	Adapting the forest and range management framework to a changing climate



Appendix 1: FFEI Policy Workshop Breakout Group Discussion Notes
Group 1 – Facilitated by Alison Nicholson
	Morning Session: 

Potential Positive Outcomes


	Morning Session: 

Potential Negative Outcomes
	Morning Session: 

Assumptions that contribute to Scenario 2 outcomes
	Afternoon Session: 

Shifts needed


	Afternoon Session: 
Barriers


	Afternoon Session: 
Knowledge Gaps

	· increase grasslands

· increased productivity in north

· pleasanter climate in north

· alternative energies may increase (e.g. hydro electric)

· water will be available in north to share with south but trans-boundary water transfer not currently allowed 

· still biodiversity (wildlife) in north

· potential forest product diversification (e.g. mushrooms, biomass, fuel) but collaboration, community/FN tenure agreements are a challenge

· broader perspective on land & resources

· tax base will increase
	· increasing recreation pressures
· increasing demands for water (especially Vancouver Island and southern interior) and water policy contained in legislation in different places
· change in water availability and timing
· temporal aspect to shifting/adapting 
· need for incentives to try new/riskier things now to help learning  (e.g. riskier “free growing” limits and tree species selection choices)
· need to focus on conservation
· legal policy framework problems (e.g. Species at Risk Act does not focus on the ecosystem)
· FRPA does not incent a landscape level future condition focus
· lack of diversity in portfolio
· negative economic downturn thinking

	· Overall we will have to be more creative & knowledgeable to manage but there will be significant challenges

· timber economics -challenge is thinking longer than 5 yrs ahead (assumption is that we need to keep industry going another 5 yrs.)
· coordinating ourselves and stepping out of silos,
· getting out of way of nature and thinking about landscapes
· addressing  First Nations concerns
· politicians aren’t talking adaptation yet
· adopting a riskier approach
· commitment to mitigation,
· overwhelming scope of the issue
· need for long term monitoring to support continuous learning.
Summary
· We will need to be more creative, take risks to learn, think long term, think landscapes.

· There will likely be challenges with short term economic/timber focus,  weak incentives to try new approaches, weak monitoring/adaptive management systems and limited risk-taking in management

· need to step out of silos to collaborate
	· from 3-legged stool to a fried egg (nested circles with environment surrounding society surrounding the economy)
· to long term – integrated decision making and resource management 
· to more collaboration
· to adaptive management (i.e. set direction, monitor, respond/adjust
· to a landscape) view/provincial view
· to closer to the land resource management (e.g. community-based decisions)
· to policy that encourages value-added (i.e. targets)
· to sustainable resource mgt 3rd party certification climate change lens

	· need to engage people

· resources to adapt

· ability to account/value for eco-services

· existing tenure commitments

· level of complexity of issue

· future land ownership & governance


	· social science knowledge

· how to engage people

· how to incent behaviour change

· identify barriers, incentives and success stories

· how to incent organizations and institutions to change

· what are social values

· effects of peer pressure




Group 2 – Facilitated by Don Morgan
	Morning Session: 

Potential Positive Outcomes


	Morning Session: 

Potential Negative Outcomes
	Morning Session: 

Assumptions that contribute to Scenario 2 outcomes
	Afternoon Session: 

Shifts Needed


	Afternoon Session: 
Barriers


	Afternoon Session: 
Knowledge Gaps

	· awareness of climate change would change human behaviour

· appreciation of water

· increase in economic diversity (e.g. growing grapes)

· increase in productivity in north with increase in trees for harvesting

· short rotation plantations 

· BC would be better off than rest of the world and have a competitive advantage


	· fleeting moment of change
· invasion – geopolitical turmoil and water wars
· water as a commodity – loss of control and quality 
· need for expectations to change
· wanting things to be the same 
· social response

	· non-adaptive decision making (e.g. static plans like LRMPs_ 

· short term gain

· top down decisions,  challenge of alternatives,  lack of adaptive decision making

· management boundaries  (i.e.  Crown land vs private land)
· compartmentalization (e.g. land use plans, water plans) and related competing values and power imbalance 

· we only respond to crises 

· expectation of what parks provide ( i.e. no changes)  
· governance rigidly &  disconnect between administration and process

· ownership – tenure/FN.

· top down approach 

· decisions driven by economics and non-market values not recognized 

· increasing disconnect between growing urban population and systems that provide services

· belief that technology will solve our problem

· reliance on resource substitution economic assumption which is not valid for ecosystem services

· currently operating on a wing and a prayer thinking maybe climate change is not real, not as bad or we can “fix” it.

· top down management of compartments works okay 

· rigidity and value inertia – long term, costly solutions are unpalatable

· resource allocation and valuation &, ownership 
· lack of conflict resolution 
· ways we organize – pluralism 

· tenure system – lack of flexibility 
	· complexity management  systems approach  with  broader mandates
· different incentives to achieve revised goals with risk sharing break down barriers (e.g. compartments like TSR/water/wildlife)
· common goal not separate social,  government & external 
· broaden mandate 
· we have technical knowledge to adapt
· new economic opportunities (e.g. water )
· increase government coordination, flexibility & autonomy
· people involved in visioning  scenarios 
· engagement strategies – scenarios to look at future under different assumptions 
· redesign policy for multiple services (e.g.  change free to grow to flexibility to grow and managing for complexity)
· new mental model – complexity and management as dance 
· policy redesign resulting in blended decision making 
· complexity: socio-ecological planning with goal of climate change adaptation/mitigation in all ownerships including First Nations
· addressing cumulative effects
· planning units defined by climate change issues (e.g. connectivity, water balance)
Summary
· need to adapt as well as mitigate as climate change is here
· communicate  adaptation imperative
· shift thinking  (i.e. encompassing complexity, being inclusive wrt communities and creative wrt opportunities)
· shift thinking to long term, responding to new information 
· embrace  a multiplicity of resource values 
· transform tenures to reflect broad climate change goal 
· alleviate industry of land management decision pressures
· transform policies away from crops towards resilience
	· see morning session 
Current Assumptions

· political will

· tenure

· economic hardship


	· social science

· incomplete systems knowledge wrt hydrology, wildlife, soils, forests and humans

· rate of change – monitoring system and triggering decision thresholds 

· models of system response




Group 3 – Facilitated by Peter Duinker
	Morning Session: 

Potential Positive Outcomes


	Morning Session: 

Potential Negative Outcomes
	Morning Session: 

Assumptions that contribute to Scenario 2 outcomes
	Afternoon Session: 

Shifts  Needed


	Afternoon Session: 
Barriers


	Afternoon Session: 
Knowledge Gaps

	· shift to more broadleaves and open woodlands

· increased importance of boreal aspen forest values (e.g. alder, cottonwood)

· rise of water as paramount forest good or service – focus of mgmt strongly on H2O 

· shift from commodity focus to services/functions focus
	· reactive behaviours for survival – like poor/developing countries

· water quality reductions – expensive to treat


	· limitations to forest diversification (i.e. species, products) 
· limitations in acceptable species wrt regeneration 
· legal obligations of licensees  (e.g. minimum cuts required)
· separation of objectives and segregated decision – making 
· too little control on intentional introduction of invasive alien species.
· brakes on changes to land use policy if it reduces timber producing land base
· land use planning process (LRMPs) is frozen and climate change is not addressed 
· First Nations and government negotiations – there are excluded parties and it is slow and resistance to specific adaptation measure 
· species at risk – Species at Risk Act is misguided 
· regular, periodic vulnerability assessment is not done
	· better accounting for future deadwood to be targeted for salvage harvest wrt quantities and guarantees
· a transparent risk-based approach with better accounting for future ecological realities
· ditch AAC
· managing for full range of services where timber is secondary
· establishment of a Ministry of Ecosystem Services or Ministry of Natural Resources 
· stronger dominant  use zoning 
· BC public-land forests not managed by private sector timber interests
· BC Timber Sales is setting too low a bar (i.e. mean stumpage for average operator)
· co-management with First Nations – more of these welcome if BC government side were  more inclusive in consultations
· credit system for ecosystem services
	· societal expectations 
· lack of useful info 
·  ignorance & self-interest

	· not using what we have now
· don’t get new knowledge that won’t be used
· need for independent information brokers
· how to make decisions under uncertainty
· how to integrate
· extension services
· how to overcome societal resistance to change
· how to unravel climate change complexity
· would  BC take stronger adaptive responses to Scenario 1 than the scenario suggests?
· 


Group 4 – Facilitated by Mark Johnston
	Morning Session: 

Potential Positive Outcomes


	Morning Session: 

Potential Negative Outcomes
	Morning Session: 

Assumptions that contribute to Scenario 2 outcomes
	Afternoon Session: 

Shifts needed


	Afternoon Session: 
Barriers


	Afternoon Session: 
Knowledge Gaps

	· governance – self reliance and preservation of local identities

· agreement on goals within communities

· slower growth and therefore fewer carbon emissions and reduced harvest levels 
	· unpredictability in climate, resources, human benefits

· uncertainty about standard of living 

· water shortages & conflicts

· political instability 

· unequal distribution of benefits

· “stealing” resources to deal with instability 

· lack of mitigation activity 

· loss of ecosystem – services

· population migration/displacement leading to climatic refugees

· loss of government revenues will result in loss of services

· loss of culture, esp. In rural communities

· loss of culture in aboriginal communities, loss of economic opportunities, loss of traditional knowledge – locally & globally 
	· too much inertia in the system to allow rapid change
· lack of policy flexibility
· focus on economic growth, not generally sustainable 
· policy too constrained (e.g.  SAR limited to a short list of species)
· single focus on wood and wood fiber 
· lack of integrated resources perspective
· tenure system:  product focus ownership, lack of innovation 
· regulation/deregulation – value & diversity

	· more proactive mgmt
· less emphasis on fiber & lumber
· “Ministry of Ecological Resources”
· add social component to natural resources decision-making 
· how do we identify societies’ expectations from the forest?
· embrace uncertainty in decision-making 
· tolerate risk in decision-making 
· failure is an option

	· politically-influenced tenure
· lack of common awareness wrt climate change
· policy is not flexible, nimble, able to react quickly 
· need to have political will
· penalty of not acting outweighs short-term cost
· individuals feel entitled to high standard of living – will not accept loss 
· lack of innovation and research
· lack of social acceptance of social engineering 
· lack of resources for collaboration 
· focus on mitigation

	· what  is the socially accepted range of forest values?
· what will future forest products be?
· how to integrate biophysical-social-economic knowledge using a common currency
· better understanding of future forest conditions
· better understanding of vulnerability 
· better understanding of what other jurisdictions are doing wrt climate change



Group 5 – Facilitated by Colin Rankin
	Morning Session: 

Potential Positive Outcomes


	Morning Session: 

Potential Negative Outcomes
	Morning Session: 

Assumptions that contribute to Scenario 2 outcomes
	Afternoon Session: 

Shifts Needed


	Afternoon Session: 
Barriers


	Afternoon Session: Knowledge Gaps

	· increased agriculture in north although soils may not be “right” increased innovation and value added “non-traditional forest products water storage  (i.e. winter precipitation for use/export will lead to a shift in thinking about use of “forest lands”

· will need technology to “rise to the occasion”  (e.g. water storage)

· shift in thinking wrt forests to provide “ecosystem services”

· increase in range lands although variability may limit positive effects

· look to others for experience (e.g. Australia wrt fires/drought and  re-settlement strategy

· have potential policy levers (i.e. public land)
	· melting permafrost leading to impacts on communities as well as biophysical values

· economic refugees (from within province)

· simplification of complex ecosystems leading to reduction in biodiversity and options

· increased wildfire

· decreased forest health


	Policy constraints
· presently looking for “quick wins”  leading to short-term responses
· local influences on decision makers
· lots of talk about “water” however, only 1 MOF “water policy person”
· with current policy only “monetary” values of water are valued so even drinking water and flow of water is not addressed
· management of forests as a “commodity”
· management of species at risk as single species leading us to look at “everything” as “single things”
· lack of valuation of water, fish, services...
· AAC determination process where legislation is driving allocation by resource agencies (e.g. Mine Act, Range Act, Water Act)
Policies – needed

· moving beyond “political” solutions/ actions to non partisan leadership
· “connectivity” of policies leading from “things”  to landscapes
· how to deal with new species with positive potential
· current “conversation” is limited to specialists and does not extend to communities & people which would help to shift political discussion
· people won’t change  when they are afraid of the future therefore don’t  identify opportunities and potential for change and engagement
· change timber pricing valuation

· single/comprehensive integration valuation (i.e. “Land & Res. Mgmt Act”) leading to allocation 
· tree species migration – how to address/support  
	· integration (i.e. Ministries) would bring massive change in policy – however, “public” discussion and debate of values wrt how to accommodate is needed 

· challenge premise of maximizing utilitarian values

· change to purposeful “sub-optimism”  (i.e. set minimum or “lowest” sustainable levels)
· “stretching limits” (i.e. moving from “maximums” to minimums) 
· moving away from wood/fibre based levels/measures (e.g.  AAC “constraints” on timber harvest are not appropriate ...6% , 30%.)

· start from community level to define “minimum needs” from the land base for community survival (e.g. fibre, water, services)

· build risks of ‘failure’ into management framework (e.g. wrt diversity of plantings/stands –  need to acknowledge that not all will “succeed” in terms of traditional timber values) – however they may still provide other ecosystem services

· redefining who carries the risk & how wrt ministry and industry 
·  encourage a diversity of plantings – along with this would come a shift in responsibility for management towards local level

· increase diversity of all aspects of policy and management framework (i.e. entities, values, practices)

· land zonation – relook at land base – some may be better for “intensive timber”, more area would be other values dominant

· focus timber growing around communities with processing facilities as this won’t involve moving big logs long distances 
	· First Nations lack of capacity at a provincial scale to manage
· institution/ministry structure – lack of integration mechanisms (e.g. separate MFR, MOE, OGC)
· societal understanding and expectations are not “real” (i.e. wrt $$ for jobs, future state, services associated with ecosystems and forests, implications of “mgmt” actions)
· “moving target” future state
· forest companies structure and purpose ( i.e vested interests in status quo and limited ability to change)
· lack of opportunities for innovation and change
· disruption to communities from changes in policy

	· using “catastrophy/collapse” to enable transformation (e.g. to increased community engagement)
· learning from interior experience and applying this throughout the province
· integrating traditional management with First Nations as managers of the landbase
· how to build redundancy
· how to increase diversity/flexibility of management practices specifies for “non-timber” values (e.g. management for water)


