KNOWLEDGE BASE. 
THE REPORTS PREPARED BY TODD ROMAINE AND NEILS CHRISTIANSEN, BASED ON THE INTERVIEWS 
CONDUCTED BY TODD ROMAINE, WERE AVAILABLE FOR THE SEPTEMBER COMMUNITY MEETING 
(DESCRIBED IN THE NEXT SECTION). 

THE CONTRACT TACKLED BY QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. WAS MUCH LARGER THAN THE 
ONE COMPLETED BY DOVETAIL CONSULTING, AND THE TIME FRAME FOR COMPLETION, THOUGH SHORT, WAS 
SOMEWHAT LONGER. THE FIRST DRAFT OF THE PUBLIC VERSION OF THIS REPORT, ENTITLED "THE SALMON 
RIVER WATERSHED AND OVERVIEW OF CONDITIONS, TRENDS AND ISSUES" WAS TIMED FOR PRESENTATION 
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AT THE COMMUNITY MEETING SERIES' SEPTEMBER MEETING. FEEDBACK ON THE PUBLIC DOCUMENT WAS 
GATHERED AT THIS SET OF MEETINGS, AND THROUGH SUBMISSIONS AFTER THE MEETINGS. SIMILARLY, WHEN 
THE FIRST DRAFT OF THE TECHNICAL DOCUMENT WAS AVAILABLE, THE ROUNDTABLE SENT COPIES TO SEVERAL 
GOVERNMENT SCIENTISTS FOR REVIEW. BASED ON RESULTS OF BOTH THE COMMUNITY AND SCIENTIFIC 
REVIEWS, QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. RE-WROTE BOTH REPORTS. IN NOVEMBER 1995, "THE 
SALMON RIVER WATERSHED: AN OVERVIEW OF CONDITIONS, TRENDS AND ISSUES. PUBLIC SUMMARY 
REPORT" (PREPARED BY QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD.) WAS PUBLISHED BY ENVIRONMENT 
CANADA FRASER RIVER ACTION PLAN, AND MAILED TO 500 RESIDENTS AND AGENCIES IN THE WATERSHED 
AND ANOTHER 100 COPIES WERE KEPT FOR DISTRIBUTION FROM THE ROUNDTABLE'S RESOURCE CENTRE 
(PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT, SRWR MINUTES FEBRUARY 8, 1996). ALTHOUGH THE TECHNICAL 
REPORT WAS NOT YET READY FOR PUBLICATION, THE PUBLIC REPORT WAS PUBLISHED AT THIS TIME BECAUSE 
THE ROUNDTABLE WANTED SALMON RIVER WATERSHED RESIDENTS TO HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO READ 
INFORMATION ABOUT THE WATERSHED BEFORE THE FALKLAND STRATEGIC PLANNING WORKSHOP (DESCRIBED 
IN THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS). FINALLY, IN MARCH 1996, ENVIRONMENT CANADA FRASER RIVER ACTION 
PLAN PUBLISHED "THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED: AN OVERVIEW OF CONDITIONS, TRENDS AND 
ISSUES. TECHNICAL REPORT", THE FINAL PRODUCT OF THE KNOWLEDGE BASE CONTRACT COMPLETED BY 
QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. THIS TECHNICAL REPORT WAS DISTRIBUTED TO ALL THE PEOPLE WHO 
ATTENDED THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP (DESCRIBED LATER IN THIS CHAPTER), ALL THE AGENCY PEOPLE WITH A 
MANDATE IN THE WATERSHED, AND ALL THE PEOPLE WHO CONTRIBUTED DATA TO THE PROJECT (FRED MAH, 
PERS. COMM. AUGUST 30, 1996). 

3. Community Meetings 
BY THE MAY 11, 1995 PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING, A SCHEDULE HAD BEEN SET FOR THE 

LOCAL COMMUNITY MEETINGS. THE RATIONAL BEHIND THESE MEETING WAS TO "DEVELOP 
UNDERSTANDINGS ABOUT THE WATERSHED AND ITS FUTURE", AND FOR PARTICIPANTS TO "EXPERIENCE 
COOPERATION AND EMPOWERMENT AND HAVE FUN" (LOCAL COMMUNITY MEETINGS OUTLINE, SRWR 
PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING, MAY 11, 1995). THE PLAN WAS FOR THE MEETING PARTICIPANTS TO 
WORK THROUGH A NUMBER OF THEMES OVER A SIX MONTH PERIOD IN EACH OF FIVE RURAL COMMUNITIES 
WITHIN THE WATERSHED. EACH MEETING HAD THREE COMPONENTS: 

(1) A "BEING" COMPONENT IN WHICH EACH PARTICIPANT MAY (IF THEY CHOOSE) TELL 
SOMETHING ABOUT THEMSELVES OR THEIR OWN EXPERIENCE (E.G., THEIR FAVOURITE SPOT 
IN THE WATERSHED); 

(2) A "KNOWING" COMPONENT IN WHICH THE PARTICIPANTS WOULD WORK ON A LEARNING 
EXERCISE (E.G., PARTICIPANTS WERE ENCOURAGED TO CRITICALLY REVIEW INFORMATION 
PRESENTED); AND 

(3) A "DOING" COMPONENT IN WHICH PARTICIPANTS WERE ENCOURAGED TO TAKE PERSONAL 
ACTIONS BETWEEN MEETINGS (E.G., BRING A FRIEND TO NEXT MEETING, OR VOLUNTEER 
FOR A SRWR WORK CREW) (SRWR PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING, MAY 11, 
1995). 

THE MEETING THEMES AND ACTIVITIES (AS OUTLINED AT THE MAY 11, 1995 PLANNING COMMITTEE 
MEETING) ARE GIVEN IN TABLE C.4. IN THE ROUNDTABLE'S REGULAR MONTHLY MEETING ON MAY 11, 
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Table C.4. Community Meeting Themes and Activities (From May 11, 1995 SRWR 
Planning Committee meeting). Note that some of these themes were modified later in the 
process—see the text below. 

M o n t h Theme Activities 

June Where are we going? Being: Where is your favourite spot in the 
watershed? 

Knowing: \) Overview of process & timeline 
2) Two visualizations of the future 

Doing: 1) Some possible personal actions? 
2) Bring history to next meeting. 

July What is our history Being: What is your fondest memory of the 
watershed? 

Knowing:Review and critique verbal history & 
perceptions study. 

Doing: 1) Some possible personal actions? 
2) Bring problems to the next meeting. 

August What are the priority problems? Being: What's one issue in the watershed that 
bothers you personally, where located? 

Knowing:Prioritv problems workshop. 
Doing: 1) Some possible personal actions? 

2) Bring knowledge to next meeting. 

September What do we know? Being: One of your learnings about the 
watershed, where located? 

Knowing:Review and critique of contractor's 
knowledge base draft report. 

Doing: 1") Some possible personal actions? 
2) Find out some useful information. 

October What are our options? Being: What information did you find? 
Knowing:Review and critique of contractor's 

options and scenarios draft report. 
Doing: Some possible personal actions? 

November What is our collective vision? Being: Reports on actions undertaken. 
Knowing: Vision workshop. 
Doing: 11 Some possible personal actions? 

2) Bring others to the December meeting 
(Falkland Workshop). 

1995, ideas for advertising the meetings were generated by Roundtable members (SRWR 
Minutes, May 11, 1995). Suggestions included advertisements in local papers and flyers, and 
announcements on local radio stations. 

Originally, there were five different communities selected for the community meeting 
series: Mt. Ida (in the Salmon Valley near Salmon Arm), Silver Creek (up-stream from Mt. 
Ida), Falkland (approximate centre of the watershed), Westwold (up-stream from Falkland), 
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AND UPPER NICOLA (THE REGION OF THE DOUGLAS LAKE CATTLE RANCH AND THE UPPER NICOLA INDIAN 
BAND NEAR THE MOUTH OF THE RIVER). AS DISCUSSED BELOW, ALL MEETINGS IN THE UPPER NICOLA 
COMMUNITY WERE CANCELLED. A SUMMARY OF EACH SET OF COMMUNITY MEETINGS—BASED ON BOTH 
MY OWN OBSERVATIONS OF THE MEETINGS AND THE OFFICIAL MEETING SUMMARIES IS GIVEN BELOW. 

(a) June 1995: Where are we going? 
THE FIRST SET OF COMMUNITY MEETINGS WAS HELD BETWEEN MAY 30 AND JUNE 7, 1995. 

THESE MEETINGS WERE FACILITATED BY NEILS CHRISTIANSEN WITH HELP FROM TWO OTHER TOP-TRAINED 
ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS: MIKE WALLIS (STAFF) AND IAN BROWN (INTERESTED CITIZEN). THIS SET OF 
MEETINGS FOCUSED ON COMPARING TWO POSSIBLE FUTURES FOR THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED: THE 
IDEAL FUTURE DESIRED BY WATERSHED RESIDENTS, AND THE FUTURE EXPECTED BY WATERSHED RESIDENTS IF 
CURRENT TRENDS CONTINUE. PARTICIPANTS WERE FIRST ASKED TO ENVISION THEIR IDEAL WATERSHED 25 
YEARS INTO THE FUTURE, AND THEN THE WATERSHED THAT THEY EXPECT. FOLLOWING THIS, THEY WERE 
ASKED TO LOOK FOR DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN THE TWO FUTURES AND DISCUSS THE IMPLICATIONS OF THESE 
DISCREPANCIES. THE MEETING SUMMARY PREPARED BY THE SRWR OFFERED THE FOLLOWING 
CONCLUSIONS: 

"AS THEY EXPLORED THEIR DESCRIPTIONS AND FEELINGS AND WHAT, IF ANYTHING, THEY WANTED TO 
DO ABOUT THEM, SOME FELT IT IS EASY TO DREAM AND HARDER TO FACE REALITY AND WONDERED, 
'...IF WE ARE CREATING AN ISSUE, MAYBE THERE IS NO ISSUE TO RESOLVE.' AS DISCUSSIONS 
PROGRESSED, RESIDENTS REACHED SEVERAL CONCLUSIONS. WE HAVE NO CONTROL OVER CLIMATE, 
TAXES AND GOVERNMENT. BUT WE HAVE SOME CONTROL OVER ITEMS LIKE LOCAL POPULATION, 
LAND USE AND POLITICIANS. AND WE HAVE LOTS OF CONTROL OVER OUR OWN ACTIONS, LIFESTYLES, 
CHOICES AND ATTITUDES." (JUNE MEETINGS SUMMARY, SRWR 1995D). 

FOLLOWING THE VERY FIRST COMMUNITY MEETING, (MT. IDA MAY 30, 1995) THE SRWR 
COMMUNITY MEETINGS TASK FORCE (FACILITATORS AND STAFF HOSTING THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS) MET 
TO REVIEW THE SUCCESS OF THE MEETING. FEEDBACK FROM SOME PARTICIPANTS AT THE FIRST MEETING 
LED THE TASK FORCE TO REVISE THE VISIONING PROCESS FOR THE SUBSEQUENT MEETING IN THE OTHER THREE 
COMMUNITIES (COMMUNITY MEETINGS TASK FORCE REPORT, SRWR MINUTES JULY 13, 1995). ONE 
OF THE FACILITATORS TOLD ME THAT THE VISUALIZATION PART OF THE MEETING DID NOT WORK WITH THE 
PEOPLE. ANOTHER STAFF MEMBER OF THE ROUNDTABLE TOLD ME THAT SOME LANDOWNERS THOUGHT THEY 
WERE BEING "TREATED LIKE LITTLE CHILDREN". (IN THE VISIONING EXERCISE, PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED TO 
CLOSE THEIR EYES AND IMAGINE THEY WERE FLYING OVER THE VALLEY, IN A PLANE, IN THE YEAR 2020.) I 
DEFINITELY PERCEIVED A STRONG SENSE OF DISCOMFORT WITH THE EXERCISE FROM THE GENERAL CITIZENS 
(MOST OF WHOM WERE FARMERS) ATTENDING THIS MEETING. WHEN THE FACILITATOR, NEILS 
CHRISTIANSEN, ASKED PARTICIPANTS HOW THEY FELT WHEN IMAGINING THE TWO DIFFERENT SCENARIOS 
(THEIR IDEAL WATERSHED, AND THE WATERSHED THAT WOULD RESULT IF CURRENT TRENDS CONTINUED), THERE 
WAS SILENCE, FINALLY BROKEN BY SOME OFFERINGS BY DOROTHY ARGENT (SRWR CHAIR), SONJA 
ANDERSSON (STAFF MEMBER) AND MYSELF. FINALLY, A COUPLE OF FARMERS OFFERED A GENERAL "HAPPY" 
FEELING FOR THE DREAM, AND "CONCERN" FOR THE EXPECTATION. (LATER THAT SUMMER, ONE OF THE 
ROUNDTABLE'S FACILITATORS TOLD ME THAT GETTING PEOPLE IN THE WATERSHED TO TALK ABOUT THEIR 
FEELINGS WAS LIKE PULLING TEETH.) AT THE NEXT MEETING I ATTENDED ON THIS SAME THEME 
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(Westwold, June 7, 1995), the visioning exercise had been modified. Participants were 
simply asked to envision their ideal watershed 25 years into the future; they were no longer 
closing their eyes and flying in a plane. Participants were still asked for their feelings about 
the different possible futures. Only staff members gave input about the ideal future (all 
positive feelings like "comfortable" or "optimistic"), however, only local residents gave input 
about the expected future ("concern", "need for action"). 

In my field-notes from the meetings I attended at Mt. Ida and Westwold, I noted a 
few issues that emerged in the meetings aside from the formal agenda. At the end of the Mt. 
Ida meeting, participants were given an opportunity to ask questions. The ensuing discussion 
lasted almost an hour. Two concerns were raised by landowners. The first was over a letter 
the Roundtable had sent to MOELP advocating groundwater legislation. One landowner in 
particular was very upset about this letter, and claimed to be speaking for many of his peers. 
He said that he did not want "hassles" every time he has to drill a new well and that they (him 
and his peers) do not think they should have to pay for water licenses. He accused the 
Roundtable of misrepresenting the watershed community. Dorothy Argent addressed his 
concerns by stating that the decision to send the letter was made at a Roundtable meeting by 
all the members present, and that it is important for people to come to meetings and express 
their views so that the community is fairly represented (this is the premise behind these 
community meetings—to generate more community participation). The other concern raised 
at this meeting was simply, "What's the big deal?!" The landowner raising this concern said 
that he thought the Roundtable was trying to create issues where there were none. He came 
to this meeting out of curiosity, but said he doubted he would come back because he thought 
the meetings to be pointless. Ms. Argent encouraged him to come back, saying that the 
Roundtable needed a "voice of realism". At the Westwold meeting, one local landowner 
raised his concern about the use of "hearsay" in Roundtable reports. He referred to a report 
written a couple of years ago which mentioned erosion on a certain clearcut, which in his 
opinion, was not eroding. The erosion situation had not been checked by the author of the 
report. Ms. Argent satisfied his concern by telling him that this particular report was just a 
compilation of things that people said, and not an officially published document. 

I should also note that at this second meeting I attended on this theme, I made a 
distinct effort not to contribute much in the way of ideas and suggestions since I felt that I 
had given my input in the previous meeting.8 I asked one of the staff members how they were 
addressing this issue (i.e., giving their input in more than one meeting). I was told that they 
had been contributing in all of the meetings, and that their input seemed important for getting 
the discussion going—which certainly agreed with my own observations of the meetings. 

8It became more difficult in subsequent meetings to limit my participation since most of 
the meetings had a component of pair or small group work. It would have been unfair to the 
person(s) with whom I was grouped for me not to participate. 
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(b) July 1995: What is our history? 
THE SECOND SET OF COMMUNITY MEETINGS WAS HELD FROM JULY 4 TO 12, 1995. I ATTENDED 

THE MEETINGS AT FALKLAND (JULY 6, 1995) AND SILVER CREEK (JULY 10, 1995). THIS SET OF 
MEETINGS WAS FACILITATED BY NEILS CHRISTIANSEN WITH HELP FROM WALT MOORE AND AL BANGUAY 
(INTERESTED CITIZENS). THE FOCUS OF THIS MEETING WAS TO AUGMENT THE DOCUMENTED HISTORY OF 
THE WATERSHED, REFERRING TO ENVIRONMENTAL, ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND POLITICAL EVENTS. PARTICIPANTS 
WERE HANDED OUT SUMMARY SHEETS CONTAINING INFORMATION TODD ROMAINE HAD COLLECTED (UP TO 
THIS POINT) IN THE VERBAL HISTORY STUDY. THEY WORKED IN PAIRS TO REVIEW ASSIGNED SECTIONS OF 
THE HAND-OUT, SELECTING 1 OR 2 ITEMS THAT SURPRISED THEM OR THEY THOUGHT WERE PARTICULARLY 
NOTEWORTHY. THESE ITEMS WERE THEN SHARED WITH THE WHOLE GROUP. THE NEXT PART OF THE 
EXERCISE WAS BRAINSTORMING THINGS THAT THE PARTICIPANTS KNEW ABOUT THE VALLEY WHICH WERE NOT 
ALREADY ON THE LIST. THE "LIST" GOT BIGGER AT EACH SUBSEQUENT MEETING IN THE SET, SO THAT THOSE 
IN THE FOURTH MEETING COULD SEE THE ORIGINAL LIST—FROM TODD ROMAINE'S WORK—AND ALL THE 
ADDITIONS FROM THE OTHER COMMUNITY MEETINGS. THE PARTICIPANTS WERE THEN ASKED TO LOOK FOR 
"ANY DISCERNABLE TRENDS IN THE TYPES OF THINGS WE'VE SELECTED TO LOOK AT". THE OFFICIAL MEETING 
SUMMARY AGREED WELL WITH MY OWN NOTES OF THE MEETING: 

"AS THE WALL OF HISTORY GREW, RESIDENTS DISCUSSED TRENDS SUCH AS 'DECREASING FISH AND 
WILDLIFE', 'MORE RAIN AND LESS SNOW', 'PROBLEMS WITH AN INCREASINGLY ABSENTEE AND 
CONFLICTING BUREAUCRACY', AND 'DIMINISHING FAMILY-ORIENTED COMMUNITY EVENTS'. ONE 
TREND SEEMED TO SUM UP MANY OF THE OTHERS: 'MORE URBANIZATION AND URBAN THINKING'. 
RURAL THINKING WAS DESCRIBED AS CONNECTED TO THE LAND AND WHOLE FAMILY SOCIAL EVENTS, 
WHILE URBAN THINKING WAS RELATED TO MAKING MONEY UNCONNECTED WITH THE LAND AND TO 
SOCIAL ACTIVITIES SEPARATED BY AGE GROUP" (SRWR COMMUNITY MEETINGS SUMMARY FOR 
JULY 1995). 

AFTER THIS SECOND SET OF MEETINGS, THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS TASK FORCE REVIEWED THE 
SUCCESS OF THE MEETINGS TO DATE (COMMUNITY MEETINGS TASK FORCE REPORT, SRWR MINUTES 
JULY 13, 1995). A FEW SIGNIFICANT THINGS WERE NOTED IN THIS REVIEW. FIRST OF ALL, THE UPPER 
NICOLA MEETINGS WERE ALL PERMANENTLY CANCELLED DUE TO "DIFFICULTIES THERE BETWEEN THE BAND 
AND DOUGLAS LAKE RANCH" (SRWR MINUTES JULY 13, 1995). THE TASK FORCE ALSO NOTED THE 
LOW ATTENDANCE AT MEETINGS. ON AVERAGE 13 PEOPLE WOULD ATTEND EACH MEETING, OF WHICH AN 
AVERAGE OF FOUR PEOPLE WOULD BE STAFF OR FACILITATORS.9 

MY OWN OBSERVATION OF THESE MEETINGS WERE THAT THEY WERE LESS CONTRIVED THAN THE 
FIRST SET, AND THAT PARTICIPANTS SEEMED TO ENJOY THEMSELVES MORE. IT WAS NOT NECESSARY FOR 
STAFF TO PROVIDE EXTENSIVE EXAMPLES OF HOW TO PARTICIPATE AT THIS MEETING; PEOPLE SEEMED 
GENUINELY INTERESTED IN THE BITS OF HISTORY BEFORE THEM, AND EAGER TO DISCUSS THE HISTORY. THIS 
MAY HAVE BEEN BECAUSE IT WAS THE SECOND MEETING, AND PARTICIPANTS WERE MORE FAMILIAR WITH 
THE PROCEDURE, HOWEVER, I SUSPECT IT WAS BECAUSE THEY WERE MORE COMFORTABLE REACTING TO 

9THESE NUMBERS ARE MEAN ATTENDANCE FIGURES CALCULATED FROM THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS I 
PERSONALLY ATTENDED, SEE APPENDIX E. 

266 



SOMETHING (THE HISTORY SUMMARY) THAN CREATING SOMETHING NEW (LIKE A VISION) WHICH INVOLVED 
A LARGER DEGREE OF PERSONAL RISK (DESCRIBING THEIR PERSONAL IMAGES OF THE FUTURE IN A PUBLIC 
GROUP). THE ONLY OTHER SIGNIFICANCE ITEM NOTED DURING THIS SET OF MEETINGS OCCURRED AFTER THE 
FORMAL AGENDA WAS COMPLETED AT THE SILVER CREEK MEETING. ONE OF THE LOCAL FARMERS 
DESCRIBED HOW HE OCCASIONALLY MET INFORMALLY WITH ABOUT 12 OTHER FARMERS WHO LIVE ALONG THE 
RIVER TO DISCUSS PROBLEMS THAT THEY ARE HAVING, PRIMARILY WITH GOVERNMENT AGENCIES (AND 
PARTICULARILY DFO). HE SAID THAT HE DOUBTED ANY OF THESE OTHER FARMERS WOULD COME TO ANY OF 
THE MEETINGS HELD BY THE ROUNDTABLE BECAUSE THEY WERE VERY SUSPICIOUS OF ANYTHING INVOLVING 
GOVERNMENT, ESPECIALLY DFO. HE SAID THAT ONE OF THE MAIN COMPLAINTS THAT THIS GROUP OF 
FARMERS HAD WITH DFO WAS THE CORRUPTION OF EMPLOYEES (ONE IN PARTICULAR). HE ELUDED TO 
PAY-OFFS, BRIBERY, AND PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT FOR FARMERS WHO ARE FRIENDLY WITH THE DFO 
REPRESENTATIVE. HE SAID THERE WAS DEFINITELY EXTREME HOSTILITY IN RELATIONS BETWEEN THESE 
FARMERS AND DFO. 

(c) August 1995: What are the priority problems? 
THE THIRD SET OF COMMUNITY MEETINGS, HELD FROM AUGUST 1 TO 9, 1995, WERE FACILITATED 

BY NEILS CHRISTIANSEN WITH HELP FROM ONE OF THE ROUNDTABLE'S SUMMER STUDENT EMPLOYEES, 
TODD ROMAINE. THE FOCUS QUESTION FOR THIS MEETING WAS "WHAT ARE THE PRIORITY PROBLEMS IN 
THE WATERSHED, WHICH, IF SOLVED, WOULD LEAD TO LONG TERM ECONOMIC, SOCIAL, POLITICAL AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY?". DURING THESE MEETINGS, PARTICIPANTS WERE ASKED TO BRAINSTORM 
EXAMPLES OF "DESIRED SUSTAINABILITY" FOR THE WATERSHED'S FUTURE. THE NEXT EXERCISE WAS TO 
BRAINSTORM IDEAS ABOUT PROBLEMS STANDING IN THE WAY OF PROGRESS TOWARDS SUSTAINABILITY. 
FOLLOWING THE TOP WORKSHOP METHOD DESCRIBED IN BOX 6.1, DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF PROBLEMS 
WERE NAMED AT EACH MEETING. THE AUGUST MEETING SUMMARY PREPARED BY THE ROUNDTABLE 
LISTED THE MAJOR PROBLEMS IN THE WATERSHED AS BEING: (1) WATER (BOTH QUANTITY AND QUALITY), 
(2) DIFFICULTIES WITH GOVERNMENT, (3) URBAN ENCROACHMENT, (4) REDUCED VIABILITY OF FARMING, (5) 
LACK OF JOBS, (6) SUSTAINABILITY OF FOREST OPERATIONS, AND (7) NATIVE LAND CLAIMS. THIS SUMMARY 
TOOK INTO CONSIDERATION THE INTERVIEWS BEING CONDUCTED BY TODD ROMAINE AS WELL AS THE 
PROBLEM BRAINSTORMING IN THE MEETINGS. THE MEETINGS SUMMARY ALSO SHOWED A BREAKDOWN OF 
THE PROBLEMS CITED INTO TWO CATEGORIES (THOSE CITED IN INTERVIEWS, AND THOSE CITED IN 
MEETINGS). THIS BREAKDOWN SHOWED THAT IN THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS, WATER, GOVERNMENT AND 
EROSION WERE BY FAR THE MOST TOPICAL PROBLEMS. ALL OTHER PROBLEMS WERE CITED FOUR (OR LESS) 
TIMES (OUT OF A TOTAL OF 80 RESPONSES RECORDED AT THE MEETINGS). 

DURING THESE AUGUST MEETINGS, FOR THE FIRST TIME, THERE WERE GOVERNMENT AGENCY 
REPRESENTATIVES (FROM DFO, AND MOELP) PRESENT. THE AGENCY PEOPLE HAD BEEN INVITED BY 
THE ROUNDTABLE IN ORDER TO ANSWER QUESTIONS POSED BY LOCAL RESIDENTS. 

(d) September 1995: What information is Available? (What do we 
know?) 

THE FOURTH SET OF COMMUNITY MEETINGS WERE HELD FROM SEPTEMBER 19 TO 27, 1995. 
THIS SET WAS FACILITATED ENTIRELY BY NEILS CHRISTIANSEN, AND LIKE THE AUGUST MEETINGS, THERE 
WERE AGENCY MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE (FROM DFO, MOELP, AND ENVIRONMENT CANADA). I 
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ATTENDED MEETINGS AT SILVER CREEK (SEPTEMBER 25) AND WESTWOLD (SEPTEMBER 27). (AT THE 
SILVER CREEK MEETING, THERE WERE ALSO SOME VISITORS ATTENDING FROM ENVIRONMENT CANADA IN 
OTTAWA.) AT THIS MEETING, VARIOUS REPORTS WERE GIVEN TO THE MEETING PARTICIPANTS. TWO 
REPORTS HAD BEEN COMPLETED: THE VERBAL HISTORY OF THE WATERSHED, AND PROBLEM PERCEPTIONS IN 
THE WATERSHED (BOTH WRITTEN BY NEILS CHRISTIANSEN AND TODD ROMAINE, BASED ON INTERVIEWS 
CONDUCTED BY TODD ROMAINE). AS WELL, THE DRAFT PUBLIC VERSION OF THE KNOWLEDGE-BASE 
REPORT PREPARED BY QUADRA PLANNING CONSULTANTS LTD. WAS READY FOR REVIEW. THE REVIEW OF 
THIS REPORT WAS THE TOPIC OF THE REST OF THE MEETING. 

THE PARTICIPANTS WERE DIVIDED INTO WORK GROUPS OF THREE TO FOUR PEOPLE. EACH GROUP 
WAS ASSIGNED A SECTION OF THREE TO FIVE PAGES OF THE REPORT WHICH THEY WERE TO READ, DISCUSS, 
NOTE ANYTHING THEY CONSIDERED NEW, UNUSUAL, OR SURPRISING, AND ANYTHING WHICH THEY DIDN'T 
UNDERSTAND OR THAT NEEDED CLARIFICATION. EACH GROUP THEN REPORTED THEIR FINDINGS TO THE WHOLE 
GROUP. INFORMATION THAT THE GROUPS FOUND NEW OR SURPRISING INCLUDED A WIDE RANGE OF FACTS 
SPANNING THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC SECTION OF THE REPORT TO THE FISH AND WILDLIFE SECTION, WITH THE 
MOST SURPRISING BEING SOME OF THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC FACTS LIKE NON-EMPLOYMENT INCOME BEING 
THE LARGEST SINGLE SOURCE OF INCOME IN THE WATERSHED (SEPTEMBER MEETINGS SUMMARY, SRWR 
1995). PARTICIPANTS MADE VARIOUS SUGGESTIONS TO IMPROVE THE CLARITY AND USEFULNESS OF THIS 
REPORT: INCLUSION OF A BRIEF ONE TO TWO PAGE SUMMARY AT THE BEGINNING, FEWER TECHNICAL TERMS 
AND THE INCLUSION OF A GLOSSARY, GREATER USE OF GRAPHICS, AND CLARIFICATION OF STATEMENTS WHICH 
SEEMED TO CONTRADICT ONE ANOTHER. 

NO CONTENTIOUS ISSUES WERE RAISED AT THE MEETINGS I ATTENDED. IN FACT, MY IMPRESSION 
WAS THAT MOST PEOPLE SEEMED TO ENJOY THIS EXERCISE; PEOPLE LIKED THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT 
ON WHAT THEY HAD READ AND RELATED TO THEIR OWN EXPERIENCE. IN THE WESTWOLD MEETING, THE 
FACILITATOR ASKED PARTICIPANTS AT THE END OF THE MEETING TO REFLECT ON WHAT WE HAD DONE AND 
THEN TO SAY WHETHER THEY THOUGHT IT WAS A DIFFICULT EXERCISE. ONE OF THE AGENCY MEMBERS 
PRESENT SAID HE THOUGHT THE EXERCISE WAS DIFFICULT BECAUSE HE HAD NOT HAD TIME TO CAREFULLY 
READ AND REVIEW THE WHOLE REPORT AND PREPARE HIS CRITICISM. THERE WAS SOME GENERAL 
AGREEMENT FROM OTHERS PRESENT THAT IT MAY HAVE BEEN USEFUL TO GET THE REPORT AHEAD OF TIME. 
HOWEVER, OTHERS ADMITTED THAT IF THEY HAD RECEIVED THE DOCUMENT PREVIOUS TO THE MEETING, 
THEY PROBABLY WOULD NOT HAVE READ IT ANYWAY. ONE WOMAN SAID THAT IF SHE KNEW WHAT WE 
WERE GOING TO DO AT THE MEETING, SHE WOULD NOT HAVE COME, BUT, BECAUSE SHE DIDN'T KNOW, SHE 
CAME TO THE MEETING, LEARNED SOMETHING, AND HAD A GOOD TIME AS WELL. 

(e) October 1995: Which problems are important to you, and what 
do you want to do about them? (What are our options?) 

DURING THE OCTOBER MEETINGS (HELD BETWEEN OCTOBER 17 AND 25, 1995), THE 
PARTICIPANTS DISCUSSED WHICH PROBLEMS (FROM AUGUST MEETING SERIES) WERE IMPORTANT TO THEM, 
AND WHAT THEY WANTED TO DO ABOUT THEM. THIS MEETING WAS AGAIN FACILITATED SOLELY BY NEILS 
CHRISTIANSEN. NO AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES WERE PRESENT AT EITHER OF THE MEETINGS I ATTENDED 
(FALKLAND, OCTOBER 19, 1995, AND SILVER CREEK, OCTOBER 23, 1995). 
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SHEETS WERE HANDED OUT SUMMARIZING THE "PRIORITY PROBLEMS STANDING IN THE WAY OF 
SUSTAINABLE LIVING" WHICH WERE SUMMARIZED FROM THE AUGUST MEETINGS. EVERYONE WAS ASKED 
TO CHOOSE A PROBLEM WHICH THEY THOUGHT THEY COULD WORK ON (I.E., SUGGEST SOME ACTIONS 
TOWARDS RESOLVING THE PROBLEM). THESE PROBLEMS WERE WRITTEN DOWN AND GROUPED (USING TOP 
WORKSHOP METHODS). PEOPLE THEN CHOSE WHICH GROUP OF PROBLEMS THEY WANTED TO WORK ON, 
FORMING PAIRS OR SMALL GROUPS. EACH GROUP INDEPENDENTLY BRAINSTORMED OPTIONS FOR DEALING 
WITH THE PROBLEMS, INCLUDING THE INTENT (OR RATIONAL) OF THE OPTION AND SOME STEPS FOR 
IMPLEMENTING EACH OPTION. THE NAME, INTENT AND STEPS OF EACH OPTION WERE WRITTEN ON A FLIP 
CHART, AND ONE MEMBER OF EACH GROUP REPORTED THE GROUP'S WORK TO THE LARGER GROUP. THE 
SUGGESTIONS WERE QUITE NUMEROUS AND SO LENGTHY THAT THEY COULD NOT ALL BE INCLUDED ON THE 
ROUNDTABLE'S ONE-PAGE SUMMARY OF THE OCTOBER MEETINGS. AN EXAMPLE OF A SUGGESTION TO 
COMBAT THE PROBLEM OF LOW SUMMER WATER FLOWS WAS TO HAVE RESERVOIRS AND PONDS. THE 
INTENT: RETAIN SPRING RUN-OFF. THE STEPS: (1) OBTAIN PERMITS, AND (2) BUILD SMALL AND SIMPLE 
RESERVOIRS AND PONDS. 

AT THE CLOSING OF THESE MEETINGS, THE FACILITATOR TRIED ONCE AGAIN TO GET PEOPLE TO 
EXPRESS HOW THEY FELT DURING THIS EXERCISE. A FEW PEOPLE AT THE FALKLAND MEETING EXPRESSED 
OPTIMISM. AT THE SILVER CREEK MEETING, PEOPLE AVOIDED THE QUESTION BY ASKING QUESTIONS OF 
THEIR OWN, SUCH AS "WHAT WILL HAPPEN TO THESE OPTIONS PROPOSED AT THE MEETING?" AND "WHAT 
CAN WE DO WITH ALL THIS INFORMATION?". NEILS CHRISTIANSEN RESPONDED THAT THE ROUNDTABLE WILL 
START TO LOOK AT HOW IT CAN ACT ON SOME OF THE SUGGESTIONS, AND THAT THE ACTUAL WRITTEN MATERIAL 
WILL BE SUMMARIZED AND PUT INTO SOME FORMAT SO THAT IT COULD BE USED AT THE UP-COMING 
FALKLAND WORKSHOP. 

(F) NOVEMBER 1995: INFORMAL MEETING (ORIGINALLY: WHAT IS OUR 
COLLECTIVE VISION?) 

THE LAST SET OF COMMUNITY MEETINGS WAS HELD FROM NOVEMBER 14 TO 22, 1995 AND HAD 
THE LOWEST ATTENDANCE OF ALL THE MEETINGS. AT THE MT. IDA MEETING, THERE WERE ONLY A TOTAL OF 
FIVE PEOPLE IN ATTENDANCE: ME, THE FACILITATOR, THE SRWR CHAIR, ONE LANDOWNER (A COMMITTED 
SRWR MEMBER) AND ONE OTHER SRWR VOLUNTEER. THE ATTENDANCE WAS MARGINALLY HIGHER IN 
THE OTHER COMMUNITIES, BUT STILL LESS THAN TEN PARTICIPANTS. AGAIN, THE MEETINGS WERE 
FACILITATED SOLELY BY NEILS CHRISTIANSEN, AND THERE WERE NO AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES PRESENT. I 
ATTENDED THREE MEETINGS IN THIS SET (MT. IDA, NOVEMBER 14, SILVER CREEK, NOVEMBER 20, AND 
WESTWOLD, NOVEMBER 22). 

ALTHOUGH THE ORIGINAL THEME FOR THESE MEETING WAS "WHAT IS OUR COMMON VISION?", 
THIS THEME WAS NOT PURSUED IN THE MEETINGS—LIKELY BECAUSE THAT WAS TO BE ONE OF THE FOCI OF 
THE UPCOMING FALKLAND WORKSHOP. THIS LAST SET OF MEETINGS WAS MUCH MORE INFORMAL THAN THE 
OTHERS. NEILS CHRISTIANSEN GAVE A SLIDE SHOW OF THE ROUNDTABLE'S RESTORATION PROJECTS, AND 
THEN BOTH NEILS AND DOROTHY ARGENT GAVE AN OVERVIEW OF WHERE VOLUNTEERS ARE NEEDED IN THE 
NEAR FUTURE, AND ENCOURAGED PEOPLE TO SIGN-UP FOR VOLUNTEER WORK. THERE WAS, AS WELL, SOME 
INFORMAL DISCUSSION ON THE DIRECTIONS THE ROUNDTABLE COULD TAKE (WITH RESPECT TO ORGANIZING 
ITSELF BETTER) IN THE FUTURE. AT THE MT. IDA MEETING, DOROTHY ARGENT OUTLINED AN IDEA OF HOW 
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THE ROUNDTABLE EOULD OPERATE AFTER THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP. SHE SUGGESTED THAT PERHAPS THERE 
COULD BE A NUMBER OF INFORMAL ROUND TABLES OPERATING IN EACH OF THE FOUR COMMUNITIES WHERE 
GROUPS HAD BEEN MEETING OVER THE SUMMER. THERE COULD BE A COORDINATOR FOR EACH 
COMMUNITY WHO WOULD ATTEND THE MONTHLY ROUNDTABLE MEETINGS TO REPORT THE VIEWS OF THE 
COMMUNITY AND LOOK FOR SUPPORT ON COMMUNITY INITIATIVES. AT BOTH THE SILVER CREEK AND 
WESTWOLD MEETINGS, IT WAS SUGGESTED BY OTHER PARTICIPANTS THAT THE ROUNDTABLE TRY TO LINK 
INTO THE COMMUNITY ASSOCIATIONS WHICH ARE ALREADY OPERATING IN THE LOCAL COMMUNITIES. 

THERE ARE A FEW THINGS WORTH NOTING ABOUT THE COMMUNITY MEETING SERIES THAT CANNOT 
BE ATTRIBUTED TO ANY ONE SET OF THE COMMUNITY MEETINGS. IN ADDITION TO THE GROUP EXERCISES 
DESCRIBED ABOVE, THERE WAS ALWAYS AN ARRAY OF VISUAL DISPLAYS FOR RESIDENTS TO LOOK AT OR READ 
DURING THE BREAK, OR BEFORE OR AFTER THE MEETING. THERE WAS USUALLY A TOPOGRAPHIC MAP OF THE 
WATERSHED AND A DISPLAY SHOWING SOME OF THE RESTORATION WORK THAT HAS BEEN DONE BY THE 
ROUNDTABLE. THERE WOULD USUALLY BE A TABLE DISPLAYING WRITTEN MATERIAL WHICH PEOPLE COULD 
PICK-UP AND TAKE HOME. SUCH MATERIAL INCLUDED INFORMATION SHEETS THAT HAD BEEN PREPARED BY 
THE ROUNDTABLE ON A VARIETY OF SUBJECTS LIKE "DO POLLUTANTS AFFECT THE SALMON RIVER?", AND 
"WHAT IS THE IMPORTANCE OF WETLANDS IN THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED?". THERE WERE ALSO 
SHEETS PREPARED DESCRIBING THE ROUNDTABLE ITSELF (E.G., A SHEET SUMMARIZING THE SALMON RIVER 
WATERSHED PLANNING GUIDE, OR COPIES OF THE 1995 SRWR WORK PLAN). SOMETIMES REFERENCE 
MATERIALS NOT DIRECTLY RELATED TO THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED WOULD ALSO BE ON DISPLAY (E.G., 
AN ARTICLE CALLED "STUDY CIRCLES: SCHOOLS FOR LIFE", ANDREWS 199-). OFTEN AT THE MEETINGS 
THERE WOULD BE SIGN-UP SHEETS FOR VOLUNTEER WORK WITH THE ROUNDTABLE. SOMETIMES, THE 
ROUNDTABLE'S VIDEOS OR T-SHIRTS WERE AVAILABLE FOR PURCHASE. 

4. Falkland Workshop and Follow-Up 
ONCE THE COMMUNITY MEETING SERIES HAD BEEN COMPLETED, THE NEXT STEP TOWARDS 

DEVELOPMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WAS THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP—MORE FORMALLY TITLED: 
Creating and Celebrating our Watershed's Future. THIS WORKSHOP—HELD ON DECEMBER 2 
AND 3, 1995 IN FALKLAND—WAS INTENDED TO HAVE SEVERAL OUTCOMES: 

'""GREATER UNDERSTANDING, RESPECT AND COOPERATION BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AND RESIDENTS. 
*A COMMON VISION OF THE FUTURE OF THE WATERSHED. 
*LONG TERM ECOSYSTEM GOALS FOR DEVELOPING INDICATORS. 
"WORKING TASK FORCES COMMITTED TO RESOLUTION OF SOME OF THE BLOCKS TO SUSTAINABLE 
LIVING (ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL) IN THE WATERSHED. 
*A GREATER SENSE OF COMMUNITY." (LETTER FROM NEILS CHRISTIANSEN, CHAIR OF SRWR 
PLANNING COMMITTEE TO AGENCIES WITH AN INTEREST IN THE WATERSHED, NOVEMBER 23, 
1995). 

THE WORKSHOP INCLUDED BOTH "FUN" ELEMENTS (SUCH AS A PANCAKE BREAKFAST, A POTLUCK DINNER 
AND DANCE, PERFORMANCE OF A WATERSHED THEME SONG, AND AN AWARDS/ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
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CEREMONY), AND FORMAL PLANNING ACTIVITIES FACILITATED BY THE INSTITUTE OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS 
(DORTHEA JEWELL AND JIM WEIGEL FROM SEATTLE). 

THE EVENT WAS ADVERTISED TO LOCAL RESIDENTS THROUGH POSTERS AT PROMINENT PLACES IN THE 
WATERSHED, NOTICES IN THE SHUSWAP MARKET NEWS, FLYERS MAILED TO ALL HOUSEHOLDS IN THE 
WATERSHED, RADIO ANNOUNCEMENTS ON TWO LOCAL RADIO STATIONS (CKXR IN SALMON ARM, AND 
CJD3 IN VERNON), A TELEVISION ANNOUNCEMENT ON A LOCAL CABLE TELEVISION COMPANY (SUN CABLE 
TELEVISION) AND ANNOUNCEMENTS AT THE COMMUNITY ROUNDTABLE MEETINGS (PERSONAL 
OBSERVATIONS AND SRWR 1996). LOCAL RESIDENTS WERE ENCOURAGED TO COME WITH THE OFFER OF 
FREE CHILD-CARE AND TRANSPORTATION PROVIDED AT A MINIMAL COST OF $2 PER PERSON. GOVERNMENT 
AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES WERE INVITED TO ATTEND THROUGH LETTERS SENT DIRECTLY TO THEM FROM THE 
SRWR PLANNING COMMITTEE. THE WORKSHOP ITSELF WAS FREE FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS. 

THE MAIN PLANNING ACTIVITIES FACILITATED BY ICA GENERATED: 
"* A TWENTY YEAR VISION FOR THE WATERSHED 
* OBSTACLES STANDING IN THE WAY OF THAT VISION 
* STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS TO DEAL WITH THE OBSTACLES AND 
* A SET OF IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES FOR THE NEXT SEVERAL YEARS." (SRWR 1996). 

THESE RESULTS WERE VERY SIMILAR IN FORMAT TO THE WORK-PLAN WORKSHOPS OF JANUARY 1994 AND 
JANUARY 1995. AS IN THE JANUARY 1995 WORK-PLAN WORKSHOP, I HAD PEOPLE EXPRESSING TO ME 
THEIR FRUSTRATIONS: "DIDN'T WE ALREADY DO THIS? WE ALREADY HAVE A VISION—OUR MISSION 
STATEMENT!". THE PEOPLE EXPRESSING THESE SENTIMENTS WERE THOSE WHO HAD 
BEEN INVOLVED IN THE ROUNDTABLE OVER THE LAST COUPLE OF YEARS, NOT THE NEWLY RECRUITED LOCAL 
RESIDENTS. ON THE WHOLE, ALTHOUGH A SIGNIFICANT PROPORTION OF THE WORKSHOP WAS COMPRISED OF 
LOCAL RESIDENTS (85 RESIDENTS OUT OF A TOTAL OF 120 PARTICIPANTS, REPORTED BY DOROTHY ARGENT AT 
THE CLOSE OF THE WORKSHOP), THE NON-LOCAL PARTICIPANTS (GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND INTERESTED 
CITIZENS FROM OUTSIDE THE WATERSHED) AND THE LOCAL PARTICIPANTS FROM SALMON ARM WERE MUCH 
MORE VOCAL DURING THE MEETINGS THAN THE RURAL RESIDENTS. 

AFTER THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP, THERE WAS a special meeting held on February 2,1996 
TO DRAFT ECOSYSTEM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES BASED ON THE RESULTS OF THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP. 
PARTICIPANTS INCLUDED MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING AND EXECUTIVE COMMITTEES AND A FEW OTHERS. 
THESE DRAFT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES WERE PRESENTED FOR REVIEW AT THE FEBRUARY 8, 1996 PLANNING 
COMMITTEE MEETING, AT WHICH POINT THEY HAD CONSENSUS ON ALL BUT FOUR OF THE 13 OBJECTIVES 
(NOTE THAT EACH OF THE 13 OBJECTIVES HAD CONSISTED OF 2-4 SUB-OBJECTIVES). IT WAS DECIDED THAT 
A FEW REVISIONS WERE NEEDED ON THE FOLLOWING OBJECTIVES BEFORE SENDING THEM TO THE 
ROUNDTABLE FOR APPROVAL: 

3.3 ENCOURAGING DIVERSE, LOCAL CONTROL OF ECONOMIC RESOURCES. 
7.1 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT BASED ON WATERSHED BOUNDARIES. 
10.1 COMMUNITY MEMBERS PARTICIPATING IN SHARED LAND USE AND RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT DECISION-MAKING. AND, 
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11.2 RECOGNITION, EMPOWERMENT, AND CONTINUITY OF TECHNICAL AND FINANCIAL SUPPORT 
OF COMMUNITY GROUPS IN WATERSHED MANAGEMENT AND RESOURCE USE. (EXAMPLES: 
ZONING AND ALLOWABLE CUT) 

IT WAS DECIDED THAT NEILS CHRISTIANSEN AND GERRY WELLBURN (RIVERSIDE FOREST PRODUCTS LTD.) 
WOULD CONFER TO REVISE THESE OBJECTIVES (SRWR MAIL-OUT, MARCH 3, 1996).10 

SHORTLY FOLLOWING THIS MEETING, THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE HELD A PLANNING WORKSHOP ON 
THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 1996 TO DEVELOP A 1996 ROUNDTABLE WORK-PLAN (SRWR MINUTES, 
FEBRUARY 15, 1996). THE 1996 WORK PLAN WORKSHOP WAS ON A MUCH SMALLER SCALE THAN THE 
1994 AND 1995 WORKSHOPS (I.E., IT ONLY INVOLVED EIGHT PEOPLE AND WAS COMPLETED IN ONE DAY). 
DURING THE WORKSHOP, THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE REVIEWED THE 1995 WORK PLAN AND THE RESULTS 
OF THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP, AND THEN DEVELOPED (BASED ON THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP) A SET OF 
ACTION ARENAS FOR THE NEXT 2-3 YEARS. THE COMMITTEE NOTED A NUMBER OF IMPLICATIONS FROM THE 
FALKLAND WORKSHOP: 

"(1) THERE IS GENERAL SUPPORT FOR THE DIRECTION THE ROUNDTABLE IS TAKING. 
(2) LINKAGES HAVE BEEN ESTABLISHED BETWEEN THE ROUNDTABLE AND LOCAL 

COMMUNITIES IN THE WATERSHED, 
(3) THERE IS GENERAL AWARENESS IN THE WATERSHED OF THE ROUNDTABLE AND ITS 

ACTIVITIES. 
(4) THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP ESTABLISHED THE AGENDA AND THE MARCHING ORDERS FOR 

THE ROUNDTABLE. 
(5) THERE IS STILL A TENDENCY TOWARD INSULARITY AMONG SOME STAKEHOLDERS. 
(6) WE NEED TO FOCUS ON A FEW HIGH PRIORITY, CATALYTIC AND DO-ABLE ACTIVITIES AT ANY 

ONE TIME. 
(7) WE NEED TO CONSIDER OUR ABILITY TO DELIVER BEFORE UNDERTAKING COMMITMENTS." 

(SRWR MINUTES, FEBRUARY 15, 1996). 

THE ACTIONS SUGGESTED BY THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE WERE THEN EXPANDED UPON IN A 
LARGER WORKSHOP THAT ALL MEMBERS OF THE ROUNDTABLE WERE INVITED TO ATTEND ON MARCH 19, 
1996 (MEMORANDUM TO ROUNDTABLE MEMBERS FROM SRWR CHAIR, MARCH 6, 1996). THE DAY 
AFTER THIS WORKSHOP, THE ROUNDTABLE HELD ITS REGULAR MONTHLY MEETING AT WHICH TIME IT WAS 
DECIDED THAT THE DRAFT STRATEGIC PLAN (FROM THESE TWO WORKSHOPS) SHOULD BE PRESENTED TO THE 
WATERSHED COMMUNITIES FOR APPROVAL (I.E., TO ENSURE THAT IT MEETS WITH THEIR EXPECTATIONS FROM 
THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP) (SRWR MINUTES, MARCH 20, 1996). EARLIER THAT SAME DAY, THE 
SRWR PLANNING COMMITTEE APPROVED INTERIM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON RIVER 
WATERSHED (SRWR MINUTES, MARCH 20, 1996). THESE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES (DEPICTED IN BOX 
6.2) WERE ALSO PRESENTED TO THE LOCAL WATERSHED COMMUNITIES. THESE COMMUNITY MEETINGS ARE 
DESCRIBED UNDER THE SECTION ON "STRUCTURING AND OUTCOMES". 

OF THESE FOUR OBJECTIVES, ONLY 7.1 AND 11.2 WERE CHANGED BEFORE THE ROUNDTABLE OFFICIALLY 
ADOPTED THE "INTERIM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES" ON MARCH 20, 1996. (SEE BOX 5.1.) 
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E . S T R U C T U R I N G A N D O U T C O M E S 

THIS SECTION REVIEWS SOME OF THE ACTIONS THE ROUNDTABLE HAS TAKEN TO FORMALIZE THE 
AGREEMENT, BUILD SUPPORT FOR IT, AND EXPLORE AVENUES FOR GETTING THE VISION IMPLEMENTED. AT 
THE TIME OF WRITING, THIS COLLABORATION IS STILL IN THE MIDST OF THE "STRUCTURING" STAGE OF 
COLLABORATION, THOUGH A FEW OUTCOMES HAVE ALREADY BEEN REALIZED. 

FROM APRIL 29 TO MAY 7, 1996, THE SRWR HELD ANOTHER SET OF COMMUNITY MEETINGS AT 
MT. IDA, SILVER CREEK, FALKLAND AND WESTWOLD. I ATTENDED THE MEETING HELD IN SILVER CREEK 
ON MAY 6, 1996. THIS MEETING WAS FACILITATED BY NEILS CHRISTIANSEN, AND ATTENDED BY 12 MEN 
AND 2 WOMEN, ALL OF WHOM WERE LOCAL RESIDENTS EXCEPT FOR MYSELF AND ONE VISITOR FROM 
CHELSEA, QUEBEC. OVER THE COURSE OF THE MEETING, NEILS CHRISTIANSEN GAVE AN OVERVIEW OF THE 
COMMUNITY MEETING SERIES AND FALKLAND WORKSHOP WHICH HAD TAKEN PLACE THE PREVIOUS YEAR, 
AND TOLD HOW THE RESULTS OF THE FALKLAND WORKSHOP HAD BEEN USED, (BY THE ROUNDTABLE'S 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE) TO DEVELOP A 1996 WORK-PLAN. THIS WORK-PLAN AND A LIST OF DRAFT 
ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WERE DISTRIBUTED TO THE PEOPLE IN ATTENDANCE. THE REST OF THE MEETING 
CONSISTED OF REVIEWING THE WORK-PLAN IN SMALL GROUPS, AND SUGGESTING ACTIONS THAT COULD TAKE 
PLACE LOCALLY TO SUPPORT THE WORK-PLAN. THERE WERE SEVERAL QUESTIONS RAISED BY RESIDENTS IN 
RELATION TO THE WORK-PLAN, SUCH AS: 

* WITH WHOM SHOULD LANDOWNERS GET IN TOUCH REGARDING BANK STABILIZATION?11 

* WHAT CAN LANDOWNERS DO ABOUT BEAVERS TAKING DOWN TREES NEAR THE RIVER? 
* ARE THERE ANY SPECIFIC PLANS RELATED TO THE HIKING TRAIL MENTIONED ON THE WORK-PLAN? 
(THIS LANDOWNER WAS CONCERNED BECAUSE HE HAD HEARD TALK IN THE PAST OF BUILDING A 
CYCLE PATH ALONG THE RIVER FROM SALMON ARM TO SILVER CREEK-SOMETHING THAT HE, 
HAVING RIVER FRONT PROPERTY, DID NOT SUPPORT.) 
* WHAT DOES "AMEND WATER RIGHTS" (ON WORK-PLAN) MEAN? 
* WHAT IS DFO'S OVERALL MANDATE OR GOAL? AND, 
* HAS THE ROUNDTABLE COLLECTED ALL THE AVAILABLE STUDIES ABOUT THE WATERSHED? 

THERE WAS ALSO SOME DISCUSSION ABOUT DIFFERENT WAYS THAT WATER COULD BE STORED IN THE 
WATERSHED (THROUGH GOOD TREE COVER, HEALTHY RIPARIAN ZONES, STORAGE DAMS AND WETLANDS), AND 
ONE LANDOWNER'S PROBLEMS IN ACQUIRING A PERMIT TO STRING A POWER LINE OVER THE RIVER. 

OVER THE SUMMER MONTHS OF 1996, THERE WAS A LAPSE IN ACTIVITY DIRECTLY RELATED TO THE 
ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES PROJECT. IT WAS NOTED IN A SRWR PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT THAT THERE 
WERE NO CURRENT ACTIONS WITH RESPECT TO "COMMUNITY ESTABLISHMENT OF ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES", 
BUT THAT AN INDICATOR WORKSHOP IN SEPTEMBER WOULD FINISH THE PROJECT (SRWR MINUTES, JUNE 

"THIS WAS ESPECIALLY TOPICAL CONSIDERING THAT 1996 WAS A BAD FLOOD YEAR. AT THE TIME OF 
THIS MEETING, MANY LANDOWNERS IN THE LOWER VALLEY WERE EXPERIENCING LAND-LOSS AS A RESULT OF 
EROSION FROM HIGH WATER. 
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13, 1996). THIS WORKSHOP HAS NOW BEEN POST-PONED UNTIL LATER IN THE FALL. THERE WERE A 
NUMBER OF OTHER ACTIVITIES ONGOING WHICH RELATE, IN A BROAD SORT OF WAY, TO THE FUTURE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE WATERSHED VISION. THERE ARE TWO LARGE SCALE PROJECTS WITH WHICH THE 
ROUNDTABLE HAS BECOME INVOLVED: THE OKANAGAN-SHUSWAP LAND RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
PLAN (LRMP) AND FOREST RENEWAL B.C. (FRBC). 

1. Okanagan-Shuswap L R M P . 

IN JULY OF 1995, AN LRMP PROCESS WAS ANNOUNCED FOR THE OKANAGAN-SHUSWAP AREA. 
AS PART OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED WAS CONTAINED WITHIN THE PROPOSED BOUNDARIES OF THE 
PLAN, THE ROUNDTABLE WAS "HIGHLY DESIROUS OF ASSISTING TO MAKE THAT PROCESS AS EFFECTIVE AS 
POSSIBLE" (LETTER FROM SRWR CHAIR, DOROTHY ARGENT TO JOHN THOMPSON, CHAIR OF THE 
INTERAGENCY MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE, IAMC, JULY 17, 1995). OVER THE FALL OF 1995, THE 
ROUNDTABLE, THROUGH THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, CONTINUED TO CORRESPOND WITH THE LRMP, 
ASKING THE LRMP PROCESS TO CONSIDER CHANGING ITS BOUNDARIES TO REFLECT NATURAL WATERSHED 
BOUNDARIES (SRWR MINUTES DECEMBER 14, 1995). THE ROUNDTABLE HAD ALSO LOBBIED FOR, AND 
RECEIVED SUPPORT FROM OTHER GROUPS FOR THEIR POSITION ON USING WATERSHED BOUNDARIES: 

"[T]HE ROUNDTABLE HAS LOBBIED TO HAVE THE BOUNDARIES OF THE LRMP INCLUDE THE ENTIRE 
SALMON RIVER WATERSHED TO REFLECT THE GENUINE RELEVANCE OF THE WATERSHED AS THE BASIS 
FOR SUSTAINABILITY PLANNING BY THE COMMUNITY. WE TAKE A STRONG POSITION ON THIS AND, 
TO THAT END, HAVE THE UNANIMOUS SUPPORT OF THE COLUMBIA SHUSWAP REGIONAL DISTRICT, 
THE DISTRICT OF SALMON ARM, THE THOMPSON NICOLA REGIONAL DISTRICT AND THE UPPER 
NICOLA INDIAN BAND. COPIES OF SOME OF THEIR LETTERS OF SUPPORT ARE ENCLOSED." (LETTER 
FROM SRWR CHAIR, DOROTHY ARGENT TO PHIL WHITFIELD, IAMC, MOELP, JANUARY 2, 
1996). 

IN THE END, THE ROUNDTABLE WAS NOT SUCCESSFUL IN THEIR ATTEMPT TO HAVE THE BOUNDARIES 
OF THE LRMP CHANGED; THE MERRITT TIMBER SUPPLY AREA (TSA) WOULD BE USED FOR THE LRMP 
(SRWR EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MINUTES, FEBRUARY 7, 1996). HOWEVER, REVISIONS WERE MADE TO 
THE LRMP TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR "PLANNING AREA", WHICH INCLUDED THE RECOGNITION OF "THE 
IMPORTANT PRINCIPLES OF WATERSHED INTEGRITY AND CROSS-BOUNDARY COMMUNITY INTERESTS" AND THE 
INVOLVEMENT OF STAKEHOLDERS OR REPRESENTATIVES OF COMPLETE WATERSHEDS CUT BY THE PLAN 
BOUNDARY (PROPOSED REVISIONS TO DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE, OKANAGAN-SHUSWAP LRMP, DRAFT 3 
FAXED FROM MOELP, KAMLOOPS TO DOROTHY ARGENT, SRWR CHAIR, FEBRUARY 6, 1996). 
ON FEBRUARY 8, 1996, PHIL WHITFIELD ATTENDED A SRWR MEETING AND GAVE AN OVERVIEW OF HOW 
THE ROUNDTABLE MIGHT PARTICIPATE IN THE LRMP PROCESS. FOLLOWING THIS, THE ROUNDTABLE 
CALLED A SPECIAL MEETING TO MAKE A DECISION ON HOW THEY WANTED TO PARTICIPATE IN THE LRMP 
PROCESS. AT THIS MEETING IT WAS DECIDED THAT THE ROUNDTABLE WOULD OFFICIALLY ASK THE LRMP 
FOR A SEAT AT THE TABLE, AND THAT NEILS CHRISTIANSEN WOULD BE THE REPRESENTATIVE, SUPPORTED BY 
DENNIS LAPIERRE, AND A FEW OTHER ALTERNATES IF REQUIRED (SRWR MINUTES, FEBRUARY 19, 1996). 
A SEAT WAS GRANTED TO THE ROUNDTABLE (LETTER TO ROUNDTABLE FROM JOHN THOMPSON, IAMC 
CHAIR, FEBRUARY 21, 1996) AND BOTH NEILS CHRISTIANSEN AND DENNIS LAPIERRE BEGAN ATTENDING 
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LRMP FUNCTIONS (SRWR MINUTES, MARCH 20, 1996). 

BY THE END OF MAY 1996, THE SRWR HAD PREPARED ITS STATEMENT OF INTERESTS FOR THE 
LRMP, BASED LARGELY ON THE RESULTS OF THE WATERSHED PLANNING INITIATIVE'S COMMUNITY MEETINGS 
AND FALKLAND WORKSHOP. THESE RESULTS WERE CITED PARTICULARLY IN REFERENCE TO THE ROUNDTABLE'S 
THIRD INTEREST, ENTITLED "SALMON RIVER WATERSHED": 

"AN INTEREST OF THE SRWR IS THAT LRMP PROCESSES AND DECISIONS BOTH RESPECT AND BE 
COORDINATED WITH THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES, PROCESSES AND PLANS OF THE SRWR FOR THE 
SALMON RIVER WATERSHED. 

THE SRWR IS IN THE PROCESS OF IMPLEMENTING THE RESULTS OF A WATERSHED-WIDE 
STRATEGIC PLAN DEVELOPED LAST YEAR BY ITS STAKEHOLDERS. THE PLAN INCLUDES A 20 YEAR 
VISION, BLOCKS STANDING IN THE WAY OF THAT VISION, STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS FOR DEALING WITH 
THE BLOCKS AND A DESCRIPTION OF THE ACTIONS TO BE IMPLEMENTED IN THE NEAR TERM... SINCE 
THESE PLANS HAVE BEEN CO-CREATED THROUGH CONSENSUS BY THE WATERSHED'S STAKEHOLDERS, 
THE WATERSHED IS IN EFFECT INVOLVED IN A LANDSCAPE LEVEL PLANNING PROCESS ON BOTH 
CROWN AND SETTLEMENT LAND. CLEARLY THE LRMP, AS A HIGHER LEVEL PLAN, TAKES 
PRECEDENCE. HOWEVER, THE INTERESTS OF THE WATERSHED'S STAKEHOLDERS NEED TO BE HEARD 
AND RESPECTED AT THE LRMP TABLE." (SRWR 1996B) 

IT APPEARS, FROM THE ROUNDTABLE'S MINUTES, THAT THE LRMP PROCESS HAS NOT YET MOVED BEYOND 
THE STAGE OF HAVING ALL OF THE 40 DIFFERENT PARTICIPANTS INVOLVED REVIEW ONE ANOTHER'S 
STATEMENTS OF INTEREST. 

2. Forest Renewal B . C . 

IN JUNE 1995, THE ROUNDTABLE BEGAN DISCUSSIONS WITH RIVERSIDE FOREST PRODUCTS LTD. 
(ONE OF THE FOUR LARGE FOREST COMPANY LICENSE HOLDERS IN THE WATERSHED) REGARDING A FUNDING 
PROPOSAL FOR JOINT WORK (SRWR MINUTES, JUNE 8, 1995). OVER THE NEXT SEVEN MONTHS, 
RIVERSIDE FOREST PRODUCTS LTD. HIRED A CONSULTANT (GERRY MACDOUGAL) TO PUT TOGETHER THEIR 
APPLICATION. GERRY MACDOUGAL GAVE A PRESENTATION TO THE ROUNDTABLE ON FEBRUARY 8, 1996 
OUTLINING THIS APPLICATION (SRWR MINUTES AND PERSONAL OBSERVATIONS FEBRUARY 8, 1996). 
ALTHOUGH RIVERSIDE WAS TAKING THE LEAD ON THIS APPLICATION, THEY HAD ACQUIRED SEVERAL OTHER 
PARTNERS INCLUDING OTHER FOREST COMPANIES, THE SRWR AND SOME INDIAN BANDS. EVEN THOUGH 
RIVERSIDE ONLY HAS FORESTRY INTERESTS IN CERTAIN AREAS OF THE WATERSHED, THE APPLICATION WAS TO 
COVER WORK FOR THE ENTIRE WATERSHED. THE PROPOSAL WAS FOR 3.2 MILLION DOLLARS IN TOTAL WITH 
$500, 000 RELATING TO WORK THAT WOULD INVOLVE THE SRWR. BY MID-JULY 1996, RIVERSIDE HAD 
RECEIVED APPROVAL IN PRINCIPLE FOR THE FIRST STAGES OF APPLICATION (MORE DETAILED APPLICATIONS 
MUST NOW BE PREPARED) (SRWR MINUTES JULY 11, 1996). OVER THE LAST COUPLE OF MONTHS, THE 
PARTNERS IN THE APPLICATION HAVE BEEN MEETING TO DISCUSS THEIR ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES IN A 
MORE DETAILED PROPOSAL (SRWR PROJECT COORDINATOR'S REPORT, JULY 10, 1996). THE SRWR 
PROJECT COORDINATOR, MIKE WALLIS REPORTED THAT THE FINAL TECHNICAL REPORT FROM THE KNOWLEDGE 
BASE CONTRACT (SEE CHAPTER 6) WOULD BE VERY USEFUL IN IDENTIFYING KNOWLEDGE GAPS WHICH 
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COULD HOPEFULLY BE FILLED THROUGH THE FOREST RENEWAL PROJECT (SRWR PLANNING COMMITTEE 
MINUTES, JULY 11, 1996). 

IN ADDITION TO THE ROUNDTABLE'S INVOLVEMENT WITH LARGE PROJECTS SUCH AS THE LRMP OR 
FRBC, THE ROUNDTABLE PLANS TO CONTINUE ITS PILOT RUN OF THE GCME WQGTG'S FRAMEWORK FOR 
DEVELOPING GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND INDICATORS OF ECOSYSTEM HEALTH (SEE CHAPTER 2). THERE ARE 
PLANS FOR A WORKSHOP TO OCCUR IN THE FALL OF 1996 IN WHICH STEP 3 OF THE FRAMEWORK WILL BE 
COMPLETED: INDICATORS WILL BE DEVELOPED IN ORDER TO MONITOR PROGRESS TOWARDS THE PREVIOUSLY 
DEVELOPED ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES. DETAILS ABOUT THIS WORKSHOP ARE NOT YET AVAILABLE (AT THE 
TIME OF WRITING, SEPTEMBER 1996). AS WELL, THE ROUNDTABLE IS ALREADY WELL ON IT'S WAY TO 
TACKLING STEP 4 OF THE FRAMEWORK (TARGETED RESEARCH AND MONITORING). THE ROUNDTABLE HAS 
BEEN TRAINING VOLUNTEERS TO CONDUCT BASIC WATER QUALITY SAMPLING, AND HAS PLANS TO CONDUCT 
MORE FORMAL TRAINING UNDER A CITIZEN'S MONITORING PROGRAM THAT HAS BEEN DEVELOPED FOR THE 
WATERSHED BY ENVIRONMENT CANADA (NHRI, SASKATOON). THIS PROJECT WILL LIKELY TAKE ON A 
GREATER ROLE ONCE THE INDICATORS WORKSHOP HAS BEEN HELD AND A MONITORING PROGRAM MUST BE 
PUT IN PLACE TO FINISH THE PILOT PROJECT. 
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A P P E N D I X D 

Interview Materials 
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Page 1 of 2. 

CONSENT FORM 

Project T i t l e : An Evaluation of the Ecosystem Objective 
Setting Process i n the Salmon River Watershed 
(Salmon Arm) 

This research i s being undertaken as a Master's Thesis i n the 
Department of Resource Management and Environmental Studies at 
the University of B r i t i s h Columbia (U.B.C.). The purpose of 
the research i s twofold: 

(1) To i d e n t i f y both successful elements of the 
ecosystem objective s e t t i n g process and areas f o r 
improvement; and 

(2) To suggest the future path of t h i s process and i t s 
p o t e n t i a l f o r application i n other watersheds. 

The research i s being conducted by Ms. Kathy Grant under the 
supervision of Professor A.H.J. Dorcey of Westwater Research 
Centre at U.B.C. The r e s u l t s of t h i s research w i l l be 
availab l e i n the form of a Master's Thesis, and may be 
published i n an academic journal. Funding f o r t h i s research 
i s being provided by Environment Canada, the B.C. Ministry of 
Environment, Lands, and Parks, and a scholarship to Ms. Grant 
from U.B.C. 

As an i n d i v i d u a l involved i n some way with the ecosystem 
objective s e t t i n g process i n the Salmon River Watershed, you 
are being requested to p a r t i c i p a t e i n a 45 minute to 1 hour 
long interview conducted by Ms. Grant. Your participation is 
entirely voluntary. You may refuse to p a r t i c i p a t e , or 
withdraw your p a r t i c i p a t i o n at any time. A l l information 
c o l l e c t e d through interviews w i l l be treated as s t r i c t l y 
c o n f i d e n t i a l . 

Some quotations from interviews w i l l be included i n the 
Master's Thesis (and/or related academic pub l i c a t i o n s ) , 
however, your name w i l l not be i d e n t i f i e d i n the thesis or any 
relat e d publications, nor w i l l i t be given out to anyone i n 
conjunction with your comments. For example, a quotation 
might be structured as follows, "...a l o c a l resident of the 
watershed stated that...". 

With your consent, the interview w i l l be tape recorded to 
ensure that quotations are as accurate as possible. The tapes 
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Part One: Demographic and Personal Information 

C O N F I D E N T I A L 

PARTICIPANT # 

NAME SEX: M F 

ADDRESS 

TELEPHONE FAX 

ALTERNATE # 

DATE, TIME AND PLACE OF INTERVIEW: 

1. Which age category do you fit into? 
<25 HOW OLD? 
2 5 - 3 0 
3 0 - 4 0 
4 0 - 5 0 
5 0 - 6 0 
6 0 - 7 0 
>70 

2. Do you live within the boundaries of the Salmon River Watershed? (show map) 

yes NO 

3. Do you own land within the watershed? 

yes NO 

4. Are you a member of the Salmon River Watershed Roundtable? 

yes NO 

IF YES 

4a. Are you an individual member, or are you representing an agency or 
group? 
INDIVIDUAL GROUP (WHICH GROUP?) 
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4B. When did you join the Roundtable? 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

4C. Do you have a special role within the Roundtable? (e.g. chair a 
committee) 

YES NO 

5. Which of the following stakeholder groups do you most strongly identify 
yourself with? 

^ FARMER / RANCHER 
OTHER LANDOWNER 
INTERESTED CITIZEN 
AGENCY REPRESENTATIVE 
BUSINESS PERSON 
INDUSTRY REPRESENTATIVE 
ENVIRONMENTAL NGO (NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION) 

OTHER: 

6. What is your primary source of income? 

NON-EMPLOYMENT SOURCES OF INCOME 

EMPLOYMENT SOURCES OF INCOME 

7. Is there any other demographic type of information which you feel strongly 
impacts you perceptions and opinions of the Roundtable and the project to 
develop community-based ecosystem objectives? 

YES NO 

IF YES, 
WHAT? 
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Part Two: Perceptions and Opinions on the Ecosystem Objective Setting Process 

PARTICIPANT # 

Introduction: 
- differentiation between the ecosystem objective setting process and the Round 
Table in general 
- the process has now been going on for—- months, and you have been involved in it 
to some degree during this time 
- reflect upon the process, and any materials (like pamphlets or write ups) that you 
may have looked over in preparing for your role in the ecosystem objective setting 
process 
- just answer the questions to the best of your ability — okay if can't answer, or don't 
want to answer 

A. Traditional Approaches to Watershed Management 

1. (Before discussing the current process, I want to get your opinions on the "old" 
process. The current process, involving the community in the setting of ecosystem 
objectives, is a relatively new type of process. Traditionally, Environmental 
management has been undertaken by government agencies. Things like roundtables 
are a relatively new phenomenon. Etc.) 
WHAT ARE YOUR PERCEPTIONS ON HOW THE TRADITIONAL APPROACH WORKED? 

B. Underlying Issues 

2. (Moving onto the current process, I want to look first at some of the issues behind 
the process. This past summer, the Roundtable had a student staff member, Todd 
Romaine, conducting interviews with 52 residents of the watershed. As part of these 
interviews, Todd asked people to identify problems in the watershed Here is a list of 
the types of problems people identified Show list to participant.) 

2 A. DO YOU AGREE THAT THESE ARE THE MAIN PROBLEM AREAS IN THE WATERSHED? 
YES NO 
EXPAND: 

2B. CAN YOU ADD TO THIS LIST? 

2C. WHAT IS THE MOST IMPORTANT PROBLEM? 
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3. DO YOU THINK THE ROUNDTABLE IS PROMOTING ANY SORT OF UNDERLYING PHILOSOPHY BEHIND 
THIS CURRENT PROJECT? 

YES NO 

C. THE CURRENT PROCESS 

4. OVERALL, DO YOU THINK THIS PROCESS IS WELL ORGANIZED? (Clarify—referring to the 
community development of ecosystem objectives, not general Roundtable.) 

YES NO NEUTRAL 

5. CAN YOU GIVE ANY EXAMPLES OF THINGS YOU THINK HAVE BEEN DONE WELL? 

6. DO YOU HAVE ANY EXAMPLES OF THINGS YOU THINK COULD BE DONE BETTER? 

7. DO YOU THINK THIS PROCESS IS A FAIR AND LEGITIMATE WAY TO COME UP WITH A VISION FOR THE 
WATERSHED? 

YES NO 
EXPAND: 

8. WHAT DO YOU PERCEIVE TO BE THE ROLE OF THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED ROUNDTABLE IN 
THIS PROCESS? (may be several...) 

9. WHAT IS THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT AGENCIES? 

10. WHAT IS THE ROLE OF CITIZENS? 

D. PARTICIPATION 

11. DO YOU THINK THE RIGHT PEOPLE AND ORGANIZATIONS ARE BEING INCLUDED IN THE ECOSYSTEM 
OBJECTIVE SETTING PROCESS? 

YES NO 

IF NO: 
11A. WHO WAS MISSING? ANY IDEAS WHY? 
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12. DOES EVERYONE WHO SHOWS UP AT A PARTICULAR MEETING HAVE AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY TO 
CONTRIBUTE THEIR IDEAS TO THAT MEETING? 

YES NO 
EXPAND: 

13. WHY ARE YOU PARTICIPATING IN THIS PROCESS? 

14. WHY DO YOU THINK OTHER PEOPLE ARE PARTICIPATING? 

E . Education / Preparation 

15. DO YOU FEEL THAT YOU ARE BEING (OR HAVE BEEN) ADEQUATELY PREPARED—IN TERMS OF YOUR 
KNOWLEDGE ABOUT THE SALMON RIVER WATERSHED—TO DEVELOP ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES? 

YES NO 
EXPAND: 

16. WHAT KINDS OF INFORMATION, OR TRAINING DO YOU PERSONALLY THINK YOU NEED TO DO THE 
BEST JOB POSSIBLE IN THIS PROCESS? 

17. WHAT TYPES OF INFORMATION/SUPPORT/HELP ARE YOU ABLE TO CONTRIBUTE TO THE PROCESS? 

F. Outcomes / Actions / Benefits 

18. DO YOU THINK A CONSENSUS-DECISION WILL BE REACHED REGARDING ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR 
THE WATERSHED? 

YES NO UNCERTAIN 
EXPAND: 

19. WHO DO YOU THINK HAS THE AUTHORITY OR WHO SHOULD HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO ENFORCE / 
IMPLEMENT / MONITOR THE ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES ONCE THEY ARE DEVELOPED? 

20. CAN YOU GIVE ME AN EXAMPLE OF AN ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE? 

21. HOW DO YOU THINK ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WILL BE USED? 

22. WHO DO YOU THINK WILL USE THEM? 

23. WHO (IF ANYONE) WILL BENEFIT FROM ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES FOR THE SALMON RIVER 
WATERSHED? 
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24. HOW WILL THEY BENEFIT? 

25. WHAT AFFECT DO YOU THINK ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVES WILL HAVE (IF ANY) ON PEOPLE'S ACTIVITIES 
WITHIN THE WATERSHED? 

26. DO YOU FEEL THAT YOUR INPUT TO THIS PROCESS WILL BE REFLECTED IN THE FINAL PRODUCT? 

YES NO 
EXPAND. 

27. BASED ON YOUR EXPERIENCE WITH THIS PROCESS SO FAR, WHAT WOULD YOU CHANGE OR DO 
DIFFERENTLY IF THE PROCESS WERE TO BE REPEATED? 

28. WHAT ARE YOUR EXPECTATIONS FOR THIS PROCESS? WILL IT WORK OR NOT? ARE YOU SCEPTICAL 
OR OPTIMISTIC? 

29. REFLECTING BACK ON THIS INTERVIEW, DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER COMMENTS ABOUT THE 
ECOSYSTEM OBJECTIVE SETTING PROCESS WHICH WERE NOT COVERED IN ANOTHER QUESTION? 

30. WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO COMPLETE A FOLLOW-UP SURVEY IF I SENT ONE TO YOU BY MAIL? 

YES NO 
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APPENDIX E 

Description of Participants Attending Community Meetings 

Mt. Ida Community Hall 

May 30/95 August 1/95 November 
14/95 

Average 

Interested 
Citizens 

10 4 2 5.3 

Agency 
Representatives 

0 3 0 1 

SRWR Staff or 
Facilitators 

5 3 2 3,3 

Other Guests 
(e.g., me, 
camera crew) 

1 3 1 1.7 

Total 16 13 5 11.3 

Estimated Ages 
<30 

2 3 1 2 

30-40 2 2 0 1.3 

41-50 6 3 2 3.7 

51-60 6 5 2 4.3 

61-75 0 0 0 0 

Sex 
Women 

5 3 3 3.7 

Men 11 10 2 7.6 
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Silver Creek Community Hall 

July 10/95 Sep 
25/95 

Oct 
23/95 

Nov 20/95 Average 

Interested 
Citizens 

5 11 14 6 9 

Agency 
Representatives 

0 5 0 0 1.3 

SRWR Staff or 
Facilitators 

5 2 2 3 4 

Other Guests 
(e.g., me, 
camera crew) 

1 2 2 1 1.5 

Total 11 20 18 10 14.8 

Estimated Ages 
<30 

3 3 2 2 2.5 

30-40 0 5 0 0 1.3 

41-50 1 7 1 1 2.5 

51-60 5 2 15 6 7 

61-75 2 3 0 1 1.5 

Sex 
Women 

3 8 6 3 5 

Men 8 12 12 7 9.8 
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Falkland Community Hall 

Jul 6/95 August 3/95 Oct 19/95 Average 

Interested 
Citizens 

6 6 6 6 

Agency 
Representatives 

0 3 0 1 

SRWR Staff or 
Facilitators 

5 3 2 3.3 

Other Guests 
(e.g., me, 
camera crew) 

1 4 1 2 

Total 12 16 9 12.3 

Estimated Ages 
<30 

3 3 1 2.3 

30-40 0 4 0 1.3 

41-50 1 7 1 3 

51-60 5 1 5 3.7 

61-75 3 1 2 2 

Sex 
Women 

6 8 4 6 

Men 6 8 5 6.3 
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WESTWOLD COMMUNITY HALL 

JUN 7/95 SEP 27/95 NOV 22/95 MEAN 

INTERESTED 
CITIZENS 

8 9 5 7.3 

AGENCY 
REPRESENTATIVES 

0 2 0 0.7 

SRWR STAFF OR 
FACILITATORS 

6 2 2 3.3 

OTHER GUESTS 
(E.G., ME, 
CAMERA CREW) 

1 2 1 1.3 

TOTAL 15 15 8 12.6 

ESTIMATED AGES 
<30 

3 5 1 3 

30-40 2 2 0 1.3 

41-50 1 4 2 2.3 

51-60 9 4 2 5 

61-75 0 0 3 1 

SEX 
WOMEN 

7 .7 5 7.3 

MEN 8 8 3 6.3 
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APPENDIX F 

Survey Materials 

LIST O F P O S T A L R O U T E S USED F O R M A I L S U R V E Y 

Postal Route Number of Surveys Distributed 

SALMON ARM RR 1 491 

SALMON ARM RR 2 860 

FALKLAND RR 1 277 

FALKLAND L B 0001 254 

WESTWOLD L B 0001 109 

NOTE: ON RURAL ROUTES, HOMES, APARTMENTS AND FARMS WERE INCLUDED FOR DELIVERY. 

291 



(b) Under what circumstances would you attend a meeting in your community? 

(c) What issues would you like to discuss at 
H? 

7. For each of the problem categories below, check the appropriate box. 

Problem Category No 
Problems 

Getting 
Better 

Not 
Changing 

Getting 
Worse 

Most Important 
Problem (if any) 
Please write answer. 

Social 

Economic 

Environmental 

8. Did you attend the workshop entitled "Celebrating and Creating our Watershed's Future" which was held in 
Falkland on December 2 & 3,1995? yes no (If yes, entire workshop? ) 

If'yes" 

(a) Do you think the workshop achieved its goals of 
(1) forming a collective vision and identifying blocks? yes no partially 
(2) choosing strategic directions? yes no partially 
(3) creating an implementation plan? yes no partially 

(b) Do you think the vision, obstacles and directions, which were developed at the workshop, will be useful for 
guiding future actions within the watershed? yes no 

9. Are meetings and workshops a good way to develop a vision for the watershed? yes no Can you 
expand on your 
answer? 

10. Please indicate which of the following groups you think will use the information gathered in the community 
meetings and the workshop? Government Agencies The Watershed Roundtable Local People 
Schools Regional Districts Pont know others: (specify) 

12. Will you try to live in accordance with the vision developed through this process? yes no 

13. Do you think that the vision developed is realistic for your lifestyle? yes no dont know 

14. Will you attend any future meetings of the Salmon 
River Watershed Roundtable? yes no 

15. Comments: 

Thank-you for participating in this survey! 
[This survey is part of a larger graduate 
research project entitled "Evaluating the 
Ecosystem Objective Setting Process in the 
Salmon River Watershed". The researcher 
acknowledges financial support from The Fraser 
River Action Plan (Environment Canada), the 
Ministry of Environment, Lands, and Parks, and 
a scholarship from U.B.C] 

PERSONAL INFORMATION: 

Age Sex 

Occupation 

Do you belong to the Salmon River Watershed 

Roundtable? yes no 

Do you own land in the Salmon River Watershed? 

yes no 

(Does your land border the river? yes no ) Do 

you own your home? rent? How long 

have you lived in the Salmon River 

Watershed? 

293 


