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Abstract 

 
Community-based natural resource management (CBNRM) related to protected areas 

(PAs) originated in the 1980‟s in Zimbabwe, Africa, in the buffer zone communities of Africa‟s 

National Parks. CBNRM attempted to address the problems associated with colonial, 

protectionist style „fence and guns‟ conservation management approaches, which excluded 

resource-based communities from conservation areas. CBNRM attempts to meet the biodiversity 

conservation objectives of conservation areas, and the sustainable development and livelihood 

objectives of neighbouring communities. While CBNRM initiatives have been well documented 

internationally over the past decades, little is known about the status of CBNRM within Canada. 

In order to bridge this knowledge gap and to link trends in conservation and protected areas 

management internationally to Canada and to British Columbia (BC), this thesis examines the 

potential for community-based natural resource management (CBNRM) affiliated with BC's 

Protected Area System.  “Potential” is determined by comparing the situation in BC to the 

international CBNRM experience.  

The study draws on a sample of Conservancies from the categories of the BC Protected 

Area (PA) System, focusing particularly on the nine Sea-to-Sky Land and Resource Management 

Plan (LRMP) Area Conservancies and neighbouring First Nations communities: Squamish, 
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L‟il‟wat and In-SHUCK-ch. Information has been obtained through interviews (guided by semi-

structured questionnaires) conducted with BC government informants and First Nations 

representatives, supplemented by key documents. The questionnaire examined the potential for 

CBNRM according to a.) the community's perspective: potential (costs and) benefits of the 

protected area, including goods and services, cultural and social benefits and sustainable 

economic development opportunities provided by the protected area; and benefits of community 

involvement in natural resource management and protected area governance; and b.) the 

conservation perspective: benefits through community cooperation in biodiversity conservation 

within the targeted protected area. Other factors that have been identified through the 

international experience to affect CBNRM initiatives, such as use regulation; tenure; policies and 

legislation; awareness of and support for the protected area; and community capacity were 

thoroughly examined across all sources of information.  

This study finds that there is potential for CBNRM affiliated with the BC PA system in 

protected area designations such as „Conservancies‟. Potential relates to the role of CBNRM in 

biodiversity conservation, meeting the aspirations of BC‟s First Nations communities, and in 

recognizing First Nations as legitimate stakeholders in protected areas and conservation 

management. As in the international experience, numerous social, political, economic and other 

factors present opportunities and challenges to the adoption of CBNRM in BC. This thesis 

concludes with key recommendations for protected areas and conservation management in BC 

and Canada and identifies opportunities to further explore key topic areas that arose from the 

research findings. 
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 Introduction  

 

The management of protected areas has become a topic of international significance. 

Community-based natural resource management represents an innovative and promising 

approach to protected area and conservation management. It arose as a strategy for biodiversity 

conservation, meeting the livelihood needs and the socio-economic development objectives of 

communities neighbouring protected areas. This approach originated in the early 1960s in 

Zimbabwe (Schuerholz & Baldus, 2007), and was formalized with the Communal Areas 

Management Programme for Indigenous Resources (CAMPFIRE) Program in the 1980s 

(USAID, 2009). CBNRM challenged the contextual realities of post-colonial Africa that 

witnessed the downgrading of local people‟s rights to land and natural resources (Barrow & 

Fabricius, 2002) and the separation of communities from newly established protected areas. 

While protected areas, such as National Parks (NP) and Conservation Areas, were set 

aside for biodiversity conservation, by the 1960s some governments and conservation authorities 

began to realize that excluding resource-based communities from protected areas was not only 

detrimental to communities but also to existing protected areas (Barrow & Fabricius, 2002; 

Brown & Kothari, 2002). CBNRM originated as a response to the limitations of centralized 

approaches to conservation management that characterized the first half of the 20th century. The 

CAMPFIRE Program and international experience with CBNRM demonstrate the potential of 

synchronizing community development and biodiversity conservation objectives.  

This thesis sets out to explore whether there is potential for CBNRM for the management 

of BC‟s protected areas, and the development of neighbouring communities. The study draws on 

a sample of Conservancies from the BC Protected Area System and focuses on the nine Sea-to-

Sky Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) Area Conservancies and neighbouring First 
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Nations communities: Squamish, L‟il‟wat and In-SHUCK-ch. Information is obtained through 

interviews conducted with BC government informants and First Nations representatives, 

supplemented by key documents. The interview questionnaire was informed by the international 

CBNRM experience and the potential for CBNRM affiliated with the BC Protected Area System 

is determined by comparing the international CBNRM experience with the situation in BC.  

This thesis situates CBNRM within the broader context of social-ecology and socio-

ecological systems, in which there are multiple interactions at different scales. These approaches 

lead to strategies of adaptive management and cross-scale governance. The interdisciplinary 

approach has recently emerged as the most feasible way in which to deal with complex problems 

such as conservation management. This builds upon what several authors have identified as 

lacking in the fields of environmental and natural resource (E&NR) sociology, including the link 

between ecological processes and change and the role of human agency in environmental 

transformation (Scoones, 1999, as cited in Warren, 2005). In the broadest sense CBNRM links 

protected areas and conservation management processes to human agency through the 

meaningful involvement of local, resource based communities in their management and the 

recognition of these communities as integral components of the socio-ecological system within 

which CBNRM operates.   
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Chapter 1: Systematic Review 

 

1.1 Protected Areas and their Benefits 

The International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN), the world‟s largest 

international environmental network, defines a protected area as:  

a clearly defined geographical space, recognized, dedicated, and managed, through legal 

or other effective means, to achieve long-term conservation of nature with associated 

ecosystem services and cultural values (Dudley, 2008, p. 8; IUCN, 2009, Defining 

Protected Areas section, para. 1). 

 

Protected areas have traditionally been set aside for the protection of ecosystems and 

biodiversity. Global concerns over biodiversity protection stem from threats associated with 

human activities such as land conversion, habitat loss and degradation (Millennium Ecosystem 

Assessment, 2005; Primack, 1993), introduction of alien species, unsustainable use and over-

exploitation of natural resources (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005; United Nations 

(UN), 2010), and pollution. Additionally, climate change is already adversely affecting many of 

the world‟s terrestrial and marine ecosystems and exacerbating biodiversity loss (Dudley et al., 

2010; Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005; Secretariat of the Convention on Biological 

Diversity, 2010; UN, 2010). 

According to Primack (1993), unsustainable use of natural resources and threats to 

biodiversity led to lobbying for environmental protection and conservation ordinances as early as 

the late 18
th

 century, and the subsequent establishment of nature reserves. These were first 

established in Europe, on small tropical islands, then throughout India, Southeast Asia, Australia, 

Africa and North America. The American conservation movement began in the early 19
th

 

century (Primack, 1993).  Globally, the current rate of biodiversity loss (generally measured by 

examining the extinction rate of number of species per million species per year) has exceeded 

preindustrial levels, and proposed threshold boundaries that, once crossed, pose serious threats to 
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the stability of planetary systems and for human development  (Rockstrom et al., 2009). 

According to these authors and Ricketts et al. (2005), the rate of extinction of species is 

estimated to be 100 to 1,000 times greater than what would be considered natural, constituting a 

rate of change "that cannot continue without significantly eroding the resilience of major 

components of Earth system functioning"  (Rockstrom et al., 2009, p. 473). Biodiversity loss, 

coupled with concerns about the exploitation of natural resources, means that “one of the most 

important strategies to safeguard relatively intact ecosystems is the maintenance of remaining 

habitat in protected areas” (Balmford et al., 2002, p. 952). 

There is also growing awareness that what is detrimental to ecosystems and biodiversity 

is also detrimental to humans, as most people depend on natural resources for food, water, 

medicine, and other goods and services (Primack, 1993).  This dependence is reflected in global 

socio-economic trends. According to the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP, 

2010), approximately 40 percent of the global economy is based on biological products and 

processes.  Therefore, “the effective use of biodiversity at all levels- genes, species, and 

ecosystems- is...a precondition for sustainable development” (UNEP, 2010, About Biodiversity 

section, para. 1).  Carl Folke, Hahn, T., Olsson, P., & Norberg, J. (2005, p. 442) note that in the 

current situation, “...the capacity of many ecosystems to generate resources and ecosystem 

services for societal development has become vulnerable to change and can no longer be taken 

for granted.” As such, there is a growing recognition that humans depend on ecosystem services 

and on the network of interactions within ecosystems for sustenance (Millennium Ecosystem 

Assessment, 2005), and that protected areas are essential for the conservation of biological 

diversity (Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2010) and for the other benefits 

that they provide to society.  
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Protected areas have been noted to offer numerous benefits to the environment and to 

society, through the protection of ecosystems and ecosystems goods and services. These include 

the protection of ecological services (e.g., regulation of water flow by intact vegetation cover, 

water purification, nutrient cycling), soils and water sources; micro-climate stabilization and 

maintenance of air quality through reduction of pollution (e.g., through carbon sequestration or 

storage of carbon dioxide by vegetation); regulation of human diseases; and protection of food 

and fuel sources (Carpenter & Folke, 2006; MacKinnon, J., MacKinnon, K., Child, G., & 

Thorsell, J., 1986; Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005), biochemicals and natural 

medicines (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005). Additional benefits may include storm 

protection and land erosion control (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005) and a reduction 

of the impacts of many natural disasters, including floods, landslides, droughts and 

desertification and fires (Dudley et al., 2010). According to Dudley et al., protected areas also 

maintain essential ecosystem services that help people cope with changes in water supplies, 

fisheries, diseases and agricultural productivity caused by climate change, thereby decreasing 

community vulnerability and increasing resilience to the effects of changing climatic conditions. 

Other potential benefits of designating PAs include the provision of education and 

research opportunities; protection of genetic resources (Carpenter & Folke, 2006; MacKinnon et 

al., 1986, pp. 74, 75; Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005); and socio-economic 

opportunities through tourism, employment, and controlled use of natural resources for sale or 

subsistence (MacKinnon et al., 1986). Potential benefits also include the protection of culture, 

traditional knowledge systems and institutions; provision of opportunities for spiritual 

enrichment and for recreation (Carpenter & Folke, 2006; Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 

2005); extension of development benefits such as social services, housing, health care and 
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education (MacKinnon et al., 1986); and if community-based conservation is employed, then 

community involvement in the management of natural resources.  

However, in order for community benefits to be realized, there is a need for communities 

neighboring conservation areas, as key stakeholders, to become active participants in the 

planning and management of these areas (Schuerholz, 1998). According to Schuerholz, these 

communities have traditionally been called „buffer zone communities‟, but a more accurate and 

recent terminology refers to „support zone communities.‟ Support zone communities have been 

defined as communities in: 

communally and privately owned land bordering a designated conservation area, set aside 

for sustainable economic development to be compatible with the conservation objectives 

of the neighbouring protected area (Schuerholz, 1998, “Support Zone of Conservation 

Areas,” para. 1). 

 

Traditionally, these communities have relied on the natural resources available in the respective 

protected area(s) and corresponding support zones. For example, dependence on natural 

resources by „corridor‟ dwellers in the Selous-Niassa Wildlife Corridor between Tanzania and 

Mozambique and by those in the Caprivi strip in Namibia is very high, and products collected 

regularly include “poles for house construction, grass for thatching, reeds, firewood, wild fruits, 

mushrooms, traditional medicines, and [] fish and bush meat” (Schuerholz & Baldus, 2007, p. 4).  

Given their geographic proximity to protected areas and the resource dependence of these 

communities for subsistence, they are the fundamental link between protected areas and 

CBNRM and their involvement in protected areas is a topic of international importance. 

1.2 Protection Categories and International Significance 

The IUCN (Dudley, 2008; IUCN, 2009) has developed six categories of protected areas. 

The categories reflect biodiversity conservation values and allow for various levels of compatible 

human activities and/or sustainable natural resource use:  



7 

 

 “Category Ia- Strict Nature Reserve: Strictly protected areas set aside to protect 

biodiversity and also possibly geological/geomorphic features, where human visitation, 

use and impacts are strictly controlled and limited to ensure protection of the 

conservation values. Such protected areas can serve as indispensable reference areas for 

scientific research and monitoring. 

 

 Category Ib- Wilderness Area: Usually large unmodified or slightly modified areas, 

retaining their natural character and influence without permanent or significant human 

habitation, which are protected and managed so as to preserve their natural condition. 

 

 Category II- National Park: Large natural or near natural areas set aside to protect large-

scale ecological processes, along with the complement of species and ecosystems 

characteristic of the area, which also provide a foundation for environmentally and 

culturally compatible, spiritual, scientific, educational, recreational, and visitor 

opportunities. 

 

 Category III- Natural Monument or Feature: Set aside to protect a specific natural 

monument, which can be a landform, sea mount, submarine cavern, geological feature 

such as a cave or even a living feature such as an ancient grove. They are generally small 

protected areas and often have high visitor value. 

 

 Category IV- Habitat/Species Management Area: Aim to protect particular species or 

habitats and management reflects this priority. Many Category IV protected areas will 

need regular, active interventions to address the requirements of particular species or to 

maintain habitats, but this is not a requirement of the category. 

 

 Category V- Protected Landscape/Seascape: A protected area where the interaction of 

people and nature over time has produced an area of distinct character with significant, 

ecological, biological, cultural and scenic value; and where safeguarding the integrity of 

this interaction is vital to protecting and sustaining the area and its associated nature 

conservation and other values. 

 Category VI- Protected Area with sustainable use of natural resources (i.e. Managed 

Resource Protected Area): Conserve ecosystems and habitats together with associated 

cultural values and traditional natural resource management systems. They are generally 

large, with most of the area in a natural condition, where a proportion is under sustainable 

natural resource management and where low-level non-industrial use of natural resources 

compatible with nature conservation is seen as one of the main aims of the area.” 

G. Schuerholz indicates that these generic categories provide a basis against which to define and 

measure country- (province- or region-) specific protected area categories and systems on a 

global scale. Characteristics of national, provincial or regional protected areas such as size, legal 

protection status, permissible use, and degree of ecological uniqueness determine their specific 

designation (personal communication, January 13, 2008).   
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Within British Columbia, protected areas fall under provincial and federal government 

jurisdiction. Provincially designated areas include “Provincial Parks” (Class A, B & C), 

“Ecological Reserves”, “Conservancies”, “Recreation Areas”, and Environment and Land Use 

Act designations (Government of BC, 2010). There are also “Marine Protected Areas” which are 

situated within existing Parks and Protected Areas, Conservancies and Ecological Reserves 

(Government of BC, 2009). The degree to which human activities are allowed depends on the 

protected area category and protection objectives. The BC PA system also includes National 

Parks (Government of Canada, 2008, 2010), National Wildlife Areas (NWA) and Migratory Bird 

Sanctuaries (Government of Canada, 2010), and Marine Protected Areas (Government of 

Canada, 2010), under the jurisdiction of the federal government. The federal government also 

manages the implementation of international protected area programs throughout Canada and 

BC, such as RAMSAR wetlands (Government of Canada, 2010; RAMSAR Convention on 

Wetlands, 2007), United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 

Biosphere Reserves (Government of Canada, 2010; UNESCO, 2010) and World Heritage Sites 

(Government of Canada, 2010; UNESCO, 2010); and internationally significant areas such as 

Important Bird Areas (Government of Canada, 2010; Important Bird Areas Canada, 2010). A 

comprehensive overview of the BC Protected Area System can be found in Appendix A. 

National and provincial commitments to the establishment of protected areas also reflect 

Canada‟s obligations as a signatory of international conventions such as the UN Convention on 

Biological Diversity (SCBD, 2010). The CBD is the most widely agreed-upon Convention that is 

ratified by the majority of the world‟s governments. CBD goals are threefold: the conservation of 

biological diversity, the sustainable use of its components, and the fair and equitable sharing of 

the benefits from the use of genetic resources. Parties to the CBD are obliged to set aside 

protected areas as a strategy for biodiversity conservation and the achievement of the 
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Millennium Development Goals (Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2007, 

2010). Other international conventions, including RAMSAR (2010), the UNEP (2004) 

Convention on Migratory Species and the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 

Organization (UNESCO, 2010) World Heritage Convention, also refer to the importance of 

protected area systems. Additionally, the commitment to the protection of representative samples 

of all major ecosystems was identified in the Stockholm Declaration of the United Nations 

Conference on the Human Environment in 1972, as stated in Principle 2: 

“… the natural resources of the earth, including the air, water, land, flora and fauna and 

especially representative samples of natural ecosystems, must be safeguarded for the 

benefit of present and future generations through careful planning or management, as 

appropriate” (United Nations Environment Programme, 2009, Declaration of the United 

Nations Conference on the Human Environment section, para. 16). 

 

This declaration and national obligations stemming from the ratification of international 

conventions, paved the way for the development of national and international protected area 

systems. Protected areas currently cover over 13.9% of the world's land surface and a growing 

area of coasts and oceans (Dudley et al., 2010, p. 8).  

1.3 Traditional Protected Area Management Approaches, Models and Ideologies 

Protected areas management authorities face the challenging task of managing and 

administering these areas sustainably. Historically, PAs, especially in colonial Africa, excluded 

human habitation and participation in their management.  Predominant centralized management 

and rigid protectionist policies ignored the livelihood needs of resource-based communities 

(Agrawal & Gibson, 1999; Berkes, F., Kofinas, G. P., & Chapin, F. S., III., 2009), downgraded 

local people‟s rights to land and resources (Barrow & Fabricius, 2002), sometimes restricting 

access to ancestral territories (Borrini-Feyerabend, 2002), and failed to recognize traditional 

forms of conservation or natural resource management (Barrow & Fabricius, 2002; Berkes et al., 

2009).  
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For example, according to Schuerholz (1998, “Support Zone of Conservation Areas,” 

para. 2), fencing National Parks in Africa “became common practice to accentuate the need to 

“buffer” the park against people and to defend the area from within.” Local people were seen as 

the principle threat to protected areas and were either relocated or coerced and punished as a 

means of enforcement (Jaeger, 2001). In many instances, exclusionist „fence and gun‟- or „fines 

and fence‟ (Berkes et al., 2009) approaches led to detrimental outcomes, including: 

marginalizing communities and especially the poor; adverse effects on food security and local 

livelihoods; damage to traditional cultural, social and natural resource management institutions 

(Jaeger, 2001); and conflicts over access to land and resources.   

Excluding locals from the utilization of natural resources led some to engage in illegal 

activities and to exploit resources within protected areas, and put pressure on non-protected land 

and resources (Jaeger, 2001). For example, in the 1970s and 1980s, all local uses of elephants in 

Africa were banned through the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species 

(CITES) of Wild Fauna and Flora. The countries established National Parks and other 

conservation areas to aid their conservation efforts. Many local communities were relocated from 

the newly established protected areas, and as a result of top-down conservation efforts, an 

organized illegal trade of elephants products grew (Berkes et al., 2009). It became apparent that 

excluding resource-dependent communities from conservation areas simply did not work. 

The traditional protectionist approach to conservation management affiliated with PAs 

that characterized the first half of the 20
th

 century, generated resentment by neighbors towards 

the PAs and mistrust between local communities and conservation authorities (Barrow & 

Fabricius, 2002). Additionally, in many cases, excluding people and their associated disturbances 

from conservation areas “[was] not...sufficient to maintain a particular ecological state” (Berkes 

et al., 2009, p. 131). As such, there is a growing consensus that while centralized approaches 
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may be appropriate for the preservation of biodiversity hotspots or specific geologic features, 

centralized management of local resources is highly problematic (Carlson & Berkes, 2005). 

Traditional PA management approaches were reflected in the early American 

conservation movement of the 19
th

 century. According to Primack (1993), there were two 

dominant and competing views of the movement: the Preservation Ethic which held that nature 

had an intrinsic value and should be protected and the Resource Conservation Ethic that 

suggested that natural resources existed for the benefit of humans but that underlying principles 

of equitable distribution and efficiency in resource use were paramount. As such, dominant 

views of nature conservation at the time “supported conservation policies that aimed to exclude 

locals” (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999, p. 631).  

In the late 1930s, an alternative Evolutionary-Ecological Land Ethic proposed a view of 

nature as a system of inter-related processes, and recognized humans as integral parts of the 

ecological community (Primack, 1993). This latter view is reflected in the ecosystems approach 

to biodiversity management - a strategy calling for "integrated management of land, water, and 

living resources that promotes conservation and sustainable use in an equitable way,” that places 

human needs at the centre of biodiversity management (IUCN, 2009, The Ecosystem Approach 

section, para. 2, 3) and that recognizes the interplay between social and ecological systems in 

complex adaptive systems (Folke et al., 2005, p. 443). This new paradigm was crucial to the 

adoption of community-based approaches to the management of PAs. 

Alongside growing dissatisfaction with traditional management approaches, was a shift 

away from traditional PA models. The traditional model, as reflected in the early US parks 

system, included large, wild open spaces, where human visitors were allowed but not residents 

(Brown, J., Mitchell, N., & Tuxill, J., 2003). These areas were also entirely managed by 

government or other centralized authorities. Newer PA models included an array of stewards, 
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including public agencies, NGOs, local communities, private landowners and others who lived 

and worked on the land (Brown et al., 2003). These models included lived-in landscapes - areas 

including natural and cultural landscapes and human habitation that shifted land management out 

of government hands into collaborative partnership management. PAs with support zones and 

community involvement in multiple-use land use categories also emerged. 

Emerging land use models and PA management approaches attempted to converge the 

interests of resources based communities with those of conservation. These converging interests 

gained legitimacy at the international level through the World Conservation Strategy (United 

Nations Environment Programme, 2010), and international environmental conventions such as 

the CBD (SCBD, 2010) and the UN Convention to Combat Desertification (CCD, 2005). It was 

recognized that managing most categories of PAs required dealing with people who live in or 

around them (Berkes et al., 2009). With the growing recognition of communities as legitimate 

stakeholders in PAs, and potential for synchronizing community development and conservation 

interests, an innovative and promising approach to protected areas management emerged; that of 

community-based natural resource management. 

1.4 The Community-Based Natural Resource Management Approach and Enabling 

Factors  

 

CBNRM is a people-centered approach to natural resource management, traditionally 

affiliated with PAs and support zone communities or multiple use landscapes that allow for 

human occupation and the sustainable use of natural resources. CBNRM aims to meet the 

biodiversity conservation objectives of PAs, the livelihood needs and sustainable, low-impact 

economic development of neighbouring communities. It has also been defined as: 

the management of natural resources under a detailed plan, developed and agreed to by 

all concerned stakeholders. The approach is community-based in that the communities 

managing the resources have the legal rights, the local institutions, and economic 

incentives to take substantial responsibility for sustained use of these resources. Under 

the natural resource management plan, communities become the primary implementers, 
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assisted and monitored by technical services (Heermans & Otto, 1999, as cited in ARD-

RAISE, 2001, p. ii). 

 

Zimbabwe was the first country in Africa to implement the „conservation by utilization‟ 

approach of CBNRM (Berkes et al., 2009) that was widely supported by Zimbabwe's 

Department of National Parks and Wildlife Management (Schuerholz & Baldus, 2007).  

An attempt to find new solutions to the limitations of top-down conservation 

management, CBNRM is based on the rationale that “community empowerment, which 

manifests itself through providing communities with legal rights to the sustainable use of wildlife 

on communal lands, would gradually lead to community "ownership" in conservation 

management” (Schuerholz & Baldus, 2007, p. 9). As such, it assumes that local communities 

must have direct control over the utilization and benefits of natural resources (e.g., wildlife, veld 

products) in order to value them in a sustainable manner (Botswana CBNRM Support Program, 

2005). The CBNRM approach was the basis for the creation of Wildlife Management Areas 

(WMA) in Tanzania, and many other conservation areas throughout Africa. 

The shift towards CBNRM resulted from numerous factors. A prime factor was the 

ineffectiveness of employing centralized approaches, which excluded communities from the use 

of natural resources, to meet conservation objectives. This is stressed by Agrawal and Gibson 

(1999, p. 632) who state that “where resources such as fodder, fuel-wood, fish and wildlife are 

intrinsic to everyday livelihood and household budgets, even well-funded coercive conservation 

generally fails.” Barkin (2000) claims that sustainability is not even possible if the poor do not 

have access to the resources required for their survival. Schuerholz and Baldus (2007, p. 1) also 

argue that over the last two decades, “there has been a recognition worldwide that the successful 

conservation of natural resources and wildlife depends on the cooperation of the communities 

living with or around it."  
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Rigid paradigms of centralized resource management created what Folke et al. (2005) 

and Holling (2001) refer to as a crisis, that arises as a result of external influences and internal 

instabilities (Holling, 2001), creating space for renewal and novelty and opportunities for 

reorganizing in socio-ecological systems (Carpenter & Folke, 2006), within which CBNRM 

operates. Holling (2001) also refers to this as rigidity that increases the potential for adaptive 

capacity within a system. This rigidity and crisis created an environment that was conducive to 

the adoption of CBNRM. 

Other factors important to the spread of CBNRM included poor outcomes of state-

centered policies, including those exacerbated by faulty program design, ineffective 

implementation and corrupt organizations (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999). MacKendrick and 

Davidson (2007) argue that the state's capacity to lead environmental improvements is 

constrained by several factors, including  inefficient coordinated action among nation states in 

transboundary initiatives, conflicting mandates between agencies resulting from the 

fragmentation of government bureaucracies, lack of skills and resources often required for 

environmental assessment and programme implementation, perseverance of inappropriate and 

outdated management paradigms, and state tendencies to grant primacy to economic 

development goals. According to the United States Agency for International Development‟s 

(USAID) (2009, p. 1) Environmental Guidelines for Small-Scale Activities in Africa, “most 

African governments have neither the resources nor the effective institutions needed to 

implement environmental regulations deterring unsustainable exploitation,” contributing to the 

deregulation of environmental programs. 

Other factors that enabled the spread of CBNRM were the lack of livelihood alternatives 

for resource dependent communities and the spread of democracy and democratic political 

structures (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999) which, in many instances, decentralized authority over 
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resource management to local governments or agencies. According to Ribot (2002, p. 5), the 

shift from participatory to decentralized natural resource management was a shift from 

“externally orchestrated direct forms of democratic inclusion to representative forms of 

democracy under elected local authorities." That is, decentralization allowed CBNRM initiatives 

to move from project-based models that were often directed by international donors and non-

governmental organizations (NGO), where community participation occurred on an ad hoc basis, 

towards legally institutionalized popular participation through local democracy (Ribot, 2002). 

Other factors considered responsible for the spread of CBNRM included: increasing public 

insistence on participation in natural resource management, the growing prominence of 

indigenous claims to traditional land rights and customary natural resource practices, the 

growing prominence of advocates, including NGOs, for community and indigenous interests, and 

successful examples from common property natural resource management (Agrawal & Gibson, 

1999). 

Additionally, Selfa and Endter-Wada (2008) found that policies of economic 

liberalization, deregulation, decentralization and privatization of state industries that grew out of 

the need to address fiscal debt in many industrialized and developing world countries, also 

contributed to the deregulation of environmental protection and land-use policies. Employing a 

political ecology approach, they found that common global political (transition to civilian 

government, expansion of democracy) and economic processes (fiscal debt, economic 

restructuring and decentralization) led to the devolution of environmental governance to local 

and community levels. Similarly, Barkin (2000, p. 163) claims that the contradictions of neo-

liberalism, including a reduction of the possibilities for equitable economic growth and 

satisfaction of social needs, led to a new approach to sustainable development. This new form 

builds local capacity for sustainable and diversified productive systems, increases self-
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sufficiency through traditional forms of production, and encourages the creative use of local 

resources and local participation in planning and implementation.  

As such, the deregulation of environmental and land use policies that stemmed from 

economic liberalization, paved the way for greater community involvement in natural resource 

management. Ribot (2002) argues that democratization and natural resource management can be 

mutually reinforcing through decentralization, by ensuring that local people have a voice and 

leverage in decision-making over the natural resources on which they depend. Schuerholz and 

Baldus (2007) also claim that the democratization of communal decision-making processes is 

one of the direct community benefits of CBNRM models in Tanzania and Namibia.  

However, the devolution of decision-making authority over natural resources is 

insufficient without enabling legislation. This is demonstrated through a case study from New 

Zealand. There, the reform period of the 1980s and 1990s resulted in the privatization and 

restructuring of government departments into smaller policy and research agencies, including 

those responsible for environmental management (O‟Brien, K., Hayward, B., & Berkes, F., 

2009). According to the same authors, these structural changes left local governments with few 

legislative tools to regulate for desirable land use compatible with economic development goals. 

Coupled with labor market deregulation, these changes disproportionately impacted the rural 

indigenous Maori communities, which had limited adaptive capacity given their dependence on 

natural resources. Without supporting legislation, these reforms did little to enhance Maori 

capacity to manage their natural resources, and Maori communities continued to assert their 

rights for self-governance of natural resources. The spread of CBNRM not only required the 

decentralization of environmental and land-use policies, but also community empowerment and 

supportive legislation that enabled local level decision-making and the development of resource 

“ownership”. 
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The spread of CBNRM was also facilitated by the recognition of the limited success of 

many development programs to contribute to improved livelihoods of rural communities. Barkin 

(2000) argues against market-driven programs for rural development that integrate resources and 

people into a polarized system of wealth disparity, in support of an alternative development 

model with direct community participation in environmental management. Barkin cites research 

(Toledo 1998) to support this model, showing that when the poor are given access to resources, 

they are more likely to engage in environmental protection. Alongside global concerns over 

biodiversity loss, the need for protected areas and recognition that communities must be involved 

in the stewardship of natural resources, these factors created an environment that was conducive 

to the adoption of CBNRM. 

1.5 Principles of CBNRM 

Through experimentation at the international level, several principles of CBNRM have 

been identified. A key principle of CBNRM is the decentralization and devolution of natural 

resource management to the local level (Barber, Charles V., Miller, K. R., & Boness, M., 2004; 

Barrow & Fabricius, 2002; Berkes, Fikret, Derek, A., & Doubleday, N., 2007; Borrini-

Feyerabend & Sandwith, 2003; Junge, 2004; Ribot, 2002; USAID, 2009). According to Ribot 

(2002), governments, donors and NGOs must work with local communities to foster local 

accountability, transfer sufficient and appropriate powers to local authorities, and ensure that the 

transfer of power secures rights of local communities. Ribot (2002, p. 5) argues that “because of 

the dominant role of natural resources in local livelihoods, democratic local governance requires 

that people have a voice and leverage in decisions over the natural resources they depend on.” 

Berkes et al. (2007) also argue that meaningful co-management partnerships require moving 

beyond the consultation level, to the devolution of power to communities and local level 



18 

 

resource users.  As such, community empowerment for natural resource management is essential 

for CBNRM to work (Junge, 2004). 

Another principle of successful CBNRM is clarity over the rights and responsibilities of 

stakeholders in resource management (USAID, 2009). According to Ribot (2002), educating 

people and local authorities of their rights and responsibilities can encourage popular 

engagement and foster responsible local governance. CBNRM programs also require clear 

mechanisms for benefit sharing and distribution (Barber et al., 2004; USAID, 2009).  The 

benefits of involvement must outweigh the costs to communities (ARD-RAISE, 2001; Berkes et 

al., 2007; Schuerholz & Baldus, 2007). Local and indigenous communities often suffer direct 

economic losses stemming from restricted access to biological resources when protected areas 

are established, or with the increase in use regulations (Barber et al., 2004). Costs to 

communities may also include the management of wildlife outside of PA boundaries. This was 

demonstrated in the Kavango/Upper Zambezi Transfrontier Conservation Area (KAZA TFCA), 

where growing elephant populations and their movements via corridors across the Caprivi Strip 

in Namibia, led to increased human elephant conflicts and adverse effects on agricultural 

resources of the rural communities in the area (Schuerholz & Baldus, 2007). CBNRM aims to 

minimize these costs and to benefit communities through sharing in the benefits of the protected 

area. 

 Equitable distribution of benefits to communities (Barber et al., 2004; Borrini-

Ferreyabend et al., 2003; Dudley et al., 2010; Ribot, 2002; USAID, 2009) and retention of 

benefits within communities and at the household level (MacKinnon, 2001; Schuerholz & 

Baldus, 2007; USAID, 2009) are also required. In order for benefits to reach community 

members, the administrative/governance structures responsible for benefit distribution must be 

transparent, accountable and allow good communication with community members (Schuerholz 
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& Baldus, 2007). Additionally, central government agencies (or local governments) must ensure 

that resources are equally distributed among local districts (Ribot, 2002). 

Other tenets of successful CBNRM programs include raising awareness on the part of 

communities and policy makers regarding the benefits of PAs (MacKinnon, 2001), the full value 

of goods and services provided through ecosystem conservation (Schuerholz & Baldus, 2007) 

and natural resource management (ARD-RAISE, 2001). According to Dudley et al. (2010), local 

people are more likely to support or be involved in PA management if the site‟s values are 

recognized and are relevant to community needs. National conservation strategies (Worah, 

2002), policy and legislation must support communities and build local capacity to engage in 

conservation. Capacity development for local level resource management and conservation is 

also essential for adapting to the impacts of climate change on ecosystems and natural resources 

at the global level, and CBNRM programs must factor disaster planning into their design in light 

of rapidly changing environmental conditions (USAID, 2009).  

CBNRM programs must also ensure that tenure rights and responsibilities over land and 

resources empower communities (Barber et al., 2004; Pathak, 2006; USAID, 2009; Worah, 

2002). Numerous examples demonstrate that the “lack of clear tenure rights discourages 

responsible stewardship” (USAID, 2009, p. 14). This tenet is especially important for evolving 

relationships with First Nations and indigenous communities. According to Lee (2000), limited 

legal mechanisms for the protection of sites of special significance put pressure on Aboriginal 

communities, that wish to protect significant areas but do not have access to land ownership to 

do so. Marcia Langton, Ma Rhea, Z., and Palmer, L. (2005, pp. 28, 29) argue that while most 

countries have developed national biodiversity strategies and action plans that contain elements 

that acknowledge indigenous peoples and local communities as legitimate stakeholders in 

conservation, “very few governments are ready to allow the development of appropriate policy, 
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legal and institutional reforms necessary to delegate power to local communities and indigenous 

peoples concerning access to, and control over natural resources.”   

Accordingly, a key reason for the success of many CBNRM initiatives (such as those of 

Namibian Conservancies) is a progressive policy environment and development of a national 

CBNRM policy (Schuerholz & Baldus, 2007), that empowers local communities in the 

management and utilization of renewable resources within CBNRM areas and the retention of 

revenues (Schuerholz & Baldus, 2007; USAID, 2009). According to Ribot (2002), 

environmental legislation must not only secure tenure rights but also the transfer of decision-

making authority to local institutions in order for communities to invest in decentralization 

reforms. Examples from Ghana, Ethiopia, Mali, Senegal, South Africa, and Uganda demonstrate 

constitutional clauses in environmental legislation that ensure some degree of government 

decentralization over resource management, “providing leverage for lawmakers to establish and 

maintain decentralized governance arrangements” (Ribot, 2002, p. 16). Therefore, environmental 

legislation must enable the development of community ownership of natural resources.  Other 

ecosystem management initiatives, such as management of fish and crayfish in the Lake Racken 

catchment in Sweden, were successful in part, due to new laws that redefined the management 

area for local fishing associations, and devolved management responsibility to local fishing 

associations (Olsson, P., Folke, C., & Berkes, F., 2004). 

In addition to a supportive legislative environment, successful CBNRM programs require 

close co-operation with regional and national authorities, and the integration of PAs into broader 

regional development strategies (Pathak, 2006), which will strengthen the security, support for 

and appreciation of the protected areas (MacKinnon et al., 1986, p. 73). Throughout Canada and 

British Columbia, this integration is realized through spatial land-use and resource management 

planning processes. Internationally, Schuerholz and Baldus (2007, p. 12) suggest that the 
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ambitious goals of trans-frontier conservation areas and ecological corridors “can only be 

achieved through participatory [and synchronized] spatial land - and resource use planning and 

management.” However, MacKinnon and Wardojo (2001) note that regional development 

strategies can also threaten the integrity of protected areas by exacerbating anthropogenic 

disturbance.  Therefore, it is essential that any development within a protected area is compatible 

with conservation objectives.  

As demonstrated, cooperation between multiple levels of governance is essential in 

CBNRM, including the local and regional levels. According to O'Brien et al. (2009), 

communities and institutions at all levels need to be involved in finding solutions to global 

problems. The ARD-RAISE Review Report on CBNRM in Africa, states that "the greatest 

potential for future benefits from CBNRM live in stronger and more efficient linkages between 

communities and other stakeholders” (ARD-RAISE, 2001, p. ix). These interconnected 

communities need to function effectively across all levels, fostering links that “can provide for 

the flow of knowledge, learning, and other resources, and may facilitate more inclusive, 

participatory, democratic decision-making” (O'Brien et al., 2009, p. 12). This cross-scale design, 

reflected in governance approaches associated with CBNRM, provide new opportunities and 

space for more participatory and democratic decision-making in natural resource management.  

Additionally, because CBNRM takes place within the social, political and economic 

context of the country or region, programs will have to be tailored to the local circumstances. 

This is supported by MacKinnon‟s (2001, p. 3) argument that the best land-uses adjacent to PAs 

and investments with support zone neighbours are ultimately site-specific. It is also supported by 

Borrini-Feyerabend and Sandwith‟s (2003, p. 5) arguments about adapting partnerships to the 

local context, and by USAID‟s guidelines (2009) stating that there are many adaptations of 

CBNRM, depending on variations in locations and legal, social, political and economic contexts.  



22 

 

Identification of the social, political, economic and other external factors that affect CBNRM is 

also necessary, as they have often been ignored in conservation and development initiatives, and 

“failing to address the external forces that impact natural areas and local communities may 

negatively affect ecosystem and community viability” (Brandon, 1997, as cited in Warren, 2005, 

p. 459). 

CBNRM operates at multiple levels and, as such, is influenced by national (e.g., 

legislation and conservation/ development strategies), regional (e.g., regional authorities, land 

use planning) and local (e.g., community support, local and cultural institutions) factors. As a 

result, CBNRM programs must be designed at the proper program scale (USAID, 2009), and 

take into account legal, administrative and socio-cultural factors. According to Deitz et al. (2003, 

as cited in Warren, 2005), any natural resource management institution must be designed 

according to the appropriate „scalar fit‟ to the ecological and social contexts within which 

management occurs. At the level of ecosystem and biodiversity protection, CBNRM also 

operates at the global level, since biodiversity is a global commons resource. According to 

Berkes (2007), biodiversity conservation has to be treated as a multilevel commons problem, 

operating at the global, regional and local levels. Therefore, any conservation strategy has to 

examine the level of linkages across various levels of conservation management. 

Finally, the investment of time and building of trust between communities, authorities 

and other stakeholders is essential (Barrow & Fabricius, 2002; Taylor, 2009). According to Ribot 

(2002), sufficient time is required to build and stabilize decentralization mechanisms for resource 

management, and it may take more than a decade for sustainable programs to flourish (Armitage 

et al. 2009; USAID, 2009). CBNRM initiatives also require building trust among the different 

stakeholders involved. Berkes et al. (2007) identify trust and respect building as essential aspects 

of co-management partnerships in the Caribbean. Olsson et al. (2004, p. 83) argue that “trust is a 
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fundamental characteristic in social self-organizing processes toward ecosystem management,” 

and that lack of trust is detrimental to Collaborative Management Agreements. According to 

Armitage et al. (2009), experiences from earlier collaborative processes have revealed the need 

for repeated interaction among stakeholder groups. Therefore, this tenet needs to be addressed 

when examining the collaborative or co-operative management of Canada‟s and BC‟s protected 

areas, between First Nations, provincial and federal governments, including „National Parks‟ and 

provincially designated „Conservancies‟.   

1.6 The CBNRM Rationale, the Role of Communities and Governments, Governance and 

Collaborative Management Opportunities 

 

In addition to the outlined tenets of community-based approaches to natural resource 

management, Bradshaw (2003, p. 139) argues that local planning directly subjects decision 

makers to the repercussions of their decisions, and this should encourage local decision makers 

to use resources in a sustainable manner. He also argues that local planners and managers are 

better able to respond with site-specific solutions to changing environmental circumstances, and 

that local communities have a vested interest in the area, and superior ecological knowledge to 

ensure the survival of their environments. Ribot (2002, p. 5) mentions other possible benefits 

from the decentralization of resource management, including the reduction of administrative and 

management transaction costs stemming from increased proximity of local participants and 

access to local labor and information; helping decision-makers to better match programs to local 

needs; and increased effectiveness of coordination, and flexibility in the planning and 

implementation of conservation and development initiatives. 

Extending this rationale, Berkes et al. (2009, p. 132) claim that throughout many 

generations, “many societies have developed sensitivities to ecological change and strategies for 

responding to them in ways that foster sustainability,” and we need to build upon this experience 

in protecting biodiversity and associated ecosystem services. The argument for local level 
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decision-making is also supported by a growing body of literature on the potential of combining 

local and traditional knowledge systems with science in resource and ecosystem management 

(Folke et al., 2005). Ludwig (2001, p. 763) also argues that solutions to complex environmental 

problems may hinge on specialized local knowledge and institutions “that will only become 

available if local people are welcomed as active and influential participants.” According to 

Bradshaw (2003), empowering local communities and building their capacity for sustainable 

natural resource management may also achieve greater community stability. This principle has 

been demonstrated through CBNRM programs in Namibia and Tanzania (Schuerholz & Baldus, 

2007), and the conservation of Achuar lands in the Ecuadorian and Peruvian region (Schuerholz 

& Pardo, 2007).  

Building capacity for local and regional management of ecosystems and natural resources 

also builds upon what Folke et al. (2005) refer to as “social sources of resilience,” such as social 

capital (defined by Gunderson (2000, p. 435) as “the institutions, traditional knowledge, and 

common property systems that are the mechanisms by which people link to the environment,” 

that includes building trust and social networks), and social memory (including experience for 

dealing with change), that are essential for adapting and responding to change in socio-ecological 

systems (within which CBNRM operates). The collective „memory‟ of groups engaged in 

resource governance and their historical experiences are essential for learning within adaptive 

co-management systems (Armitage et al., 2009) and the „adaptive capacity cycles‟ of socio-

ecological systems, whereby opportunities are created for innovation and change (Holling, 

2001). 

Natural resource management at the local community level also generates “learning, 

meaning, knowledge, [and] experience of ecosystem dynamics,” (Folke et al., 2005, p. 445) 

expressed in management practice that is essential to responding to changing environmental 
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circumstances or environmental feedback. Gunderson (2000) states that a number of authors, 

including Folke and Berkes, have suggested that local traditional practices may buffer 

ecosystems against large scale unpredictable changes by allowing smaller scale perturbations to 

enter the system. Local self-organizing systems also allow for testing out different management 

practices at the local level (Olsson et al., 2004).  Barkin (2000) and Berkes et al. (2009) argue for 

the necessity of strengthening the capacity of people in sustainable resource management, and 

the conservation of ecosystems. According to the latter, “empowerment of local communities 

and strengthening local institutions are preconditions to the success of long-term conservation 

goals” (Berkes et al., 2009, p. 134). 

Following this rationale, there appears to be wide agreement that “local participation is a 

key ingredient for success in protected area planning, design and management” (Barber et al., 

2004, p. 117). The validity of these arguments, however, has been questioned by critics who 

argue that they present idealistic versions of communities, their interests and capacity to manage 

natural resources.  For example, Bradshaw (2003, p. 141) states that “while devolution of 

resource-management authority is often championed for its inherent democratic qualities, local 

community empowerment does not guarantee the inclusion of all views and interests.”  Nor does 

it guarantee that communities will make decisions that are compatible with conservation 

objectives. This is exemplified by a case study of Swan Hills, Alberta, Canada, where the 

transient nature of residents and economic instability caused by dependence on the oil and gas 

extraction industry, led to the community‟s acceptance of a noxious waste facility (Bradshaw, 

2003, p. 143) that threatened wildlife, vegetation and human health.  

Communities are heterogeneous entities and their behavior in natural resource 

management situations may be highly unpredictable (Carlsson & Berkes, 2005).  In some cases, 

unsustainable local uses of natural resources have led to over-exploitation. Ribot (2002, p. 9) 
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argues that there is no reason to expect that local authorities will not convert the wealth of 

natural resources into financial wealth, especially when the benefits outweigh the costs of over-

exploitation. Communities are also subject to differences in power and the decision-making 

capacity of all members within a community is rarely equally distributed. According to the 

ARD-RAISE (2001) report on CBNRM in Africa, this is reflected in the „breadth of 

participation‟ in a program; referring to whether the intended CBNRM design includes various 

types of resource users and resource groups (such as women, youths and elders) within the 

community. Armitage et al. (2009) and Berkes (2007) argue that power differences in these 

networks should be further examined when addressing community-based conservation initiatives 

and cross-scale governance arrangements.  

Ribot (2002, p. 10) also claims that decentralization of resource management “may also 

change the distribution of powers in complex ways, creating new winners and losers,” such as 

new „forestry elites‟ in Cameroon that captured the benefits of decentralization efforts for their 

own use. As such, social cohesion within and across communities is an important enabling factor 

for CBNRM to work (USAID, 2009). Agrawal and Gibson (1999, p. 634) argue that 

communities may not be appropriate managers because the geographic spread of the resources 

could be larger than the community can control. Therefore, the nature of resource manageability, 

or the extent to which resources lend themselves to management by the community (ARD-

RAISE, 2001), also needs to be addressed. 

While the decentralization of resource management to the local level is central to 

CBNRM, the full devolution of power to communities may not always be appropriate or 

beneficial. In examining this potential, Bradshaw (2003, p. 145) asks whether:  

communities have the capacity to achieve ends that have typically eluded centralized 

managers, such as securing adequate and stable revenues, achieving value added 

production and economic diversification and resolving conflicts between different 

resource users and interests.  
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In situations where the capacity of communities to manage natural resources is limited or where 

internal divisions, competing interests, and external pressures work against building community 

capacity, it may be necessary to rely on or build partnerships with national-level agencies 

(Berkes et al., 2009; Bradshaw, 2003), or to establish institutions to coordinate CBNRM 

activities for multiple communities (USAID, 2009). However, local level capacity is often 

prematurely judged without giving the community the time required to build their mechanisms 

for resource management. According to Ribot (2002, p. 15), “strategies are needed so that 

powers can be transferred before capacity is demonstrated so that local empowerment has a 

chance of occurring.” In this regard, government institutions can support local level institutions 

in building their capacity for resource management, by transferring sufficient power to local 

authorities. 

Accordingly, the decentralization of natural resource management is not about 

eliminating the role of government institutions.  Rather “it calls for mutually supportive 

democratic central and local governance” (Ribot, 2002, p. 2). According to this author, a strong 

central government is necessary for establishing national objectives, civil rights and a legal 

framework to enable democratic participation in natural resource management. State centered 

institutions can also assist communities in obtaining financial resources, providing technical 

assistance, helping communities build capacity to manage their natural resource base (Bradshaw, 

2003), and assisting them to establish partnerships with private companies for economic 

development mechanisms, such as tourism-based operations (USAID, 2009). Therefore, “as 

subnational and international governance initiatives continue to grow in number, the continued 

relevance of nation-states cannot be ignored” (MacKendrick & Davidson, 2007, p. 676) and 

partnerships with state and government institutions can be beneficial for the long-term 

sustainability of CBNRM programs.  
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Opportunities for the creation of state and community/grassroots level partnerships, can 

originate from the creation of Conservation Areas or Wildlife Management Areas (e.g. the 

Selous Game Reserve in Tanzania), be prompted by new legislation (the Nature Conservation 

Amendment Act of Namibia, the National Parks Act of Canada and the Conservancy enabling 

amendment of the BC Park Act), the inability of state institutions to meet conservation 

objectives, or simply by the scarcity of partnership experiences (Borrini-Feyerabend & 

Sandwith, 2003). Collaboration can also be a non-statutory arrangement with the purpose of 

collaborative learning and conflict resolution (Folke et al., 2005). Opportunities can also stem 

from the evolving land and resource use negotiations between First Nations and indigenous 

communities and state, federal and provincial governments.    

It is recognized that the extent of community involvement in the management of 

protected areas and associated natural resources, will depend on the local context in which 

CBNRM takes place. This is reflective of what Armitage et al. (2009) and Folke et al. (2005) 

refer to as adaptive co-management systems - “flexible community-based systems of resource 

management tailored to specific places and situations, [that] are supported by and work with 

various organizations at different levels” (Olsson et al., 2004, p. 75), including local users, 

municipalities, regional and national organizations and international bodies (Folke et al., 2005, p. 

448). These often aim to find a balance between decentralized and centralized control. There are 

numerous benefits of multi-level governance systems created through co-management models.  

However, as Folke et al. (2005, p. 460) and Ribot (2002, p. 15) demonstrate, challenges come 

with changing influences and complex interactions between centralized and decentralized agents, 

and multi-governance systems may diffuse power across too many actors, rather than creating a 

coherent management system. 
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On the ground examples of CBNRM programs have also demonstrated the multi-faceted 

scope of community involvement in resource management. Governance models for the 

management of protected areas vary in the degree of community participation and decision-

making authority. They include, but are not limited to, co-management models, wherein 

partnerships between stakeholders (including communities) means shared management functions 

and decision-making authority (the dominant model in Canada and British Columbia), and 

community-based models, where local or indigenous communities have full control over natural 

resource management and decision-making (Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996). Governance systems 

may involve joint management by sectors that retain their own authority but come together in 

collaborative decision-making bodies (Carlsson & Berkes, 2005). However, rarely is co-

management a relationship between completely separate spheres of decision-making, even in 

cases where communities have full control over resource management. Carlsson and Berkes refer 

to these as state-nested and community-nested systems. A state-nested system is typically 

characterized by limited rights to the management of appropriate resources on state owned land, 

while in the latter, resource users may have full legal rights within a particular area or resource 

system, while the state may retain some rights to put restrictions on the management of these 

systems.  

The community-based governance model is exemplified by several Indigenous and 

Community Conserved Areas (ICCAs) in Australia (Langton et al., 2005) and increasingly, 

throughout Asia (Langton et al., 2005) and other parts of the world. The Takieta Forest Reserve 

in Niger presents a vivid example of an ICCA, and of a CBNRM program that emphasized local 

knowledge and decision-making capacity in the autonomous management of natural resources 

(Bachir, A., Vogt, G., & Vogt, K., 2003). Internationally, there are many CBNRM initiatives that 



30 

 

demonstrate full community participation and local autonomy in the use and management of 

natural resources, affiliated with protected areas. 

1.7 CBNRM: International Lessons Learnt 

 Community-based conservation initiatives have seen mixed success over the last 20 plus 

years (Berkes et al., 2009, p. 133). However, international experiences with CBNRM should be 

addressed within the context of adaptive management in socio-ecological systems, whereby 

factors at multiple levels and across scales interact to create conditions within which local 

CBNRM programs are designed and implemented. Holling (2001) uses the concept of 

"panarchy” to explain the evolving and changing nature of complex adaptive systems. Panarchy 

is:  

“the hierarchical structure in which systems of nature (for example, forests, grasslands, 

lakes, rivers, and seas), and humans (for example, structures of governance, settlements, 

and cultures), as well as combined human nature systems... and socio-ecological 

systems... are interlinked in never ending adaptive cycles of growth, accumulation, 

restructuring, and renewal” (Holling, 2001, p. 392). 

 

Warren (2005) builds upon this concept, by recognizing the multiple interactions between social 

institutions and ecological phenomena that occur across a range of scales. The international 

experience with CBNRM can be understood by applying the concept of panarchy; operating in 

systems of coupled human-nature or socio-ecological interactions, whereby these cross-scale 

interactions have evolved through cycles of restructuring, renewal and adaptation characterizing 

the evolution of protected areas and natural resource management from „guns and fences‟ or state 

centered approaches, to community-based models.   

Examples that have demonstrated potential for CBNRM affiliated with protected areas, 

include CAMPFIRE programs throughout Africa; the WMA of Tanzania and the Selous 

Conservation Program (SCP); the Conservancy of Namibia; the Takieta Joint Forest 

Management Project in Niger; the Trans-frontier Conservation Areas in the South Africa 
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Development Community (SADC) Region (e.g. the greater Limpopo TFCA, Okavango/Upper 

Zambezi (OUZTFCA), Richtersveld TFCA); ICCA‟s in Australia, Asia and South America and 

some Community Conserved Areas (CCA) in Canada; and the collaborative and co-operative 

management of National Parks in Canada, the U.S. and China.  

Additionally, revenues from economic and commercial development opportunities, such 

as nature-based tourism, sustainable hunting and selling of wildlife by-products, and the 

marketing and selling of natural resources, have contributed to the improvement of livelihoods 

within rural communities, in some examples. These include CAMPFIRE programs in Zimbabwe 

and throughout the OUZTFCA (Murphy, C., Suich, H., Slater-Jones, S., & Diggle, R., 2005); the 

Selous Conservation Program in Tanzania (Baldus, R., Kibonde, B. & Siege, L., 2003); and 

numerous ICCAs and CCAs in Asia (Kothari, 2006; Pathak, 2006). Where marketing 

opportunities were created, local initiatives such as craft making and basket weaving from the 

use of natural resources in Namibia have contributed to the improvement of local livelihoods, 

especially for women. While earnings were still marginal, the income “provide[d] a significant 

contribution to household livelihoods where opportunities for rural women to generate cash 

[were] extremely limited” (Murphy & Suich, 2005, “Abstract,” para. 2).   

Despite the mixed success of CBNRM programs, the trend for CBNRM to benefit 

communities and other PA stakeholders has been attested to in numerous cases (ARD-RAISE, 

2001). While the scope of what would be considered a successful CBNRM initiative is varied, 

and the spectrum of initiatives ranges from meeting some to most, if not all, components of 

CBNRM, many programs have demonstrated potential for meeting conservation, provision of 

livelihoods and sustainable economic development objectives (Baldus et al., 2003; Chernela, 

Janet M., Ahmad, A., Khalid, F., Sinnamon, V., & Jaireth, H., 2002; Pathak, 2006; Phillipa, H., 

Grossman, D., & Jones, B., 2006; Prabhu, 2003). Given that the CAMPFIRE program in 
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Zimbabwe was the first CBNRM initiative, and CAMPFIRE programs throughout Africa were 

some of the earliest to be established internationally, they have existed long enough to enable 

their evaluation. As such, these programs can be used to demonstrate the potential, as well as the 

challenges of community-based natural resource management internationally.  

The CAMPFIRE program that started in Zimbabwe‟s communal lands surrounding 

National Parks has seen successes and failures, and has spread throughout Africa, helping people 

manage their natural resources in a sustainable manner. According to Taylor (2009), between 

1989 and 2006, CAMPFIRE income, mostly from Safari hunting, totaled nearly USD $30 

million. Narayan (1995) states that wildlife activities such as safari hunting, game cropping, 

tourism, and live animal sales contribute more than $250 million annually to Zimbabwe's 

national economy, and USAID (2009) reports that CAMPFIRE communities received an average 

of $1.5 million from the $15 million spent on trophy hunting each year. According to several 

sources (Berkes et al., 2009; Global Eye, n.d.; Murphy et al., 2005; Taylor, 2009; USAID, 2009), 

African CBNRM programs have demonstrated numerous achievements, including: 

 Providing local communities with income generating activities, from: 

 trophy hunting- individual hunters pay high fees (US$40,000) to hunt favourable 

species 

 selling live animals to National Parks or game reserves (e.g. Guruve district raised 

US$50,000 for selling 10 roan antelope), in areas with high wildlife populations 

 harvesting and selling of natural resources and wildlife products (such as selling 

wildlife meat, thatch grass, folk art) 

 tourism, including the employment of locals as tour guides 

 employment of community game guards and resource monitors  

 employment at hotels and lodges 

 

 Generating income at the community level, that is also used to support local governance 

structures: 

 revenue from selected activities (namely trophy hunting) goes to Rural District 

Councils (RDC's), Community Based Organizations (CBO) or local management 

authorities, and a portion is distributed to lower administrative levels and to 

households 

 funds may also support subsidies for communities that are not self-sufficient 
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 52% of CAMPFIRE income in Zimbabwe between 1989 in 2006 was allocated to 

sub-district wards and villages for community projects and household benefits 

(Taylor, 2009, p. 2563) 

 

 Providing opportunities for community involvement in natural resource management, 

through: 

 village wildlife committees responsible for counting animals, anti-poaching 

activities, conflicts which arise through problem animals and environmental 

education (Zimbabwe) 

 training of village scouts or resource monitors to manage wildlife and their 

habitat, and protect them from poachers 

 active monitoring of wildlife populations and enforcement of infractions  

 involvement in the establishment of hunting quotas, including carrying out 

surveys and mapping wildlife sightings 

 participation in workshops whereby wildlife monitoring data is shared  

 

 Enhancing sustainable wildlife utilization and biodiversity conservation: 

 tour operators keeping track of animals hunted, to ensure that young animals are 

not being taken, which would put future numbers at risk 

 new hunting quotas not issued until operators produce records for analysis by the 

agency responsible for protected areas 

 local communities applying for hunting or selling of concessions for hunting 

problem animals 

 increased populations of some wildlife populations and habitat retention, and  

 reduced poaching  

 

 Extending benefits for community development: 

 money used towards improving the community through building and equipping 

clinics and schools, constructing fences, drilling wells, building roads and even 

funding local sports teams 

 

 Using resources for subsistence: 

 in bad years, particularly in times of drought, money is given directly to local 

people or used to buy essential food items 

 

 Building social equality through: 

 employment of local rural women in CAMPFIRE projects and encouragement to 

participate in decision-making, training and workshops (Masoka), and 

 employment of women resource monitors (Namibia) 

 

According to Murphy et al. (2005), Taylor (2009) and USAID (2009), other contributions 

of CAMPFIRE included: economic diversification opportunities that moved away from sole 

reliance on wildlife utilization, to include ecotourism, harvesting of natural resources (such as 

timber and bamboo, honey and food production, fisheries, mopane caterpillars and the sale of 
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non-renewable resources such as river sand for construction); increased awareness of the rights 

and entitlements of communities to land and resources, leading to community empowerment; 

institutional and capacity-building, including training in organizational skills, record keeping and 

financial management; higher levels of transparency and accountability at the district and sub-

district levels, resulting from democratically elected village and ward committees; and, increased 

community support of the protected areas, as demonstrated in Namibian Conservancies.                                                                                                                                                        

Despite their successes, Murphy et al. (2005) stress that there are still concerns over the 

sustainability of some programs such as eco-tourism projects, limited national legislation to 

support community level producers, and questions regarding the wise use of funds by the 

CAMPFIRE Association to create economic sustainability for itself and its constituency. 

Schuerholz and Baldus (2007, p. 9) argue that the major shortcoming of CAMPFIRE was that 

“revenues generated from wildlife were channeled through government institutions, prone to 

corruption.” Therefore, too little revenue produced from activities such as safari hunting, resulted 

in substantial benefits at the household level. According to Bruce M. Campbell, Bevlyne Sithole  

and Peter Frost (2000) and USAID‟s (2009) Environmental Guidelines for Small-Scale Activities 

in Africa Report, from 50% to 90% of safari hunting revenue may have been retained by the 

Regional District Councils, resulting in only $1-$3 per year at the household level. Due to 

inequities stemming from corrupt local leaders (Berkes et al., 2009), household level revenues 

remained limited. These limitations were exacerbated by the repressive political regime in 

Zimbabwe that led to the collapse of many institutions, including revenue-generating tourism 

operations of the CAMPFIRE program. 

Despite the unfortunate circumstances in Zimbabwe, other programs inspired by 

CAMPFIRE have been very successful throughout Africa (Berkes. et al., 2009). Based on the 

overall benefits derived from the program to support zone communities, and for its role in 
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contributing to the sustainability of African National Parks, CAMPFIRE has “been hailed 

internationally for its participatory approach and its innovative strategies for confronting the 

developmental and environmental problems of some of the most marginal rural areas by 

promoting local control over wildlife management and use” (Junge, 2004, p. 11). The 

international CBNRM experience, including programs such as CAMPFIRE demonstrates the 

opportunities, as well as the challenges of CBNRM, and the factors that influence program 

success. These experiences can be used as a basis for the further development of collaborative 

and co-operative protected areas management initiatives throughout Canada. Additionally, both 

Canada and Africa maintain long-standing National Parks that are under claim by neighboring 

indigenous or First Nations groups (Timko et al., 2008, p. 239), thereby increasing the likelihood 

of learning from, and building upon the experiences of both countries.  

1.8 The National Context: CBNRM and Collaborative Management Agreements in Canada 

 

CBNRM initiatives in Canada have not experienced the level of support and recognition 

that CBNRM initiatives in other parts of the world have. However, community involvement in 

the management of some of Canada‟s protected areas is supported by collaborative and co-

operative management agreements. Within Canada, a Collaborative or Co-operative 

Management Agreement is an agreement between the provincial or federal government and a 

First Nation or indigenous community that sets out the framework and processes between these 

parties for the management of protected areas, typically located within the asserted traditional 

territory of the community. 

An example of this is found in the partnership between Parks Canada and the Sahtu Dene 

people for the Grizzly Bear Mountain and Scented Grass Hills National Historic Site. This 

cultural landscape is part of land set aside under the Northwest Territories PAs Strategy and of 

special significance to the Sahtu Dene people for its origins, spiritual values, traditional land uses 



36 

 

and rich biodiversity (Mitchell, N., Slaiby, B., & Benedict, M., 2002). Some of the benefits 

resulting from the collaborative agreement between the Sahtu Dene and the government of 

Canada (1997), include the continuation of traditional lifestyle activities and land use, sustaining 

the biodiversity and ecological integrity of the landscape; the continuation and passing down of 

traditional forms of ecological knowledge and culture; partial (20%) ownership of the land and 

resources in agreement with the government (80% Crown Land); and the involvement of 

community guides to visit sacred places. Through the Land Claims Agreement, a working group 

comprised of Sahtu Dene and government representatives recommend other significant sites for 

protection and a range of protective mechanisms (Lee, 2000).  Other benefits include protection 

of the natural and cultural values of the site through the granting of an interim land withdrawal in 

2001 (which protected the land from development), and collaboration with the community to 

complete a Conservation and Presentation Plan, with the option of co-management of the lands 

according to traditional values and customary law (Mitchell et al., 2002). 

Throughout Canada, there are numerous other examples of the collaborative and co-

operative management of protected areas. Since the late 1970s, “Parks Canada policy has 

increasingly tried to define a new relationship between indigenous groups and potential [National 

Parks]” (Timko et al., 2008, p. 240). Parks Canada has been working with Aboriginal 

communities in the establishment and management of nationally significant protected areas, 

through land claim agreements, National Park establishment agreements and national cost-

sharing arrangements for National Historic Sites (Mitchell et al., 2002). Examples of these PAs 

include the Torngat Mountains National Park Reserve, established in 2005, and collaboratively 

managed with the Labrador Inuit and Nunavik Inuit (Government of Canada, 2010), with the co-

management board expected to have advisory status for federal and provincial agencies (Brown, 

J., Lyman, M. W., & Procter, A., 2006).  The Labrador Inuit Land Claims Agreement “provides 
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a structure within which the Labrador Inuit will fashion a form of self-governance of their own” 

(Brown et al., 2006, p. 40). Kluane National Park and Reserve, located in Canada‟s Yukon 

Territory, is also co-operatively managed (Timko et al., 2008) as is the Qu‟aas West Coast Trail 

Society for the West Coast Trail unit of Pacific Rim National Park Reserve in British Columbia, 

Canada. With regard to the latter, plans call for National Park co-operative management boards 

(Government of Canada, 2010) and full co-management to be established once treaties are settled 

(Timko et al., 2008). 

Another prominent example of a co-operatively managed protected area in Canada is the 

BC Gwaii Hanaas National Park Reserve and Haida Heritage Site. This site is unique in that it 

originated from negotiations with neighboring indigenous groups (Timko et al., 2008), and is 

managed by the Gwaii Haanas Archipelago Management Board (AMB), with equal 

representation from the Haida and Parks Canada (Government of Canada, 2010). At the time that 

this AMB was established, this co-operative management model was the first of its kind, with 

government of Canada and Haida Nation representatives working on an equal and cooperative 

basis to engage in decision-making based on a combination of scientific and traditional 

knowledge (Government of Canada & Haida Nation, 1993).  Concerted efforts to protect the 

natural and cultural resources of Gwaii Haanas resulted in the establishment of the Haida Gwaii 

Watchmen Program (Government of Canada & Haida Nation, 1993) “whereby elders act as 

ambassadors and educators at... sacred sites within the NP reserve in order to both protect the 

sites and to provide interpretation, from an Haida perspective, for visitors” (Timko et al., 2008, 

p. 248). Further strategies for site protection and natural resource management, set out in the 

Gwaii Hanaas Management Plan (1993), include: co-operatively establishing baseline 

information on ecological and cultural values, and monitoring and conservation programs; 

working with land managers and other neighbouring agencies to ensure landscape level 
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protection; increasing public awareness of the PAs and conservation efforts; involving local 

people in research and monitoring programs; and protecting specific areas or features with high 

natural or cultural values, and sensitive ecosystems.  

Additionally, all commercial activities are regulated through the AMB and should 

provide benefits to the local economy. Allocation for Haida owned and operated businesses 

should be equal to that of existing commercial operators, thereby encouraging local level Haida 

entrepreneurship (Government of Canada & Haida Nation, 1993). According to Timko et al. 

(2008), Gwaii Haanas received the highest equity score for the maintenance of livelihood 

opportunities for Haida members, with a human resource plan that targets a minimum of 50% 

Haida employment throughout the organization. In 2006, local employment levels were at 54% 

(Timko et al., 2008).  

These examples suggest that the Parks Canada mandate for the protection of National 

Parks reflects an ecosystems management approach, combining the protection of biodiversity 

with opportunities for communities to collaborate with provincial and territorial land 

management and conservation agencies (Government of Canada, 2009). The National protected 

area legislation, through the Canada National Parks Act, recognizes Aboriginal and treaty rights, 

and opportunities for collaborative agreements for the development, operation, and maintenance 

of PAs, and for the participation of Aboriginal communities “in the development of Parks policy 

and regulations, the establishment of Parks, the formulation of management plans, land use 

planning and development in relation to park communities” (Canada National Parks Act, 2000, 

p. 6).  According to Timko et al. (2008, p. 239), “it is now commonly expected that [National 

Parks] will better account for the needs of indigenous people.” 

Bradshaw (2003) and O'Brien et al. (2009) argue that an increasing number of indigenous 

communities in Canada have secured authority over the management of natural resources, 
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resulting from land claim settlements, since the 1970s. According to O‟Brien et al., these land 

claim agreements have resulted in emerging local and regional decision-making across 

communities in Northern Canada. Empowered by the recognition of indigenous rights and the 

resulting co-management governance agreements, community institutions such as Inuit hunting-

trapping committees have been working with organizations at the regional, national, and 

international levels to build local capacity. Co-management agreements in other parts of Canada, 

such as the co-management of Porcupine Caribou with the Gwich‟in indigenous people of 

northwestern Canada and northeastern Alaska, have also resulted in building resilience and 

community level capacity for sustaining local livelihoods and resources (Berkes et al., 2009).  

The 2006 In-SHUCK-ch Nation Land Stewardship Plan also recognizes the co-

management of National and Provincial Parks, and conservation areas throughout Canada, 

including Quetico Provincial Park in Ontario; Wood Buffalo National Park in Alberta; Muskwa-

Kechika Management Area in BC; Tombstone Territorial Park in the Yukon Territory; 

Sahyoue/Edacho in the Northwest Territories; and Vuntut National Park in the Yukon. As such, 

all of these examples demonstrate the scope of CBNRM within Canada. Albeit successful 

international CBNRM programs and select collaborative and co-operative management 

experiences throughout Canada are promising, there remain numerous challenges and learning 

opportunities for the implementation of CBNRM. 

1.9 Conditions or Factors Limiting CBNRM 

CBNRM is a relatively recent approach to natural resource and conservation 

management. However, despite international recognition, experience with CBNRM associated 

with protected areas has demonstrated strengths and weaknesses that justify further exploration. 

Much of the concern has stemmed from the apparent incongruence between CBNRM policy and 

what is being practiced on the ground (Barrow & Fabricius, 2002; Worah, 2002). According to 
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the USAID-RAISE report (2009, p. 2), “CBNRM is almost never given full and official legal 

status,” due to a lack of enthusiasm for this policy from central governments, and the difficulty 

of integrating local customary rules and practices into a national legal framework. CBNRM 

programs may be designed with simplistic understandings of community dynamics and capacity 

(Agrawal & Gibson, 1999; Worah, 2002), viewing communities as unified, homogenous entities, 

without addressing differences within communities and how these differences affect resource 

management outcomes, local politics (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999), and internal divisions that may 

affect the development of stable and effective traditional community institutions (Barrow & 

Fabricius, 2002). Criticisms also point to the inequitable distribution of the rights and 

responsibilities for natural resource management (Barrow & Fabricius, 2002) at various 

community and institutional levels, and in some of the African examples, between men and 

women within a community (ARD-RAISE, 2001). According to the ARD-RAISE report (2001, 

p. 14), “if certain social or age/gender-specific groups are left out or slighted, for instance, 

chances of significant and long-term success will be slim.” 

Other limitations of CBNRM that have been observed include the lack of sustainable 

benefits to improve local livelihoods (Barrow & Fabricius, 2002; Geoghegan & Renard, 2002; 

Schuerholz & Baldus, 2007) and limited economic development opportunities (MacKinnon & 

Wardojo, 2001). According to Berkes et al. (2009, p. 129), “involving people in conservation 

requires paying attention to livelihoods and creating a local stake for conservation.” 

Opportunities for improving livelihoods can be thwarted by limited economic diversification 

opportunities, for example, where traditional products of local communities can only be sold 

within the confines of small-scale regional markets (Barkin, 2000). Carlsson and Berkes (2005, 

p. 71) argue that marginalized producer groups in remote areas of the world "need external 

markets for the realization of the value of the goods they produce.” In some cases, even where 
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revenue-generating mechanisms for local communities were in place, activities were restricted to 

a small portion of the allowable area for resource use (Ribot, 2002), limiting the revenue 

potential. 

Policy and legal constraints to community-based conservation (MacKinnon, 2001; 

Worah, 2002) have also been cited as limitations. In some cases, initiatives have been impeded 

due to the poor transfer of rights to land and resources to local levels (Katerere, Y., Hill, R., & 

Moyo, S., 2001).  This is exemplified by numerous trans-boundary natural resource management 

(TBNRM) initiatives and the continuing land and resource claims of indigenous communities in 

Canada. According to Berkes et al., (2009), even in cases where indigenous communities have 

managed to negotiate self-government agreements and comprehensive land claims, these 

communities are still embedded within broader legal institutions that require securing of rights 

over access to resources. MacKendrick and Davidson (2007) also demonstrate resistance to the 

reformation of provincial natural resource management practices in the forests of Alberta, 

Canada, stemming, in large part, from rigidities in historic land tenure and resource access rights. 

Evidence also attests to the lack of willingness of some governments or state centered 

institutions to devolve authority over natural resource management to communities (Barrow & 

Fabricius, 2002; Ribot, 2002) or to empower local communities (Barkin, 2000). According to 

Barrow and Fabricius (2002, p. 73), it is recognized that “many conservation authorities…seem 

unconvinced of the desirability of building true partnerships with communities and still view 

rural communities as technically unable and politically unprepared to play a serious role in 

conservation.” Schuerholz and Baldus (2007) note that a key limitation in the administration of 

WMAs in Tanzania, was the reluctance of the Wildlife Administration to relinquish its powers 

over wildlife management to the community level. Ribot (2002) also claims that most current 

decentralization reforms in resource management do not transfer sufficient powers to the local 
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level, and that in order for local people to become enfranchised as citizens, the transfer of power 

over resource management must secure the rights of local people. 

Lastly, the general lack of documentation regarding the effectiveness of conservation 

measures (MacKinnon, 2001; Worah, 2002), requires that provisions for the measurement of 

conservation objectives be built into program design. However, documenting the outcomes of 

CBNRM on conservation can be complicated. As Ribot (2002) argues, connecting outcomes to 

the decentralization of natural resource management can be difficult because of the many 

overlapping sets of policy reforms. For example, documenting conservation outcomes of forest 

resource management in China is difficult due to the simultaneous policies (such as a logging 

ban, restrictions on steep slope woodcutting and changes in property ownership) that affect forest 

use and management. 

Documentation of conservation measures offers opportunities for the involvement of 

local resource users in the monitoring of natural resources which, according to Olsson et al. 

(2004, p. 84), may “enhance incentives to learn about local ecosystem dynamics and increase the 

probability of managing complex systems,” and enhance the ability of resource users to respond 

to environmental feedback. While evidence exists of CBNRM programs that have contributed to 

biodiversity conservation (Berkes et al., 2009), there is also strong evidence that many programs 

have not built conservation measures into their design. Schuerholz and Baldus (2007, p. 11) 

argue that “in the absence of designated and clearly defined viable conservation areas within the 

frontline Conservancies of Namibia, the direct contributions of the Conservancies to biodiversity 

conservation appears comparatively low.” Therefore, building conservation measures into 

program design and the development of baseline data for key ecological indicators (USAID, 

2009), would be essential steps for monitoring the biodiversity conservation goals of CBNRM 

programs. 
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Additionally, most Integrated Conservation and Development Projects (ICDPs)
1
 and 

CBNRM initiatives that focus on equating economic incentives with sustainable resource use by 

locals, have seen limited success (Berkes, 2007, p. 15190). According to MacKinnon (2001) and 

Worah (2002), this is due to the flawed assumption that overuse and small-scale illegal activities 

by locals are the main cause of biodiversity loss, while the need to address serious threats such as 

mining, logging and road development, remains. There are also active debates regarding the 

appropriate role of local communities in ICDPs (Berkes et al., 2009), National Parks and other 

protected areas (Timko et al., 2008), especially programs that combine conservation and poverty 

alleviation goals in tropical countries. According to Berkes (2007), the mixed success of ICDP 

initiatives also stems from the discomfort of conventional resource management in dealing with 

the multiple objectives of conservation and development, given their traditional reliance on a 

single objective approach.  

According to MacKinnon (2001) and Ribot (2002), ICDPs and CBNRM initiatives must 

include internal checks and balances to ensure policies are practiced on the ground, and that local 

institutions and groups are accountable to the local population. As well, they should educate 

communities and policy-makers about the value and benefits of protected areas and ensure that 

there is sustained financial and political support for conservation and development activities.  

Financial commitment from central and local governments is also considered essential, given the 

high transaction costs involved in reaching natural resource management agreements (ARD-

RAISE, 2001). Although state-community partnerships and revenue generating mechanisms may 

                                                 
1
The most commonly invoked definition for Integrated Conservation Development Projects (ICDPs) was first 

provided by Wells and Brandon (1992). These authors defined ICDPs as projects that link biodiversity conservation 

in protected areas (PAs) with local socio-economic development. This linkage means that local people living in or 

near PAs are given alternative sources of livelihood that reduce the pressures on PA resources. Retrieved from The 

World Bank: http://go.worldbank.org/29R7O0RNI0  

 

http://go.worldbank.org/29R7O0RNI0
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help with the financing of CBNRM programs, sustained financial and political commitment is 

necessary for the long-term viability of protected areas and associated CBNRM initiatives.  

1.10 Summary and the Way Forward 

A review of the literature suggests that CBNRM, as a relatively new and innovative 

approach to protected area management, holds potential for biodiversity conservation, providing 

for the livelihood needs of local communities and for sustainable community development.  

However, international experiences indicate that the right framework conditions have to be in 

place. Accordingly, a „practical conservation‟ approach to lands that serves both conservation 

and livelihood needs must examine the diverse social, economic, and institutional processes that 

influence the prospects for conservation (Berkes et al., 2009), and the dynamics between the 

micro and macro (institutional) level processes that influence natural resource and environmental 

policy (Warren, 2005). While CBNRM experiences span numerous ecosystem and institutional 

arrangements, there is a general trend towards CBNRM becoming both “deeper, with respect to 

the degree of authority [communities] have over local resources and over relations with other 

stakeholders, and broader in terms of the range of [natural resource management] activities 

communities can take up at any point” (ARD-RAISE, 2001, p. 4).   

At the international level, communities are the focus of many conservation and 

adaptation efforts. Support comes from international agencies such as the World Bank, 

International Development Research Centre
 
(IDRC); bilateral aid agencies such as the Canadian 

International Development Agency (CIDA) and the United States Agency for International 

Development (USAID); NGOs such as Worldwide Fund for Nature, Conservation International, 

The Nature Conservancy (Agrawal, 1999); the IUCN; the United Nations (United Nations 

Development Programme (UNDP), Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), UNEP, 

UNESCO); and the Global Environmental Facility (GEF). Additionally, the creation of buffer 
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zones and community involvement in the management of protected areas, has been 

recommended as a strategy to strengthen protected areas to respond more effectively to climate 

change. A recent report commissioned by the IUCN-World Commission on Protected Areas 

(WCPA), recommends building landscape connectivity through the creation of buffer zones 

around protected areas to increase ecosystem resilience to climate change, and more involvement 

from communities in the management of protected areas, particularly through Indigenous and 

Community Conserved Areas (Dudley et al., 2010, p. 11). The United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) also recognizes CBNRM as a climate change 

adaptation strategy, in National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPA) and community-

based adaptation programs (United Nations, 2010).  

Within the global reality of protected areas management, comes recognition that 

conservation is more than managing ecosystems (Barber et al., 2004) and protecting biodiversity. 

The concern for biodiversity, in its broadest sense, “encompasses not only threatened flora and 

fauna, but also the survivability of [] human communities, as stewards of the natural environment 

and as producers” (Barkin, 2000, p. 168). As such, conservation management is also “about 

empowering and assisting people to manage themselves and the ecosystems upon which we all 

depend” (Barber et al., 2004, p. 97).  It is recognized that resource dependent communities have 

an interest in ensuring the viability of protected areas, especially if community benefits are 

derived. The preservation of these communities and their specific ways of relating to their 

natural environments (Barkin, 2000, p. 168) is integral to conservation management and 

conservation efforts have to be placed within the context of sustainable communities, local 

economies, democracy and civil life (Tuxill & Mitchell, 2001). 

The application of CBNRM in Canada appears uneven. Bradshaw (2003) notes that the 

majority of initiatives in Canada are co-management agreements, in which provincial and federal 



46 

 

governments still retain authority over and rights to land and resources. However, others (such as 

Berkes et al., 2009; Brown et al. 2006; Mitchell et al., 2002; O'Brien et al., 2009; and Timko et 

al., 2008), point to co-operative management agreements between Parks Canada and indigenous 

communities in which some land claim agreements ensure, at the very least, partial land 

ownership, and to National Parks that have co-operative management boards to advise on the 

operation and management of the PAs. Berkes et al. (2009, p. 141) note that formal and informal 

co-management has “proven critical in the development of strategies that support livelihoods and 

conservation initiatives.”  

Although shifts in natural resource management have moved towards community-based 

conservation and some First Nations land settlements have secured authority over the use of 

certain natural resources (Bradshaw, 2003), little is known regarding the potential of CBNRM in 

Canada.  Therefore, given the need for research in this area, this thesis examines the potential for 

CBNRM in the province of British Columbia.  

1.11 Statement of the Problem and Potential Implications  

 Community-based natural resource management was developed as a strategy for meeting 

the biodiversity conservation objectives of protected areas, and the livelihood needs and 

sustainable economic development of neighbouring communities. There is widespread 

recognition that a system of protected areas is essential for protecting biodiversity and the 

ecosystem goods and services that benefit all life on earth, and are particularly important to 

resource based communities. Recognizing the interplay between human and ecological values in 

socio-ecological systems, conservation and protected areas management approaches increasingly 

recognize these communities as legitimate stakeholders in conservation management.  

Lessons learned from international CBNRM programs suggest the potential of this 

approach for meeting conservation and development objectives, and more recently, for climate 
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change adaptation, addressing some of the most urgent issues of the 21st century. Also, the 

growing recognition of indigenous and Aboriginal community rights to traditional land and 

resources and the emergence of PA categories such as ICCAs in Africa, Asia, and South 

America, National Parks in Canada, and Conservancies in Africa and BC, Canada, demonstrate 

the need to further explore innovative and inclusive approaches to the management of protected 

areas. Therefore, this thesis focuses on BC‟s experience with CBNRM by examining the 

following research problem: Is there potential for community-based natural resource 

management affiliated with BC‟s Protected Area System? 

For the purposes of this thesis, the examination of the “potential” for CBNRM related to 

BC‟s protected areas is based on international lessons learned, as described in the literature from 

other parts in the world. As such, CBNRM serves as an applied theoretical framework for the 

research design, interviews and data analysis. “Potential” is measured according to: a.) the 

community's perspective: potential (costs and) benefits of the protected area, including goods and 

services, cultural and social benefits and sustainable economic development opportunities 

provided by the protected area; and benefits of community involvement in natural resource 

management and protected area governance; and b.) the conservation perspective: benefits 

through community cooperation in biodiversity conservation within the targeted protected area.  

In addition to the original contribution to knowledge that the findings of this research will 

make, there are other potential implications. These include informing policy and decision-makers 

for protected areas, land use and resource management; bridging the gap between the social 

sciences and ecological disciplines; the confirmation of, and provision of opportunities for the 

ecosystems approach to conservation management; and building upon people-centered 

conservation strategies to aid in the determination of their effectiveness. Other implications may 

include furthering the approach of applied sociology and discipline of environmental sociology; 
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legitimizing the concerns and interests of, and identifying opportunities for First Nations in 

natural resource and PA management; and lastly, informing, and possibly improving protected 

areas management in BC and beyond. 
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Chapter 2: Research Design and Methodology 

 

2.1 Research Approach 

 

The potential for the practical application of research findings and to inform policy 

surrounding protected area and conservation management is high. As such, the objectives of this 

thesis are congruent with applied research. According to Ritchie and Lewis (2003, p. 24), applied 

research is “concerned with using the knowledge acquired through research to contribute directly 

to the understanding or resolution of a contemporary issue.” This research aims to contribute 

directly to the understanding of contemporary PA management approaches within British 

Columbia. 

2.2 Research Setting 

This study examines recently designated Conservancies in BC and neighbouring First 

Nations communities. British Columbia, a province that offers considerable opportunities for the 

exploration of wilderness areas, is home to nationally and internationally significant natural and 

cultural resources (Government of BC, 2010). Many of these are situated within PAs. 

Additionally, BC has the second largest parks system in Canada: over 14.26% or 13.5 million 

hectares of British Columbia's land is protected (Government of BC, 2010). This presents a 

sound opportunity to examine BC‟s approach to the management of its PAs and to see if, and to 

which extent, CBNRM has been addressed. 

Furthermore, the prominence of First Nations in BC, the history of Aboriginal rights and 

title to asserted traditional territory and resources, and ongoing treaty negotiation processes 

provide an ideal opportunity to examine the potential of CBNRM approaches. According to the 

BC government, the Province and First Nations are working together to develop a new 

relationship with Aboriginal communities (Government of BC, 2008). First Nations are also 

playing an increasingly important role in land and resource planning in BC (Government of BC, 
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2009). The resulting environment provides an excellent opportunity for the proposed research 

problem, which examines whether the new relationship between the BC government and First 

Nations communities is being realized within the context of BC‟s protected areas. 

2.3 Selected Protected Area Category and Sample  

This study is based on a non-probabilistic, purposive sample, and the selection of the 

protected area category is based on criteria “that will best help the researcher understand the 

problem and the research question” (Creswell, 2003, p. 185).  Here, the study population 

includes all Conservancies within BC (see Appendix A) and their respective support zones.  

After a thorough analysis of all categories within the BC Protected Area System (see 

Appendices A and B) and consultations with provincial government representatives, 

Conservancies were selected for study because they provide an excellent opportunity to examine 

the potential for CBNRM. Conservancies allow for the study of the multi-faceted scope of 

CBNRM. Specifically, they are set aside for the following purposes:  

a. the protection and maintenance of their biological diversity and natural environments;  

b. the preservation and maintenance of social, ceremonial and cultural uses of First Nations;  

c. the protection and maintenance of their recreational values; and  

d. to ensure that development or use of their natural resources occurs in a sustainable 

manner consistent with the purposes of paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) (Government of BC, 

2010). 

Both Conservancies and „Class A Parks‟ provide a high level of protection for biodiversity and 

ecosystems (Government of BC, 2006). Compared to IUCN‟s protection categories (Dudley, 

2008), a BC government informant indicated that this designation would be equated with 

Category II –National Park, for larger areas, and smaller areas with specific features for 

protection with Category III- Natural Monument.  While other PA categories, such as „Class A 

Parks‟, also demonstrated potential for the research, the Conservancy designation explicitly 

recognizes the importance of these areas to First Nations communities and allows for a wider 

range of low-impact economic development opportunities than in a Class A Park (Government 
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of BC, 2006). Conservancies are also designated and protected under the BC Park Act and the 

Protected Areas of British Columbia Act, and as such, are supported by the provincial legislation 

governing protected areas. Other advantages and disadvantages of PA categories in relation to 

the research problem are outlined in Appendix B.                                                                                                    

A sample of Conservancies permitted thorough collection of information. Nine 

Conservancies in the Sea-to-Sky LRMP Area, Lower Mainland Region, and neighbouring First 

Nation communities (Squamish Nation, L‟il‟wat Nation, and In-SHUCK-ch Nation - see 

Appendix C for territory boundaries), were selected for inclusion in the study following 

consultations with BC government employees who were involved in LRMP processes and with 

Conservancies. Supplementary information regarding Conservancies was also obtained from the 

BC Parks website. Although this small sample (n=9) likely is not representative of the entire 

study population (n=143), focusing on a smaller planning area wherein all Conservancies and 

First Nations communities involved with those Conservancies could be examined, leads to a 

sample that may be representative of the area. Additionally, conversations with all BC 

government regional planners who were responsible for Conservancies indicated that, with a few 

exceptions, Conservancy processes in the Sea-to-Sky area were similar to those in other areas.  

This increases the probability that research findings may be generalized. After consultation with 

BC government employees, it was also noted that accessing First Nations communities in the 

Sea-to-Sky area might be more feasible than in some of the other areas.  

The Sea-to-Sky LRMP Area offered potential for examination of the research problem. 

Collaborative Management Agreements (CMAs) and active management planning processes for 

Conservancies were underway with select First Nations communities, and the area had a history 

 of negotiations surrounding the management of some Class A Provincial Parks, and land and 

resource use in asserted First Nations traditional territories. Readily available information about 
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these processes and collaborative relationships between First Nations and the Province in the 

Sea-to-Sky area, was useful for contextualizing current activities affiliated with Conservancies. 

Given the prominent role of some First Nations and recognition of their interests in BC 

Conservancies, those communities whose asserted traditional territory included Conservancies, 

that had been involved in the LRMP processes with the Province and the establishment of 

Conservancies are the focus of this research.  

2.4 Data Collection Strategies and Selection of Informants  

This study used multiple methods of data collection.  These included the administration 

of semi-structured questionnaires through face-to-face interviews with key informants, and 

documentary analysis. Interviews constituted the primary source of data, supplemented by 

documents to fill information gaps or to elaborate upon interview findings. Information was also 

obtained from exploratory meetings and ongoing correspondence with BC government Regional 

Operations Branch, Parks and Protected Areas (PPA) Division (BC Parks) and Integrated Land 

Management Bureau (ILMB) employees, Parks Canada and First Nations contacts.    

Preliminary stages of data collection took place between July 2008 and April 2009 

(updated in May 2010) and included: 

a. Identifying all protected areas and PA categories within BC 

b. Compiling information about their current status pertinent to the research question 

c. Compiling information about the administration of protected areas in BC (a. to c. 

protected areas information updated May 2010) 

d. Consultation and meetings with government agencies, regional planners and an 

environmental consultant, to obtain information on Conservancies and First Nations 

communities, to aid in the selection of key informants and to finalize the research 

strategy. 

 

The next stages of data collection, including administration of questionnaires and compilation of 

documents, took place between April 2009 and May 2010. These are described after the next 

section on key informants. 
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2.5 Key Informants 

Key informants included First Nations representatives, as well as employees of the 

Regional Operations Branch and the Parks and Protected Areas Division (BC Parks) of the BC 

Ministry of Environment, and the Integrated Land Management Bureau of the BC Ministry of 

Agriculture and Lands, that were involved in LRMP processes and/or with the establishment 

and/or administration of Conservancies.  

First Nations contacts were identified through an environmental consultant and BC 

government staff. Information from First Nations communities was considered essential in order 

to examine the community perspective regarding CBNRM, benefits derived from Conservancies 

and community involvement in the PAs. However, it was decided that if obtaining data from 

selected First Nations communities became problematic, the focus would shift to informants who 

would be able to participate in the study. Ethical concerns would also determine who 

participated- recognizing that First Nations communities might be reluctant to participate and 

ensuring that their rights of refusal were respected.  While it was understood that some First 

Nations communities may be more accessible than others, and that the extent of participation 

would depend on numerous factors, including size of the community and availability of 

representatives, their interests, degree of involvement in Conservancies and other competing 

priorities, the potential to work with at least some of the First Nations in the Sea-to-Sky 

contributed to the continued focus on this LRMP Area.  

Provincial government employees were chosen as key informants based on the 

government‟s jurisdiction over provincial land and involvement in the establishment and/or 

management of Conservancies. Over 92% (over 94.8 million hectares) of the land base in British 

Columbia is Crown land (Government of BC, 2009). Interviewing representatives at the 
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divisional and regional levels enabled the researcher to obtain a comprehensive overview of 

protected areas management initiatives. Key individuals from BC Parks also facilitated 

participation in the study among Regional Operations Branch staff. Three Parks Canada 

employees, located in British Columbia and Quebec, also provided information on federally 

designated protected areas in BC through ongoing correspondence.  

Accessing key informants from the BC government and First Nations communities was a 

multi-stage, hierarchical process that lasted approximately one year. This process was initiated 

through correspondence with BC government staff in early July 2008, to obtain information 

about the BC PA system and to build credibility for the study. Key contacts were identified in 

August and September 2008, through this correspondence and a colleague of Dr. Schuerholz that 

had worked on protected areas management initiatives with the BC government. Subsequent 

meetings took place in the fall of 2008 with senior level staff of the PPA Division (BC Parks) of 

the BC Ministry of Environment. In November 2008, an introductory letter was sent on behalf of 

the researcher, from the PPA Division to key Regional Operations Branch employees via e-mail.  

The letter provided background information on the research and its intended purposes (see 

Appendix D). This method of approaching government employees was necessary due to the 

workload of Regional Operations Branch employees, to build credibility for the researcher and 

the study, and to increase the likelihood of participation in the study. 

Subsequently, identified Regional Operations Branch employees who had worked with 

Conservancies and/or LRMPs in all planning areas were contacted, and discussions took place 

between November 2008 and May 2009. Key meetings took place in Victoria in February and 

March of 2009. In April 2009, a key government informant in the Sea-to-Sky area introduced the 

researcher to other government staff from the Ministries of Environment, and Agriculture and 

Lands that would be interviewed. Follow-up conservations with these individuals took place 
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throughout April and May 2009. Interviews took place in June, 2009, with a total of five BC 

government representatives. 

The process for accessing First Nations contacts began with identifying an environmental 

consultant who had worked with First Nations in the area. He was contacted in December 2008. 

The consultant attempted to contact key First Nations individuals between January and April 

2009. An introductory letter was sent from this individual to chiefs of one of the First Nations of 

interest, in order to build credibility with the communities and to identify the researcher as non-

partisan. This approach was considered appropriate given the history of relationships between 

First Nations and the BC government. 

In order to build credibility and trust with the First Nations, and to increase the chances 

of participation, a meeting between the researcher, environment consultant and one of the First 

Nations chiefs took place in April 2009, in Vancouver. This meeting was followed by several 

contact attempts, with no success. In April 2009, the researcher obtained contact information for 

the other two First Nations from BC government staff, and correspondence took place between 

April and December 2009. The researcher spoke with key representatives of these two First 

Nations communities, and they expressed interest in participating in the study. Before agreeing 

to participate, the First Nations contacts vetted the study through their internal governance 

structures, including elected chiefs. This led to an interview with a representative of one of the 

First Nations communities in July 2009. The interview was conducted with a delegate of this 

Nation, while the main contact person contributed written answers to the thesis questionnaire. 

Despite several attempts, the researcher was unable to finalize participation of the remaining 

First Nation community, and it was decided to stop further data collection attempts as of 

December 15, 2009. 
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2.6 Semi-Structured Questionnaires  

A total of six semi-structured questionnaires were administered through face-to-face 

interviews with key informants, in Surrey and Victoria, BC. Interviews lasted from 1.5 to 2.5 

hours. These interviews were recorded by a digital voice recorder and notes were also taken 

throughout the course of the interview. Face-to-face interviews were identified as the most 

credible way to obtain information from respondents, and as an approach that would build 

credibility with First Nations representatives. One additional First Nations representative 

provided written responses to the questionnaire.  Therefore, a total of seven questionnaires were 

administered. 

The questionnaire included open-ended and closed-ended questions, and was informed by 

literature documenting the international experience with CBNRM. It was designed by the 

researcher and vetted by Dr. Schuerholz, to ensure that all pertinent factors identified through the 

international experience were addressed, and that questions reflected the context within which 

the research was being conducted (relevance to BC and First Nations communities). In order to 

gauge the „potential‟ for CBNRM in BC, prominent CBNRM tenets and factors identified 

through the international literature guided the examination of respondent‟s experiences with 

Conservancy designation, planning and management processes.   

The questionnaire included a focus on the four pillars of PAs as related to CBNRM: (a) 

Ecological integrity (biodiversity conservation); (b) Governance (First Nations and government 

roles and responsibilities); (c) Social Participation (First Nations community involvement); and 

(d) Financial Sustainability (of the PA and the community through sustainable economic 

development opportunities) (G. Schuerholz, personal communication, 2008). Specific questions 

addressed the role of Conservancies in biodiversity conservation; the costs and benefits of 

Conservancies to First Nations communities; economic development opportunities; the social, 
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cultural and ecological impacts of Conservancies; use regulations and management of natural 

resources; governance and First Nations involvement in Conservancies; tenure and resource 

ownership; the LRMP process; legislation and conservation strategies; implementation of 

Conservancy objectives; awareness of Conservancy benefits; capacity building; the long-term 

vision for Conservancies and the role of First Nations; and factors that affected the successful 

collaborative management of Conservancies. The questionnaire can be found in Appendix E.   

Open-ended items were included in the questionnaire so that informants could convey 

responses in their own words. Interviews with BC government and First Nations representatives 

allowed participants to “convey their own meanings and interpretations through the explanations 

they provide” (Ritchie & Lewis, 2000, p. 57).  Open-ended data were thematically categorized, 

staying close to the words of the participants in the original coding, and verbatim quotes were 

used in reporting.   

2.7 Documents 

Data were also collected through an analysis of documentary sources. Although this 

method has its challenges, documents can be accessed at a convenient time for the researcher, are 

unobtrusive, and provide information in the authors/participant‟s own words (Ritchie & Lewis, 

2003, p. 187). Sources of information included government documents; public planning 

documents (e.g. CMAs, LRMPs, Land Use Planning Agreements, and Management Plans); First 

Nations Land Use and Stewardship Plans, community consultation reports and other materials; 

provincial and federal legislation; journal articles and reports from various agencies; e-mail 

correspondence and mailed documents, and where appropriate, websites.  

2.8 Data Analysis and Presentation of Data 

The questionnaire data were summarized in two ways. All information from the digital 

voice recorder interview files was transcribed into a Microsoft Word document and Excel 
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spreadsheet. Initially, responses to each question in the questionnaire were examined for all 

seven respondents, by examining transcribed, open-ended responses, coding separate ideas and 

concepts, and looking for emerging themes and categories across all seven responses to each 

question. A commonly employed technique for analysing raw data is thematic coding. Here, 

initial data are coded into themes or categories, staying as close to the words of respondents as 

possible (first-level coding), then revisited and grouped into broader themes or categories 

(second-level coding) (Miles & Huberman, 1984), based on similarity of ideas. Thematic coding 

was chosen as the most appropriate method for analyzing the large volume of qualitative data 

that emerged from administration of the questionnaires. 

Key documents and information available from meetings, websites and email 

correspondence were summarized (see Appendices A to C). General information on 

Conservancies and First Nations communities is reported throughout the „Research Findings‟ 

Section and in Appendix C. Other documents, including the Sea-to-Sky LRMP, CMAs, First 

Nations Land Use and Stewardship Plans, Land Use Planning Agreements, Conservancy 

Management Plans, and information obtained from correspondence with informants, were 

analyzed by looking for information that would add to interview findings, or fill knowledge gaps 

that presented themselves during interviews, due to the ongoing nature of Conservancy 

management processes. Documents were analyzed according to information categories outlined 

in the interview questionnaire. Internal validity and representation of the study were enhanced by 

corroborating interview findings with documentary analysis, and data obtained from meetings, 

phone calls and e-mail correspondence, thereby triangulating data collection sources.  
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Chapter 3: Research Findings 

This section presents the findings of this thesis in the following order. First, the situation 

in BC is compared to the international CBNRM model. For the purposes of this thesis, the 

international model refers to a generalized „model‟ that is informed by a collection of 

international CBNRM experiences since its inception. Second, detailed information is provided 

on Conservancies in the Sea-to-Sky LRMP Area and neighbouring First Nations communities. 

Third, each category of information in the questionnaire, corresponding to CBNRM factors that 

have been informed by the international literature, is examined in detail. This format allows for a 

thorough examination of each tenet that helps to determine the „potential‟ for CBNRM within 

BC‟s PA system. 

3.1 The CBNRM Model in British Columbia, Conservancies and First Nations 

Communities 

 

3.1.1 The CBNRM Model in BC 

 

Internationally, CBNRM has operated within PA support zones, established for 

sustainable resource use and economic development opportunities and for communities to 

receive other PA benefits through the protection of essential ecological services. Most of these 

communities have an ancestral connection with the land and, in some cases, the PAs are situated 

within their asserted traditional territories. As such, the management of land and resources is 

situated within the broader framework of sovereignty, title and ownership over water, land and 

resources. These communities, including First Nations in BC, may also have traditional systems 

of natural resource management that are tied to social, cultural and ceremonial practices. 

While communities in the international model are generally located in areas adjacent to 

PAs, information obtained from BC government informants and through maps of First Nations in 

the Sea-to-Sky LRMP Area (Appendix C) indicates that some First Nations communities lie in 

more distant areas. Also, the size of BC communities is often smaller and the existence of a First 
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Nations reserve does not necessarily mean that First Nations individuals reside there. As such, 

the term „support zone‟ and „support zone communities‟ should be applied generally within the 

context of the BC PA system, recognizing a more pronounced geographical distribution of the 

population. This may explain why the term has not been adopted within the national and 

provincial context.  

CBNRM was recognized within the context of the BC PA system. A government 

respondent linked Conservancies and First Nations in BC to the international CBNRM model.  

Similarly, a First Nations representative stated that while conservation areas may be smaller in 

BC and there may be fewer communities surrounding the PA, the models were nevertheless 

similar. Others related CBNRM to the collaborative and co-operative management of BC Parks 

and Conservancies, National Parks in Canada, and to regional land and resource management 

between First Nations and the Province. Parallel to the international model, discussions of 

CBNRM in the BC PA system were tied to regional level land use, and opportunities were 

identified in other land-use categories and Conservancies outside of the study area. 

Interviews and discussions with BC government informants also identified possible 

differences in the scale of economic development benefits. In the international model, 

particularly in programs such as CAMPFIRE in Africa, opportunities for substantial revenue 

generation from activities such as safari hunting, tourism, and selling of wildlife by-products 

have been identified. Those kinds of benefits may be realized on a smaller scale in BC, 

depending on the „trophy value‟ for example, of hunted species in BC versus big game species in 

Africa, size of the First Nations community, and creation of markets and demand for wildlife and 

non-timber forest (NTFP) products and tourism services. Additionally, hunted species in the 

African CBNRM model included „problem animals‟ that caused damage to land and crops, by 
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roaming outside of the PA boundary. This has not been identified as a problem and/or potential 

in terms of revenue generation in BC yet.  

3.1.2 Conservancies and First Nations Communities in the Sea-to-Sky Land and Resource 

Management Plan Area 

 

The nine Conservancies in the Sea-to-Sky LRMP Area were established in 2008, as a 

result of the Sea-to-Sky LRMP; designated through the BC Park Act and inclusion in the 

Protected Areas of BC Act, and supported by Bill 38 (2008), the Protected Areas of British 

Columbia (Conservancies and Parks) Amendment Act. As of April 22, 2010, these 

Conservancies are part of the expanded Coast Region, South Coast sub-region; formerly the 

Lower Mainland Region. The administrative boundaries map can be found in Appendix F.  Most 

border already existing PAs. Yet, each is unique in size, location, biodiversity, and significance 

to First Nations. 

Most of the information on the Sea-to-Sky Conservancies was obtained from the Ministry 

of Environment News Release of April 29, 2008. Four provincial government respondents stated 

that this information source (and/or information in the LRMP) was the most current while two 

stated that more in-depth information could be found in the First Nations land use plans. Current 

information about some Conservancies may be limited.  For example, two (one First Nations and 

one BC government) individuals noted that there was minimal spatial data as well as limited data 

on the ecological and cultural values of the Upper Rogers Kólii7 Conservancy in the In-SHUCK-

ch Nation territory, and the Esté-tiwilh/Sigurd Creek Conservancy in the Squamish Nation 

territory. Two stated that the identification of information gaps was being addressed through 

management plan (MP) processes involving the Province and First Nations in the Sea-to-Sky 

Conservancies. 

Further discussions revealed that these Conservancies were newer than most in other 

regions, namely, those which were established between 2006 and 2007. Due to the recent 
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designation of the Sea-to-Sky (S2S) Conservancies, at the time of data collection, the BC 

government was establishing the policy framework surrounding economic development 

opportunities, wildlife viewing, and use zoning. Respondents asserted that this was a critical time 

for the collaborative processes between First Nations and the Province for Conservancies. CMAs 

that were underway or completed, set the framework for collaborative management.    

According to one government informant, a key difference between the S2S 

Conservancies and those previously designated was that the S2S First Nation communities were 

not involved in the government-to-government negotiations that resulted in amendments to the 

BC Park Act (Bill 28, 2006), and the Conservancy designation. As such, there were areas with a 

longer history of collaboration than the Sea-to-Sky. However, the Sea-to-Sky did have a history 

of relationships with First Nations in the management of PAs such as Indian Arm Provincial 

Park. Despite these regional differences, the common thread of the Conservancy designation 

remained; namely, that it provided a wider window of opportunity for First Nations land and 

resource use, outside of traditional use, that was compatible with conservation objectives. In 

principal, this new designation allows for greater sustainable economic development 

opportunities than Class A Parks would allow, before the Park Act was amended for 

Conservancies in 2006.  

Three First Nations communities have been involved in the LRMP and CMA processes 

for Conservancies with the BC government: the Squamish Nation, L‟il‟wat Nation and In-

SHUCK-ch Nation. All of the Sea-to-Sky Conservancies fall within the asserted traditional 

territories of one or more of these First Nations. In 2007 and 2008, the Province and each of 

these Nations signed agreements on land use planning. The purpose of these agreements was “to 

harmonize First Nations land use plans and interests with the April 2006 LRMP Consultation 

Draft and to lay the groundwork for ongoing engagement on land and resource issues” 
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(Government of BC, 2009, Sea-to-Sky LRMP Government-to-Government Agreements section, 

para. 1). Each Nation has a unique history and relationship with the land and resources of the 

area. 

3.2 Potential for CBNRM in BC 

 

3.2.1 First Nations and their Relationship to Conservancies 

  

According to all informants, Conservancies were designated as a result of identified First 

Nations interests in protecting these areas. First Nations tabled these areas for protection during 

the LRMP process with the Province. One BC government respondent stated that by protecting 

cultural, natural, and spiritual values, Conservancies are congruent with the holistic values and 

beliefs of many First Nation communities.  

The relationship between some First Nations and Conservancies in the Sea-to-Sky was 

strengthened as a result of the prominent role that these First Nations played in the establishment 

of Conservancies compared to other protected areas. Two provincial government employees 

claimed that First Nations were not adequately consulted in the previous establishment of most 

PAs; hence, these protected areas did not reflect First Nations values. The prominent role that 

these First Nations played in the establishment of Conservancies also meant that they had more 

control over their management. One First Nations representative claimed that:  

The nature, and meaning of a Conservancy... really gives [the Nation] the upper hand. It 

gives them full control over how they want that area protected or managed... it really 

gives them the opportunity to do with a parcel of land what they want to do, as opposed 

to larger areas or general areas within the territory, that may be more heavily involved 

in by third parties, either by different government agencies, mining companies, 

development companies, or forestry companies. 

 

For one BC government and one First Nations representative, it was difficult to describe 

the relationship between First Nations and the Conservancy designation. The First Nations 

representative indicated that the concept of „Conservancies‟ was not natural to First Nations. The 

other informant questioned whether communities had developed a relationship with the 
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Conservancy designation per se, instead of an identified interest in protecting the land and 

resources that were later designated as such. Although these informants questioned the meaning 

of the Conservancy designation to First Nations, interview responses suggested that they were 

significant to First Nations communities. This is reflected in the following response by a BC 

government employee:  

I don't really know much at all about the relationship that they have with these areas. The 

only thing that I can say at this time is that, I know that there is something significant 

about those areas to first nations that led them to be established as conservancies, 

because those were areas that they tabled during the land use planning process, as areas 

that had that kind of interest to them, that warranted protection and that warranted the 

kind of legislative framework that a Conservancy would offer.   

  

This informant suggested that the relationship may not have had sufficient time to build, given 

the recent designation of these Conservancies, and that it may be further defined through the 

development of management plans. 

3.2.1.1 First Nations Traditional Ecological Knowledge and Conservation Practices 

 

Much of the current literature around community-based conservation argues for 

incorporating traditional ecological knowledge into current conservation practices. Nelsson et al. 

(2004, p. 76) argue for the crucial role that local traditional knowledge plays in community-

based management systems, as these systems “have coevolved with resource and ecosystem 

dynamics and [] developed knowledge and practice for how to live with change and uncertainty,” 

in socio-ecological systems. According to these authors, local knowledge includes identification 

of biodiversity hotspot areas and medicinal and genetic information, as well as a more recent 

focus on the management of resources and ecosystem dynamics. Berkes et al. (2009) also argue 

that local and traditional knowledge and cultural institutions play crucial roles in sustaining the 

use of ecosystem services. 

    However, research findings indicated that four respondents, including one First Nations 

representative, were unsure about traditional conservation practices.  Another First Nations 
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representative claimed that they were not incorporated into Conservancy management. Two BC 

government respondents claimed that the relationship between traditional ecological knowledge 

(TEK) and Conservancy planning had not yet been developed while another spoke of a broader 

First Nations conservation ethic that has influenced government planning processes: 

[The] Nation has encouraged government to consider planning within the broader 

context of the surrounding land, and the watershed within which the Conservancy lies, so 

this is something that we are exploring, but it is not a standard approach. The 

involvement of the First Nation and their ethic of natural resource management that is 

more holistic, has helped to influence the way that we approach the management of these 

areas and the planning for the management of these areas.  

 

Although these respondents could not articulate the nature of traditional conservation 

practices, there was recognition of TEK from select BC government informants. One stated that 

“it‟s recognized that First Nations have a different kind of knowledge than traditional Western 

science, and that has sometimes led to different conservation practices and rules within a 

community.” There was also indication, by three government informants, of a commitment by the 

Province to incorporate First Nations values and conservation practices into Conservancy 

management, consistent with the stated objectives of the CMA between the Squamish Nation and 

the Province “to provide for planning and management of the Protected Areas in a manner that 

integrates scientific and traditional knowledge in the management of the natural and cultural 

resources in the Protected Areas” (Squamish Nation-Province of BC, 2007, p. 4).  

The 2006 In-SHUCK-ch Nation Land Stewardship Plan stresses the importance of 

incorporating TEK into land use planning, with identified sources of information including: 

community elders, harvest studies, recorded oral history, traditional knowledge studies, 

traditional occupancy studies, and First Nations place names. Further to this, traditional 

ecological information about fisheries, wildlife and wildlife populations, trees, the use of fire to 

manage natural resources, traditional gathering of berries and medicinal plants, transportation 

routes, significant cultural features, agricultural use, and past resource management projects, is 
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valuable for current protected areas management. The 2006 L'il'wat Nation Land Use Plan also 

indicates that TEK and practices exist at the community level.  

3.2.1.2 Benefits, Costs and Impacts of Conservancies to First Nations  

Ecological values and services  

    

The most frequently mentioned ecological benefits of Conservancies were the protection 

of fishing areas and fish populations (n=3), watersheds and water supplies (n=3), plants and 

vegetation (n=3), wildlife and wildlife habitat (n=3), water quality (n=3), and natural resources 

that were culturally significant to First Nations (n=2).  One respondent also mentioned the 

benefit of oxygen production.  

The ecological services protected by Conservancies benefit all British Columbians, but 

Conservancies also protected natural resources that were important for First Nations‟ cultural, 

spiritual and subsistence uses. From the perspective of one First Nations representative, the 

protection of one ecological service had significant impacts on other natural resources. For 

example, the protection of watersheds and headwaters in the Upper Rogers Kólii7 Conservancy 

led to healthier drinking water for communities and wildlife, continued wildlife populations, 

vegetation growth and availability of fish resources. According to a BC government respondent, 

and the Sea-to-Sky Parks and Conservancies map (Appendix C), most Conservancies in the Sea-

to-Sky were contiguous with other PAs, contributing to ecological integrity and biodiversity 

conservation through landscape retention and connectivity, species distribution, and, forming a 

network of essential ecological services that are beneficial for biodiversity, First Nations 

communities and British Columbians generally. 

Subsistence and economic development opportunities 

 

According to the 2008 L‟il‟wat Land Use Planning Agreement and the 2007 Agreement 

on Land Use Planning between Squamish Nation and the Province, subsistence activities (such 

as traditional renewable resource harvesting within Conservancies) included gathering of 
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traditional foods and plants, hunting, trapping and fishing. Interview responses corroborated 

these reports, with hunting and trapping the most commonly mentioned, followed by fishing, 

berry picking, plant harvesting, and the harvesting of trees and tree byproducts. Examples 

included use of the cedar tree for housing, traditional salmon fishing in the Upper Rogers Kólii7 

Conservancy, berry picking for desserts and jellies, and the use of traditional trapping lines and 

cabins. Three respondents were unsure of the extent of current activities in Conservancies.  

Nearly all respondents (n=5), including one First Nations representative, were unsure of 

existing commercial development activities or what was permissible in Conservancies. This is 

not surprising, given the relatively recent designation of Conservancies. The amended Park Act 

prohibits natural resource exploitation, except activities validated by Park Use Permits (PUP), 

and this may translate into prohibition of commercial activities, mentioned twice. Overall, there 

appeared to be a distinction between large-scale commercial development based on resource 

extraction, which was prohibited, and small-scale commercial activities stemming from 

traditional resource use, at the community and household levels. Two respondents, including a 

First Nations representative, identified potential for small scale commercial development in 

Conservancies. 

While not specific to Conservancies, the 2006 In-SHUCK-ch Nation Land Stewardship 

Plan identifies extensive opportunities for commercial development and economic diversification 

activities, stemming from non-timber forest products. These included edibles such as 

mushrooms, greens, berries and syrups; floral boughs and greenery; crafts, including basketry 

and wreaths; traditional medicinal plants; seeds and plants salvage for landscaping and 

horticultural restoration; driftwood, firewood, smokewood, and charcoal; and the production of 

soaps, salves and essential oils. This plan also identifies the need to connect to markets for 

NTFPs, an essential factor to enabling commercial development opportunities in international 
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CBNRM programs. These uses contribute to building potential for small-scale, sustainable 

commercial development opportunities based on NTFP‟s, for First Nations communities 

neighboring BC‟s Conservancies. 

All responses from meetings and phone calls with BC government representatives, and 

three interviews with the Province, indicated that economic development opportunities for First 

Nations in the Sea-to-Sky did not yet exist. Others were unsure about current activities or spoke 

about their potential in the Sea-to-Sky. Economic development opportunities at the community 

level were limited, due to the recent designation of these Conservancies. Provincial legislation 

also prohibits most development in Conservancies. According to Section 10 of the Park Act, this 

includes commercial logging, mining, hydroelectric power generation other than local run-of the-

river projects, and other activities that are considered incompatible with Conservancy objectives.  

The potential for First Nations economic development opportunities was identified by 

almost all respondents (n=6), including both First Nations representatives, and is attested to in 

the CMA between Squamish Nation and the Province. Opportunities envisioned for First Nations 

communities centered around activities such as cultural tourism, ecotourism and guided hiking 

(n=5); low impact camping (n=2); wildlife viewing (n=1); guide outfitting (n=1); nature 

photography (n=1), and the provision of transportation and logistical services for international 

visitors (n=1). The Sea-to-Sky Conservancies were in a great location for taking advantage of 

tourism opportunities (n=3), and provincial legislation (BC Park Act) outlines provisions for 

issuing PUPs for resort and tourism development. 

Economic development opportunities were also identified in strategic land-use planning 

agreements (SLUPA) and First Nations Land Use Plans. Sections 4.3 and 8.6 of the L‟il‟wat 

Nation-BC Government SLUPA identify the potential for First Nations to participate in 

commercial recreation activities and the management and operations of campgrounds within 
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PAs. Additionally, the L'il'wat Nation Land Use Plan identifies possibilities for a L'il'wat permit 

system for tourism and recreation development and for allocating some recreation tenures solely 

to the Nation. Cultural and eco-tourism opportunities as a strategy for economic development of 

the In-SHUCK-ch Nation were identified in their Land Stewardship Plan, including tours of 

archaeological sites, cultural presentations sharing history, traditional stories and song and dance, 

presentations of ongoing cultural practices such as traditional net fishing, visits to historical sites, 

and interpretive centers. 

While there was general agreement among the majority of respondents (n=6) that there 

was potential for economic development opportunities to be realized, a few responses indicated 

that opportunities for First Nations in Conservancies were similar to those in other PAs (such as 

„Class A Parks‟) and that First Nations, like other users, would have to apply for a PUP for all 

commercial activities. It was suggested that there may be significant opportunities for First 

Nations to provide the services of current commercial tourism operators once their tenure (PUP) 

on the land expired. According to the Park Act, PUPs may also be granted under the Petroleum 

and Natural Gas Act for the development or production of petroleum or natural gas in the 

subsurface of land in Conservancies. This allowance may enhance economic development 

opportunities for First Nations. 

Due to the recent designation of these Conservancies, the Province and First Nations 

were in the early stages of creating economic development opportunities. However, development 

activities were occurring in some „Class A Parks‟ and other Conservancies, that could be 

replicated in the Sea-to-Sky. Terrestrial eco-tourism activities in the Cariboo Region and 

examples from the North Coast were identified, where CMAs had been established with First 

Nations. Enhanced opportunities included granting PUP administration privileges to First 

Nations, wherein they received a portion of generated income, and awarding First Nations 
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contracts for wildlife viewing operations, creating local employment and training opportunities 

within the community.  

Fringe benefits 

Five BC government respondents identified potential for the extension of fringe benefits 

from economic development opportunities, with a focus on First Nations led programs. Identified 

benefits included creation of local employment (n=3), such as First Nations rangers (n=1), trail 

work (n=1), habitat restoration (n=1), and First Nations led cultural tourism services (n=1). The 

creation of First Nations education and outreach services was also mentioned (n=3). At the time 

of data collection, First Nations programs had not yet been established in Conservancies, but 

three government informants identified initiatives in other PAs that could be replicated in the 

Sea-to-Sky. These included a BC Conservation Corps training program in archaeological 

assessment work with the L'il'wat Nation in Pemberton, BC; a guardian watchdog program in the 

North and Central Coast Conservancies, with First Nations involvement in monitoring and 

enforcement of the PAs; and environmental awareness and outreach programs by First Nations in 

Provincial Parks.  

Although there was potential for the extension of development benefits in Conservancies, 

implementation barriers and enabling factors were identified. These included lack of government 

resources to deliver programs (n=2), the need for capacity development for First Nations to 

manage Conservancies (n=2), and in some remote areas, such as the Upper Rogers Kólii7 

Conservancy, the need for better and more efficient infrastructure and amenities (n=1). Some 

communities were developing essential services that would foster economic development 

opportunities. For example, the In-SHUCK-ch Nation was working with independent power 

producers to connect remote communities to the BC Hydro grid through local projects on 

streams, activities that were permissible under Conservancy legislation. Additionally, developing 



71 

 

tenure rights over natural resources (n=1) and building awareness of Conservancies and tourism 

opportunities (n=1) were mentioned as prerequisites for economic development opportunities by 

First Nations representatives, and therefore, for fringe benefits to be realized. 

Cultural, social and spiritual benefits 

 

Five respondents (three from the Province, and two First Nations representatives) 

identified cultural learning and passing down of generational knowledge as important cultural 

and social benefits of Conservancies to First Nations. Conservancies also provided opportunities 

for First Nations to reengage with the territory, according to two BC government and both First 

Nations representatives (n=4). General benefits of Conservancies included land protection and 

enabling the continuation of social and cultural practices (n=2), including rites of passage (n=1) 

and the use of bathing pools (n=1). Preservation of traditional travel routes was also mentioned 

in the In-SHUCK-ch Nation‟s Land Stewardship Plan, and the protection of burial sites was a 

perceived benefit for one government informant. 

According to the 2008 L‟il‟wat and 2007 Squamish Nation- Province of BC Land Use 

Agreements, cultural and ceremonial activities within Conservancies included: gathering of 

plants for ceremonial purposes; cutting of selected trees for ceremonial or artistic purposes; 

conducting, teaching or demonstrating ceremonies of traditional, spiritual or religious 

significance; continuation of activities for cultural and spiritual inspiration; constructing and 

using shelters, such as camps, longhouses and pithouses, and cultural burning. The most 

commonly cited interview response was that Conservancies protected these areas (their natural 

and cultural values and resources) for First Nations spiritual and ceremonial use (n=6). The 

protection of culturally significant areas was also seen to foster a connection with those areas and 

to strengthen First Nations spirituality (n= 2 BC government, 1 First Nations).   

Recreational benefits 
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At the time of data collection, information on First Nations recreational activities, outside 

of personal activities such as hiking, was limited. However, opportunities for recreational 

benefits were identified by most respondents, including those associated with guided recreation 

and camping (n=2), backcountry skiing (n=2), ecotourism and cultural tourism (n=2), hunting 

(n=1), fishing (n=1), canoeing (n=1) and bird watching (n=1). Most recreational benefits were 

tied to subsistence and social and cultural uses.  

The Conservancy designation explicitly recognizes recreational opportunities.  However, 

there was some disagreement about special benefits to First Nations versus other users. One 

provincial government representative claimed that recreation benefits applied to both First 

Nations and non-First Nations users, and another, that First Nation communities never explicitly 

identified recreation interests when the Conservancy legislation was drafted. However, four 

interview responses identified the potential for First Nations to benefit from recreational 

opportunities in Conservancies and from their involvement in recreational management. 

According to a First Nations representative: 

From speaking with the community, they did express interest in protecting the area from 

motorized recreation activities, [such as] dirt biking, sledding, and those high impact 

activities... but were open to creating some opportunities for low impact activities, such 

as backcountry skiing, with a more natural approach to the area in terms of recreational 

activities in order to maintain a connection and to allow other people to have a similar 

connection. 

 

As such, Conservancies were seen as providing multiple recreational benefits for First Nations 

and public users.   

Sacrifices made by First Nations in the establishment of Conservancies  

 More than half (n=4) of interview respondents, including one First Nations 

representative, stated that no sacrifices were made by First Nations in the establishment of 

Conservancies. Three indicated that the constitutional rights of First Nations were not impacted.  

However, several other potential sacrifices were identified. At the regional landscape level, 
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Conservancies were noted to be part of LRMP processes and, as such, First Nations had to 

decide which areas of land were to be set aside for protection and which would be used for 

economic development opportunities (such as with forest tenure land). As most development 

activities are prohibited in Conservancies, economic development opportunities within 

Conservancies may be curtailed due to use restrictions (n=4). 

Other potential sacrifices included increased vulnerability of the areas from more 

frequent public use (n=2) and restrictions on motorized recreation (n=1). Increased recreational 

use could also pose a threat to the cultural values of First Nations communities. According to the 

2001 Squamish Nation Land Use Plan (Squamish Nation, 2001, p. 33), “too much access and use 

by tourists can restrict the area available for Squamish people to practice their traditional 

activities.” Another possible sacrifice was increased community vulnerability stemming from 

sharing traditional knowledge about these areas, and their importance to First Nations.  This was 

mentioned by a First Nations and a BC government representative. According to a government 

informant: 

 I think one of the sacrifices being made is that you are giving up proprietary information 

about your history and your culture, which has been a big leap for First Nations in the 

last decade, and it's getting to the point where they actually will share with government 

and the general public, for that matter, why an area is important. I think that is one of the 

biggest things that a lot of the First Nations have to struggle with-[they] can create 

[their] own management plans and specify what is important and keep that internal to the 

community, but in order to move forward and get government on board in protecting or 

managing these areas in a specific way, you [] have to tell them what the areas all about, 

which means giving up some of that traditional knowledge. That was a big sacrifice for a 

lot of the First Nations.  

 

This potential sacrifice was also mentioned in the 2001 Squamish Nation Xay Temixw Land Use 

Plan (in particular, sharing the knowledge of herbalists, healers and elders surrounding the 

traditional use of plants outside of their communities) and in the L'il'wat Nation Land Use Plan 

(LLUP), with regards to sharing cultural botanical information. While the Conservancy 

designation was seen to provide numerous benefits to First Nations communities, responses 
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indicate that there were trade-offs between protection and development objectives that would be 

similar to those for all PAs with biodiversity conservation objectives. Responses were also 

indicative of some level of sacrifice at the community level, with trade-offs between sharing 

traditional and cultural knowledge about these areas, and their protection through the 

Conservancy designation. 

Revenue sharing mechanisms for economic benefits within First Nations communities 

 

Almost all (n=6) responses from provincial government and First Nations informants 

indicated that there were no revenue sharing mechanisms in place. At the time of data collection, 

the Province and First Nations were defining the terms for establishing economic development 

opportunities. Most government respondents (n=4) and all responses received from BC 

Government Regional Offices identified the potential for revenue sharing mechanisms to be 

developed within First Nations communities. This is also documented in the 2008 L‟il‟wat 

Nation- Province of BC SLUPA, in light of the New Relationship document between the 

Province and the First Nations Leadership Council. This agreement also outlines potential for 

participation in revenue generated from land tenures.  

Some respondents identified mechanisms being explored elsewhere with First Nations, 

including those from mining development projects that could be replicated in Conservancies. In 

these models, First Nations communities received a portion of resource benefits that were then 

distributed throughout the community for various uses (including facility development, 

education and medical care). There was also potential for developing a community-based 

business model for sharing revenues from the sale of cedar baskets, or from tourism operations, 

according to a government informant.  

Although it was too early to tell what these would look like in Conservancies, BC 

government responses indicated a minimal role of government in the implementation of these 
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mechanisms. Revenue sharing mechanisms would depend on First Nations governance structures 

and be managed internally at the community level (n=2), and government would not interfere in 

income distribution decisions (n=3). The nature of revenue sharing mechanisms would also 

depend on the extent of economic development opportunities in each Conservancy.  

Social and cultural impacts on First Nations of economic development opportunities in 

Conservancies 

    

Most respondents (n=5), including First Nations representatives, indicated that because 

economic development opportunities in Conservancies were not yet established, they were 

unsure of their social and cultural impacts on First Nation communities. However, respondents 

elaborated on what they thought the impacts might be, depending on what is desired by the 

community (n=2), access to opportunities across the communities (n=2), use priorities and 

objectives of the area (n=2), and who has decision-making authority within the community 

(n=1). For example, it was noted that economic development activities would have more impact 

in areas that were set aside strictly for cultural, social or biodiversity protection objectives.  

Both positive and negative impacts were identified. Perceived positive impacts of 

economic development opportunities included increased public visitation and recreation 

opportunities (n=2), increased awareness of local First Nations communities and their cultures 

(n=1), and economic development opportunities benefiting the community at large (n=1). 

Negative impacts included disagreements within the community over resource allocation (n=1), 

the risk of overharvesting of resources (n=1), and the fact that increased visitation may expose 

First Nations to visitors who do not have respect for or an affiliation with the local culture (n=1). 

Ecological impacts of economic development activities  

 

Most responses about the perceived ecological impacts of economic development 

activities in Conservancies were related to activities in other PAs and their potential application 

to Conservancies. Given the recent designation of the Sea-to-Sky Conservancies and the lack of 
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economic development opportunities within them, four government and First Nations informants 

were unsure of the Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) process or stated that it was too 

early within the Conservancy designation for EIAs. It appeared that no EIAs had been 

conducted.  However, three respondents noted that other formal assessments, such as the BC 

Parks Impact Assessment or Archeological Impact Assessment, were conducted for each 

proposed development activity that required a PUP in Provincial Parks. As such, these could be 

conducted within Conservancies.  

Responses to questions regarding the ecological impacts of development activities in 

Conservancies reflected a general discussion of ecological impacts of economic development in 

PAs that were not specific to Conservancies.  These included indications that the extent of the 

impact will vary with the activity (n=3) and the resilience of the PA (n=2), ecological impacts 

would be addressed through management plans (n=3), and that any development must be 

consistent with conservation objectives established under the Park Act (n=1). The preservation of 

ecological values and ecological impacts of development activities were also recurring themes in 

all First Nations land use plans. In-SHUCK-ch Nation community members also identified the 

need to inventory the level of recreational use and impacts by travelers to the Upper Rogers 

Kólii7 Conservancy through their community consultation process (In-SHUCK-ch Nation & 

Timberline Natural Resources Group, 2009). 

3.2.1.3 Governance and First Nations Community Involvement in Conservancies 

The designation and planning process of the Conservancy 

 

All BC Government Regional Operations Branch informants stated that First Nations 

played a lead role in the designation of Conservancies. Five interviews, including one with a 

First Nations representative, revealed that First Nations played a lead role or had a strong 

influence in the designation and planning processes of Conservancies, while the other First 

Nations representative stated that the process was collaborative with BC Parks.  
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Conservancies in Squamish Nation territory were established as a result of identified 

„Wild Spirit Places‟ of natural, cultural and recreational value, in the 2001 Squamish Nation Xay 

Temixw (Sacred Land) Land Use Plan, tabled for protection through the LRMP process, and 

identified in the 2007 Land Use Planning Agreement between the Nation and the BC 

government. The Upper Rogers Kólii7 Conservancy was identified by In-SHUCK-ch Nation as a 

„Cultural Protection Area‟ in their 2006 Land Stewardship Plan, tabled for protection during the 

LRMP process and identified in the 2007 SLUPA. L‟il‟wat Nation also identified several 

„Nt‟akmen Areas‟ of natural and cultural value for protection in their 2006 Land Use Plan, of 

which some were designated as Conservancies through the LRMP process. These areas were also 

identified in the 2008 SLUPA between L'il'wat Nation and the Province. These documents and 

one interview response, noted that First Nations communities also proposed traditional names for 

Conservancies, some of which were incorporated into the final Conservancy names. 

The planning processes for Conservancies, also referred to as government-to-government 

negotiations, were considered collaborative in nature by all interview respondents, and the direct 

result of First Nations tabling these areas for protection. As one provincial government employee 

noted, “had First Nations not participated with the Province in this planning, we wouldn't 

necessarily see any new protected areas coming out of the land use plan.” These negotiations 

involved consultations with First Nations representatives, who took resulting recommendations 

back to their communities for review and ratification. According to a BC government employee:  

Through our process we basically worked with negotiation tables for each First Nation, 

and within our negotiations we dealt with a higher order of things, in terms of developing 

zones and clarifying the areas and [describing the areas] to inform decision-makers in 

government, as well as others as to why these areas are set aside, why they're important. 

And the First Nations, on their side of the table, their responsibility was to go back with 

the draft products that we developed and the information that we collected, and take that 

back to their communities for review and ratification. Some communities... used their 

community meetings as a way to talk to people about it periodically, others used chief 

and council as a way to discuss things and brought things to the community at major 

decision points.  
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First Nations respondents also agreed that the planning processes for Conservancies were 

collaborative in nature. 

The establishment of the Conservancy  

 

Almost all respondents (n=4 government and 2 First Nations representatives) indicated 

that the Province worked with First Nations in the establishment of Conservancies, with 

boundary demarcation mentioned explicitly by four (n=3 government and 1 First Nations) 

informants. Boundaries were established, in part, to accommodate identified natural features for 

protection by First Nations, including mountains and watersheds. Other activities, such as those 

of existing land tenures (n=2) and First Nations harvesting opportunities (n=1), were said to have 

been collaboratively reviewed by First Nations communities and the Province in determining 

Conservancy boundaries.  

Provincial protected areas legislation identified the power and responsibility of the 

Crown in the establishment and gazettement of PAs. The amended Park Act outlines the power 

of the Crown to establish Crown Land as a protected area, including Conservancies (Section 5), 

and to modify and revise the boundaries of any existing PA (Section 7). Section 7.2 of the Park 

Act also recognizes the need for publishing the establishment or modification of a Conservancy, 

in the British Columbia Gazette. The gazettement process was not mentioned in the interviews. 

Participatory management planning 

 

At the time of data collection, management or business plans for Conservancies had not 

been established. According to interview responses, this was due to the length of time and 

financial resources that MPs required (n=2); lack of government resources and capacity for MPs 

(n=2); and the in depth consultation and relationship building required for their development 

(n=1).  At that time, the Province and First Nations were developing CMAs that would set the 

framework for the collaborative management of Conservancies and the foundation for the 
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development of MPs. Some Conservancies were viewed as being further ahead in the 

development of MPs or MP drafts were being reviewed by the public and/or First Nations. In 

May 2010, an update on management planning processes revealed one completed MP for the 

Esté-tiwilh/Sigurd Creek Conservancy, a nearly-finished draft for Upper Rogers Conservancy, 

and rough drafts for three others – Upper Birkenhead, Twin Two, and Ure Creek (See Appendix 

A). 

Although only two BC government respondents verbalized that the creation of MPs was 

the ultimate goal for each PA and Conservancy, all respondents discussed the development of 

MPs between the Province and First Nations. Business plan development would also occur 

through the MP process, though two respondents were unsure about the nature of business plans 

for Conservancies. The development of business plans for NTFP‟s, for example, was identified 

in the 2006 L'il'wat Nation Land Use Plan. The CMA between Squamish Nation and the 

Province also speaks to the joint development of MPs, and it is possible that, through this 

collaborative process, business plans would be collaboratively developed. This remains to be 

seen. 

Administrative structure and management of the Conservancy 

 

At the time of data collection, five BC government informants indicated that CMA 

processes were underway, including negotiations with L'il'wat and In-SHUCK-ch Nations.  Yet, 

it was reported that there was only one completed CMA with Squamish Nation (n=4). As 

documented in the 2008 L‟il‟wat Nation-British Columbia SLUPA (2008, p. 3), the CMA sets 

the framework for the collaborative management of PAs and outlines roles and responsibilities of 

each party pertaining to PA planning, governance, operations, determination of allowable 

activities and review of existing tenures, development and implementation of MPs, economic 
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development, capacity building, shared decision-making and consultation processes. The 

Conservancy MP would provide more detailed management direction for the PA.  

All respondents identified the importance of completing CMAs. This was reiterated in the 

affirmations of the land use planning agreements between all three First Nations and the 

Province. One BC government informant indicated that the completion of CMAs required 

substantial time and financial resources, and some First Nations, such as In-SHUCK-ch Nation, 

had chosen to move forward with the implementation of Conservancy activities under the 

LRMP, before the CMA had been completed.  

First Nations community institutions to co-manage Conservancies 

 

Almost all responses (n=6), including those from both First Nations representatives, 

indicated that there were no First Nations community institutions to manage Conservancies. 

However, some First Nations had existing structures for the management of natural resources 

situated within the Nation‟s land and resources department (n=3). Two government and one First 

Nations representative speculated that these existing structures could take on the functions of 

Conservancy management. One government informant provided examples of existing 

management boards that could be replicated in Conservancies, including a park management 

board in Indian Arm Provincial Park that consisted of First Nations and BC government 

representatives.  

First Nations authority over natural resource management  

 

Five responses from the provincial government indicated that First Nations have a strong 

voice in decision-making.  However, the focus was on collaboration with First Nations in 

Conservancy management rather than on devolution of decision-making authority. Accordingly, 

there was an important distinction between „co-management‟ or „shared decision-making,‟ and 

„collaborative management‟.  Co-management implied that First Nations had the same level of 
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decision-making authority as the Province (n=1). All government respondents indicated that they 

were currently not moving towards „co-management‟ with First Nations, reflected in the 

following response by a BC government employee: 

...we use our language very carefully about whether it‟s co-management or shared 

decision-making versus collaborative management. Using terms like co-management 

would imply that the First Nations have a veto or the same level of power as government, 

and I don‟t think they are going that way. I don‟t think the Province has a structure in 

place on how to do that, but I think it‟s very much about involving the First Nations as 

much as possible, but the ultimate authority would still rest with the Province. 

 

This was not necessarily congruent with the First Nations perspective. According to the L'il'wat 

Nation-British Columbia SLUPA, the Province and the Nation would work towards a CMA that 

provided for shared decision making for protected areas. Interviews with First Nations 

representatives revealed that decision-making authority over natural resources was shared, but 

that smaller communities may not have the resources to manage the area (n=1), or that First 

Nations authority over natural resources was to be determined (n=1).  

Conservancies were collaboratively managed by the Province and First Nations. 

However, there was disagreement about authority and decision-making over the land and 

resources included within traditional territory. Each CMA began with assertions by First Nations 

and the Province regarding sovereignty, title and ownership. According to the CMA between 

Squamish Nation and the Province, the BC government asserts that “the lands, waters and 

resources within the Protected Areas...are Crown lands, waters and resources subject to the 

sovereignty of Her Majesty the Queen and the legislative jurisdiction of the Province of British 

Columbia” while the Squamish Nation asserts that  “the lands, waters and resources in the 

Squamish Nation‟s territory belong to the Squamish Nation and are subject to their inherent 

sovereignty, jurisdiction and collective rights” (Squamish Nation- Province of BC, 2007, p. 2). 

One respondent and supporting documents indicated that First Nations were advocating for 

decision-making authority over natural resources within their traditional territories. 
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Decision-making processes related to Conservancies 

    

Decision-making processes for Conservancies were laid out in CMAs (n=3).  Three 

informants (including one First Nations representative) agreed that these processes were 

collaborative in nature. Collaborative decision-making processes included consultations with 

First Nations on PUPs and allowable activities in Conservancies (n=2), where First Nations may 

make recommendations based on the impacts of these activities on traditional uses (n=1); and 

decision-making over recreational development (n=1) and economic development activities 

(n=1). Two respondents indicated that they did not know what decision-making processes for 

Conservancies would look like. 

Stewardship and biodiversity conservation of the Conservancy 

 

All BC government informants (n=5) indicated that First Nations‟ involvement in 

stewardship and biodiversity conservation within Conservancies remained to be seen while three 

stated that this would be further defined in CMAs or MPs. As such, First Nations communities 

and the Province needed to establish a framework for engaging First Nations in the stewardship 

of Conservancies. All government respondents (n=5), however, discussed activities and 

programs in other PAs and Conservancies that could be replicated in the Sea-to-Sky (including a 

local warden/watchdog program in the North, where First Nations rangers were involved in 

monitoring and enforcement activities (n=5), BC Parks hiring a local park warden from the 

Squamish Nation (n=2) and similar programs in BC‟s Central Coast region (n=1)).  

Establishing First Nations led stewardship and conservation initiatives was reported to be 

a high priority for the Province (n=3 government employees). Perceived benefits of such 

initiatives included opportunities for First Nations outreach to extend traditional ecological 

knowledge to communities and the general public (n=2); learning about safety and security in 

PAs (n=1); and having First Nations rangers in remote areas, where there were no BC Parks 
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rangers (n=1). The implementation of these programs was said to depend on available 

government resources. From the perspectives of both First Nations representatives, First Nations 

involvement in stewardship and biodiversity conservation was collaborative with BC Parks, 

including consultations with First Nations to provide direction for BC Parks monitoring and 

enforcement activities.  

The In-SHUCK-ch Nation Land Stewardship Plan also identifies the possibility of First 

Nations resource stewards who would address the stewardship of fish and wildlife resources, 

through roles that were similar to those of community stewards in international CBNRM 

programs. Perceived First Nation roles included liaising with Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

(DFO) and promoting co-management of fish resources; restoration of habitat; fish stream 

classification; implementation of sustainable fish harvest control; co-management of wildlife 

resources; establishment of targets for wildlife harvest and wildlife related employment; 

controlling hunting pressure; and fostering the generation of wealth from wildlife resources in a 

sustainable manner. Increasing jobs for Squamish Nation members in wildlife and habitat 

management, was also identified in their 2001 Land Use Plan. The 2006 L'il'wat Nation Land 

Use Plan identified the Nations involvement in stream stewardship and restoration efforts, and 

their intention to increase involvement in stewardship and biodiversity conservation of the 

natural resources within their traditional territory, including creating a L'il'wat conservation 

officer position.  

Sustainable financing of Conservancies 

 

 Respondents (including First Nations and government representatives) indicated that 

First Nations were not involved in the sustainable financing of Conservancies (n=3), or that it 

was either too early to tell, or they did not know what the role of First Nations would be (n=2). 

Lack of resources was considered a barrier to First Nations involvement in the financing of 
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Conservancies by three government employees. As well, three provincial government informants 

stated that current resources for Conservancy planning came from government and no new 

sources of funding were identified. Concern was also expressed over limited revenue funding 

streams from economic development activities, particularly in remote areas, and the sustainable 

financing of Conservancies and delivery of expectations.  This is reflected in the following 

response from one government informant: 

I wouldn‟t say that we have sustainable financing of areas, and that continues to be a big 

issue.[] They have grown the protected area system in BC through the establishment of 

Conservancies... but we haven‟t expanded the staff or financial resources to support that. 

And when you add First Nations communities and consultation and collaboration to that, 

I think we are almost at an unsustainable level for the delivery of expectations... for 

collaborative management...” 

 

According to another BC government representative, these constraints were important factors for 

First Nations involvement in the financing of Conservancies: 

...especially when we are talking about the new relationship with First Nations, and if 

you look at some of the communications around the new relationship it‟s capacity 

building, and it‟s about developing resources for developing First Nations ability to 

manage their resources within their territory, and that funding is just not there right now. 

 

3.2.1.4 Legislation and Conservation Strategies 

First Nations community involvement, Aboriginal rights and provincial PA legislation 

 

Respondents, including First Nation representatives, were limited in their ability to 

discuss First Nations involvement in Conservancies as it relates to provincial legislation, either 

because opportunities had not yet been defined (n=4), the legislation was broad or vague with 

regards to First Nations (n=3), or Aboriginal rights and title were outside of the scope of 

provincial legislation (n=2). However, most were able to speak broadly about First Nations‟ 

involvement in Conservancies and provincial PA legislation.  

The 2006 Conservancy enabling amendment of the Park Act recognizes First Nations 

social, ceremonial and cultural uses through their inclusion in the stated objectives of 

Conservancies. Section 4.2.1 of the Park Act, “Relations with First Nations,” also identifies 
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possibilities for the Province to enter into agreements with a First Nation, with respect to 

carrying out traditional activities, or activities necessary for the exercise of Aboriginal rights in 

Parks and Conservancies. However, the amended Park Act also states that any agreement 

between the First Nation and the Province is not a treaty or land claims agreement, in accordance 

with the rights of Aboriginal peoples of Canada, outlined in Sections 25 and 35 of the 

Constitution Act.   

According to some BC government informants, while constitutional rights of Aboriginal 

peoples were referred to in CMAs and Conservancy management processes (n=2), and respected 

in provincial legislation (n=1), provincial legislation existed outside of the Aboriginal rights and 

title framework and the nature of First Nations „rights‟ remained undefined. From the perspective 

of one BC government informant:  

The legislation is enabling only, it allows the Minister to enter into agreements for the 

management of the protected area with First Nations, among other groups that he can 

enter into agreement with, so that‟s how it fits into the legislation, the legislation creates   

space for it to happen. Then in practice, in the Sea-to-Sky, we are engaging with the First 

Nations in those agreements for every protected area, so I would say it's pretty 

comprehensive coverage. The legislation doesn't mention title and rights and the 

agreements essentially agreed that there are some title and rights for First Nations that 

exist across the landscape and they continue to exist in Conservancies, but we don't know 

what they are and we don't try to limit or define them, or entrench or affirm them. 

 

Two government informants indicated that the broad scope of provincial legislation allowed for 

greater flexibility in defining First Nations involvement in Conservancies (n=1) or for 

opportunities to be defined at the local level (n=1). 

First Nations, Conservancies and broader conservation strategies 

 

Most (n=5) respondents, including both First Nations representatives, stated that they did 

not know the nature of First Nations involvement in broader conservation strategies, while the 

remaining two stated that this did not exist in the Sea-to-Sky. However, this lack of articulation 

did not mean that First Nations were not involved in biodiversity conservation and 
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environmental protection initiatives, according to two government representatives. The BC 

government‟s 2009 Conservation Framework identifies First Nations involvement in the 

development of a biodiversity strategy for priority species and ecosystems in traditional territory. 

According to one provincial government employee, 

... in terms of broader conservation strategies, particularly in Conservancies, it doesn't 

exist in the Sea-to-Sky, but definitely to the extent that we are working on critical habitat 

for species at risk, landscape scale retention objectives for forest types... where we are 

going to apply management measures in a Conservancy to deal with provincial 

conservation objectives, then through the collaborative management process the First 

Nations will have a say in how we deal with them. 

 

Two interviews with provincial government representatives indicated that the Province was 

moving towards increased First Nations involvement in biodiversity conservation. According to 

one: 

In terms of First Nations community involvement in the conservation of biodiversity and 

environmental protection... I don't know what is specifically stated in legislation or 

policy, but in general we are moving towards getting more input from First Nations in 

things that involve preserving or managing biodiversity, and trying to protect areas that 

complement both goals, like First Nations cultural values and biodiversity goals, to 

maximize the areas that are set aside in the land base. 

 

3.2.1.5 Awareness and Support 

 Conservancies and awareness of PA benefits to First Nations communities 

 

BC government respondents indicated that there was increased awareness among First 

Nations communities of PA benefits (n=4), First Nations rights within Conservancies (n=4), or 

more generally, of the protected area system as a whole (n=3). However, some did not know or 

were unsure about the extent of awareness (n=3).  This included both First Nations 

representatives. Two BC government responses indicated that the establishment of 

Conservancies received a significant amount of media attention, providing communities with 

information about Conservancies and their benefits, and benefits of community involvement. 

According to one BC government employee: 
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I think for First Nation communities, because First Nations talk to each other, they know 

what is going on in different parts of the province, and I think there is a lot more 

awareness at the community level, because there has been that much more media 

attention in putting out the information on new Parks and Conservancies, and reflecting 

on LRMPs and the role of First Nations in those and that's never really happened before. 

So communities are more aware of what sorts of opportunities and benefits are out there 

for them in terms of working with the Province, to see what kinds of results can be 

achieved when we collaborate. 

 

According to the 2009 In-SHUCK-ch Nation & Timberline Natural Resources Group 

Community Consultation Report, there is more awareness among community members that were 

involved in community consultations, but this was difficult to claim for all community members. 

One First Nations representative stated that: 

In order of who I would say is more aware... I would say second is communities and first 

its policy makers and government because they are the ones who has been involved in 

this whole process. There is more involvement by myself and the band councils of the 

three nations within the territory, and the Ministry of Environment that are working on 

this thing, and we go back and do community consultations. But... the communities are so 

spread out, (so) how much information is actually going home with them and how much 

they are actually discussing it on their own, I don't know at this stage. 

 

Conservancies and awareness of PA benefits to policy makers 

 

Almost all (n=6) respondents claimed that the establishment of Conservancies had 

resulted in increased awareness of PA benefits to policy makers and to government, while the 

remaining First Nations representative stated that it was too soon to tell. Others indicated 

increased awareness of the importance of land use decisions for First Nations and their interest in 

protecting the land (n=2).  This included the importance of the land base at higher decision-

making levels (n=1), of Conservancies to First Nations (n=1), and of PA benefits and land-use 

opportunities with each new land use plan (n=1). Although policy makers and government were 

most aware, some government informants indicated that this did not necessarily translate into 

policy changes due to limited resources for the collaborative management of Conservancies 

(n=2). 
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Conservancies and awareness of PA benefits to the public 

 

No consensus was reached about an increased awareness of PA benefits among the 

public. Some government employees claimed that there was better awareness by non-aboriginal 

stakeholders of First Nations interests in Conservancies (n=2); raised awareness of and interest in 

Conservancies by recreationists (n=1), loggers (n=1), mining stakeholders (n=1), and by sectors 

who are members of professional associations (n=1); and that overall, increased media attention 

about Conservancies resulted in raised awareness among the public (n=2). One BC government 

informant indicated that the Province focused on extending public knowledge about 

Conservancies: 

With Conservancies, [there was a need] to help people understand that this is about First 

Nations cultural interests, as well as traditional things that a protected area is for. So 

you have to get that information out... especially since the public was not involved in the 

establishment of them, they were solely driven by First Nations. So, when we went out to 

the public and had open houses it was to message why that was. 

 

Four informants (3 government and 1 First Nations) stated that the public was least aware of all 

stakeholders or that they were unsure about public awareness. Raising public awareness of the 

cultural and conservation values of Conservancies was also identified in the 2009 

Estétiwilh/Sigurd Creek Conservancy Draft MP (Section 3.3) and the 2010 Upper Rogers Kólii7 

Conservancy Draft MP.  

Support for Conservancies by First Nations 

 

The majority of BC government respondents (n=4), and one First Nations representative, 

claimed or speculated that First Nations involvement in Conservancies resulted in support by the 

communities for these protected areas. According to one government and one First Nation 

informant, communities were happy with the establishment of Conservancies, resulting in the 

recognition that Conservancies are an important tool for the protection of First Nations‟ values 

and resources. However, for three respondents, it may have been too early to tell. 
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Incentives for First Nations to be involved in Conservancies 

 

Responses regarding incentives for First Nations to be involved in Conservancies varied. 

Some government employees claimed that the Province had provided incentives for First Nations 

to be involved, including the incentives of being part of a permanent land-use designation and 

with that, the protection of land and resources (n=3), and of being involved in the collaborative 

management of Conservancies and in shaping management direction (n=2). Others expressed the 

conviction that no additional incentives were needed. According to a First Nations 

representative: 

I don't think that the community feels that government needs to do something in order for 

them to be involved. I think that they are just genuinely interested in participating... and 

in knowing what is going on with their land and their resources, and if there is something 

that they can do to be more involved in that, then they were always really interested and 

excited to be a part of it. 

 

Others stated that the Province had not provided enough incentives for First Nations to be 

involved in Conservancies (n=2), with the creation of economic development opportunities cited 

as the greatest incentive by three government informants, and one First Nations representative 

(n=4). According to a provincial government employee: 

My experience has been that First Nations are interested in realizing some economic 

benefits of these areas, and these areas were set aside in some ways to specifically enable 

the development of low impact resource developments that aren't going to substantially 

alter the landscape. So.... access to those opportunities and the ability to pursue those 

opportunities is a key incentive for First Nation support. And I think that to the extent 

that those things fail to be realized, the support for these areas will be put in jeopardy.   

 

Incentives were also tied to the lack of government resources for Conservancy management 

(n=3). More specifically, some BC government informants felt that there was a need for better 

funding for First Nations capacity development and training in PA management (n=1) and 

enforcement (n=1). From the perspective of one First Nations representative, more frequent 

community consultations by the Province would foster a greater sense of ownership and increase 

community support for Conservancies. 
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3.2.2 Tenureship and Regulation of Natural Resources 

3.2.2.1 Tenureship 

 

According to all provincial government informants (n=5) and BC legislation, First 

Nations communities do not have ownership of or sole decision-making authority over 

Conservancy land or resources.  However, Aboriginal and treaty rights are said to be respected 

through the federal Constitution Act (n=2), and the Park Act, which recognizes First Nations 

rights to resource use for social, ceremonial and cultural uses (n=5). These uses are also 

consistent with the assertions made in the 2007 Squamish Nation- Province of BC Land Use 

Planning Agreement. This recognition, however, did not translate into ownership since, 

according to all five government respondents, Conservancy land is Crown Land and ultimate 

decision-making authority rests with the Province, including rights to subsurface resources. 

Respecting Aboriginal rights also meant that the BC government had a legal duty to consult with 

First Nations for any activity that may impact their rights and title in traditional territory, 

mentioned three times. This stipulation is outlined in the 2007 Squamish Nation- Province of BC 

Land Use Planning Agreement.  

Outside of recognition of traditional use rights, almost all BC government informants 

(n=4) indicated that Conservancy management occurred outside of the Aboriginal rights and title 

framework. As such, the focus of the CMA process was on consensus building and collaborative 

management, rather than on the assignment of rights and title. Aboriginal title to land could only 

be attained through First Nations treaty and land claims agreements (n=4). The separation of 

Conservancy management from Aboriginal rights and title was reaffirmed in the CMAs and 

land-use agreements established between the Province and each of the In-SHUCK-ch, L‟il‟wat 

and Squamish Nations. For example, the land use planning agreement established between In-

SHUCK-ch Nation and the Province states that the agreement is not intended to:  
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Limit the positions that either Party may take in any future discussions, negotiations, 

proceedings or court action regarding the aboriginal title and rights of In-SHUCK-ch 

Nation, including any treaty rights, and alleged interference with such title and rights 

(In-SHUCK-ch Nation-Province of BC, 2007, p. 9) .  

  

Each CMA and land-use agreement also contained a preamble outlining the positions of 

both the First Nation and the Province with respect to sovereignty, title and ownership. While the 

Province claimed decision-making authority in Conservancies, First Nations in the Sea-to-Sky 

asserted Aboriginal rights and title to land and resources of their traditional territory, including 

Conservancies.  As stated in the CMA with the Squamish Nation, the Nations territory “has 

never been ceded, sold or surrendered to the Crown or otherwise” (Squamish Nation- Province 

of BC, 2007, p. 2). According to the provincial government, despite disagreements over land 

ownership between First Nations and the Province, there was general agreement that ownership 

issues were not negotiated through the CMA or LRMP processes. Formal treaty processes with 

First Nations were recognized in Conservancy MPs and, as attested to in the Estétiwilh/Sigurd 

Creek Conservancy Draft MP, management plans would be reviewed to be compliant with 

agreements reached through treaty negotiation processes.  

Subsurface resources 

Generally, provincial legislation prohibits subsurface resource development within 

Conservancies. However, special allowances provide opportunities for First Nations to obtain a 

permit for “purposes of exploration for, or development or production of, petroleum or natural 

gas, in or from the subsurface of land within a park, conservancy or recreation area” (BC Park 

Act, 1996, Section 33). These permits, granted under the Petroleum and Natural Gas Act, applied 

equally to all users, with no special allowances for First Nations. If the Nation was to be granted 

a PUP, it would hold user rights for the subsurface resources.  
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Other stakeholders and user rights 

 

There are other stakeholders that have user rights in Conservancies. These tenures, issued 

through PUPs, existed before the area was designated as a Conservancy, mentioned by five 

government informants and a First Nations representative. Existing commercial recreation 

tenures included alpine skiing, guide outfitting, hunting, kayaking, rafting, mountaineering and 

lodge operations. As such, all commercial user rights were determined through the allocation of 

PUP's, but not all previously existing tenures were extended, including forest tenures (n=2). 

Other stakeholders in Conservancies included public recreational users (n=3), a use consistent 

with the Park Act and Conservancy objectives. 

Although user rights were regulated through PUPs, the tenure review process was not 

exclusive. When reviewing existing or new tenures, provincial government and First Nations 

representatives examined the impacts of these activities on the land and on Aboriginal rights and 

title. This process is documented in the L‟il‟wat Nation-British Columbia SLUPA and the 

Squamish Nation- Province of BC CMA. The importance of developing protocols for tenure 

decisions in the broader First Nations territory was also identified in the 2008 L‟il‟wat Nation-

British Columbia SLUPA (2008, p. 17) in order to “establish appropriate levels of engagement 

and a meaningful role for the L‟il‟wat Nation in decisions affecting the use of land and resources 

in L‟il‟wat Territory.”  

Tenure, collaborative management and First Nations involvement in Conservancies 

 

Almost all (n=6) respondents, both governmental and First Nations, indicated that tenure 

was made clear in the collaborative management of Conservancies, through the assertions made 

in CMAs, provincial legislation and in land use agreements. There was some indication that MPs 

would further clarify tenure over land and resources (n=2). Despite disagreements between the 

Province and First Nations over sovereignty, title and ownership, three respondents, including a 
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First Nations representative, claimed that tenure issues did not affect First Nations involvement 

in the collaborative management of Conservancies. This was reflective of the current 

involvement of all three First Nations in the Sea-to-Sky, in the development and implementation 

of land-use agreements, CMAs and MPs for Conservancies. 

According to some provincial government employees, sovereignty, title and ownership 

issues between First Nations and the Province were addressed in CMAs (n=2), and at the 

beginning of land-use planning processes (n=1), in order for the parties to move forward with 

collaborative management.  One BC government informant stated that: 

Generally, that whole discussion about rights and jurisdiction is one of the first things 

that you tackle before you get into the meat and potatoes of the discussion. So you get 

over that hurdle early, and get down to the point of developing land-use frameworks and 

management guidelines, and zoning []... so it's one of those things where it is the 

elephant in the room and then you move on. 

 

While disagreements over tenure did not appear to affect First Nations‟ involvement in the Sea-

to-Sky, there was indication that they had the potential to do so. One governmental respondent 

indicated that the Province needed to exercise caution in the use of their language around land 

ownership, when consulting with First Nations:  

The only place that I have heard of an approach to be cautious with in how you 

communicate around an area is, I was at a First Nations training session, and someone 

suggested using the word "public land," instead of "Crown land " when consulting with 

First Nations, because... it goes back to their assertion that it's the Nations land, and the 

Crown's assertion that it's Crown land, and you are already putting yourself at a divided 

standpoint. [Referring] to it as public land keeps it clear of that.    

 

Another pointed to the possibility that disagreement over land tenure can affect First Nations 

involvement in other areas: 

... there are other places where First Nations have chosen not to participate in land use 

planning and the designation of Conservancies, and perhaps that is a reflection of their 

view that until the title question is settled permanently, they are not interested in interim 

dealings with government, because they don't essentially recognize our authority to make 

decisions.  
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Lastly, one BC government respondent indicated that First Nations misunderstanding of the 

scope of what they are allowed within the framework of collaborative management may affect 

their desire to remain involved. However, no such instances were reported. 

3.2.2.2 Regulation of Natural Resource Use 

Regulation of natural resource use by First Nations communities  

 

BC Government Regional Operations Branch informants from all regions stated that 

there were no regulations governing First Nations‟ social, ceremonial and cultural uses of 

Conservancy resources. There was an implicit assumption that traditional resource use would be 

regulated at the community level. Three respondents cited uses such as hunting, harvesting, 

collection of natural resources and guide outfitting, as supported by the 2009 Estétiwilh/Sigurd 

Creek Conservancy Draft Management Plan (Section 2.2), and the 2010 Upper Rogers Kólii7 

Conservancy Draft Management Plan (Section 1.5). Responses reflected the uniqueness of the 

Conservancy designation in protecting First Nations rights to the traditional use of natural 

resources.  

Traditional uses, however, were subject to provincial conservation and public safety 

objectives. For example, traditional uses could be curtailed by the Province if species 

populations were declining and continued use was regarded as a threat to biodiversity 

conservation objectives, or if hunting took place near public roads and posed a perceived threat 

to public safety (see Park Act, Section 17c). Additionally, the Squamish Nation-British 

Columbia CMA (Squamish Nation- Province of British Columbia, 2007, p. 6) states that 

management plans may “define the role of the Province in the management of cultural, spiritual, 

heritage and traditional use sites and resources,” including ongoing harvesting activities. 

The use of land and resources for non-traditional activities, such as for commercial 

development, required a PUP for all users. This was noted by BC government informants (n=5) 

and is outlined in sections of the amended Park Act (Section 9.6.1) as well as the 2009 
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Estétiwilh/Sigurd Creek Conservancy Management Plan (Section 1.5). All natural resource use 

has to be compatible with Conservancy objectives. According to a provincial government 

employee, this would include First Nations activities such as mushroom picking or collection of 

forest products for sale. Therefore, from the conservation perspective, First Nation users are 

treated similarly to other users and are subject to provincial legislation regarding resource use in 

Parks and Conservancies.  

In addition to PUPs for commercial uses, government control mechanisms for all public 

uses included use restrictions (n=2) such as seasonal hunting restrictions and quotas (n=1). 

According to the Park Act, the Province has the power to  develop regulations for numerous 

purposes (including prohibiting, controlling or regulating hunting, trapping, and angling of 

animals, fish and birds; the exploitation, development, extraction or use of natural resources; and 

restricting the application of the Wildlife Act in Parks and Conservancies). While traditional uses 

were not regulated, the Conservancy legislation clearly stated that the Province had the authority 

to do so. However, two BC government respondents identified special allowances that 

Conservancies may provide for First Nations, including seasonal allocations of certain species 

(that provide a wider window of opportunity for harvesting) and provisions for First Nations to 

hunt in areas that may be closed to the public. Acceptable natural resource use would be further 

defined in the Conservancy MP (n=4). 

Control mechanisms to ensure fairness in resource use, and compliance with use regulations 

 

Almost all informants (n=6), including a First Nations representative, stated that they 

were unsure about mechanisms to ensure fairness in the use of natural resources for First Nations 

social, ceremonial and cultural uses. One First Nations representative stated there were none. 

There was some indication that mechanisms would be managed by First Nations communities 

with little or no government involvement (n=3 government employees). The 2001 Squamish 
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Nation Land Use Plan also proposes community fishing, hunting and trapping regulations based 

on identified community values. These include: avoiding fishing of depleted stocks and the 

selling of catch; regulation of guided fishing by Squamish Nation members or through catch and 

release fishing; limiting hunting to species with healthy population levels; and limiting guided 

hunting and trapping or trapping conducted in traditional ways and only if it is sustainable. The 

L'il'wat Nation Land Use Plan also identifies the need to develop control mechanisms to prevent 

inappropriate use of cultural resources such as plants.  

Some BC government employees spoke about control mechanisms for all other uses in 

protected areas, including allocation of hunting permits or limited entry hunting permits (n=2) 

and PUPs which determined allowable commercial activities for specific areas (n=1). 

Government led compliance mechanisms involved monitoring and enforcement of resource use 

by BC Parks enforcement officers (n=3) in accordance with the Park Act. Opportunities were 

also identified for First Nations Rangers to provide these services. 

Some government informants indicated that fairness mechanisms for resource use were 

the same for all users (n=2) but noted that First Nations rights would be respected in resource 

allocation (n=1). Yet, restrictions on First Nations traditional use could occur if the activity was 

found to be detrimental to conservation objectives (n=2). For example both First Nations and 

public users were strictly prohibited from hunting certain populations of mountain goats with 

limited entry hunting restrictions in place for other species. It remained unclear, however, how 

species allocations would be dealt with at the community level. One First Nations representative 

identified the use of community fishnets which were used to distribute catch among community 

members, as a resource allocation mechanism.  While it appeared that fairness mechanisms 

would first be managed at the community level, if concerns about competing use of a particular 

resource (e.g. mushroom picking) were identified through the management planning process, 
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fairness mechanisms would then be addressed through the Conservancy MP (n=2 provincial 

government employees). 

3.2.3 Regional Land Use Planning and Conservancies 

 

3.2.3.1 Regional Land Use Planning 

 

Conservancies were tabled for protection through the Sea-to-Sky sub-regional LRMP 

process. As such, these PAs are incorporated into broader land use plans which provide 

management direction for natural resources, identify land-use zones, and provide a framework 

for resolving land-use issues. Land use zones in the Sea-to-Sky include „All Resource Uses 

Permitted Zones‟( including „Cultural Management Areas‟ that have high First Nations cultural 

values); „Wildland Zones‟( recognized for their First Nations cultural values, high wildlife 

habitat values, backcountry recreation values, and wilderness characteristics); and „Protected 

Areas‟( including existing „Parks‟ and „Conservancies‟). Protected areas cover 26% of the 

LRMP area; 4% of which are Conservancies (Sea-to-Sky LRMP, 2008, pp. ii, iv).  

  First Nations participation in the LRMP process 

The initial 2006 LRMP draft, which resulted from recommendations put forward by a 

public planning forum representing a range of resource sectors (Sea-to-Sky LRMP, 2008, p. 1), 

did not include First Nations input (as mentioned by 2 government and 1 First Nations 

representatives). This is also noted in the L‟il‟wat Nation-British Columbia SLUPA (Section 

16.7) and in the 2007 Land-Use Planning Agreement between In-SHUCK-ch Nation and the 

Province. As noted by Folke et al. (2005, p. 462), in the context of ecosystem management, 

“there has been a tendency...for the...governmental agencies to develop the agenda first, present 

it to different groups, and incorporate these groups into already established frameworks.” 

First Nations began participating in government-to-government negotiations of the 

LRMP process in 2005. The purpose of these discussions was to harmonize First Nations land 
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stewardship interests and land-use plans with the 2006 LRMP Consultation Draft (n=4). 

Government respondents claimed that the Sea-to-Sky LRMP was an attempt to incorporate First 

Nations land use wishes and values into government planning processes (n=1), in light of the 

new relationship vision with Aboriginal communities (n=1). According to three government 

informants, the final 2008 Sea-to-Sky LRMP was the result of bi-lateral negotiations between the 

Province and First Nations. Three First Nations - Squamish, L'il'wat, and In-SHUCK-ch Nations 

- were involved in these discussions. All government informants (n=5) indicated that some First 

Nations in the Sea-to-Sky had chosen not to participate in the government-to-government 

discussions; two stated that this was due to capacity, time, resource issues, or competing 

priorities.  

In 2007 and 2008, the Province signed land use planning agreements with Squamish, In- 

SHUCK -ch and L‟il‟wat Nations, in order to “harmonize[] these Nations' land use visions and 

plans with the Province's land use policy, in the spirit of the New Relationship” (Government of 

BC, 2009, Sea-to-Sky LRMP Background Information section, para. 4). The management 

direction and land use zoning identified in these agreements, was integrated into the final LRMP. 

First Nations communities were given the opportunity to review and comment on the final 

version of the LRMP to ensure consistency with their land use planning agreements and vision 

for the territory. BC government responses reflected substantial negotiations with First Nations 

in the LRMP process, resulting in modifications to the final LRMP and identification of new 

protected areas, such as Conservancies. 

First Nations veto rights or decision making power in the establishment of Conservancies  

 

As previously reported, all interview responses (n=7), both governmental and First 

Nations, indicated that First Nations drove the establishment of Conservancies. The perception 

was that while First Nations understood that final decision-making authority rested with the 
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Province (n=2) and that they had no veto rights (n=4), Conservancies were consistent with First 

Nations‟ cultural and environmental stewardship values (n=1) and their establishment was 

beneficial to First Nations communities.   

Benefits of the LRMP process for First Nations and for government 

 

The most commonly mentioned benefit of First Nations involvement in the LRMP 

process, was that it provided opportunities for First Nations to have a say in land use planning, to 

incorporate their land use vision and to legitimize First Nations role in land use and resource 

management (n=4 government and 2 First Nations representatives). According to a government 

representative:  

The LRMP process provided [First Nations] with an opportunity to have their vision for 

land-use management and resource management clarified and legitimized in terms of 

being put in paper, and recognized through land use zones and Conservancies and 

management direction. It created an opportunity to express the importance of their 

cultural heritage in the area.  

 

This view was also congruent with the perspective of a First Nations representative: 

 

The [Nation] ha[s] a land stewardship plan... that existed at the time that the 

Conservancy was being established and so a lot of what the [Nation] had already 

decided on in terms of their land stewardship, it gave them an opportunity to voice those 

concerns within the strategic land use planning agreement between the BC government 

and [the Nation]. So a lot of their land stewardship practices or opportunities were given 

the light of day... in the general public, because it's now part of a larger public document. 

 

According to a BC government informant, “things have really changed through law in a positive 

way for First Nations so that they can become more involved, and government has a duty to do 

that.”  

For three respondents (n=2 government and 1 First Nations), the LRMP process was also 

seen to have led to improved working relationships between the Province and First Nations, 

including building of trust and improved communication. According to a First Nations 

informant: 
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Overall... it has probably improved the ability of First Nations and different levels of 

government to communicate with each other. So I think that just the whole history 

between First Nations and the government has been difficult enough, and I think that the 

more and more First Nations communities communicate or work collaboratively with the 

various levels of government, the easier and more productive things will become... the 

more some of those boundaries and walls will come down.  

 

BC government employees also stated that improved working relationships had resulted in a 

better understanding of First Nations needs by the Province (n=1), and the extension of those 

relationships to other processes (n=1). Other commonly cited benefits to the Province of First 

Nations involvement were that it helped to build a more sustainable land use plan, to clarify 

land-use direction, and create more certainty in land and resource management (n=4).  This is 

expressed in the following response by a governmental informant: 

For government, the big benefit is that we get a broad-based consensus about 

appropriate land use across the planning area-so what is appropriate for protected 

areas, logging, backcountry recreation- and so we... get agreement on the location and 

the nature of new protected areas, and other sectors, such as mining and logging 

interests, get some certainty about where they are going to be allowed to operate in the 

future. And to the extent that First Nations were consulted on those land-use zones and 

have agreed to them, then that certainty applies to them as well. 

 

Clarity in and certainty over land use and resource management through the LRMP process, was 

seen to have benefited the Province and First Nations. According to both First Nations 

informants, an additional benefit was that, as First Nations‟ interests in Conservancies were 

legitimized through the LRMP, they would be provided with more certainty over protection of, 

and access to lands and resources. 

The LRMP process and the relationship between First Nations and regional planning authorities 

 

 All (n=7) interview respondents stated that the LRMP process fostered better working 

relationships and built trust between First Nations and regional planning authorities. Another 

benefit, for four BC government informants, included opening dialogue around land use planning 

at different scales. Through the LRMP process, government-to-government negotiations moved 

from a „consultative‟ model to a more inclusive model, whereby First Nations‟ interests and land 
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stewardship values were recognized within the context of land use planning (n=3), and improved 

working relationships resulted in stronger agreements and consensus building (n=2). This is 

summarized in the following response by a government respondent: 

The whole [government-to-government] process that came out of the land use plans-

North Coast, Central Coast, Sea-to-Sky- and now has been replicated elsewhere, is a 

complete transformation of the way government interacts with First Nations. We moved 

away from the consult model, where we said here is what we are planning to do, let me 

know how this affects your Aboriginal rights, to a very different process which was here 

are some ideas about what we are thinking about doing, how would you like to see this 

shaped and changed, what are your ideas about it, so it's a much more inclusive process 

that develops a lot more dialogue and probably a better consensus at the end. It has 

[also] fostered better agreements, and it gets away from the old transactional model of 

consultation...  

 

Two government employees also claimed that these benefits extended to external 

processes, facilitating better communication and consultations within those initiatives. Two also 

indicated that the LRMP process served as a catalyst for establishing other initiatives. According 

to one:  

The LRMP process in the Sea-to-Sky provided a catalyst for a lot of discussions that 

never took place in the past between local governments, regional districts and First 

Nations. This process spurred the creation of an elected officials forum with the regional 

districts and local government officials in the Squamish Lillooet area and in that forum 

government staff, and sometimes First Nations would participate... where we could talk 

about issues that were important to elected officials and to government, and relate it back 

to the 2010 Olympics, which also relates back to host First Nations for the Olympics. So 

... it's spurred First Nations and local governments to start engaging more on other 

issues away from the LRMP and created some relationships and partnerships that didn't 

exist before.  

 

LRMP process and development of ownership by First Nations  

 

Most (n=5) informants, including a First Nations representative, indicated that the LRMP 

process assisted in the development of ownership of Conservancies by First Nations 

communities, and that First Nations identified more with these PAs. According to governmental 

informants, the fact that First Nations drove the establishment of Conservancies may have 

resulted in a better sense of ownership than with previously established PAs (n=3) and increased 
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the level of support for these PAs (n=2). However, some respondents were unsure about the 

extent to which the LRMP process assisted in the development of ownership. According to one 

BC government employee, that sense of ownership existed prior to the Conservancy designation, 

and the designation process simply legitimized what was already important to communities: 

...for most of the First Nations they already had a connection with these areas, and 

already knew that they were important, and it was just a matter of having the Province 

recognize that they were important. I think... there was more work done internally before 

we got to the process of designating these Conservancies or even identifying them at the 

negotiation table... that created that connection between First Nations communities in 

these areas. For a lot of these First Nations, these areas were already there, and they had 

identified them in their own land use plans, they already have lots of oral history and 

stories and practices that took place in those areas, so it's more of a case that we know 

these areas are important , and no one has recognized that they are important, and no 

one has attempted to protect them before, but now we can protect them, which may be a 

source of pride and relief that it's done, but I wouldn't say that the process of getting 

them designated added that much more to the feeling of connection to these areas, or 

development of ownership of these areas. 

 

For smaller communities, this sense of ownership may not yet exist. Both First Nation 

respondents indicated that at the individual community level, members either had not yet had the 

opportunity or were just starting to develop connections to these PAs. However, it was noted that 

First Nations were motivated to be more involved in these PAs and that a sense of ownership 

will evolve over time (n=1), particularly through the development of Conservancy MPs and 

increased community consultations (n=1). 

3.2.3.2 Objectives and Long-Term Vision of Conservancies 

 

The objectives of Conservancies are outlined in the amended Park Act, land use planning 

agreements between First Nations and the Province (3) and the Sea-to-Sky LRMP (1). The 

majority (n=5) of interview respondents, including one First Nations representative, stated that 

Conservancy objectives were understood by government, while six (n=5 government and 1 First 

Nations representative) indicated that First Nations understood Conservancy objectives. The 

remaining First Nations representative implied that objectives were understood by referring to 
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the SLUPA. Four informants, including a First Nations representative, noted that area-specific 

uses and objectives would be further defined through MPs, but there was a strong focus on First 

Nations social, ceremonial and cultural uses according to two of them. In light of this focus, 

some BC government informants emphasized the other Conservancy objectives outside of First 

Nations use (n=3) or indicated that public recreation use, as a Conservancy objective, needed to 

be emphasized in discussions between the Province and First Nations (n=2). 

Meeting Conservancy objectives 

 

First Nations social, ceremonial and cultural objectives  

 

Most (n=4 BC government and 1 First Nations) representatives stated that they did not 

know how First Nations‟ social, ceremonial and cultural objectives were being met in 

Conservancies. Some noted that it was too early to tell.  This is not surprising, given the 

relatively recent designation of Conservancies and the absence of monitoring mechanisms. 

According to one government respondent, methods for monitoring these objectives included 

carrying out cultural inventories and archaeological impact assessments to identify cultural 

resources and to measure their protection. According to the 2009 In-SHUCK-ch Nation & 

Timberline Natural Resource Group Community Consultation Report (Timberline Natural 

Resource Group, 2009), community members also identified the need for an archaeological 

assessment to be performed within the Conservancy to identify cultural values and features (also 

see the 2010 Upper Rogers Kólii7 Conservancy Draft MP).  From the perspectives of both First 

Nations representatives, having community members identify with conservation areas indicated 

that objectives were being met, but better access to more remote Conservancies was needed. 

Barriers to measuring these objectives, including lack of government resources for monitoring 

activities, were identified by provincial government employees. 

Biodiversity conservation/Ecological objectives 
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Most respondents (n=5), including both First Nations representatives, stated that they did 

not know how biodiversity conservation objectives will be met or monitored. However, the 

argument was made that conservation objectives were partially met through the permanent 

protection status of the Conservancy designation (n=2). According to the 2010 Upper Rogers 

Kólii7 Conservancy Draft MP, the Conservancy contributed to regional scale biodiversity 

protection by providing contiguous protected areas, wildlife corridors, protecting habitat for 

species at risk and winter range of certain species (In-SHUCK-ch Nation-Province of BC, 2010). 

A BC government employee also stated that conservation objectives would be partially met 

through the management of recreational use, but insufficient government resources were 

identified as a barrier to the implementation of monitoring activities. 

From the perspective of one First Nations representative, a barrier to meeting 

conservation objectives was a lack of data of current fish populations. Therefore, a baseline 

assessment needed to be conducted to monitor species populations (also see the 2006 In-

SHUCK-ch Nation Land Stewardship Plan). Monitoring ecological integrity and biodiversity 

values was identified as a priority in all of the First Nations land use plans (as well as the 2009 

Estétiwilh/Sigurd Creek Conservancy Draft Management Plan). However, due to the absence of 

monitoring activities at the time of data collection, it was not possible to assess, in detail, the 

effectiveness of Conservancies in meeting biodiversity conservation objectives, and their overall 

contribution to ecological integrity. 

Economic development and sustainable natural resource use objectives 

 

None of the interview participants (n=7) knew how economic development and 

sustainable natural resource use objectives would be met in Conservancies. Two (1 government 

and 1 First Nations) expressed confidence that these objectives would be addressed through MPs, 

and one government informant stated that, at the implementation level, MPs would address 
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allocation of economic development opportunities to First Nations. There were also ongoing 

community consultation processes to define the nature of these objectives for First Nations 

communities. According to one First Nations representative: 

[The Nation] ha[s] been engaging in a community consultations process in order to 

identify the objectives on a local and individual basis, in order to formulate management 

objectives. A draft management plan will be presented to the same community members 

and community officials to ensure that any, and all potential economic and natural 

resource use objectives can be met, while ensuring a sustainable future. 

 

Although some refinement of economic development and sustainable natural resource use 

objectives took place at the community level, barriers to meeting these objectives included 

limited First Nations capacity for the development of economic development opportunities 

(n=2), including formulating business plans, and limited opportunities with the current economic 

downturn (n=1).  

Recreational objectives 

 

Almost all (n=6) informants, including both First Nations representatives, indicated that 

they did not know how recreational objectives in Conservancies were being met. However, there 

was some indication that First Nations were continuing to recreate in the areas (n=1), and that 

general objectives included increased visitor use of Conservancies (n=2) and ensuring that 

activities are low impact (n=1). Two BC government representatives indicated the need to 

improve recreational opportunities in Conservancies and another referred to the need to enhance 

accessibility to more remote Conservancies in order to meet recreational objectives. According 

to two government informants, recreational opportunities may depend on other area specific 

objectives such as biodiversity conservation and the preservation of First Nations social, 

ceremonial and cultural uses, and on the Conservancy MP (n=1). 
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Long-term vision for Conservancies 

 

Five respondents, including a First Nations representative, agreed that the long-term 

vision for Conservancies was defined in accordance with the stated objectives of Conservancies 

in provincial legislation, and four (including a First Nations representative) agreed that, at a 

broad level, First Nations and the Province agreed to this vision. Accordingly, two informants (1 

government and 1 First Nations) stated that more refined objectives for each Conservancy would 

be outlined in Conservancy MPs, and a First Nations representative spoke of a more refined 

vision by the First Nations community, as “ the wise use of cultural and natural resources within 

the context of environmental protection.” Each land use planning agreement and the LMRP also 

provide a vision tailored to the local level, in accordance with the values of each First Nation 

(n=1) and the Province. 

 From the perspective of two government employees, First Nations and the Province 

worked collaboratively at the land use planning tables to come to an agreement on a shared 

vision and objectives for Conservancies. A few comments, however, reflected possible 

differences between First Nations and the Province. According to two government informants, 

while First Nations generally had a clear vision regarding the protection of cultural resources, the 

protection of recreational opportunities may not be in their purview. A First Nations 

representative stressed the importance of social, cultural and environmental protection values.  

One BC government informant stated that a remaining challenge to building a shared long-term 

vision, involved First Nations with overlapping territories agreeing to a vision that the Province 

could support (n=1).  

3.2.3.3 Implementation of Conservancy Objectives 

Some BC government respondents indicated that monitoring plans or mechanisms for the 

implementation of Conservancy objectives were in place (n=2) or being developed (n=1). The 
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most common response was that MPs included performance measures and outlined mechanisms 

for monitoring and evaluation (n=4). Three others, including both First Nations representatives, 

claimed that they did not know or that it was too soon to tell. Two government informants stated 

that, while monitoring tools did exist, they may not be in use or that monitoring cannot be 

adequately delivered (n=2). Monitoring and evaluation activities were considered expensive and 

time-consuming (n=1) and it was noted that there was insufficient funding from current 

government resources (n=2).  

A need to inventory ecological and cultural values and features in Conservancies to 

enable monitoring of biodiversity, and social and cultural objectives was also identified. 

According to one First Nations representative: 

... many community members, through community meetings, mentioned that they would 

like to see more studies done or more recon missions to the area in order to find out more 

specifically, what kind of biodiversity there is, if any ecological concerns they have or 

water quality issues, any existing high impact areas. So everyone has an interest in going 

up and sending in professionals, and taking a full inventory of the area and finding out 

all that we have, our cultural and spiritual values...and knowing what they have will help 

them decide how best to manage what they have. 

 

Though not specific to Conservancies, the 2001 Squamish Nation Xay Temixw and the L‟il‟wat 

Nation Land Use Plans also identify the need for compiling baseline information on, and 

monitoring of watersheds, fish stocks and habitat, water quality, wildlife populations and habitat, 

cultural values, trail impacts and other development impacts. The possibility of a joint 

implementation and monitoring committee to monitor the Sea-to-Sky LRMP was also identified 

in the 2007 Squamish Nation-BC Government Land Use Planning Agreement (Squamish 

Nation- Province of BC, 2007). 

Barriers to successful implementation of Conservancy objectives 

 

The most commonly cited barrier to the successful implementation of Conservancy 

objectives was a lack of resources and capacity, including staff and funding.  This was 
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mentioned by all respondents (n=7). Other perceived barriers included difficulties in enabling 

First Nations participation (n=2 government informants), in managing PAs without MPs (n=1), 

First Nations having different perspectives on management direction (n=1), implementation 

strategies and management goals inadequately defined (n=1), inadequate stakeholder and 

community consultations (n=1), difficulties in determining what to monitor and how to do it 

(n=1), and lastly, a lack of First Nations expertise for natural resource management (n=1). 

According to a First Nations representative, there was a lack of qualified individuals within the 

community for conducting inventories and monitoring natural resources: 

So there is a real focus in [the] territory for capacity building initiatives that will foster 

natural resource specialists, because 99% of their territory is land and [it is] very viable 

and valuable land... so there is a real push to foster some of the younger generations to 

become natural resource specialist in order to fill that void, in order to help the Nation 

as a whole to move forward.  

The need for training community members in natural resource management, was also identified 

in the In-SHUCK-ch Nation Land Stewardship Plan, and the Squamish and L'il'wat Nations 

Land Use Plans. 

3.2.4 Conservancies, Policy and Collaborative Management 

3.2.4.1 Conservancies and the New Relationship Vision with BC Aboriginal Communities, 

and Provincial Conservation Objectives 
 

Respondents identified the role of Conservancies in the Province‟s new relationship 

vision with Aboriginal communities. Conservancies were considered a successful place to build 

upon this vision and the collaborative management processes created a framework for building 

this vision, according to four government informants. Government informants also stated that 

these PAs were the output of working collaboratively with First Nations on land-use issues (n=3) 

and represented a vehicle for identifying and recognizing First Nations values and priorities on 

the land (n=2). According one provincial government employee, the “collaborative management 

processes ...are an expression of the new relationship, in that there is much more of a shared 
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decision-making process than „consult on the basis of the decision‟ kind of model that we used to 

use.”  Both First Nations representatives stated that Conservancies and the new relationship 

vision had the potential to solve land use issues between the Province and First Nations. As such, 

Conservancies were an expression of, and a vehicle for, building the BC government‟s 

relationship with Aboriginal communities. 

Two provincial government employees hesitated to claim that the collaborative 

management model for Conservancies resulted from the new relationship policy, as the Province 

had worked with First Nations in the management of some PAs, particularly „Class A Parks‟, 

before this vision was laid out. According to a provincial government employee: 

Collaborative management in protected areas goes back to way before anybody thought 

of the new relationship, we were doing the sorts of agreements in the early 90s and even 

earlier, so in some ways, these things were an early expression and probably out ahead 

of where most of government was, in terms of involving First Nations in the management 

of these protected areas.     

 

For these individuals, Conservancies and CMAs were consistent with the new relationship 

vision, but they were built upon already existing relationships with First Nations.  

When asked about the role of Conservancies in provincial conservation objectives, an equal 

number of respondents (n=3) either stated that they did not know or that Conservancies were a 

part of the greater PA system, and as such, were integral to meeting the conservation objectives 

of protecting species and representative ecosystems. 

3.2.4.2 First Nations Institutional and Capacity Building 

Capacity within First Nations communities to manage Conservancies on their own 

 

All respondents indicated that First Nations communities do not have the capacity to 

manage Conservancies on their own.  This was attributed to limited human and financial 

resources to respond to the requirements of collaborative management (n=4), First Nations lack 

of experience in PA management, expertise or required organizational skills (n=3), or lack of 

vehicles for PA management (n=1). Other perceived barriers included the fact that 
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Conservancies were under the jurisdiction of the BC Government (n=1), the availability of 

government staff for PA management (n=1), provincial funding constraints to assist First Nations 

in capacity building (including funding positions or hiring expertise - n=1), and the fact that the 

intent of Conservancies was collaborative management and not to have First Nations manage 

them on their own (n=1). Several government informants indicated that First Nations could 

develop the necessary expertise and skills over time (n=1), through Conservancy management 

processes (n=1), and that some communities had better capacity to manage Conservancies on 

their own than others (n=1).  

Capacity within communities for the collaborative management of Conservancies 

 

The majority (n=5) of interview participants, including First Nations, also stated that 

there was insufficient capacity, human and financial resources within First Nations communities 

for the collaborative management of Conservancies. Barriers to First Nations capacity included: 

lack of expertise in PA management (n=3), First Nations reliance on government funding to 

support collaborative management activities (n=2 government respondents), government 

managing Conservancies according to their mandates (n=1), and, a possible lack of First Nations 

individuals who live within the territory to be involved in Conservancy management (n=1). 

Two BC government employees also identified the practice of First Nations to hire 

consultants in the collaborative management of Conservancies as a barrier to capacity 

development within First Nations communities. According to one:   

... a lot of times what I have been finding is that a lot of the projects that we have with 

First Nations within the collaborative management context are farmed out to consultants, 

so we fund the project say to do some work related to collaborative management, and 

then the First Nations hires the consultant to deliver that product, and that is not about 

building capacity within the community and that has been a big issue. So in some ways, 

the resources may be provided, but they are not being used in a way that fosters capacity 

development. 

From the perspectives of two government informants, capacity to collaboratively manage 

Conservancies varied with the First Nations community. There was also indication that while 
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First Nations had knowledgeable representatives at the planning tables (n=1), community 

capacity depended in part on the economic situation of the community and their ability to 

prioritize Conservancy management within their own business (n=1).  

Perceived need for capacity development with respect to governance of Conservancies, and 

other areas 

 

All respondents identified the need for capacity development with respect to governance 

of Conservancies. This included the perceived need for First Nations, or their consultants, to 

have more experience in PA governance models (n=1), natural resource management (n=1), and 

funding (n=1).  Others referred to the need for government to help First Nations with capacity 

development (n=1) and for First Nations to build their own capacity internally (n=1).  

All interviews also identified the need for capacity building in other areas, including 

tourism development and recreation (n=4), and more generally, for economic development and 

entrepreneurial capacity building (n=3).  The CMA between Squamish Nation and the Province, 

also identified the need for strategies to build the capacity of Nation members “to be involved in 

the full range of economic and employment opportunities associated with the planning, 

management and operations of the Protected Areas” (Squamish Nation-Province of BC, 2007, p. 

5). One First Nations representative also identified the need to improve basic amenities, 

infrastructure and transportation services within smaller communities, to enable communities to 

build their own capacity for economic development. 

3.2.4.3 External Factors and Collaborative Management of Conservancies with First 

Nations 

 

Several external factors affected the successful collaborative management of 

Conservancies with First Nations. From the perspective of BC government employees, the most 

commonly identified factor was the economic downturn (n=3), limited funding and resources to 

support the collaborative management of Conservancies (n=3). Limited funding translated into 



112 

 

competing spending priorities for the Province, and competing development priorities for First 

Nations. For one government informant, changes in the economic climate and available 

resources resulted in difficult decisions surrounding the allocation of funds for PA management, 

versus other development activities. According to the same informant, this tension manifested 

itself: 

In terms of where we are going to spend our limited resources, both for First Nations and 

for the Province, and even in terms of... resource activities, looking at the province or the 

forest industry right now, and determining whether or not we are going to expend energy 

on managing protected areas versus trying to feed the dragon of the forest industry. 

 

Competing economic development priorities were mentioned twice, as an external factor 

affecting the collaborative management of Conservancies. Additionally, there may be competing 

priorities at the First Nations community level. According to a government employee, it was 

important to examine:  

How much of a priority it is within the [First Nations] community to manage for 

biodiversity or to manage any Conservancy, versus how much of a priority is it to focus 

on new jobs and new job opportunities, social development, and looking at individual 

communities, and what their economic and social situation is as it‟s going to affect where 

Conservancy management is in their priorities list. 

 

Other external factors affecting the collaborative management of Conservancies, included 

changes in the political climate, including the provincial government and legislation (n=1), and 

in federal legislation (n=1), government‟s ability to mediate First Nations interests with other 

stakeholders (n=1), and the ability to meet Conservancy objectives (n=1). The most important 

external factor for both First Nations representatives, was a commitment by the Province to fully 

engage with First Nations communities. According to a First Nations representative: 

One of the biggest factors that would prevent First Nations from moving forward would 

be the lack of engagement with First Nations by the provincial government. So even 

though they may or may not have a policy to engage with First Nations, it's one thing to 

say that they do consult with First Nations but it's another to be fully engaged with First 

Nations communities, and it's really having that closeness with the First Nations and 

really engaging with them and really understanding what their intentions are and vice 

versa, and not just going through the motions because they have to.    
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Lastly, effective communication (n=1) and engagement (n=1) with First Nations on a daily basis 

(n=1), were considered important external factors for engaging First Nations in the collaborative 

management of Conservancies for First Nations representatives. 
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Chapter 4: Summary and Conclusions 

 

4.1 Limitations of the Study 

There are several limitations to this study. First, although the small sample size allowed 

for an in-depth analysis of the research problem, the results may not be extrapolated to other 

Conservancies in BC and to the BC Protected Area System at large. This limitation is addressed 

in part, by discussing Conservancy processes with BC Government Regional Operations Branch 

staff from all BC Regions. Specific subject matter related activities in other regions of BC were 

discussed with government representatives, thus providing some indication of how the study 

results may relate to Conservancies located in other parts of the Province. Second, the small 

sample size is not conducive to statistical analysis, although frequencies of responses have been 

enumerated. Third, the researcher was unable to finalize the participation of all three First 

Nations communities of interest in the research study, despite spending over a year building 

relationships with key First Nations contacts. In the end, only two representatives from one of 

the First Nations communities participated, further limiting the sample size and the validity of 

the findings which may not truly reflect the entire First Nations perspective nor the diversity of 

perspectives within First Nations communities. This limitation is addressed to some degree, by 

triangulating data sources, to include First Nations documents, in order to increase the likelihood 

of representation. Finally, although Conservancies offer the best opportunity to examine the 

research problem, some processes, such as economic development opportunities were incomplete 

at the time of data collection. This limitation is addressed in part, by discussing the potential for 

these opportunities to be realized in Conservancies, programs and activities in other regions that 

could be applied to the Sea-to-Sky Conservancies, and, by triangulating data sources to fill 

knowledge gaps where possible. 
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This thesis set out to examine the potential for community-based natural resource 

management affiliated with BC‟s Protected Area System. The following section summarizes the 

findings of this thesis, complemented by a SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and 

threats) analysis that summarizes all pertinent factors affecting the potential adoption of CBNRM 

in BC‟s Protected Area System, which can be found in Appendix H. Differences between First 

Nations and BC Government responses are also highlighted throughout the summary section. 

The stated conclusions throughout this section have taken into account the limitations of the 

research and are made with regard to the study sample; recognizing that the First Nations 

perspective has been informed by two interviews with First Nations representatives and First 

Nations documents. With these limitations recognized, the findings support the conclusion that 

there is potential for CBNRM for biodiversity conservation, meeting some of the economic 

development aspirations and the livelihood needs of First Nations communities, and for 

recognizing these communities as legitimate stakeholders in protected areas and conservation 

management in BC. However, as with international programs, numerous social, economic, 

political and other factors appear to affect the adoption of CBNRM in the management of BC‟s 

Conservancies. The CBNRM model in BC was also compared to the international model.  

4.2 The CBNRM Model 

 

There are differences between the international and British Columbia CBNRM models, 

but the potential for CBNRM is recognized in the collaborative management of BC‟s 

Conservancies, and the co-operative management of Canada‟s National Parks. The greatest 

potential, and common thread of CBNRM internationally and its application in Canada and BC, 

lies in the synchronization of protected areas and neighbouring communities through specific 

designations such as „Conservancies‟, and the recognition of these communities as legitimate 

stakeholders in their management. As represented by the study sample, BC First Nations 
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communities may be smaller, more geographically distributed across the landscape, and may not 

have the same opportunities for substantial revenue generation from economic development 

opportunities as is the case in some of the well-established and successful international CBNRM 

programs. However, this will depend on such factors as „trophy value‟ (for example, of hunted 

species in BC), size of First Nations communities, creation of markets and demand for wildlife 

and non-timber forest products, and tourism services. Small scale, sustainable commercial and 

economic development opportunities for First Nations have been identified for cultural and eco-

tourism, and the selling of, and creation of markets for non-timber forest products and their by-

products.  

Similar to international Indigenous and Community Conserved Areas, and some 

Community Conserved Areas in Northern Canada, First Nations communities in BC have an 

ancestral connection to the land of their traditional territory, and a history of traditional practices 

for the management of natural resources. Conservancies are located in First Nations asserted 

territory, and as such, are tied to Aboriginal rights and title. The BC First Nations represented in 

this thesis, like support zone communities internationally, view involvement in the management 

of protected areas as an opportunity to reconnect with their territories, the land and resources, 

and want to be recognized as legitimate stakeholders in these protected areas. Therefore, the 

contextual conditions in BC appear to be conducive to the adoption of CBNRM as a model for 

protected areas and conservation management, and similar to those surrounding many 

international CBNRM initiatives. 

4.3 Potential for CBNRM Affiliated with Conservancies and First Nations Stakeholder 

Communities 

 

The primary relationship between BC First Nations and Conservancies is that they were 

designated as a result of identified First Nations interests in protecting these areas for their 

cultural, social, spiritual and ecological values, manifested in the prominent role that the 
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Squamish, L'il'wat, and In-SHUCK-ch First Nations played in their establishment. The research 

findings show that the „Conservancy‟ designation provides a wider window of opportunity for 

First Nations land and resource use than in most protected areas, that are compatible with 

Conservancy, conservation and public safety objectives. Collaborative Management Agreements 

for Conservancies provide a framework for how these areas are managed with First Nations, 

further defined through Conservancy management plans. It was identified that despite resource 

constraints, the collaborative management of Conservancies was moving forward with the 

completion of one management plan and four others underway in the Sea-to-Sky, and active 

management planning processes in all other regions. 

The findings indicate that the Conservancy designation provides numerous benefits to 

First Nations communities. Overall, cultural and social benefits, including traditional resource 

use, are mentioned most often. Ecological values and biodiversity protection are also of 

considerable importance to First Nations and to the Province; sustainable economic development 

opportunities have been identified but not yet implemented; and recreational benefits appear to 

be similar for First Nations users as for other stakeholders. Commonly cited ecological benefits 

include protection of watersheds and water quality, fish, plants and vegetation, wildlife and 

wildlife habitat. First Nations representatives stress the importance of protecting water as an 

ecological benefit, as a „giver of life‟ that affects everything else. The protection of one 

ecological service has significant impacts on other natural resources. 

 The research findings suggest that social, cultural and ceremonial benefits include 

cultural learning and passing down generational knowledge, opportunities for First Nations to 

reengage with their territory, and continuation of traditional practices, stemming from secured 

access to land and renewable resource harvesting opportunities. Subsistence uses are tied to 

social and cultural uses, including gathering of traditional foods and medicinal plants, hunting, 
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trapping, fishing, and the use of byproducts for traditional housing and crafts. The preservation 

of culturally significant resources and sites, such as burial sites and bathing pools, is also a 

benefit.  

Small-scale commercial development and economic diversification activities, stemming 

from traditional resource use have been identified, particularly from the use of non-timber forest 

products such as mushrooms, berries, seeds, plants and wood, and the production of traditional 

crafts and products. A distinction is made between large-scale resource extraction and small-

scale commercial development, and most commercial development in Conservancies is 

prohibited by the BC Park Act. As with the international CBNRM experience, the need to 

connect to markets for non-timber forest products has also been identified.  

Due to the relatively recent designation of these Conservancies, economic development 

opportunities have not yet been formalized. Potential opportunities are identified, including First 

Nations led cultural tourism, ecotourism, guided hiking, low impact camping, wildlife viewing 

and guide outfitting, First Nations participation in commercial recreation activities, the 

management and operation of campgrounds, and a First Nations-led permit system for tourism 

and recreation development. Significant opportunities are also identified for First Nations to 

provide the services of current commercial tourism operators, once their Park Use Permits 

expire.  

The extension of fringe benefits from economic development opportunities include 

creation of local employment and development of First Nations education and outreach services, 

with a focus on First Nations-led programs. However, it appears to be too early to gauge the 

extent of revenue generated from economic development activities, and therefore, the 

actualization of fringe benefits. Although revenue sharing mechanisms are not yet established 

within First Nations communities in the Sea-to-Sky, it is noted that models from other 
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development projects with First Nations could be adapted to Conservancies. Research findings 

reflect a minimal role from government in implementing these mechanisms, demonstrating 

potential for community-based administration. However, as demonstrated through the 

international CBNRM experience, outside agencies such as the BC government may assist with 

First Nations capacity development and training in revenue management. As well, checks and 

balances are needed to ensure that benefits are distributed equitably and that administration 

structures are transparent and accountable to community members. 

Lastly, perceived recreational benefits to First Nations included participation in hunting, 

fishing, ecotourism and cultural tourism, camping, backcountry skiing, canoeing and bird 

watching, but data on current activities is limited. Many recreational benefits are tied to 

subsistence, social and cultural uses. While there is general agreement that First Nations have the 

same opportunities as other users, First Nations involved in the management of Conservancies 

are directly involved in recreational planning for these areas, and as such, have additional 

opportunity to determine allowable activities, to ensure continuation of traditional uses; that 

recreational practices are low impact, thereby contributing to conservation objectives; that 

ecological values are protected; and that activities do not infringe on Aboriginal rights. 

The research findings substantiate that the benefits of Conservancies outweigh the costs 

and impacts of establishment to the First Nations communities in BC represented by the study 

sample. As one of the objectives of Conservancies is the preservation and maintenance of First 

Nations social, ceremonial and cultural uses, there is indication that no sacrifices were made by 

these First Nations with their establishment. Nonetheless, potential sacrifices have been 

mentioned, including curtailment of economic development within Conservancies due to use 

restrictions; restrictions on motorized recreation; increased vulnerability of the areas and 

restricted availability for First Nations cultural uses, due to increased public use. A potential 
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sacrifice for First Nations is increased community vulnerability, stemming the sharing of 

proprietary and traditional knowledge about these areas and their importance to First Nations to 

the government and the public. 

It has been mentioned that possible social and cultural impacts on First Nations of 

economic development in Conservancies would depend on the community and the activity, but 

includes the risk of resource overharvesting, exposure of First Nations to visitors who may not 

respect the local culture and disagreements over resource allocation decisions within First 

Nations communities. Ecological impacts will depend on the activity and the resilience of the 

protected area. However, the Conservancy legislation mandates that all resource use must be 

consistent with protection objectives and regulated by Park Use Permits, so impacts should be 

minimal. Most development activities also require a number of assessments, including 

Environmental Impact Assessments, the BC Parks Impact Assessment, and/or Archaeological 

Impact Assessment. Although it is too early within the Conservancy designation process for 

Environmental Impact Assessments to have been conducted, opportunities are identified for First 

Nations involvement in conducting inventories of cultural and ecological values in 

Conservancies in order to monitor development and recreation impacts. 

Findings also suggest that First Nations are also expected to benefit from the largely 

unrestricted and self- regulated traditional use of natural resources in Conservancies. It is 

assumed that traditional resource use is regulated according to traditional laws and values at the 

community level, but there is limited information about community-based regulatory 

mechanisms. Traditional use is subject to provincial conservation and public safety objectives 

under the BC Park Act, and the role of the Province in regulating these activities is expected to 

be further defined through management plans. While there is limited information about fairness 

mechanisms for the use of natural resources, species allocations and compliance with use 
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regulations, some First Nations land use plans of the study sample propose community-based 

natural resource management practices based on community values, for fishing, hunting and 

trapping, and identify the need to develop control mechanisms to prevent inappropriate use of 

cultural resources, such as plants. Potential is also identified for First Nations rangers to provide 

monitoring and enforcement services, similar to those of BC Parks enforcement officers.  

Outside of traditional use, all commercial development activities for First Nations and 

other users are regulated by Park Use Permits, and this may extend to activities such as 

mushroom picking or collection of forest products for sale. Although government enforcement 

mechanisms for all public resource use also apply to First Nations, there may be special 

allowances for First Nations for example, in the allocation of hunting quotas and to hunt in areas 

that may be closed to the public. As such, opportunities for First Nations in the management of 

natural resources reflect the uniqueness of the Conservancy designation, in recognizing First 

Nations rights to traditional use, and for incorporating traditional resource management practices 

into conservation management within protected areas. 

   Conservation management and biodiversity conservation 

The research shows that there is potential for incorporating First Nations traditional 

ecological knowledge and practices for biodiversity conservation and resource management in 

Conservancies. Despite the uncertainty about the nature of these practices at the community 

level, there is recognition of traditional ecological knowledge, and indication of a commitment 

by the Province to incorporate First Nations values and conservation practices into Conservancy 

management. Some First Nations land use plans identify traditional sources of knowledge and 

practices for fish management, plant harvesting and wildlife use. Given that biodiversity 

conservation is a priority in Conservancies, and the First Nations stewardship ethic for the wise 

use of land and resources, incorporating these conservation practices into the management of 
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Conservancies holds potential for recognizing these communities as legitimate stakeholders in 

protected areas.  

The potential for CBNRM for biodiversity conservation in Conservancies is suggested in 

part, through identified opportunities for First Nations involvement in the stewardship and 

conservation of these protected areas. While First Nations roles have not been formalized in the 

Sea-to-Sky region, establishing First Nations-led conservation initiatives appears to be a priority 

for the Province, and programs in other regions demonstrate potential for the Sea-to-Sky. 

Stewardship roles include First Nations local wardens programs, with involvement in protected 

areas monitoring and enforcement; fish and wildlife resource stewards and local resource 

managers; and stream and habitat classification and restoration. It is the intention of all First 

Nations in the Sea-to-Sky to be more involved in stewardship and conservation activities. 

Therefore, development of these programs could help to develop capacity within these First 

Nations communities for resource management, provide an opportunity to reconnect with the 

land and resources in asserted territories, and, as demonstrated through international CBNRM 

programs, could lead to the development of ownership of these protected areas, helping to meet 

biodiversity conservation objectives.  

Potential for CBNRM, for First Nations communities and biodiversity conservation, is 

also identified in meeting the objectives of Conservancies. First Nations of the study sample and 

the Province understand and largely agree to these objectives, and are committed to working 

collaboratively in their implementation. These objectives are identified as the long-term vision 

for Conservancies, which may be tailored to the local level through the management planning 

process and community consultations. First Nations cultural and social objectives could be met 

in part, by identifying cultural and heritage values for protection, and biodiversity conservation 

could be met in part, by managing recreational use and conducting inventories of ecological 
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values so that conservation objectives could be monitored. This presents a sound opportunity for 

First Nations to document and apply traditional cultural and ecological knowledge, manage 

recreational use, and more generally, to build ownership of Conservancies through direct 

involvement in their stewardship.  

  Governance and collaborative management processes  

The research suggests that the potential for CBNRM affiliated with the BC Protected 

Area System, is enhanced by the opportunities that the establishment of Conservancies provide 

for First Nations to be involved in all areas of protected areas governance. The Squamish, 

L'il'wat and In-SHUCK-ch Nations played a lead role in the designation and establishment of 

Conservancies. These areas were identified in each First Nations land use plan, in land use 

planning agreements between the Nations and the Province, and tabled for protection during the 

land and resource management planning process. These First Nations also played a lead role in 

boundary demarcation, working with the Province to establish Conservancy boundaries 

according to identified values and natural features for protection.  

Opportunities for First Nations, as protected areas stakeholders, extended into the 

collaborative management processes of Conservancies. The creation of Collaborative 

Management Agreements, and especially management plans, appears to be a high priority for 

both the Province and for First Nations in the Sea-to-Sky. The completion of management plans 

also has implications for business plan development for First Nations in Conservancies, as 

business plans are traditionally developed after the completion of management plans. The First 

Nations represented in this thesis are also involved in the administrative and decision-making 

processes established for Conservancies, although community structures to co-manage 

Conservancies appear to be largely lacking. Structures for resource management are largely 

associated with existing land and resource departments in First Nations communities, and 
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collaborative governance boards in other protected areas that demonstrate potential for 

Conservancies.  

The study sample First Nations were said to have a strong voice in decision-making in 

Conservancies. However, a distinction is made by the Province between „co-management‟ or 

shared decision-making, which would imply that First Nations have veto rights or the same level 

of authority as the Province, and „collaborative management‟. This may not be congruent with 

the First Nation's perspective, as some interview responses and First Nations land use plans were 

indicative of shared decision-making in the collaborative management of Conservancies. It was 

apparent that the focus of Conservancy management is on collaboration with First Nations 

rather than the full devolution of decision-making authority. Decision-making authority appears 

to be strongly tied to sovereignty, title and ownership of land and resources, including 

Conservancies, and there remains a fundamental disagreement between First Nations and the 

Province with regards to land and resource „ownership.‟ Therefore, the potential for CBNRM is 

limited by the scope of First Nations decision-making authority over the non-traditional use of 

land and resources, when compared to the international CBNRM experience. 

The In-SHUCK-ch, Squamish and L‟il‟wat Nations played a lead role in tabling the areas 

that were established as Conservancies, for protection during the land and resource management 

planning process. While previous approaches to protected areas did not include First Nations 

input (as reflected in the 2006 Land and Resource Management Plan draft), these First Nations 

directly benefited from participation in government-to-government negotiations with the 

Province. This resulted in the incorporation of their land use vision and stewardship values into 

the final 2008 Land and Resource Management Plan, and the designation of Conservancies. The 

land and resource management planning process provided opportunities for these First Nations to 

play a major role in regional land use planning and decision-making, to work closely with 
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regional planning authorities, and helped to legitimize the First Nations role in land use and 

resource management, and as protected area stakeholders. This is consistent with the BC 

government's vision to redefine relationships with Aboriginal communities. First Nations 

involvement in land use planning also helps to clarify, and provide more certainty in land and 

resource management direction, with the additional benefit to First Nations of securing access to 

land and resources for traditional use.  

The land and resource management planning process also led to improved working 

relationships among and built trust between the First Nations represented in this thesis and the 

Province, also crucial to the success of international CBNRM programs. Improved relationships 

and better dialogue about land use planning, fostered through this process, may have also 

extended to other processes, served as a catalyst for new initiatives between First Nations and 

Province, and moved traditional government “consultation” mechanisms towards recognition of 

First Nations as key stakeholders in land and resource management. This assists in building 

support for, and in some respect, the development of ownership by these First Nations of 

Conservancies, though the land and resource management planning process may have simply 

legitimized already existing First Nations „ownership‟ of land and resources in asserted 

traditional territory. The study sample First Nations involvement in this process is beneficial to 

First Nations and the Province, and the resulting environment holds potential for the adoption of 

CBNRM in the management of BC's protected areas. 

4.4 Other Contributing Factors 

Tenure or „ownership‟ of resources, and provincial protected areas legislation 

Similar to the international CBNRM experience, tenure is an important factor in the 

collaborative management of Conservancies. According to the Province, First Nations in BC do 

not have ownership of or sole decision-making authority over Conservancy land or resources. 
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However, constitutional Aboriginal rights are respected in Canada and BC through federal and 

provincial legislation, which recognizes First Nations rights to resource use for social, 

ceremonial and cultural purposes. The collaborative management of Conservancies occurs 

outside of the Aboriginal rights and title framework, but there remains a fundamental 

disagreement between First Nations and the Province over sovereignty, title and ownership over 

the land, water and resources of Conservancies. First Nations title is negotiated through separate 

treaty processes, and Conservancy management plans would respect the outcome of land claims 

negotiations.    

Compared to the international CBNRM experience, the assignment of „user rights‟ to 

First Nations stakeholder communities appears similar for traditional use, however, there appears 

to be hesitation at the provincial government level to define user rights in Conservancy 

management. User rights for small-scale development of natural resources are undefined, outside 

of the Park Use Permit process. The (Conservancy enabling) BC Park Act and Federal 

Constitution Act of 1982 are vague in defining Aboriginal rights, and this results in a hesitation 

by the Province to assign user „rights‟ to First Nations versus respecting „rights‟ to traditional 

use. This vagueness presents opportunities to further define tenure to empower First Nations 

communities in the management of natural resources.  

Tenure is made clear in the land and resource management planning process and in 

Collaborative Management Agreements. Although disagreements did not affect the Province and 

First Nations in the Sea-to-Sky in moving forward with the collaborative management of 

Conservancies, there was indication that land, water and resource ownership issues have the 

potential to affect First Nations involvement in land use planning and Conservancy management. 

Therefore, there is a need to further clarify First Nations tenure in Conservancy management 

plans, to take advantage of the „vagueness‟ in legislation and to empower First Nations 
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communities. There is also indication that the Province is not moving beyond the collaborative 

management model, hence, there remains a need to mobilize the willingness of governments to 

devolve appropriate authority over natural resource management to First Nations in BC.  

Provincial protected areas legislation and broader conservation strategies 

The (Conservancy enabling) BC Park Act enables First Nations traditional use of natural 

resources, recognizes traditional use in accordance with the federal Constitution Act of 1982, and 

allows the Province to enter into agreements with First Nations for the management of protected 

areas. It does not define the First Nations role in the management of protected areas. However, 

the BC government‟s 2009 Conservation Framework does identify First Nations involvement in 

the development of a biodiversity strategy for priority species and ecosystems in traditional 

territory, and this could be extended to Conservancies. Given that the Province appears to be 

moving towards increasing First Nations involvement in biodiversity conservation, defining their 

role in the stewardship of Conservancies would build upon existing initiatives identified in 

provincial conservation strategies, and programs in other regions. 

Awareness, support for, and „ownership‟ of the protected areas  

The establishment of Conservancies led to increased awareness of these protected areas 

and their benefits. Awareness appears to be most pronounced among the BC government, 

followed by First Nations communities and the public at large. However, First Nations 

representatives stated that awareness and the development of „ownership‟ of Conservancies at 

the individual community level may be limited, particularly in smaller communities. While 

awareness may have increased among those involved in Conservancy planning processes, the 

findings indicate that this does not necessarily trickle down to all community members. There is 

also some indication that Conservancy processes simply built upon existing „ownership‟ by First 

Nations of the land and resources in traditional territories. Members of the public are the least 
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aware of these protected areas, and there remains a need for improved public outreach about 

Conservancies and their importance to First Nations. 

Overall, the involvement of the First Nations in Conservancies in the study sample 

showed increased support for having these areas protected by the Province and First Nations. 

There remains a need, however, to increase awareness of all First Nations community members 

of these protected areas, creating a sound opportunity for First Nations education and outreach 

services. Further consultations between the Province and First Nations should address whether 

all First Nations community members are aware of Conservancies and their benefits. Support for 

these protected areas could be increased through the creation of First Nations economic 

development opportunities, and more frequent, meaningful engagement with First Nations 

communities in the collaborative management of Conservancies. For communities whose 

members may not have had the opportunity to visit more remote Conservancies, improved access 

will help these communities to identify with, and build ownership of, these conservation areas. 

Community capacity 

Interviews of the First Nations in the study sample and provincial government 

representatives suggested a limited capacity of First Nations to manage on their own, and to 

collaboratively manage BC's Conservancies. Most communities lack the human and financial 

resources and technical expertise for Conservancy management, and there is a need for capacity 

development and training in protected areas management. There is also a perceived need for First 

Nations capacity development with respect to the governance of Conservancies, and developing 

entrepreneurial and economic development opportunities. Building First Nations capacity 

associated with the governance, management and operations of Conservancies requires funding, 

government-led training and technical assistance, and the wise use of resources at the community 

level in order to develop the capacity of community members for natural resource management.  
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External factors 

The current economic downturn and lack of government resources for Conservancy 

management appears to be the major external factor influencing the successful collaborative 

management of Conservancies for the Province. As demonstrated through the international 

CBNRM experience, having secure, sustained funding for the management of protected areas is 

essential for their viability and to ensure that stakeholder communities have an incentive to 

prioritize protected areas management. It is suggested that competing economic development 

priorities may take precedence over protected areas management during periods of economic 

instability, especially for smaller, less economically diversified communities. However, Sea-to-

Sky First Nations involvement in the sustainable financing of Conservancies is limited, as most 

communities do not have the ability to set aside resources for this purpose.  Most funding for 

Conservancies comes from the government and limited resources and no new revenue streams 

results in concern over the financial sustainability of Conservancies, and the delivery of 

expectations for collaborative management with First Nations communities.  

First Nations representatives that were interviewed identify a commitment by the 

Province to fully engage with First Nations communities in the day-to-day management of 

Conservancies, as the most important factor influencing the successful collaborative 

management of Conservancies. It is suggested that this commitment must also be supported by 

provincial and federal legislation governing protected areas, as changes in the political climate 

and legislation have been identified as barriers to the successful collaborative management of 

BC‟s Conservancies.  
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Chapter 5: Recommendations and Opportunities for Further Exploration 

 

In addition to examining the research problem, this thesis also set out to formulate 

recommendations for protected areas, natural resource and conservation management in BC. 

According to USAID‟s Working Group on CBNRM in Africa, the “impact of a collection of 

successful, sustainable CBNRM experiences is limited, unless they also inform the broader 

[environmental and natural resource] policy making and implementation processes in a 

significant way” (ARD-RAISE, 2001, p. 33). This view is also expressed by Holling (2001), as it 

relates to a framework for the assessment of influences within complex, adaptive systems, such 

as socio-ecological systems within which CBNRM operates. According to this author, 

“monitoring of the present and past is static unless it connects to policy and actions and to the 

evaluation of different futures” (2001, p. 391). Through examination of the international 

CBNRM experience, and its potential in Canada and BC, several policy and implementation 

level recommendations can be made and opportunities for further exploration have been 

identified. 

Recommendations 

1. Capacity building and training for First Nations in conservation and natural resource 

management, remains one of the biggest challenges and opportunities for the expansion of 

CBNRM affiliated with the BC PA System. According to the Working Group on CBNRM in 

Africa, “access by communities to the information and skills needed for shared responsibility in 

resource management” has been identified as chief constraint to the expansion of CBNRM in 

Africa (ARD-RAISE, 2001, p. 43), and, as identified through this thesis, in British Columbia. 

BC First Nations are eager to identify capacity building strategies for community members to be 

involved in the management of PAs, but there is a need for financial support and technical 

assistance to build capacity at the community level.  
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2. Document First Nations cultural and traditional ecological knowledge, and 

conservation practices, and work with First Nations to incorporate traditional ecological 

knowledge into Conservancy management. This includes defining First Nations roles in the 

stewardship of protected areas and in meeting biodiversity conservation objectives. Many First 

Nations land use and stewardship plans document cultural and ecological values within their 

traditional territory. This knowledge could be used as a basis for working with First Nations to 

conduct inventories of these values in Conservancies. 

3. Clarify First Nations tenure in Conservancy management plans, including the role of 

First Nations and the Province in regulating resource use, and user rights as they pertain to First 

Nations commercial and economic development opportunities. Empower First Nations 

communities through a willingness by the Province to move towards a community-based natural 

resource management model, and an increased role by First Nations communities in 

Conservancy management. However, given the limited capacity of many First Nations for 

Conservancy management, this may be a long-term goal, involving incremental steps that build 

capacity within communities.  

4. Increase awareness of the benefits of Conservancies and other PAs to First Nations, 

and British Columbians in general, within First Nations communities and among the public. This 

presents a sound opportunity for First Nations education and outreach services.  

5. Create opportunities for First Nations to be directly involved in the biodiversity 

conservation of Conservancies, through roles such as First Nations Conservancy rangers and 

local resource managers, and establish a joint monitoring and enforcement committee or board to 

monitor Conservancy objectives.  
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6. Develop business plans to enable First Nations sustainable economic development 

opportunities to be realized within Conservancies. This may involve consultations with, and/or 

partnerships between government ministries, external agencies and First Nations. 

7. Connect to markets for small-scale commercial development opportunities, especially 

for the sale of non-timber forest products and by-products. 

8. Continue and increase meaningful engagement with First Nations in the completion, 

and implementation of Conservancy management plans, and identify mechanisms for direct 

community involvement in Conservancies in management plans. 

9. Continue collaborating with First Nations in Conservancy management, to build upon 

the BC government‟s new relationship vision, to build trust and foundational relationships 

between First Nations and the Province, thereby increasing potential for the adoption of CBNRM 

as a long-term strategy for the management of BC‟s protected areas.  

10. Due to the current economic downturn and limited resources for Conservancy 

management, there is a need to build partnerships with various national and international 

institutions involved in integrated conservation and development initiatives. This will leverage 

existing resources, and can help to build capacity within communities for natural resource 

management, through knowledge mobilization and learning from other CBNRM experiences.  

11. A commitment by the Province for long-term, sustained funding for protected areas, 

and for the collaborative management of PAs. For smaller communities, a financial investment 

to build the necessary amenities and infrastructure is needed to enable these communities to take 

advantage of the opportunities that Conservancies provide. 

12. A political commitment by the Province and the government of Canada, to continue 

to move beyond the „consultation after decision-making‟ model, reflected in earlier management 

approaches, towards fully engaging First Nations in the day-to-day management of 
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Conservancies. If revision of provincial PA legislation is not feasible, take advantage of the 

vagueness in provincial legislation to empower First Nations communities in the management of 

Conservancies. 

Additional recommendations 

The 2001 ARD-RAISE Report (2001, p. 6) states that an ideal CBNRM experiment 

should involve: 

a well educated, socially harmonious community, armed with detailed knowledge of local 

environment and resources, applying a well-planned and efficiently managed effort to 

resources within a clear legal and institutional framework. Such a community should 

also have access to credit, realize substantial benefits and share them equitably with all 

relevant (and active) stakeholders. 

 

This thesis has reviewed the international CBNRM experience and proposed criteria or factors, 

for CBNRM to work. However, it has also been demonstrated that the scope of what is 

considered a successful CBNRM program is varied and context specific, and rarely do conditions 

at the local, regional and national levels meet the „ideal‟ framework conditions for the design, 

and implementation of CBNRM programs.  

The USAID Working Group on CBNRM in Africa has suggested that a set of minimum 

requirements or conditions at the legal, economic/financial, social and political/institutional 

levels have to be met, but beyond that level, trade-offs within and between areas can take place, 

depending on local conditions and the nature of their environment (ARD-RAISE, 2001). 

Minimum conditions might include an enabling or permissive political, legal and institutional 

environment; a minimum level of social cohesion at the community level; control over resources 

with substantial value (tenure security); and some access by the community to technical, 

managerial and market information, and to financial resources to support activities. This is 

congruent with some of the most important factors identified throughout this thesis, with the 

addition of a willingness for, and commitment to meaningful engagement with communities in 
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the management of protected areas. This is not to suggest that other enabling conditions that are 

not met initially be ignored, rather that communities can leverage their strengths in particular 

areas to overcome „weaknesses,‟ and that „shortcomings‟ be addressed throughout the course of 

implementing the CBNRM program, and through the changes that this approach will inevitably 

bring about at various structural levels, including communities. 

Opportunities for further exploration 

This thesis has identified several areas for further exploration, including examination of: 

1. The experience of collaborating with First Nations in the establishment of BC‟s „Class 

A Parks‟, such as Ts‟yl-os Provincial Park in the Chilcotin and Indian Arm Provincial Park in the 

Sea-to-Sky, and cross-examination of these approaches with the collaborative management of 

Conservancies. „Lessons learned‟ should also be identified. 

2. The contribution of Conservancies to BC‟s and Canada‟s Protected Area System. 

Additional research should address the contribution of Conservancies to biodiversity 

conservation and ecological integrity. Further studies should build upon the findings of this 

thesis, addressing, but not limited to, landscape connectivity (contiguous protected areas), 

protection of wildlife and wildlife habitat, vegetation, and ecosystem representativeness.   

3. The cultural and ecological values of specific Conservancies through a case study 

approach, possibly examined through a First Nations lens, with a potential focus on the Upper 

Rogers Kólii7 and Esté-tiwilh/Sigurd Creek Conservancies.  

4. Commercial and economic development opportunities for First Nations in 

Conservancies, and the benefits that they provide to communities and to households. This may 

be a good opportunity for a longitudinal study, including development of revenue distribution 

mechanisms and community-based administrative structures within First Nations communities. 

One may also want to explore community based revenue distribution models from other 
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development projects with First Nations, and their potential for Conservancies and other PAs that 

attempt to meet conservation and development objectives. 

5. Other land-use designations in the Sea-to-Sky, such as „Cultural Protection Areas‟ and 

their buffer zones, called „Cultural Management Areas,‟ within the In-SHUCK-ch Nation 

territory, that allow for integrated resource management. A similar study could be conducted for 

selected Squamish Nation „Wild Spirit Places‟ and their sub zones, called „Special Cultural 

Management Areas‟ that permit some forestry activity, and Cultural Management Areas within 

L'il‟wat Nation territory, most of which border already existing protected areas and/or 

Conservancies. 

6. „Community capacity‟ for protected areas and natural resource management, 

addressing various definitions and perspectives of stakeholders, power differences within and/or 

between communities, degree of social cohesion, scope of resource manageability, and the 

effects of these factors on community-based conservation initiatives.  

7. The link between climate change, protected areas and CBNRM. Capacity development 

for local level resource management and conservation is essential for adapting to the impacts of 

climate change, on ecosystems and natural resources at the global level. Protected areas and 

ecosystems offer natural buffers against the effects of extreme weather events for many 

communities, and provide ecosystem services, such as micro-climate stabilization and carbon 

sequestration by intact vegetation, that are increasingly important in a time of rapid 

environmental change. Therefore, conservation of these resources will be increasingly important 

to resource based communities. Sustainable resource management at the community level will 

also help communities build their capacity to adapt to the effects of climate change, on the 

natural resources on which local livelihoods depend. The United Nations Framework Convention 

on Climate Change also recognizes CBNRM as a climate change adaptation strategy. As such, 
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there is tremendous potential for CBNRM, affiliated with protected areas, to help resource-based 

communities adapt to the effects of climate change, and further research should examine this 

link. 

8. Other PA stakeholders. While the focus of this thesis is on First Nations communities, 

the potential for CBNRM can be extended to any stakeholder community around protected areas, 

and other conservation areas.  
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Appendix A| BC Protected Area System 

 
* Figures current as of April 30, 2010  

% of BC in 

PAs 

Classification Jurisdiction    # of 

PAs 

Size (ha) Purposes 

14.26% or 

13.5 million 

ha* 

 

Class A Park BC 

Government, 

Ministry of 

Environment 

(MoE) 

604 10,356,748 Preservation of natural 

environment; recreation 

 Class B Park BC 

Government, 

MoE 

2 3,778 Preservation of natural 

environment; recreation 

 Class C Park BC 

Government, 

MoE 

14 495 Preservation of natural 

environment; recreation 

 Conservancy BC 

Government, 

MoE 

143 2,115,555 Biodiversity conservation and 

preservation of natural 

environment; social, ceremonial 

and cultural uses of First Nations; 

recreational values; sustainable 

natural resource use   

 Ecological 

Reserve 

BC 

Government, 

MoE 

148 162,632 Ecological purposes: biodiversity 

conservation; scientific research 

and education; representative 

examples of natural ecosystems; 

recovery of natural ecosystems; 

preservation of 

rare/threatened/endangered 

species; preservation of unique 

natural features; protection of 

genetic resources 

 Environment 

and Land Use 

Act 

designation 

BC 

Government, 

MoE 

71 450,113 Preservation of natural 

environment; recreation 

 Recreation 

Area 

BC 

Government, 

MoE 

7 57,757 Recreation 

 Marine 

Protected Area 

(not official 

designation 

category) 

BC 

Government, 

MoE 

176-

situated 

in Parks 

and 

Protected 

Areas, 

Conserva

ncies and 

Ecologic

al  

Reserves 

257,661 Preservation of marine 

environments 

Provincially 

designated 

totals 

  989  13,142,741  
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Classification Description Designation 

by 

Legislation 

Other 

Pertinent 

Legislation & 

Regulations 

Management Plans 

Class A Park Crown Land; management and 

development constrained by Park 

Act; park use permit if necessary to 

preserve or maintain recreational 

values of park; no commercial 

logging, mining or hydro 

development; continuation of 

traditional uses (grazing, hay cutting, 

etc.) that existed before park 

established 

Park Act; 

Protected 

Areas of BC 

Act 

Park, 

Conservancy 

and Recreation 

Area 

Regulations; 

Heritage 

Conservation 

Act; Wildlife 

Act 

Yes 

Class B Park Crown Land; management and 

development constrained by Park 

Act; park use permit for activities 

that are not detrimental to 

recreational values of Park; may 

permit broader range of activities 

than Class A Park 

Park Act Park, 

Conservancy 

and Recreation 

Area 

Regulations; 

Heritage 

Conservation 

Act; Wildlife 

Act 

Yes 

Class C Park Crown Land; management and 

development constrained by Park 

Act; restrictions regarding uses and 

protection of natural resources 

identical to Class A Parks; managed 

by a local board appointed by 

Minister 

Park Act Class C Park 

Regulations; 

Heritage 

Conservation 

Act; Wildlife 

Act 

Yes 

Conservancy Crown Land; management and 

development constrained by Park 

Act; any interest authorized by park 

use permit- only if use does not 

conflict with intended purposes; no 

commercial logging, mining, hydro 

development; wider range of low-

impact compatible economic 

development opportunities than Class 

A Parks; may permit road 

development to access resources 

beyond Conservancy 

 

Park Act; 

Protected 

Areas of BC 

Act 

Park, 

Conservancy 

and Recreation 

Area 

Regulations; 

Heritage 

Conservation 

Act; Wildlife 

Act 

Yes (updated August 2010) 

North Region: 18 active MP 

projects; 4 pending approval 

or First Nations confirmation; 

with approx. 6 plans expected 

to be finalized by fall 2010. 

Coast Region: 34 MP‟s 

underway (none approved to 

date) – 10 in former Cariboo, 

15 in former Vancouver Island 

Region, 9 in Haida Gwaii. 

   South Coast sub-region:    
   (part of Coast Region;    

   formerly Lower Mainland;   

   includes Sea-to-Sky):1 MP  

   completed for Esté- 

   tiwilh/Sigurd Creek  

   Conservancy, 5 in draft  

   form, working through  

   approval process: Upper  

   Rogers Kólii7, Este- 

   tiwilh/Sigurd Creek,  

   Qwalímak/Upper  

   Birkenhead, K‟zuzált/Twin  

   Two, and Mkwal‟ts  

   Conservancies. 

Southern Interior Region- 0. 
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Classification Collaborative 

Management 

Agreements 

Community 

Involvement 

*Notes 

Class A Park Y- provisions 

under Park Act; 

First Nations 

Opportunities for First 

Nations, public, other 

stakeholders 

 

Class B Park Y- provisions 

under Park Act; 

First Nations 

Opportunities for First 

Nations, public, other 

stakeholders 

 

Class C Park Y- provisions 

under Park Act; 

First Nations 

Opportunities for First 

Nations, public, other 

stakeholders 

 

Conservancy Y- with First 

Nations 

Opportunities for First 

Nations, public, other 

stakeholders 

Number of Conservancies in each planning area 

(updated August, 2010):  

 

North Region (Skeena, Omineca and Peace sub-

regions): 58 in total; 51 in North Coast portion and 7 

Morice Conservancies. 

 

Coast Region (Haida Gwaii West Coast, South Coast 

(formerly Lower Mainland) and part of 

Cariboo/Thompson/Okanagan): 74 conservancies (43 

in former Cariboo, 22 in former Vancouver Island 

Region (VIR), 9 in Haida Gwaii) 

South Coast sub-region: (formerly Lower 

Mainland, includes Sea-to-Sky): 10  

 

Southern Interior Region (part of 

Cariboo/Thompson/Okanagan, Kootenays): 0.  

 

Provincially 

designated 

PAs 

 Encouraged through 

participation in 

ecological reserve 

warden, conservation 

steward programs, and 

development of PA 

management plans. 

Opportunities for 

involvement in Impact 

Assessment Process 

for First Nations, 

public and agencies. 
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Classification 

 

 

Description Designation 

by 

Legislation 

Other Pertinent 

Legislation & 

Regulations 

Management Plans 

Ecological 

Reserve 

Crown Land; restrictive 

legislation; prohibitions 

on all extractive 

activities and 

consumptive resource 

use; most highly 

protected and least 

subject to human 

influence; permanent 

protected status; may be 

open to non-

consumptive, 

observational use 

through permit; highly 

sensitive areas may be 

closed to access 

Ecological 

Reserves Act; 

Protected 

Areas of BC 

Act 

Ecological Reserves 

Regulations 

Yes 

Environment 

and Land Use 

Act 

designation* 

Designated by order in 

council; management 

direction provided by 

special conditions 

included in the 

establishing order in 

council, and specified 

provisions of the Park 

Act and Park, 

Conservancy & 

Recreation Area 

Regulations; require 

park-use permit 

Environment 

and Land Use 

Act 

Park Act; Park, 

Conservancy and 

Recreation Area 

Regulations 

Yes 

Recreation 

Area* 

Crown land; greater 

discretion in issuing park 

use permits; being re-

evalued for full 

protection status (Class 

A Parks) and economic 

development 

opportunities (integrated 

resource management 

lands) 

Park Act; 

Mineral 

Tenure Act 

Park, Conservancy 

and Recreation Area 

Regulations; 

Heritage 

Conservation Act; 

Wildlife Act 

Yes 

Marine 

Protected Area 

(MPA) 

An area legally 

established to protect all 

or a portion of the sea 

surface, water column, 

seabed, and/or associated 

flora, fauna and 

recreational, scientific, 

cultural and historical 

features 

Park Act; 

Protected 

Areas of BC 

Act; 

Ecological 

Reserves Act; 

Wildlife Act; 

Environment 

and Land Use 

Act 
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Classification Collaborative 

Management 

Agreements 

Community 

Involvement 

*Notes 

Ecological 

Reserve* 

 Volunteer wardens *Three ecological reserves are also included 

in Class A parks.  The area of overlap is 

approximately 67 ha.  Two ecological 

reserves are also included in Lac du Bois 

Grasslands Park established under the 

Environment and Land Use Act.  The area of 

overlap is 270 ha.  This area of overlap has 

been subtracted from the total area figure. 

Environment 

and Land Use 

Act designation 

  *Designated under Environment and Land 

Use Act, and administered under the Park Act 

*Also known as Protected Areas 

Recreation 

Area* 

Y- provisions 

under Park Act; 

First Nations 

 *the number and area figures for recreation 

areas reflect the outcome of land use plans 

implemented to date.  In some cases, orders in 

council may not have been passed yet to 

cancel a recreation area (e.g. Kwadacha; 

Mount Edziza; Stikine River).  Accordingly, 

the actual number of recreation areas 

designated under the Park Act may be greater 

than the numbers reflected in this table.  There 

is also some overlap between Recreation 

Areas and Class A parks (e.g. Kakwa) as land 

use plan decisions have not yet been fully 

implemented.  This overlap has been 

subtracted from the area figures for 

Recreation Areas. 

Marine 

Protected Area 

(MPA) 

 Government is working 

with federal and local 

agencies, First Nations 

and coastal 

communities to address 

guidelines and 

standards for recreation 

activities, establishing 

complementary 

conservation status for 

MPAs, restoring 

degraded ecosystems 

and depleted fish stocks 

As of 2010, B.C. has 176 provincially-

designated MPAs 

*According to the BC government this is not 

an official designation category, but they 
consider all their lands that have associated 

foreshore to be marine areas and protected, 

and thus marine protected areas. 

 

Provincially 

designated PAs 

 Encouraged through 

participation in 

ecological reserve 

warden, conservation 

steward programs, and 

development of PA 

management plans. 

Opportunities for 

involvement in Impact 

Assessment Process for 

First Nations, public 

and agencies. 
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*13 of these are administered by Parks Canada, and 6 are cost shared with Parks Canada, as of 2007. DFO 

administers 2 sites, and DND administers 3. 

Classification Jurisdiction    # of PAs Size (ha) Purposes 

National Parks Government of 

Canada, Parks 

Canada 

7 635,130 

(September 

2009 

figure) 

Protection of representative natural 

landscapes/phenomena of Canada; 

protection of biodiversity and ecological 

integrity; protection of natural heritage; 

public recreation and education 

National Marine 

Conservation 

Areas 

Government of 

Canada, Parks 

Canada 

0-one 

feasibility 

study 

completed 

in Gwaii 

Hanaas 

 Established to protect and conserve 

representative examples of Canada's natural 

and cultural marine heritage, and to provide 

opportunities for public education and 

enjoyment 

National 

Historic Sites 

Government of 

Canada- Parks 

Canada; 

Department of 

National Defence 

(DND); DFO- 

may be 

administered by 

BC government, 

municipal govt's, 

individuals, 

organizations and 

First Nations 

Approx. 

90* (as of 

2010)** 

 Protection and preservation of nationally 

significant persons, events and places, that 

are part of Canada's history and cultural 

traditions 

National 

Wildlife Areas 

Government of 

Canada, 

Environment 

Canada 

(Canadian 

Wildlife Service) 

5 2,319 To conserve essential habitats for migratory 

birds and other wildlife species, especially 

endangered wildlife; public education and 

research 

Migratory Bird 

Sanctuaries 

Government of 

Canada, 

Environment 

Canada 

(Canadian 

Wildlife Service) 

7 3,089.68 Protection of migratory bird species and 

their habitat 
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 Classification Jurisdiction    # of PAs Size (ha) Purposes 

 Marine Wildlife 

Areas 

Government of 

Canada, 

Environment 

Canada 

(Canadian 

Wildlife Service) 

At present, 

there are 

several 

candidate 

sites under 

study 

including the 

Scott Islands 

Archipelago 

in BC 

 Conservation of coastal 

and offshore species and 

habitats 

 Marine 

Protected Areas 

Government of 

Canada, Fisheries 

& Oceans 

Canada 

1 (proposed)-

Race Rocks*; 

2 in Pacific 

Coast 

(Endeavour 

Hydrothermal 

Vents; Bowie 

Seamount) 

 Conservation and 

protection of commercial 

and non-commercial 

fishery resources and their 

habitats, endangered 

species and their habitats, 

unique habitats, and  

marine areas of high 

biodiversity or high 

biological productivity 

Totals 

(provincial and 

federal 

designations) 

  1010 

(including 

Pacific Coast 

MPAs, not 

including 

National 

Historic 

Sites) 
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Classification Description Designation 

by Legislation 

Other 

Pertinent 

Legislation & 

Regulations 

Management Plans 

National Parks Crown land; ecological 

integrity first priority; 

no use or occupation 

outside of what is 

permitted under Park 

Act; wilderness areas 

may be declared in park; 

may allow traditional 

use/harvesting, research 

and collection permits; 

park reserves may be 

established in 

accordance with land 

claims negotiations with 

federal government, in 

respect of Aboriginal 

rights. 

Canada 

National Parks 

Act 

The 

Constitution 

Act, 1982 

(Aboriginal 

rights) 

Yes- within 5 years of 

establishment. Community 

plans must be congruent with 

park management plans, and 

allowable activities in park. 

National Marine 

Conservation 

Areas 

 Canada 

National 

Marine 

Conservation 

Areas Act; 

Canada 

National Parks 

Act; 

Saguenay- St. 

Lawrence 

Marine Park 

Act 

  

National 

Historic Sites 

They may be sacred 

spaces, battlefields, 

archaeological sites, 

buildings or 

streetscapes. They can 

range in size from a 

single structure to linear 

canals spanning great 

distances. Many national 

historic sites are still 

used today for work and 

worship, commerce and 

industry, habitation and 

leisure. 

Canada 

Historic Sites 

and 

Monuments 

Act 

BC Heritage 

Conservation 

Act; Canada 

National Park 

Act; FHBRO 

(Federal 

Heritage 

Buildings 

Review 

Office); other 

municipal and 

provincial 

Acts 

 

National 

Wildlife Areas 

Traditional uses such as 

berry picking, canoeing, 

hunting, fishing, and 

trapping may be 

generally allowed, while 

oil drilling, livestock 

grazing, or haying could 

be allowed with strict 

limitations under a 

yearly permit. 

Canada 

Wildlife Act 

Species at Risk 

Act (SARA) 

Yes-management plans must 

respect Aboriginal rights and 

practices specified under land 

claims agreements 
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Classification Collaborative 

Management 

Agreements 

Community 

Involvement 

*Notes 

National Parks Yes- provisions 

for collaborative 

agreements, for 

the  development, 

operation and 

maintenance of 

hydro electric 

power, and for the 

supply of water 

Public consultation with 

Aboriginal communities 

and organizations, and 

park communities in the 

development of: parks 

policy and regulations; 

establishment of parks; 

management plans; land 

use planning and 

development 

 

National Marine 

Conservation 

Areas 

 The approach to Marine 

Conservation Areas is 

to harmonize 

conservation practices 

with human activities. 

This approach involves 

working closely with 

others who use the 

coastal land and water 

Human uses such as fishing and shipping, for 

example, are allowed in National Marine 

Conservation Areas, however they would be 

limited or eliminated from zones protecting 

sensitive features and would be carefully 

managed to protect the greater ecosystem. In 

addition, several coastal National Parks 

include significant marine components. 

National 

Historic Sites 

 Encourage participation 

and increase the 

representation of 

Aboriginal, women and 

ethnocultural 

communities' history 

** Many National Historic Sites are not 

officially protected by the federal 

government; rather designation recognizes 

their heritage value. Protection status will 

depend on who is administering them, where 

they are located (for example in a National 

Park) and the corresponding legislation. 

Designations of national historic significance 

are made by the Minister of the Environment 

on the advice of the Historic Sites and 

Monuments Board of Canada. 

National 

Wildlife Areas 

 CWS prepares a 

management plan for 

each NWA with the 

involvement of the local 

communities 

The Species at Risk Act, which was 

proclaimed in 2003, expands the scope for 

applying NWA and MWA status to protect 

wildlife habitat. 
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Classification Description Designation by 

Legislation 

Other Pertinent 

Legislation & 

Regulations 

Management Plans 

Migratory Bird 

Sanctuaries 

The Migratory Bird 

Sanctuary (MBS) 

Regulations prohibit 

disturbance of 

migratory birds, their 

eggs, and their nests 

within an MBS. The 

regulations also 

prohibit disturbance of 

migratory birds‟ 

habitat when MBS‟ 

are established on 

federal Crown land. 

Migratory Birds 

Convention Act 

Migratory Bird 

Sanctuary Regulations 

 

Marine 

Wildlife Areas 

 Canada Wildlife 

Act 

  

Marine 

Protected 

Areas (MPA) 

 Canada Oceans Act   

Classification Collaborative 

Management 

Agreements 

Community 

Involvement 

*Notes 

Migratory Bird 

Sanctuaries 

   

Marine Wildlife 

Areas 

   

Marine 

Protected Areas 

(MPA)* 

  *Race Rocks is currently provincially designated 

as an Ecological Reserve, but has been 

recommended for a federal designation of a 

MPA under the Canada Oceans Act. 

* Marine Protected Areas are one among other 

management tools to help advance integrated 

ocean management, and are established 

following a systematic and collaborative 

approach under Canada's Federal Marine 

Protected Areas Strategy 
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Sites of 

International 

Significance 

Classification Jurisdiction    # of PAs Size (ha) Purposes 

 Ramsar Sites 

(Wetlands of 

International 

Importance) 

Government of 

Canada; BC 

Government; 

other government 

agencies 

3* 22,625.8 The conservation and 

wise use of all wetlands 

 Biosphere 

Reserves 

Government of 

Canada, 

Environment 

Canada 

2* 468,539 Sites recognized under 

UNESCO's Man and the 

Biosphere (MAB) 

Programme, which 

innovate and demonstrate 

approaches to 

conservation and 

sustainable development 

 Important Bird 

Areas (IBAs)* 

Delivered by 

BirdLife in 

Canada; if 

protected then 

Government of 

Canada; BC 

Government 

84* (In 

Canada, 

many are 

situated in 

already 

existing PAs  

but many are 

not protected) 

 Places of international 

significance for the 

conservation of birds and 

biodiversity 

 UNESCO World 

Heritage Sites 

Government of 

Canada, Parks 

Canada; BC 

Government 

3  Protection of sites of 

cultural and/or natural 

heritage of outstanding 

universal value 

 Western 

Hemisphere 

Shorebird Reserve 

Network 

(WHSRN) 

protected areas 

Government of 

Canada, 

Environment 

Canada 

(Canadian 

Wildlife Service) 

1-Fraser 

River Estuary 

31,648 To conserve shorebirds 

and their habitats 
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Sites of 

International 

Significance 

Classification Description Designation 

by Legislation 

Notes 

 Ramsar Sites 

(Wetlands of 

International 

Importance) 

The wise use of 

wetlands is defined 

as "the maintenance 

of their ecological 

character, achieved 

through the 

implementation of 

ecosystem 

approaches, within 

the context of 

sustainable 

development." 

Specific to 

area- BC 

Wildlife Act 

for Wildlife 

Management 

Areas; Canada 

Wildlife Act 

for National 

Wildlife Areas 

* Includes Creston Valley Wildlife 

Management Area, Columbia 

Wetlands, and Alaksen, BC. 

 Biosphere 

Reserves* 

Biosphere reserves 

may be administered 

by management 

boards or 

organizations 

comprised of 

representatives from 

various sectors, 

including community 

and Aboriginal 

members 

Governed by 

'soft law' of the 

Statutory 

Framework for 

Biosphere 

Reserves-

which all 

countries are 

committed to 

apply 

*not an official PA designation, 

rather a land use category that may 

contain officially designated 

protected areas. 

*Includes the Clayoquot Sound 

Biosphere Reserve and Mount 

Arrowsmith. * It is the responsibility 

of each country, through its MAB 

National Committee or focal point, to 

ensure that biosphere reserves 

respond to criteria and function 

properly. 

 Important Bird 

Areas (IBAs)* 

Important Bird Areas 

(IBAs) are discrete 

sites that support 

specific groups of 

birds: threatened 

birds, large groups of 

birds, and birds 

restricted by range or 

by habitat. IBAs 

range in size from 

very tiny patches of 

habitat to large tracts 

of land or water. 

They may encompass 

private or public 

land, and they may or 

may not overlap 

partially or entirely 

with legally protected 

sites.  

Depends on 

overlap with 

protected area, 

can include BC 

Park Act; 

Ecological 

Reserves Act; 

Canada 

National Parks 

Act; Canada 

Wildlife Act; 

Migratory 

Birds 

Convention 

Act 

* Are not officially protected areas 

unless they have legal protection *In 

Canada, IBAs complement (and 

often overlap partially or entirely 

with) other national, provincial, and 

local conservation designations such 

as National and Provincial Parks, 

Migratory Bird Sanctuaries, National 

Wildlife Areas, Crown Reserve 

lands, and Ecological Reserves. Of 

concern is that roughly 50% of 

Canada‟s IBAs do not overlap at all 

with legally protected sites. 
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Sources of information:  

BC government provincial MPA's document: http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/bcparks/conserve/mpa.pdf 

BC Laws website: http://www.bclaws.ca/  

BC Ministry of Environment, Oceans and Marine Fisheries Branch website: http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/omfd/ocean-

resources/mpa.html 

BC Parks website: http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/bcparks/aboutBCParks/history.html  and 

http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/bcparks/eco_reserve/  

Canadian Council of Ecological Areas: http://www.ccea.org/en_cartsreports.html  

Government of Canada, Department of Fisheries and Oceans website: http://www.dfo-

mpo.gc.ca/oceans/marineareas-zonesmarines/mpa-zpm/index-eng.htm, http://www.dfo-

mpo.gc.ca/oceans/marineareas-zonesmarines/mpa-zpm/purpose-but-eng.htm   

Government of Canada, Department of Justice website: http://laws.justice.gc.ca/eng/StatutesByTitle/H.html 

Government of Canada, Environment Canada website: http://www.ec.gc.ca/ap-

pa/default.asp?lang=En&n=45457D0B-1,  http://www.hww.ca/hww2.asp?pid=0&cid=4&id=231 

Government of Canada, Parks Canada website: http://www.pc.gc.ca/progs/np-pn/recherche-

search_e.asp?search=&p=1&s=1&m=1&e=1&province=BC&sort= ,  http://www.pc.gc.ca/progs/np-pn/intro_e.asp ,  

http://www.pc.gc.ca/progs/lhn-nhs/intro_e.asp, http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/docs/r/system-reseau/sec6/sites-

lieux72.aspx, http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/progs/spm-whs/itm2/site8.aspx  

IBA Canada website: http://www.ibacanada.com/iba_what.jsp?lang=en  

Meetings and phone calls with, documents and e-mails from, BC and government of Canada employees  

RAMSAR Convention on Wetlands website: http://www.ramsar.org/cda/en/ramsar-

home/main/ramsar/1%5e7715_4000_0__ , 

http://ramsar.wetlands.org/Database/Searchforsites/tabid/765/language/en-US/Default.aspx  

UNESCO website: http://portal.unesco.org/science/en/ev.php-

URL_ID=4801&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html, http://www.unesco.org/mab/doc/faq/brs.pdf   

 UNESCO 

World 

Heritage Sites 

In Canada, some of 

the sites are managed 

collaboratively with 

First Nations, BC 

and/or federal 

government through 

park management 

agreements 

The UNESCO 

World Heritage 

Convention; 

depends on 

designation: may 

be BC Park Act, 

Canada National 

Park Act 

* Includes Tatshenshini-Alsek 

National Park (part of the The 

Kluane/Wrangell-St. Elias/Glacier 

Bay/Tatshenshini-Alsek National 

Parks and protected areas along the 

boundary of Canada and the 

United States of America); the 

village of SGang Gwaay llnagaay 

(Nan Sdins) in the Queen Charlotte 

Islands; and Canadian Rocky 

Mountain Parks (incl. Kootenay 

National Park, Yoho National 

Park, Mount Robson Provincial 

Park, Mount Assiniboine 

Provincial Park, Hamber 

Provincial Park) 

 Western 

Hemisphere 

Shorebird 

Reserve 

Network 

(WHSRN) 

protected areas 

Sites in sufficient 

number, quality, and 

location are 

designated and 

managed to sustain 

all native shorebird 

species and their 

current populations 

throughout the 

Americas 

 Recognized through the RAMSAR 

International Convention on 

Wetlands 

Sites of 

International 

Significance 

Classification Description Designation by 

Legislation 

Notes* 

http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/bcparks/conserve/mpa.pdf
http://www.bclaws.ca/
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/omfd/ocean-resources/mpa.html
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/omfd/ocean-resources/mpa.html
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/bcparks/aboutBCParks/history.html
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/bcparks/eco_reserve/
http://www.ccea.org/en_cartsreports.html
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/marineareas-zonesmarines/mpa-zpm/index-eng.htm
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/marineareas-zonesmarines/mpa-zpm/index-eng.htm
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/marineareas-zonesmarines/mpa-zpm/purpose-but-eng.htm
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/oceans/marineareas-zonesmarines/mpa-zpm/purpose-but-eng.htm
http://laws.justice.gc.ca/eng/StatutesByTitle/H.html
http://www.ec.gc.ca/ap-pa/default.asp?lang=En&n=45457D0B-1
http://www.ec.gc.ca/ap-pa/default.asp?lang=En&n=45457D0B-1
http://www.hww.ca/hww2.asp?pid=0&cid=4&id=231
http://www.pc.gc.ca/progs/np-pn/recherche-search_e.asp?search=&p=1&s=1&m=1&e=1&province=BC&sort
http://www.pc.gc.ca/progs/np-pn/recherche-search_e.asp?search=&p=1&s=1&m=1&e=1&province=BC&sort
http://www.pc.gc.ca/progs/np-pn/intro_e.asp
http://www.pc.gc.ca/progs/lhn-nhs/intro_e.asp
http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/docs/r/system-reseau/sec6/sites-lieux72.aspx
http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/docs/r/system-reseau/sec6/sites-lieux72.aspx
http://www.pc.gc.ca/eng/progs/spm-whs/itm2/site8.aspx
http://www.ibacanada.com/iba_what.jsp?lang=en
http://www.ramsar.org/cda/en/ramsar-home/main/ramsar/1%5e7715_4000_0__
http://www.ramsar.org/cda/en/ramsar-home/main/ramsar/1%5e7715_4000_0__
http://ramsar.wetlands.org/Database/Searchforsites/tabid/765/language/en-US/Default.aspx
http://portal.unesco.org/science/en/ev.php-URL_ID=4801&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html
http://portal.unesco.org/science/en/ev.php-URL_ID=4801&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html
http://www.unesco.org/mab/doc/faq/brs.pdf
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Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network website: http://www.whsrn.org/western-hemisphere-shorebird-

reserve-network  

 

http://www.whsrn.org/western-hemisphere-shorebird-reserve-network
http://www.whsrn.org/western-hemisphere-shorebird-reserve-network
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Note: Bolded categories represent possibilities for further exploration. Pros and cons are in 

relation to the research problem and not statements regarding their significance. 

 Class A Park:  

o Cons- large size (604)
2
; largely managed by government; economic development 

limited to recreation and tourism  

o Pros- biodiversity protection; established PAs; possibility of continuation of 

traditional uses; supported by provincial legislation; provisions for collaborative 

agreements and community involvement 

 

 Class B Park: 

o Ruled out due to small number (2) left within province 

o Pros- allow for broader range of activities than Class A Parks 

 

 Class C Park: 
o Cons- not covered under the Protected Areas of BC Act 

o Pros- small size (14); biodiversity protection status same as Class A Parks; 

managed by local board; provisions for collaborative activities and agreements 

 

 Ecological Reserves: 

o Cons- typically small areas set aside for biodiversity conservation and scientific 

research; little or no human involvement; restrictive legislation; prohibitions on 

consumptive resource use 

o Pros- high priority for biodiversity conservation; permanent protected area status; 

volunteer wardens program 

 

 Conservancies: 

o Cons- relatively new designation, only few management plans, policy in 

„development‟ stage 

o Pros- high priority for biodiversity conservation and protection of ecosystems; 

explicit recognition of First Nations social, ceremonial and cultural uses; wider 

range of compatible low-impact economic development opportunities; 

recreational opportunities; developed as a result of collaborative Land and 

Resource Management Plans, directly stemming from First Nations concerns over 

land use and continuation of traditional activities 

 

 Environment and Land Use Act designations: 

o Cons- at discretion of the Land Use Committee of Cabinet, may put too much 

focus on legal process of designation 

o Pros- smaller population (71); preservation of natural environment key to 

decision-making; management direction under Park Act 

 

 

                                                 
2
 The large number of „Class A Parks‟ is considered a con, because the bigger the population, the less likelihood that 

the researcher could select a sample that would be representative of the population, within the scope of this thesis. 
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 Recreation Areas: 

o Cons- Only 7 remaining; ruled out due to provincial government processes of re-

classification; mainly for recreational purposes 

o Pros- greater provisions for economic development opportunities and integrated 

resource management 

 

 National Parks: 
o Cons- Small population (7)

3
; under jurisdiction of federal government 

o Pros- set aside for protection of biodiversity, ecological integrity, cultural and 

natural heritage and recreation; ecological integrity first priority; wilderness areas 

may be declared in park; development opportunities; allowances for traditional 

uses; Aboriginal rights recognized under federal legislation; supported by 

National Park Act legislation; provisions for collaborative agreements and 

community involvement. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3
 The small number of „National Parks‟ is listed as a con, only because in comparison with the number of other PAs 

in categories such as „Conservancies‟ and „Class A Parks‟, the „presence‟ of this category within the BC PA System 

appeared to be relatively low.  
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Appendix C | Sea - to - Sky Conservancies and First Nations Territories  

 

 
 

Copyright © Province of British Columbia. All rights reserved. Reprinted with permission of the Province of British Columbia. 
www.ipp.gov.bc.ca 

  

 

 

Conservancies 

 

1. Name: Esté-tiwilh/Sigurd Creek Conservancy 

Size: 1,112 hectares 

Geographical Location: Estétiwilh/Sigurd Creek Conservancy lies adjacent to Tantalus 

Provincial Park and is located approximately 25 kilometres northwest of Squamish and 35 

kilometres southwest of Whistler 

Description: Crown Land; Protected Area 

Legal Basis: Protected under the Park Act and Protected Areas of BC Act 

Date of Establishment: 2008 

Reason for Establishment: This new conservancy has been established as a result of 

government‟s land use decision for the Sea-to-Sky LRMP area  

Biodiversity Values: This conservancy protects high value habitat, including mountain goat 

winter range, grizzly bear/salmon foraging area, marbled murrelet nesting habitat, winter roost 
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sites for bald eagle, spotted owl habitat, and steelhead and salmon spawning areas. Within the 

conservancy is a rare floodplain Sitka Spruce Devil‟s Club ecosystem. 

Cultural Values and Importance to First Nations: The translation of Esté-tiwilh (pronounced 

us-tut-ee-wayth) is “the great beauty and power that surrounds us and that we should strive to be 

in harmony with.” The conservancy is in the asserted traditional territory of the Squamish First 

Nation and provides extensive opportunities for traditional spiritual and cultural uses.  

 

 

2. Name: I7loqaw7/100 Lakes Plateau Conservancy  

Size: 1,030 hectares 

Geographical Location: I7loqaw7/100 Lakes Plateau Conservancy is located approximately 55 

kilometres northwest of Pemberton 

Description: Crown Land; Protected Area 

Legal Basis: Protected under the Park Act and Protected Areas of BC Act 

Date of Establishment: 2008 

Reason for Establishment: This new conservancy has been established as a result of 

government‟s land use decision for the Sea-to-Sky LRMP area 

Biodiversity Values: This conservancy protects a mineral-rich complex wetland habitat that 

provides a feeding ground for a broad range of species, including waterfowl, mountain goat, 

grizzly bear, moose and deer. This area is a movement corridor for grizzly bears and provides 

winter range habitat for wolverine and mountain goats.  

Cultural Values and Importance to First Nations: This area is culturally important to First 

Nations and is in the asserted territory of the L‟il‟wat First Nation.  

 

3. Name: K‟zuzált/Twin Two Conservancy  

Size: 2,095 hectares – 2,089 hectares of upland and six hectares of foreshore 

Geographical Location: K‟zuzált/Twin Two Conservancy contains some of the eastern 

foreshore of Lillooet Lake and is located approximately 25 kilometres southeast of Pemberton 

Description: Crown Land; Protected Area 

Legal Basis: Protected under the Park Act and Protected Areas of BC Act 

Date of Establishment: 2008 

Reason for Establishment: This new conservancy has been established as a result of 

government‟s land use decision for the Sea-to-Sky LRMP area 

Biodiversity Values: The conservancy protects an intact watershed and a diverse ecosystem of 

old growth and young forest. It protects habitat for spotted owl and grizzly bear, and contains 

mountain goat winter range.  

Cultural Values and Importance to First Nations: This conservancy is an important area for 

First Nation resource gathering and traditional cultural practices, and is within the asserted 

territory of the L‟il‟wat First Nation. 

 

4. Name: Nlháxten/Cerise Creek Conservancy  

Size: 2,272 hectares 

Geographical Location: Nlháxten/Cerise Creek Conservancy borders the eastern boundary of 

Joffre Lakes Provincial Park‟s eastern boundary and is located approximately 23 kilometres 

south of D‟Arcy and 50 kilometres northeast of Whistler 

Description: Crown Land; Protected Area 

Legal Basis: Protected under the Park Act and Protected Areas of BC Act 

Date of Establishment: 2008 



171 

 

Reason for Establishment: This new conservancy has been established as a result of 

government‟s land use decision for the Sea-to-Sky LRMP area 

Biodiversity Values: The conservancy preserves sites of ecological importance 

Cultural Values and Importance to First Nations: The conservancy preserves sites of cultural 

importance. The area protected by this conservancy is important to local First Nations who 

historically used the area for cultural, ceremonial and spiritual practices. Culturally modified 

trees and rock art are present in the area. This conservancy is in the asserted territory of the 

L‟il‟wat, Cayoose Creek and N‟quatqua First Nations.  

Other Values: This area is a popular destination for backcountry recreation 

 

5. Name: Qwalímak/Upper Birkenhead Conservancy  

Size: 4,888 hectares 

Geographical Location: Qwalímak/Upper Birkenhead Conservancy lies adjacent to Birkenhead 

Lake Provincial Park‟s western boundary and is located 25 kilometres north of Pemberton 

Description: Crown Land; Protected Area 

Legal Basis: Protected under the Park Act and Protected Areas of BC Act 

Date of Establishment: 2008 

Reason for Establishment: This new conservancy has been established as a result of 

government‟s land use decision for the Sea-to-Sky LRMP area. 

Biodiversity Values: The Birkenhead River provides valuable habitat for spawning salmon, 

trout, Dolly Varden, suckers, whitefish and bull trout. This conservancy also protects ungulate 

winter range, grizzly bear habitat and a summer moose range. Old-growth forests are present 

along the river and in the upper portions of the watershed.  

Cultural Values and Importance to First Nations: This area is important to First Nations for 

resource gathering and has been historically used for cultural, ceremonial and spiritual practices. 

Rock art, burial sites, culturally modified trees and village sites are located within the 

Birkenhead watershed. This conservancy is in the asserted territory of the L‟il‟wat and 

N‟quatqua First Nation.  

 

6. Name: Sea-to-Sky Conservancy 1  

Size: 8,081 hectares 

Geographical Location: The Callaghan Valley is located 17 kilometres west of Whistler 

Description: Crown Land; Protected Area 

Legal Basis: Protected under the Park Act and Protected Areas of BC Act 

Date of Establishment: 2008 

Reason for Establishment: This new conservancy has been established as a result of 

government‟s land use decision for the Sea-to-Sky LRMP area 

Biodiversity Values: This conservancy has old-growth forest values and a complex wetland 

system, it provides important habitat for grizzly bears and contains high-value mountain goat 

winter range habitat. 

Cultural Values and Importance to First Nations: The Callaghan Valley contains important 

First Nation cultural, spiritual and heritage values, and the conservancy is within the asserted 

territory of the Squamish and L‟il‟wat First Nation.  

Other Values: The Callaghan Valley is also heavily used for backcountry recreation. 

 

7. Name: Sea-to-Sky Conservancy 2  

Size: 10,260 hectares  
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Geographical Location: The conservancy is located approximately 25 kilometres northwest of 

Whistler and 22 kilometres southwest of Pemberton 

Description: Crown Land; Protected Area 

Legal Basis: Protected under the Park Act and Protected Areas of BC Act 

Date of Establishment: 2008 

Reason for Establishment: This new conservancy has been established as a result of 

government‟s land use decision for the Sea-to-Sky LRMP area 

Biodiversity Values: This conservancy includes an old-growth forest ecosystem and protects 

winter range for mountain goat and deer, and important habitat for grizzly bears.  

Cultural Values and Importance to First Nations: This conservancy is culturally important to 

First Nations and is in the asserted territories of the Squamish and L‟il‟wat First Nation.  

 

8. Name: Upper Elaho Valley Conservancy  

Size: 10,253 hectares 

Geographical Location: The Upper Elaho Valley Conservancy is located approximately 60 

kilometres southwest of Pemberton and approximately 100 kilometres northwest of Squamish 

Description: Crown Land; Protected Area 

Legal Basis: Protected under the Park Act and Protected Areas of BC Act 

Date of Establishment: 2008 

Reason for Establishment: This new conservancy has been established as a result of 

government‟s land use decision for the Sea-to-Sky LRMP area 

Biodiversity Values: The conservancy contains the headwaters of the Elaho River, which has 

formed a large valley that has been carved out to form an 80-metre deep canyon with sheer 

volcanic rock cliffs on either side. The conservancy protects extensive old-growth forest and 

provides habitat for moose, mountain goat and grizzly bears.  

Cultural Values and Importance to First Nations: This conservancy contains important First 

Nations‟ cultural, spiritual and heritage values, and is in the asserted territory of the Squamish 

and L‟il‟wat First Nations. 

 

9. Name: Upper Rogers Kólii7 Conservancy  

Size: 3,605 hectares  

Geographical Location: Upper Rogers Kólii7 Conservancy is approximately 50 kilometres east 

of Whistler and is adjacent to the western boundary of Stein Valley Nlaka‟pamux Heritage Park 

and Mehatl Creek Provincial Park 

Description: Crown Land; Protected Area 

Legal Basis: Protected under the Park Act and Protected Areas of BC Act 

Date of Establishment: 2008 

Reason for Establishment: This new conservancy has been established as a result of 

government‟s land use decision for the Sea-to-Sky LRMP area  

Biodiversity Values: The conservancy protects habitat for winter goat range, grizzly bears and 

wolverine. 

Cultural Values and Importance to First Nations: The translation of Kólii7 refers to a 

meadow and the colour green. This conservancy contains important First Nations‟ cultural, 

spiritual and heritage values, and is in the asserted territory of the In-SHUCK-ch First Nation.  
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 First Nations- Squamish Nation
4

 

 

Traditional Territory: Squamish traditional territory is located in the lower mainland 

region of southern British Columbia
5
 with a total area of 673,540 ha

6
. 

Communities: The Squamish Nation is comprised of descendants of the Coast Salish 

Aboriginal peoples who lived in the present day Greater Vancouver area; Gibson‟s landing and 

Squamish River watershed. The Nation consists of 23 villages, and the population is spread 

across nine communities that stretch from North Vancouver to Howe Sound. The majority of the 

population lives on reserves. They speak the Skwxwú7mesh Snichim, Squamish language. 

According to the Nation's website, there are 3, 446 official members in the Squamish Nation. 

Cultural Significance of the Area and Use of Resources: The Squamish people have 

an ancestral connection to their land, water and resources. Oral traditions speak of this 

connection, as attested by numerous land settlements, resource sites, and spiritual and ritual 

places of their ancestors, including villages, hunting camps, cedar bark gathering areas, rock 

quarries, clam processing camps, pictographs and cemeteries. Some of the villages date back 

3000 years, while other sites are as old as 10,000 years. Hunting, fishing and gathering of plants 

and berries were, and are important activities for Squamish people, and wilderness areas have 

great spiritual and cultural value. Forests have been an important resource to the Nation, and 

particular tree species, such as the western red cedar, have been used historically for a wide 

range of purposes. 

Treaty Processes: The Squamish First Nation entered into negotiations by submitting 

their Statement of Intent to the BC Treaty Commission in 1993. They are currently in the third 

                                                 
4 Information obtained from the government of Canada, Ministry of Aboriginal Relations and Reconciliation: 

http://www.gov.bc.ca/arr/firstnation/squamish/default.html; Squamish First Nation website: http://www.squamish.net/; and the 

Squamish Nation Land Use Plan: http://www.squamish.net/files/PDF/XayFirstDraft.pdf  
5 BC Treaty Commission‟s Squamish Nation territory map: 

http://www.bctreaty.net/nations/soi_maps/Squamish_01_SOI_Map.pdf  
6 Xay Temixw Land Use Plan, Squamish Nation, 2001. 

http://www.gov.bc.ca/arr/firstnation/squamish/default.html
http://www.squamish.net/
http://www.squamish.net/files/PDF/XayFirstDraft.pdf
http://www.bctreaty.net/nations/soi_maps/Squamish_01_SOI_Map.pdf
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stage of the process of developing a Framework Agreement for negotiations, negotiating 

independently with the governments of Canada and British Columbia.   

Land Use and Development Activities: In 1977, the Squamish Nation filed the 

Omnibus Trust Action in order to settle all its outstanding claims – those areas of reserve lands 

taken from the Nation.  Since that time, the Nation has successfully negotiated the return of 

parcels of land at Mission, Capilano, Stawamus and Kwum Kwum. In 1999, Bill C-49 was 

passed by the federal government, giving the Squamish Nation the opportunity to control, 

manage and make its own laws with respect to its reserve lands and resources.  As a result, the 

Squamish Nation is developing its own lands in order to provide new economic opportunities for 

its people.  

In 2001, the Land and Resources Committee of Squamish First Nation drafted the Xay 

Temixw Land Use Plan for the forests and wilderness areas of their traditional territory, 

identifying the values of the land and resources to the Nation, and land management priorities. In 

2005, Squamish Nation acquired tree farm license 38 that gave exclusive rights to harvest timber 

over an area of land totaling 218,000 hectares.
7
 In 2007, Squamish Nation and the Province 

signed an Agreement on Land Use Planning. The Nation is working with the Province on the 

collaborative management of Conservancies and indentifying other conservation areas. 

                                                 
7 News Release: http://www.squamish.net/files/PDF/SN_TFL_38_dec_19.pdf  

http://www.squamish.net/files/PDF/SN_TFL_38_dec_19.pdf
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L‟il‟wat Nation
8
 

 

Traditional Territory: The L‟il‟wat Traditional Territory is located north of Vancouver, 

in the southern interior of British Columbia, Canada,
9
 with a total area of 797, 131 ha.   

Communities: The current day community of Mount Currie is the heart of the L‟il‟wat 

Nation territory. Currently over 80% of L‟il‟wat live on the community reservations, making the 

community of Mount Currie the fourth largest Indian reserve population in BC. Their language, 

Ucwalmicwts, is one of many making up the Interior Salish language family. L‟il‟wat is a 

separate and distinct Nation, but remains part of the St‟at‟imc group. Based on 2006 data from 

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, there were 1,911 band members. 

Cultural Significance of the Area and Use of Resources: The L‟il‟wat Traditional 

Territory is a land of mountains and glaciers, valleys, old-growth forests, alpine meadows, and 

cold clean streams and lakes. L‟il‟wat remains active in continuing and passing down the 

practices of their ancestors, in food gathering activities including hunting, trapping, fishing and 

the harvesting of wild berries and plants. Natural resources such as fish, game, plant foods and 

medicines are prepared in a traditional manner, bought and traded with the St‟at‟imc 

communities and neighbouring First Nations; comprising an essential component of their 

economy. L'il'wat cultural practices include weaving of baskets, carving of wood, and making of 

hand drums (also important to their economy), and participating in singing and hand drumming 

at gatherings. The Nation has a rich tradition of oral history, incorporating the landscape into 

their stories.  

                                                 
8 Information obtained from the government of Canada, Ministry of Aboriginal Relations and Reconciliation: 

http://www.gov.bc.ca/arr/firstnation/lillooet/default.html; the L'il'wat Land Use Plan: 

http://www.lilwat.ca/imageUploads/llup.pdf; the L‟il‟wat Nation Fact Book : 

http://www.lilwat.ca/imageUploads/lilwatbookfinal.pdf; and the L‟il‟wat Nation website: http://www.lilwat.ca/ 
9 L‟il‟wat Nation territory map: http://www.lilwat.ca/imageUploads/lil'watTradTerritory.jpg  

http://www.gov.bc.ca/arr/firstnation/lillooet/default.html
http://www.lilwat.ca/imageUploads/llup.pdf
http://www.lilwat.ca/imageUploads/lilwatbookfinal.pdf
http://www.lilwat.ca/
http://www.lilwat.ca/imageUploads/lil'watTradTerritory.jpg


177 

 

Treaty Processes: L‟il‟wat has chosen not to participate in the BC Treaty Commission 

process. In 1911, L‟il‟wat people joined the 13 other tribes making up the St‟at‟imc Nation 

group to sign the Lillooet Declaration, which outlined the demands for recognition of their right 

to traditional lands. According to the Nations 2006 Land Use Plan, in 2003, they filed a Writ in 

the Supreme Court of British Columbia against British Columbia and Canada, claiming 

Aboriginal title and rights throughout their traditional territory. 

Land Use and Development Activities: In March 2004, The L'il'wat Cultural Heritage 

Land and Resource Protection Plan (CHLRPP) was developed, describing traditional use of the 

land by the L'il'wat people. In 2005, the Nation signed a forest and range agreement to provide 

jobs and revenue from forestry resources. In 2006, L‟il‟wat published Phase 1 of its Land Use 

Plan that outlines the vision, tools and steps necessary to protect land and aquatic resources. 

According to this plan, the Nation is also involved in the development of hydroelectric projects 

in their traditional territory that minimize impact on water resources (L‟il‟wat Nation, 2006). 

This plan was the cornerstone of negotiations with the Province during the LRMP 

process, and in 2008, the L‟il‟wat Nation signed a Land Use Planning Agreement to support the 

Province‟s Sea-to-Sky LRMP. L‟il‟wat asserts that any industrial activity must respect and 

protect the Nation‟s environmental and cultural values. Core values are stewardship, 

sustainability, conservation and resource use only as needed. The Nation is working with the 

Province in the collaborative management of Conservancies. 
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In-SHUCK-ch Nation
10

 

Traditional Territory: In-SHUCK-ch traditional territory is located in south western 

BC,
11

 covering 476,943 ha of land and water, of which 99% is land.
12

 The majority of their 

territory (66%) is Crown Land, while 34% is provincial protected areas, with the remaining 

portions made up of reserves and private land. 

Communities: In-SHUCK-ch is composed of three First Nations communities- Douglas, 

Skatin, and Samahquam- located within the lower Lillooet River Valley in south western BC. 

These communities are related through familial ties as well as culturally and linguistically. They 

are the southernmost of the four divisions making up the Lillooet ethnographic group. Their 

language, Ucwalmicwts, is one of many making up the Interior Salish language family. However, 

many aspects of In-SHUCK-ch culture are similar not only to the Thompson (Nla‟kapmx) and 

Shuswap (Secwepemc) on the British Columbia Plateau, but also to the lower Fraser River 

(Halkomelem) and Squamish groups, due to their proximity. According to 2006 data from the 

Department of Indian and Affairs and Northern Development, there were 908 members of the In-

SHUCK-ch Nation.
13

  

Cultural Significance of the Area and Use of Resources: The Lillooet River/ Harrison 

Lake corridor has been the lifeblood of the In-SHUCK-ch, and their connection to the land 

remains an important factor in their cultural identity. They continue to make use of the salmon, 

the black-tailed deer, the berry patches and root gathering areas on which they subsisted for 

thousands of years. The red cedar tree played an important role in their clothing, basketry, and 

                                                 
10 Information obtained from the government of Canada, Ministry of Aboriginal Relations and Reconciliation: 

http://www.gov.bc.ca/arr/firstnation/in_schuck_ch_nation/default.html; the In-SHUCK-ch Nation 2006 Land Stewardship Plan:  

http://www.inshuckch.com/downloads/reports/LandStewardshipPlan.pdf; and the In-SHUCK-ch Nation website: 

http://www.inshuckch.com/ 
11 In-SHUCK-ch Nation territory maps: http://www.inshuckch.com/inshuckchMap.html and 

http://www.bctreaty.net/nations/soi_maps/In-shuck-ch_SOI_Map.pdf  
12 In- SHUCK-ch Nation-Timberline Natural Resources Group Community Consultation Report  
13 BC government, Department of Indian and Affairs and Northern Development: 

http://www.gov.bc.ca/arr/firstnation/in_schuck_ch_nation/default.html  

http://www.gov.bc.ca/arr/firstnation/in_schuck_ch_nation/default.html
http://www.inshuckch.com/downloads/reports/LandStewardshipPlan.pdf
http://www.inshuckch.com/
http://www.inshuckch.com/inshuckchMap.html
http://www.bctreaty.net/nations/soi_maps/In-shuck-ch_SOI_Map.pdf
http://www.gov.bc.ca/arr/firstnation/in_schuck_ch_nation/default.html
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other manufactures, and still is an integral part of their ritual and ceremony. According to the 

Nations 2006 Land Stewardship Plan, “land, water, forests, wildlife, and fish are essential to the 

preservation of the spiritual, ceremonial, and cultural values of the In-SHUCK-ch Nation” (In-

SHUCK-ch Nation, 2006, p. i). The In-SHUCK-ch Mountain, also known as the Gunsight 

Mountain, has tremendous cultural significance to the Nation.  

Treaty Processes: In-SHUCK-ch is committed to the treaty processes that started when 

the provincial and federal governments created the British Columbia Treaty Commission in 

1992. In 1993, they were first to submit their Statement of Intent to enter into negotiations, to the 

BC Treaty Commission. Because one of their member communities, N‟Quat‟qua, decided not to 

continue with treaty negotiations, In-SHUCK-ch submitted a new Statement of Intent on April 

24, 2002. Their new Framework Agreement was signed in 2003. On March 16, 2009, In-

SHUCK-ch Nation signed a Bilateral Understanding with the BC government, indicating the 

conclusion of all major treaty discussions, and tripartite negotiations continue with the 

government of Canada and British Columbia. 

Land Use and Development Activities: In-SHUCK-ch has established a Land and 

Resources Committee in order to ensure that the lands and resources are used wisely and in a 

culturally sensitive way. All resource development activities in traditional territory must be 

compatible with the wishes and needs of the In-SHUCK-ch people. For the Nation, stewardship 

of the land “requires recognition of values, traditional knowledge, and resource management 

practices with a view to promoting environmentally sound and sustainable development” (In-

SHUCK-ch Nation, 2006, p. i). 

In 2003, provincial funding supported a feasibility study for several independent power 

projects in the lower Lilooet River Valley. In 2004, the Nation signed an agreement with the BC 

Ministry of Forests that provided them with revenue and timber for reallocation under the 
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Forestry Revitalization Plan over five years, in the Soo and Fraser timber supply areas. Also in 

2004, parties to the treaty negotiations agreed to a measure that enabled In-SHUCK-ch to 

develop a strategic plan for the Lilooet Watershed. This treaty related project was completed in 

2005, and enabled the Nation to develop a community governance model and articulate their 

interests in the watershed.   

In 2006, In-SHUCK-ch created a Land Stewardship Plan and the fifth draft of the Seven 

Generations Plan, that outlines the values of In-SHUCK-ch and their vision for the land and 

resources. Their major focus is on fish and forest resources, with cultural and social implications. 

In 2007, In-SHUCK-ch Nation and the Province signed a Strategic Land Use Planning 

Agreement. The Nation is working collaboratively with the Province on management planning 

for a Conservancy recently established within the territory, and on other protected areas. 
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Appendix D| Letter of Introduction to Regional Operations Branch 

 

 

 

University of Victoria 

Department of Geography 

PO Box 3060 STN.C5C 

Victoria BC, V8W 3R4 

 

1
st
 of November 2008 

 

 

Letter of Introduction 

 

Anna Rozwadowska is a graduate student currently pursuing her Master Degree at the Faculty of 

Social Sciences of the University of Victoria.  

 

Anna‟s thesis-related research will focus on an assessment of the potential of Community-Based 

Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) associated with protected areas in British Columbia. 

This new approach to conservation management involves the integration of protected area 

neighbours into the planning-, management- and decision-making processes related to a 

protected area.  

 

Originating from Africa, CBNRM in context with protected areas such as National Parks and 

categories of a lower legal protection status enjoys growing popularity amongst conservation 

ecologists worldwide. It is based on the rationale that community empowerment, which 

manifests itself through providing communities with legal rights to the sustainable use of 

renewable resources within protected areas will gradually lead to community “ownership” in the 

conservation management of a protected area. Lessons from other countries show that rural 

communities receiving income from a protected area through the sustainable use of its resources 

(i.e., hunting, trapping, fishing, rights to trophy hunting, grazing etc.) are more likely to actively 

engage in wildlife and habitat conservation as long as the perceived benefits exceed the costs 

associated with being part of the CBNRM Program. CBNRM experience from other parts of the 

world also proves that robust and government-supported CBNRM areas open doors for new 

business opportunities and joint ventures with the private sector at the same time benefiting 

biodiversity conservation. 

 

Anna‟s proposed research will address the “potential” of CBNRM as it relates to direct and 

indirect benefits originating from a targeted area (i.e., sustainable resource use rights, goods and 

services as provided by a protected area, co-management agreements and implications etc.) and 

the benefits of CBNRM to biodiversity conservation (i.e., improved protection, rational resource 

use etc.).  
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BC‟s recently created protected area category “Conservancy” which involves First Nations 

appears to offer an excellent opportunity for the proposed research on the potential of CBNRM 

related to biodiversity conservation. At this point however Anna is still undecided regarding the 

most appropriate category to be chosen for this challenging investigation. 

 

The purpose of this Letter of Introduction is to introduce Anna and her proposed research topic 

to BC‟s Regional Government Offices entrusted with the establishment and management of BC‟s 

Protected Area System and to kindly request the help and assistance of authorities and resource 

persons contacted by Anna within this context. 

 

Your cooperation will be greatly appreciated. Please do not hesitate to contact us for further 

clarification. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Dr. Goetz Schuerholz      Dr. Ken Hatt  

Conservation Ecologist     Sociologist 

Adjunct Associate Professor     Adjunct Associate Professor  

Geography Department      Sociology Department 

(phone number)                 (phone number)  
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Appendix E| Questionnaire for Thesis: Sea-to-Sky Conservancies 

 

“Potential for CBNRM” measured according to a.) the community's perspective: potential (costs 

and) benefits of the protected area, including goods and services, cultural and social benefits and 

sustainable economic development opportunities provided by the protected area; and benefits of 

community involvement in natural resource management and protected area governance; and b.) 

the conservation perspective: benefits through community cooperation in biodiversity 

conservation within the targeted protected area.  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Description of each Conservancy in Sea-to-Sky LRMP Area 

1. On April 29,2008, the Ministry of Environment launched a news release and backgrounder 

regarding the establishment of 11 new Class “A” parks and 70 Conservancies in B.C. The 

backgrounder provides a brief description of each of the 9 Conservancies in the Sea-to-Sky 

LRMP Area, including size, biodiversity protection objectives, and importance to First 

Nations.  Is there any additional information that you can provide on the nature and history of 

these Conservancies? 

 

FN Communities and relationship to Conservancies 

2. What is the relationship of First Nations and Conservancies?                                                                                

                                                                                                        

Benefits, Costs and Impacts of Conservancies  

3. What are the benefits of Conservancies to First Nations Communities? Please explain. 

a. Ecological Services? (e.g. protection of watersheds, cleaner air, etc.) 

b. Subsistence and Economic opportunities?  

i. Personal/Household Benefits (qualify and quantify)  

1. Subsistence (e.g. sustainable hunting and trapping, fishing, 

harvesting of natural resources) 

2. Commercial (e.g. collection and selling of renewable natural 

resources and by-products; and marketing opportunities) 

ii. Community Benefits (qualify and quantify) 

1. Economic Development (e.g. low-impact tourism and cultural 

tourism) 

2. Extension of development benefits (fringe benefits such as local 

employment opportunities, environmental awareness and 

education, training) 

c. Cultural and Social Benefits? (e.g. traditional and cultural institutions and 

knowledge) 

d. Ceremonial and Spiritual Benefits? 

e. Recreational Benefits? 

4. Are there sacrifices to be made by FN communities in the establishment of 

Conservancies? (e.g. traditional rights and access to resources, loss of subsistence 

activities such as hunting)  

5. Are there mechanisms for the sharing and/or retention of economic benefits within the 

FN communities? 
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a. How are economic benefits dealt with at the community level? 

b. What is the role of government in these mechanisms? 

c. Are benefits retained at the community or household level? If so, what are they 

being used for and what is their contribution to the family income? 

6. What are the social and cultural impacts on FN communities, of economic development 

opportunities in Conservancies? 

a. What about ecological impacts?  

i. Is there an Environment Impact Assessment done for each proposed 

development activity in the Conservancy? 

Use Regulation 

7. How is the use of natural resources (e.g. hunting, fishing, collection of minor forest 

products) by FN communities regulated? (Are there quotas; park use permits; seasonal 

restrictions, etc.) 

a. Does this differ with FN social, ceremonial and cultural uses, and other uses? 

8. Are there control mechanisms to ensure fairness in the use of natural resources, and 

compliance with use regulations? 

Governance and Community Involvement in Conservancies 

9. What is the nature of involvement of FN Communities in Conservancies, in: 

a. The designation and planning process of the PA 

b. The establishment of the PA (e.g. boundaries and gazettment) 

c. Participatory Management Planning  

i. Do you have management plans for each Conservancy?  

ii. What about business plan development? (e.g. commercial activities) 

d. Administrative Structure and Management of the PA 

i. Are there collaborative management agreements (CMAs) in place? If so, 

what are the roles and responsibilities of the governing parties? 

ii. Are there FN community institutions to co-manage the Conservancies and 

their natural resources? 

iii. To what level is authority over management of natural resources devolved 

to FN communities? 

e. Decision-making processes of the PA? 

f. Stewardship and biodiversity conservation of the PA? (e.g. local wardens for 

protection of PA boundaries) 

g. Sustainable financing of Conservancies? 

FN Traditional Ecological Knowledge and Conservation Practices 

10. Is there recognition and implementation of traditional FN conservation practices and 

natural resource management in Conservancies? 

a. If so, what are these and to what extent are they implemented? 

Tenureship 

11. What is FN authority over land and resources?  What about sub-surface resources (e.g. 

hydrocarbons, minerals, oil, gas). 
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a. How does this relate to the Aboriginal Title and Rights of First Nations? 

b. Are there other stakeholders that have user rights within Conservancies?  

12. Is tenureship made clear in collaborative management of Conservancies?  

13. Does tenure affect FN community involvement in the Conservancies? If yes, how so? 

Regional Land Use Planning 

14. Conservancies are the result of Regional Land and Resource Management Plans 

(LRMPs). 

a. Did FN participate in the LRMP process? 

b. Did FN have veto rights or decision making power in the establishment of 

Conservancies or refusal to establish? 

c. What are the benefits of the LRMP process for FN communities and for 

government? 

d. What effect has this process had on the relationship between FN communities and 

regional planning authorities? 

e. Did this process assist in the development of ownership of FN communities in 

Conservation Areas? 

i. Did FN communities identify themselves in the issues of the Conservation 

Areas? 

Objectives and Long-Term Vision of Conservancies 

15. What are the specific objectives of Conservancies and are they understood by 

government and FN communities? 

16. How are these objectives being met: 

a. Social, ceremonial and cultural objectives for First Nations? 

b. Biodiversity conservation/Ecological objectives? 

c. Economic development and sustainable natural resource use objectives? 

d. Recreational objectives? 

17. What is the long-term vision for Conservancies? 

a. Are government and communities in agreement with regards to this vision? 

 

Legislation and Conservation Strategies 

18. How does FN community involvement in Conservancies fit into provincial PA 

legislation? 

a. How does this relate to the Aboriginal Title and Rights of First Nations? 

b. What about broader Conservation Strategies? 

 

Awareness and Support 

19. Has the establishment of Conservancies resulted in increased awareness of benefits of 

Protected Areas to: 

a. Communities?  

b. Policy Makers and Government? 

c. Public? 
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20. Has involvement of FN communities in Conservancies resulted in support by the 

community for the Conservancies?  

21. Does the community feel that government has provided incentives to the community to 

be involved in the Conservancies? If so, what are these? 

a. (If identified lack of incentives) What incentives would enable greater community 

support for Conservancies? 

 

FN Institutional and Capacity Building 

22. Is there sufficient capacity within FN communities to manage the Conservancies on their 

own?  

23. Is there sufficient capacity within the FN communities for the collaborative management 

of Conservancies? 

24. Is there a perceived need for capacity development with respect to governance of 

Conservancies? 

25. Is there any other perceived need for capacity building in other areas? (e.g. government 

assistance for tourism development) 

 

Conservancy Policy and Implementation 

26. Are there mechanisms to ensure that the policies or objectives of Conservancies are being 

implemented (monitoring and evaluation procedures)? 

27. What are some of the barriers to successful implementation? 

 

Conservancies and Vision for First Nations in BC 

28. What is the role of Conservancies in the new BC government vision to redefine the 

relationships with Aboriginal communities? 

a. What about provincial conservation objectives? 

 

External Factors 

29. Are there other external factors that have an effect on the successful collaborative 

management of Conservancies with FN communities? If so, what are these? 
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Appendix F| Natural Resources Sector Administrative Boundaries 

 

  
Copyright © Province of British Columbia. All rights reserved. Reprinted with permission of the Province of British Columbia. 

www.ipp.gov.bc.ca 
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Appendix G| Abbreviations and Acronyms 

 

AMB- Archipelago Management Board 

CAMPFIRE- Communal Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources 

CBD- Convention on Biological Diversity 

CBNRM- Community based natural resource management 

CBO- Community based organization 

CCA- Community Conserved Area 

CCD- Convention to Combat Desertification 

CHLRPP- Cultural Heritage Land and Resource Protection Plan 

CIDA- Canadian International Development Agency 

CITES- Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Flora and Fauna 

CMA- Collaborative Management Agreement or Cultural Management Area 

CWS- Canadian Wildlife Service 

DFO- Department of Fisheries and Oceans (Fisheries and Oceans Canada) 

DND- Department of National Defence 

EIA- Environmental Impact Assessment 

FAO- (United Nations) Food and Agriculture Organization 

GEF- Global Environmental Facility 

IBA- Important Bird Area 

ICCA- Indigenous and Community Conserved Area 

ICDP- Integrated conservation and development project 

IDRC- International Development Research Centre 

ILMB- Integrated Land Management Bureau 

IUCN- International Union for the Conservation of Nature 

IUCN-WCPA- International Union for the Conservation of Nature- World Commission on 

Protected Areas 

KAZA TFCA- Kavango/Upper Zambezi Trans-frontier Conservation Area (same as OUZTFCA) 

LLUP- L‟il‟wat Nation Land Use Plan 

LRMP- Land and resource management plan 

MAB- (UNESCO) Man and the Biosphere Programme 

MBS- Migratory Bird Sanctuary 

MoE- (BC) Ministry of Environment 

MP- Management Plan 

MPA- Marine Protected Area 

NAPA- National Adaptation Programme of Action 

NGO- Non-governmental organization 

NP- National Park 

NTFP- Non-timber forest product 

NWA- National Wildlife Area 

OUZTFCA- Okavango/Upper Zambezi Trans-frontier Conservation Area (same as KAZA 

TFCA) 

PA- protected area 

PPA- Parks and Protected Areas 

PUP- Park Use Permit 

RAMSAR- the RAMSAR Convention on Wetlands 

RDC- Rural District Council 

S2S- Sea-to-Sky 
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SADC- South African Development Community 

SARA- (Canada) Species at Risk Act 

SCP- Selous Conservation Program 

SLUPA- Strategic Land Use Planning Agreement 

TBNRM- Trans-boundary natural resource management 

TEK- Traditional ecological knowledge 

TFCA- Trans-frontier Conservation Area 

UN- United Nations 

UNDP- United Nations Development Programme 

UNEP- United Nations Environment Programme 

UNESCO- United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

UNFCCC- United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

USAID- United States Agency for International Development 

WHSRN- Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network 

WMA- Wildlife Management Area 
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Appendix H| SWOT Analysis 

 

Potential for CBNRM affiliated with BC‟s PA System, examined through Sea-to-Sky 

„Conservancies‟ 

 

 Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats 
Legal/ 
Policy/ 
Regulat
ory/ 
Political 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 First Nations 

traditional uses and 

compatible 

economic 

development 

opportunities 

outlined as 

objectives in PA 

legislation 

 Conservancy 

objectives agreed to 

at the broad level, 

collaboratively 

developed 

 First Nations 

constitutional rights 

protected- federal 

Constitution Act, 

1982; BC Park Act 

recognizes First 

Nations rights to 

resource use for 

social, ceremonial 

and cultural uses 

 Park Act outlines 

possibilities for the 

Province to enter 

into agreements 

with a First Nation, 

with respect to 

carrying out 

traditional activities 

or activities 

necessary for the 

exercise of 

Aboriginal rights in 

Parks and 

Conservancies 

 CMAs completed or 

underway, active 

 Recent 

designation, 

resulting in 

development 

of policy 

surrounding 

economic 

development 

opportunities/ 

First Nations 

roles in  

Conservancies 

 Conservancy 

land is 

„owned‟ by 

the Province; 

First Nations 

traditional use 

„rights‟ 

recognized 

but no 

„ownership‟ 

of resources 

 First Nations 

„rights‟ to 

land/ 

resources 

undefined/ 

vague in 

provincial 

legislation 

(also an 

opportunity)  

 Focus on 

collaboration 

with First 

Nations in 

Conservancy 

management, 

rather than 

 Conservancies 

offer 

opportunity to 

build upon BC 

government‟s 

New 

Relationship 

Vision- to 

redefine 

relationships 

with 

Aboriginal 

communities; 

potential to 

solve land use 

issues between 

First Nations 

and the 

Province 

 Broad scope of 

provincial 

legislation may 

allow for 

greater 

flexibility in 

defining First 

Nations 

involvement in 

Conservancies 

 BC 

government‟s 

Conservation 

Framework 

identifies First 

Nations 

involvement in 

development 

of a 

biodiversity 

strategy for 

 Unresolved 

First Nations 

tenure issues 

(sovereignty, 

title and 

ownership 

over land, 

water and 

resources), 

may have 

potential to 

affect 

Conservancy 

management 

processes  

 Changing 

political 

climate at 

provincial and 

federal gov‟t 

levels may 

potentially 

affect 

collaborative 

management 

of 

Conservancies 
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MP process and/or 

completed MPs 

 MPs will be 

reviewed to be 

compliant with 

agreements reached 

through treaty 

negotiations 

 Tenure assertions 

made clear in 

legislation, CMAs 

and land use 

agreements; parties 

moving forward 

with Conservancy 

management despite 

„ownership‟ 

disagreements  

 CMAs and 

collaborative 

management of 

Conservancies 

reflective of BC 

government‟s New 

Relationship Vision 

devolution of 

decision-

making 

authority or 

shared 

decision-

making 

 Not clear how 

First Nations 

are involved 

in broader 

conservation 

strategies 

priority species 

and 

ecosystems in 

traditional 

territory- can 

be applied to 

Conservancies 

 Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats 
Econom
ic 

 Wider range of low-

impact economic 

development 

activities than Class 

A Parks & most 

PAs 

 Consultations with 

First Nations to 

identify economic 

development 

objectives on a local 

basis 

 Undeveloped 

economic/co

mmercial  

development 

activities 

 No business 

plans 

 First Nations 

treated like all 

other users 

with regards 

to commercial 

development 

permits 

(PUPs) (with 

some 

exceptions) 

 Smaller 

communities 

may lack 

basic 

infrastructure 

 Creation of 

First Nations 

led nature 

based/eco-

tourism and 

cultural 

tourism 

operations 

 Extensive 

opportunities 

for activities 

stemming from 

NTFPs, 

creation of 

markets for 

NTFPs 

 First Nations 

may provide 

services of 

current tenure 

holders upon 

PUP expiration  

 Economic 

downturn/lack 

of gov‟t 

resources for 

sustainable 

financing of 

Conservancies, 

Conservancy 

management, 

and capacity 

building in 

First Nations 

communities 

 Competing 

economic 

development 

priorities may 

shift resources 

away from PA 

management 

 Strict 

regulation of 



192 

 

& capacity to 

enable 

economic 

development 

opportunities 

 Most First 

Nations don‟t 

have the 

financial 

resources for 

PA 

management- 

dependent on 

government 

support 

 

 Economic 

development 

models in 

other PAs and 

Conservancies, 

may be 

replicated in 

S2S 

Conservancies 

 Revenue 

sharing models 

in other 

regions 

demonstrate 

potential for 

community-

based benefit 

administration, 

minimal role 

from gov‟t 

 Opportunities 

for joint 

development 

of business 

plans 

 Economic 

development 

opportunities 

an incentive 

for First 

Nations 

involvement in 

Conservancies 

natural 

resource use 

through PUPs 

may limit 

economic 

development 

opportunities 

 Lack of 

resources for 

economic 

development 

opportunities 

may threaten 

First Nations 

support for 

Conservancies 

 Limited 

resources/capa

city for 

Conservancy 

management 

threatens the 

successful  

implementatio

n of 

Conservancy 

objectives 

 Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats 
Ecologi
cal/ 
Landsc
ape 
Level 

 High priority for 

biodiversity 

protection; equal to 

Class A Parks, 

IUCN Category II 

and III 

 Most Conservancies 

are contiguous with 

other PAs, protect 

wildlife corridors-

protecting habitat 

for species at risk 

and winter range of 

certain species; 

 No EIAs 

conducted due 

to recent 

designation 

status, and 

lack of 

economic 

development 

activities 

 No 

monitoring 

mechanisms 

for ecological 

objectives yet; 

 Opportunities 

to document 

and apply TEK 

in conservation 

management- 

Province to 

integrate 

traditional and 

scientific 

knowledge 

 First Nations 

involvement in 

monitoring, 

enforcement 

 Increased 

recreational 

use may pose 

threat to 

ecological 

integrity of 

Conservancies 
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contributing to 

ecological integrity 

and biodiversity 

conservation 

objectives 

 Land protected from 

major converting 

land uses, such as 

logging or mining, 

or agriculture 

 Prohibitions on 

most commercial 

development and 

intensive resource 

extraction 

 First Nations 

traditional use must 

be consistent with 

conservation 

objectives 

 Suite of ecological 

and archaeological 

impact assessments 

regularly performed  

 Conservancies 

designated as part 

of the LRMP 

process, integrating 

these PAs into 

regional land use 

plans 

 

lack of 

baseline 

information 

on many 

ecological/bio

diversity 

values 

and 

stewardship of 

the PAs, 

including local 

wardens- high 

priority for the 

Province, 

existing 

programs in 

other PAs and 

Conservancies 

 Opportunities 

for First 

Nations 

involvement in 

conducting 

inventories of 

ecological 

values 

 Monitoring 

ecological 

integrity and 

biodiversity 

values 

identified as a 

priority in all 

First Nations 

land use plans; 

completed 

MPs 

 Possibility of 

joint 

implementatio

n and 

monitoring 

committee for 

S2S LRMP, 

could include 

Conservancies 

 Province may 

be moving 

towards 

increased First 

Nations 

involvement in 

conservation 

management 
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 Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats 
Social/
Cultural
/Comm
unity 
Level 

 Set aside inter alia 

for preservation and 

maintenance of First 

Nations social, 

cultural and 

spiritual uses- 

creating more 

certainty over 

access to, and use of 

land and resources 

 First Nations played 

a lead role in 

Conservancy 

establishment- more 

control over PA 

management than 

most previous PAs  

 Boundary 

demarcation in  

accordance with 

First Nations  

values for 

protection 

 Conservancy 

objectives are 

congruent with the 

holistic nature of 

many First Nation 

communities 

 Largely self-

regulated natural 

resource use for 

traditional uses 

 Most First Nations 

have a land and 

resources 

committee/departme

nts- may extend to 

Conservancy 

management 

 Although First 

Nations not 

consulted in original 

LRMP, final LRMP 

was the result of bi-

 Some regions 

have longer 

history of 

First Nations 

relationships 

and/or 

collaborative 

management 

of PPAs than 

Sea-to-Sky 

 No First 

Nations 

community 

institutions to 

co-manage 

Conservancies 

 Limited 

information 

about current 

CBNRM 

practices at 

the 

community 

level 

 Lack of 

capacity in 

most First 

Nations 

communities 

for 

Conservancy 

management 

on their own, 

limited 

capacity/resou

rces for co-

management 

 Some First 

Nations hire 

consultants 

for projects 

related to 

collaborative 

management, 

does not build 

 Opportunities 

for sharing 

traditional 

culture and 

practices, 

through First 

Nations led 

cultural and 

eco-tourism 

opportunities 

 Opportunities 

for First 

Nations 

involvement in 

conducting 

inventories of 

cultural values 

 Opportunities 

to re-engage 

with traditional 

land/territories 

 Assisting in 

development 

of „ownership‟ 

of , and 

support for 

Conservancies 

by First 

Nations, 

through 

meaningful 

involvement in 

Conservancy 

management 

 Opportunities 

to build First 

Nations 

capacity/expert

ise in 

PA/Conservan

cy 

management 

 

 Increased 

public use may 

pose threat to 

First Nations 

social and 

cultural uses; 

or increase 

community 

vulnerability 

from sharing 

of traditional 

knowledge 

about areas 

and cultural 

practices 

 Lack of 

meaningful 

engagement of 

First Nations 

communities 

by the 

Province poses 

a threat to 

successful 

collaborative 

management 

of 

Conservancies 
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lateral negotiations 

between the 

Province and First 

Nations reps 

 LMRP process 

demonstrates move 

away from 

„consultation-after-

decision‟ model to 

more inclusive 

approach 

 Strengthened 

relationship b/w the 

Province 

(particularly 

regional planning 

authorities) and 

First Nations, 

building of trust and 

improved 

communication, 

through the LRMP 

process and 

Conservancy 

designation  

 First Nations may 

identify with 

Conservancies- 

Conservancy 

processes may have 

increased support 

for the PAs  

community 

capacity 

 No 

monitoring 

mechanisms 

for First 

Nations 

social, 

cultural and 

spiritual use 

objectives yet 

 Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats 
Recreat
ional 

  No data on 

levels of 

recreational 

use; 

monitoring of 

recreational 

impacts and 

opportunities 

 

 First Nations 

involved in 

recreational 

management, 

tenure (PUP) 

review 

process- 

determine 

impacts on 

Aboriginal 

rights and title 

and land 

 Capacity 

development 

for First 

 Potential for 

disagreement 

over 

recreational 

objectives 

versus First 

Nations social, 

cultural uses 

and 

environmental 

protection 

objectives 
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Nations 

tourism & 

recreational 

development 
 Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats 
Educati
onal 

 Overall, increased 

awareness by First 

Nations and 

government of 

Conservancies, PA 

benefits, and 

importance of land 

use decisions for 

First Nations 

 First Nations and 

government 

understand 

Conservancy 

objectives 

 Awareness by 

First Nations 

representative

s working 

with the 

Province, may 

not be same 

for all 

community 

members 

 Awareness of 

Conservancies 

and their 

importance to 

First Nations 

is lowest 

among public 

 Opportunities  

to educate 

younger 

generation in 

natural 

resource 

management 

methods, pass 

down TEK, 

cultural and 

generational 

knowledge 

 Opportunities 

for 

environmental 

awareness and 

outreach 

programs in 

Conservancies 

by First 

Nations, to 

public and 

First Nations 

communities 

 

 

 


