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Forest Practices Board, Association of BC Forest Professionals, Professional Employees Association – A call for change


Business In Vancouver article; “Agencies blow whistle on forestry self-policing” Gordon Hamilton http://www.biv.com/article/2014/9/agencies-blow-whistle-forestry-self-policing 


Issues identified include:
• An absence of clarity in legislation and regulations.
• Not enough transparency over how land use decisions are made and whether the recommendations of forest professionals are being put into practice by forest licensees.
• Not enough emphasis on compliance and enforcement by the province.
•Regulations that compel a forest company to preserve an old-growth stand, yet allow a gas exploration company, operating under different rules, to move in and log it. 
• Not enough forest professionals on the ground – whether in government or private practice.
• Incidents of forest professionals being either unwilling or unable to stop operations where safety is at stake.



From CRIT  Meeting October 8, 2014:

What can do to advance the use of professional reliance within the coast forest sector.
Have we taken PR as far as it can go or is there room to grow?
What are the expected benefits/costs of advancing PR, e.g. cost savings, efficiency in administration process, higher standard of management, higher risk to resource values, strain on our social licence? 

CRIT was asked to;
1. Confirm Approach – CRIT wants to advance PR, but what does that look like?  It is proactive (e.g. FMLT) versus reactive approach (addressing Forest Practice Broad or media criticisms)?   Is this about looking for and addressing weakness in the PR model?  Is this about addressing public perception?  Is it about instilling confidence, i.e. show why we should be trusted to up-hold public interest?
1. Scope – provincial in scope but we will use coast perspective.  Forest stewardship or broader, i.e. forest sector business areas, or other resource value sectors, e.g. water, lands, etc.
1. Review output from Professional Reliance Working Group This is the output of the PR working group discussion held in Campbell River on Sept 22nd.  Is this a good place to start the discussion?
1. Confirm Issues Relevant to CRIT (if any).  Identify PR issues and determine;
3. Issue not relevant
3. Issue relevant but already addressed
3. Issue relevant and CRIT is appropriate body to address
3. Issue is relevant but outside mandate of CRIT, i.e. needs to be forwarded to ??? to be addressed

Discussion
· Below is summary of discussion points listed for further consideration;
· We need to get message out that PR is working using examples (although media attention is a relatively new thing to deal with).  It is easy to identify the 1 or 2 times PR falters and this normally attracts media/public attention whereas not many people are interested in where and when PR is working, i.e. this isn’t interesting reading.
· We need to be able to assess the effectiveness of PR, i.e. identify metric that demonstrates effectiveness.
· Assessing PR is complex because it often viewed in combination with other issues, i.e. it is often incorrectly identified as source of various issues.
· The ABCFP should be responsible for responding to public/media PR issues however, as members of the association, we are responsible for pushing and supporting the response effort.
· Trust between professionals and employer influence (real and/or perceived) are issues, e.g. what is the connotation when someone is referred to as and “industry” forester or biologist?
· The media/public does not get that professionals are not resource management decision makers.  Professional are small “d” decision makers, i.e. decide how to deliver but not big “D” decision makers, i.e. responsible for statutory decisions or exercising tenure holder rights.
· Professional reliance has been weak in addressing public perception.  Public perception ultimately provides professional social (and through legislation) legal licence to practice.
· The fast evolving electronic age, social media, etc. means that is easier for the public to get access to our profession reliance world, however, more of that information is gain in short sound bites that don’t necessarily paint a complete (or accurate) picture.
· We need to be proactive with the public to address criticism.
· Who is responsible to respond to media/public criticism?  
· Ultimately “we” are responsible for public perception.  It is not good enough to fall back on a defence of “I followed the rules”.  We need to show we recognized and considered social expectations, not just the rules.  We have to rationalize and be able to defend our decisions, advise, practices, etc.  Even where rationales exist, they are not generally seen by anyone but the professional directly involved in advice, decision, practice, etc.
· We may want to look at how other jurisdictions work, e.g. complaints about how forest sector public review and comment process could be handled as they do in Ontario where government is responsible for setting up process.
· We can’t afford to give government a reason to scale back PR.
· Who is the public?  One guy with a complaint, a community, a stakeholder, a special interest group, etc.?
· Are we over-reacting to media critics?  Does the public really care about audit reports.  True awareness may only occur when something goes terribly wrong.
· Is there opportunity to expand use of professional reliance in other areas of the forest sector, e.g. seed transfer guidelines, lands, tenures, foreshore leases, etc.?
· We need to cooperate and work more closely with other resource professionals to provide united front, e.g. foresters and biologists.
· Is terminology helping or hurting us?  What does the public think of when we say “Professional Reliance”?  What is a “Professional” Forester versus a Forester?
· Issue of unclear objectives and rules is complex.  The perception is that these goals are something anyone can drive a truck through and should be tightened up, however this is contrary to goal of FRPA to allow for the freedom to manage and gain operating efficiencies.  How do we reconcile?
· How do we deal with non-legal objectives, i.e. approved by government and/or endorsed by local community but not legally established for the purpose of defining the planning/practice rules?
· It’s important that we have the resources and guidance available to support the PR model.  Example, what are the components/elements that need to go into stocking standard decision making?
· We need to be seen as being “accountable” regardless of the rules.  Being accountable is more than just following rules, e.g. a professional should hold him/her self accountable for staying current with new science/guidance.
· Professional reliance versus professional deference.  It’s important that professional dialogue is used to view an issue from a different perspective (even where there is a difference in opinion).  Difference in opinion is okay.  The key is having and being prepared to communicate a well-considered rationale supporting your opinion.
· FMLTs are good vehicle to remind ourselves or our professional responsibilities.  We should be looking for more opportunities to utilize the FMLT groups, e.g. showcase PR wins as standing agenda item for FMLT meetings.

More Reading:
Assessing Professional Reliance in the Forest Sector: Improving Professional Reliance, January 2010 Discussion Paper http://www.abcfp.ca/publications_forms/publications/documents/Improving_Pro_Reliance.pdf
