


ABSTRACT

After five years of operation, it was time to review the Robson Valley Enhanced Forest Management Pilot
Project (RV EFMPP). Since there had been no review since its inception, its managers and FORREX-
Forest Research Extension Partnership worked with Nexus Consortium Inc. to assess the RV EFMPP
objectives and to develop performance measures for the period 2003-2008.

During March of 2003, 13 face-to-face and 21 telephone interviews were conducted with
representatives of groups involved in the RV EFMPP. These were: the Community Advisory Group,
Robson Valley Working Group, Multiple Resource Design Sub-Working Group, Biodiversity
Conservation Design Sub-Working Group, and a number of invited guests.

Objectives were originally set out in the main RV EFMPP. By objective, the findings of the evaluation
were:

Objective 1  To develop forest management strategies that enhance productivity and mitigate reduction
in the long-term harvest level

There was insufficient evidence to support the achievement of this objective.

More than half (56%) of the respondents stated that it was too early to estimate changes in
productivity. Less than half (41%) of the respondents felt the program has slowed the reduction in long-
term harvest somewhat.

Objective 2 To provide more biological and economic resource opportunities

There was not enough evidence to support this objective. Some (41%) of the respondents felt
economic resource management had changed somewhat. Interviewees were cautiously optimistic.

Objective 3 To support economic diversification

There was insufficient evidence to support this objective. Some (38%) of the respondents felt the local
economy had not diversified at all as a result of the project. While some interviewees felt change had
occurred, the change could not be solely attributed to the RV EFMPP.

Objective 4 To instill public confidence in forest management and provide for community input

There was evidence to support the achievement of this objective. Most (62%) of the respondents
felt public confidence in forest management had changed positively. The RV EFMPP was viewed as
effective mainly because of the activities of the CAG. Most (65%) respondents felt that there had been a
lot of public involvement. Attendance by interested public at CAG meetings, scenario planning sessions,
downloads, research presentations, and field trips was good. In addition, there were newspaper articles,
and phone calls, faxes, and letters to the B.C. Ministry of Forests.

Objective 5 To re-examine the timing, location and intensity of forest management, and the application
of harvest methods and silviculture systems

There was insufficient evidence to support this objective. There were positive responses, but as
mentioned previously, respondents felt that the project was too young to record change.

Objective 6 To develop new or enhance existing management processes or tools using established
expertise and experience

There was evidence to support the objective that existing tools and processes had been developed, and
expertise and experience had been drawn from several sources.
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Objective 7 To develop a comprehensive communication plan and extension program

Among respondents who were familiar with the Communication Plan, and the implementation of the
extension program, there was evidence to support this objective. However, most respondents were not
aware of either the plan or the extension program.

Objective 8  To develop measurable criteria, to set objectives and monitor project results
There was substantial evidence to support the achievement of this objective.

Objective 9 To develop measurable resource targets and objectives

There was insufficient evidence to support the achievement of this objective.

Such targets and objectives were not present in the documents reviewed.

Sixty eight percent of the respondents said that they personally, or their business, had been positively
affected by the project. The public processes, and amount of research, knowledge, and understanding
gained from the research were seen as the major successes of the project. Respondents replied that,
generally, the RV EFMPP worked well, but more time, research, funding, and education are still needed.

Respondents emphasized the continuing need for the RV EFMPP, and the extension and
implementation of the results during the next five years. Needs identified were for more advanced
research, new funding, a sustainable management plan, and application of the scenario models in
forestry planning.

In addition, respondents said that future success would be indicated by the maintenance of the
allowable annual cut (AAC), sustainability, completion of the pilot project, maintenance of biological
and economic diversity, establishment of a research forest, effective monitoring, and continued
innovation.

Overall, respondents were pleased with the RV EEMPP process and glad to be involved; they felt
that it was a worthwhile, educational government initiative. Community co-operation was high, and
respondents found value in bringing all parties to the table.

However, industry participation was perceived to be limited by the respondents. Also, a minority of
respondents wasn’t sure of the value of the final product and its initiatives. They felt the project was too
academic to be useful, and that the RV EFMPP process was too long-term and expensive.

A performance measurement matrix, consisting of eighteen suggested indicators, was developed, and
is detailed in Tables 1 and 2. Ten output measures, measures of activities within the direct control of the
project, and eight outcome measures, measures of the results of the project activities are detailed. The
performance measures listed provide a range and depth of indicators to guide the RV EFMPP for the
next five years.
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2. Frequencies and percentages were calculated for all numeric values and summarized in text. For
dichotomous variables (Yes/No), percentages were calculated for the total and the above subgroups.
Graphs were created for all responses to close-ended questions.

3. Comments were read, grouped, and ordered in post-coded themes (generated from the responses)
using content analysis. Summary descriptions were written.

RESULTS

This section summarizes responses from the 34 interviews. The frequencies of responses are shown in
graphs by response number (e.g., 1,2, and 3). A brief narrative summarizes interviewees’ verbal com-
ments and accompanies each graph. Results are presented below by question number.

Questions 1 to 3 relate to the amount of time and involvement of respondents in the RV EFMPP.

Question 1 asked “Were you involved in the development and implementation of RV EFMPP
project?” Slightly more than half (56%) of the respondents became involved after the development and
implementation of the RV EFMPP project. The CAG members were the group most likely to have
become involved after the development stage of the RV EFMPP.

Question 2 asked those who were involved in the development and implementation of the RV EFMPP
to describe the extent of their involvement. Among those who responded to the question, equal numbers
(24% each) described themselves as highly and moderately involved.

Question 3 asked how long people had been involved in the RV EFMPP. Over half (59%) of the
respondents were involved 3 to 4 years, and the remainder for a shorter period. As the project pro-
gressed, additional people became involved.

Questions 4 and 5, related to Objective 1: To develop forest strategies that enhance forest productivity
and mitigate reduction in the long-term harvest level.

Question 4 asked to what extent the RV EFMPP has increased forest productivity. More than half
(56%) of the respondents state that it is too early to estimate changes in productivity (Figure 1). Small,
but equal numbers stated the change was somewhat, or not at all. CAG, SWG and IG members noted
research, strategies and tools had been created, and understanding had increased, but results are not seen
yet and it could take years to measure the change. Some members noted that this phase of the project
was an assessment period only.

Question 5 asked, “In your opinion, has the RV EFMPP been successful in slowing the reduction in
the long-term harvest level?” Less than half (41%) of the respondents felt the program had slowed the
reduction in long-term harvest somewhat (Figure 2). Of those respondents, comments suggested there
was potential, but it was too early to tell. The timber supply analysis suggested that there had been a
slowing of the reduction in the long-term harvest level and people were optimistic. People felt con-
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cerned about the implementation of the protected areas network. Despite no change in the AAC, there
was good potential for adjustments, but many felt it was too early to know if change had occurred.
There may be change in the AAC for TSA#3.

There was insufficient evidence to support the achievement of Objective 1, although the re-
sponse was favourable. This was a long-term objective and it was too early to evaluate its success.

Questions 6 and 7 related to Objective 2: To provide more biological and economic resource manage-
ment opportunities.

In response to Question 6, “Have biological management opportunities changed as a result of the
Pilot Project?” some (47%) of the respondents felt biological management opportunities had changed
somewhat. Studies were done on habitats, non-timber resources, and resource management possibilities.
The outcomes of these studies could help the public and industry understand the opportunities present,
which could lead to even more possibilities. As more opportunities arise, the project could become more
visible. Public awareness increased. Respondents felt the project could enable the community to do more
with less, but reported that more money and personnel would be needed.

In response to Question 7, “Has economic resource management changed in the valley as a result?”
some (41%) of the respondents felt economic resource management had changed somewhat (Figure 3).
Respondents were cautiously optimistic. Changes were observed in resource management knowledge in
some places, with some licensees. The relationship between change and management of the knowledge
was seen as tenuous. It was noted that adoption of change follows knowledge development.

There was insufficient evidence to support the achievement of Objective 2. There was optimism about
the work that has been done and a cautious optimism in regard to change.

Question 8 referred to Objective 3: To diversify the local economy.

In response to Question 8, “Has the local economy diversified as a result?” some (38%) of the re-
spondents felt the local economy had not diversified at all as a result of the project (Figure 4). Some
respondents indicated that the final effects remain to be seen. Changes that have occurred might have
been due to other causes besides the RV EFMPP. Interviewees expressed the desire to have the time and
the will to use the information generated.

There was no evidence to support the achievement of Objective 3. Change could not be attributed to
the project.
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Questions 9, 10, and 11 referred to Objective 4: To instill public confidence in forest management and
to provide for community input.

Question 9 asked, “Has public confidence in forest management changed as a result and in what
direction?” Most (62%) of the respondents felt public confidence in forest management had positively
changed (Figure 5). The project was viewed as effective mostly because of the CAG. Now different
groups more often agree on a common vision. Interested stakeholders had been brought in. However,
the general public was often unaware of results and needed feedback. A very small percentage (3%) saw
the project as ineffective.

Question 10 asked, “How much opportunity for public input to forest management is there?” Most
(65%) of the respondents felt that there were many opportunities for public input into forest manage-
ment (Figure 6). The CAG and the scenario-modelling project provided the primary opportunities for
invited public feedback. Most licensees are now more open to input. There are more public meetings
now.
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Question 11 asked, “How much public involvement has there been?” Most (65%) of the respondents
felt that there had been a lot of public involvement. There had been good attendance by interested
public at CAG meetings, scenario planning sessions, downloads, research presentations, field trips, and
newspaper, phone calls, fax, letters to the Ministry of Forests (MoF). However, some open houses were
poorly attended.

There was evidence to support the achievement of Objective 4. The majority of the respondents felt
that there was an increase in public confidence and opportunity for public input.

Question 12 related to Objective 5: To re-examine the timing, location and density of forest manage-
ment and the application of harvest methods and silviculture systems.




Question 12 asked, “Has the application of harvest methods and silviculture systems changed?” Some
(41%) of the respondents felt the application of harvest methods and silviculture systems had changed
for the better. New methods, such as partial harvesting, had been demonstrated to be feasible. Respond-
ents felt there was reason for optimism. There had been some change in practices and some
experiments, often to date; it has been just a computer exercise. Some felt it was still early to record
change. Respondents felt social aspects had improved, and forest licensees understood timber and non-
timber values better.

There was insufficient evidence to support the achievement of Objective 5. There were positive
responses, but again it was felt that it was too early to record change.

Questions 13 and 14 related to Objective 6: To develop new or enhance existing management proc-
esses or tools using the expertise and experience of other EFMPP sites, model forests, academia and
researchers.

In response to Question 13, “Have management processes and tools changed . . . i.e., developed or
enhanced, as a result of the Pilot Project?” most (65%) of the respondents felt that management proc-
esses and tools had changed for the better (Figure 7). There was general agreement on the usefulness of
scenarios, tools, and research. Some respondents reported that they could not be sure if the change was

due solely to the project. While licensees don’t have to adopt new processes, it was reported that one
had.

Question 14 asked, “To the best of your knowledge, has expertise or experience been drawn from
other EFMPP sites, model forests, academia and researchers or from other sources?” Less than half
(41%) of the respondents felt expertise had been drawn from other EFMPP sites towards new or en-
hanced management processes or tools. The WG members were most positive regarding expertise from
other sites (i.e., Invermere, Vancouver Island, and the Lakes District).

A large percentage (85%) of the respondents felt expertise had been drawn from model forests
towards new or enhanced management processes or tools. CAG and WG members were the most
positive, citing McGregor and SELES as the major influences and Foothills as a minor influence.

The vast majority (97%) of the respondents felt expertise had been drawn from academia and other
researchers towards new or enhanced management processes or tools. There was widespread agreement
among CAG, WG and SWG members on this question. Expertise was drawn from UNBC, UBC, CFS,
B.C. Ministry of Forests Research Branch, and others.

A large percentage (71%) of the respondents felt expertise had been drawn from other sources
towards new or enhanced management processes or tools. CAG members were the most positive. It was
noted that expertise had been drawn from local industry licensees, B.C. Wildlife, government agencies,
and local knowledge.

There was evidence that Objective 6 had been met. There was evidence that existing tools and proc-
esses had been developed and compelling evidence that expertise and experience had been drawn from
several sources.

Questions 15, 16, 17 were based on Objective 7: To develop a comprehensive communication plan
and extension program.

Question 15 stated that a Comprehensive Communication Plan has been developed and asked, “If
you are aware of it, has the plan been applied as intended?” Most (41%) of the respondents felt the
Comprehensive Communication Plan was applied as intended. CAG and WG members were most
positive; they felt the download sessions were useful, even if the sessions were compromised by factors
such as the closure of Forest Renewal BC. However, some had not read the Communication Plan and
could not comment.

Question 16 Most (41%) of the respondents felt the Communication Plan was having the desired
results. The CAG and WG members were the most positive and they felt information had reached the




people it needed to reach. The plan was moving towards its goals.

Question 17 Most (59%) of the respondents did not know if the extension program had been imple-
mented as intended. There was a general lack of awareness about the extension program and its
implementation.

There was evidence to support Objective 7 among those who were familiar with the Communication
Plan and the implementation of the extension program. But most were not aware of either the Commu-
nication Plan or the extension program.

Question 18 related to Objective 8: To develop measurable criteria, to set objectives and monitor
project results.

Question 18 asked, “Are the project objectives and measures relevant (i.e., is the program being fairly
assessed)?” The majority of the respondents (79%) stated that the objectives and measures were relevant.
The WG were most positive, the CAG the least positive. Mainly, objectives were viewed as relevant. There
was some lack of awareness, clarity, and agreement on the choice of objectives.

There was substantial evidence to support the achievement of Objective 8.
Objective 9: To develop measurable resource targets and objectives.

There was insufficient evidence to support the achievement of Objective 9. Such targets and objectives
are not present in the documents reviewed.

Question 19 asked, “Have you been affected personally or has your business been affected by the Pilot
Project?” Most (68%) of the respondents had been positively affected by the project. The WG were most
positive and the MR least. Respondents felt the project had contributed to greater economic opportuni-
ties, work, and dissemination of research; it would add to the collective good in the Robson Valley and
beyond. Some were unsure if the change was due solely to the RV EFMPP.

There was evidence to support this objective. A substantial majority of the respondents report that
they personally or their businesses had been positively affected by the RV EFMPP.

Question 20 asked for the views of the respondents on the successes of the RV EFMPP. Many com-
mented on the success of the process, both public and internal. Many felt that a lot of research
knowledge and understanding were gained.

The results of thematic analysis revealed the following successes (not in priority order):

+  Successful public process

+  Consensus decision process

+ Partnerships of players

+  Research on wildlife and forests
+  Knowledge and understanding.
+  Scenario modeling and studies
+ Implications for future options

Question 21 asked, “What did not work?” Respondents replied that generally, the project worked well.
Some respondents indicated that more time, research, funding, and education were needed. Others
would improve the scenario planning process.

The results of thematic analysis revealed the following needs:

More time to complete the project and the activities
More research and players

More funding and resources

Do not want a government office closure

More public education

Better scenario planning
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Question 22 asked about the direction for the project over the next five years. Respondents empha-
sized a continuing need for the RV EFMPP, and a need for extension and implementation of the results.
There were other needs identified such as the need for further research, new funding, the creation of a
sustainable management plan and the use of scenario models for forestry planning.

The results of thematic analysis revealed the following directions:

Stay the RV EFMPP course

Extend and implement results

Create jobs and a healthy forest

Do more forestry research

Find new funding sources

Develop a sustainable management plan

Use the scenario model results as a planning tool
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Question 23 asked which objectives were no longer needed. Objectives 6, 7, 8, and 9 are development-
related objectives and were viewed as somewhat past their initial usefulness. But monitoring these
objectives might be useful. Most said that all objectives were necessary, but needed to be reworded and
updated. Some indicated that certain objectives needed to be prioritized or highlighted.

Question 24 Indicators of success in the future would be: the maintenance of the AAC, sustainability,
completion of the pilot project, biological and economic diversity, the establishment of a research forest,
effective monitoring, and continued innovation.

Thematic analysis revealed the following suggested indicators of success in the future:

More people and jobs in the Valley
Sustainable forest in the area
Diversity of local economy

Forest and wildlife future
Implementation of scenario models
Successful monitoring of the projects
Establishment of a research forest
Evidence of continued innovation
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In Question 25 respondents were asked if they had any other comments. They suggested the follow-
ing modifications to the RV EFMPP to have it better suit their needs:

1. Modify the RV EFMPP through: accessible information, improved access to publications,
updating the Web site on a regular basis, a ‘storefront’ operation in McBride, and extension
training

Better funding and RV EFMPP project renewal for another term

Revision of the logic model to include biological diversity objective

Expand project beyond a ‘study’

Use the enhanced communication plan

Better indicators of non-timber resources

AR

Overall, respondents were pleased with the project process, glad to be involved, and felt that it was a
good government initiative with high educational value. It demonstrated the dynamics of a public
process; it was very transparent. There was good community cooperation and value in bringing every-
one to the table.

There was the perception of limited participation from industry and a need to establish clearer
objectives. There were indications that some respondents were unsure of the final product and initia-
tives. Also it was felt the project was too academic to be useful and that the results are long-term,
lengthy and that it is an expensive process. The value of the project was questioned.




PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT FRAMEWORK

The definitions of terms related to performance measurement are provided.

Glossary

Activity Action undertaken by the project to fulfill its goals and objectives.

Goal The desired state which the project ultimately aims toward.

Indicator Input, output, outcome or ratio judged important to the success of the program.

Input Resource devoted to project activities, i.e., funding, staff, space, and personnel.

Measure Clear, precise, operational statement of how an indicator is measured.

Objective Simple measurable statement directly related to the goal indicating desired change.
Outcome * Measure of the results of project activities, outputs, or other more immediate outcomes.
Output * Measure of activities within the direct control of the project.

Performance

Measurement Identification and measurement of carefully chosen indicators to provide feedback on
performance.

Ratio Rate of one input, output or outcome in proportion to another.

* Qutputs are also known as leading performance drivers, and outcomes as lagging impacts.
P gp gging 1mp;

Choosing Indicators

It is important to note that the indicators listed in Table 2 are not intended to all be used concurrently.
Rather a few, up to 10 or 12, should be chosen based on importance, to be tracked over time. This will
save effort, and focus attention on the key indicators. It is important to choose some indicators that are
possible to track year after year in order to establish trends. In a 5-year plan, it is important to remem-
ber indicators will endure and their consistent measurement and tracking over the total period is
essential. Indicators identified as principal, below, are judged to be important indicators to keep.

In time, however, some indicators of lesser importance will “wear out”, become politically unwork-
able, or be set aside. If this happens another indicator from the list, of similar type and category can
replace it.

Origin of Indicators

For each indicator a purpose was given, which explained the reason for its being chosen and aligned it
with an important aspect of the RV EEMPP. Purposes were identified in one of three ways:

1. Interviews. Many good ideas were gleaned from the interview Question 24 “What to you would be
the most important indicator of the RV EEMPP project’s success in the future?”

2. Existing objectives. The RV EFMPP objectives were used to add and verify purposes.

3. Provincial performance measures. Items from the Enhanced Forest Management Pilot Project
Performance Measures were selected to add to the list.

Types of Indicators

In the performance measurement matrix, the two types of indicators are outputs and outcomes. In any
enterprise, both are important to explain the rationale of project activities. Outputs are equally as
important as outcomes, since the outputs lead to the outcomes. In some cases, several outputs drive an
outcome. Principal outputs and outcomes are explained below.
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Outputs

Table 2 lists the output indicators. There are several principal output indicators. Outputs measure the
project activities and what they directly produce.

Outputs fall into economic, environmental and social categories. Some address more than one cat-
egory. These are the project’s major spheres of influence.

A principal economic output indicator is forest management tool/strategy development. This relates
to an important purpose of the project to enhance forest management through the use of such tools
and strategies (e.g., scenario modelling).

A key environmental output indicator is scenario model implementation. This is related to the
purpose of managing the forest resources using the developed scenarios.

An important social/environmental output indicator is Extension efforts, the extension of research
findings to the harvesting licensees. This is related to the importance of using research findings in the
field.

An important social output is CAG, WG and SWG activity. This is driven by the purpose of keeping
them active and operational.

Other outputs, economic, environmental and social, are also included in the Table 2 to be selected by
the CAG and WG.

Outcomes

Outcomes are the measures of success towards achieving project goals and objectives. They are the most
important indicators in terms of results-based accountability.

A principal economic outcome is forest timber productivity. This reflects the purpose of enhancing
and prolonging forest production, and slowing or stopping the reduction in Allowable Annual Cut.

A key economic/social indicator is diversity of local economy. This relates to the strongly felt need to
strengthen other sources of local income.

A key environmental outcome is biodiversity in the forested areas, as measured by wildlife counts and
diversity indices. This connects to the project purpose of maintaining biological diversity in the face of
resource harvesting.

A social outcome of high importance is the level of community input. This is key to enhancing the
involvement of the Robson Valley residents.

Other important outcomes, economic, environmental and social are also included in the Table 2 to
be selected by the CAG and WG.

Activities

Activities are the performance drivers, as measured by outputs. Some typical activities are public meet-
ings, scenario planning, and the extension of research information to licensees. Activities are not listed in
the performance measurement matrix because they often change reflecting current initiatives rather
than ongoing indicators. Over five years some activities are expected to come and go, but they should
feed the purpose and indicators listed.

Attribution of Causation

Performance measurement can assess inputs, outputs and outcomes, but it cannot determine causation.
Attribution of causation cannot be proven because performance measurement provides correlational
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not causal information (i.e., variables which co-occur). Experimental methods are necessary to attempt
to establish cause and effect.

Attribution is also difficult to determine because, in some cases, outcomes are the result of many
factors, including the RV EFMPDP, such as the provincial economy and lumber exports. Thus, the separa-
tion of causes is difficult and the link of attribution unclear. In other cases, an unknown third factor may
cause increases in both the outputs and outcomes, resulting in a spurious, or non-causal, correlation of
the two. In either case the project cannot be said to have caused the outcome.

Repeat and Multiple Measures

Principal indicators are used as repeated performance measures. In this way trends before and after
implementation can be assessed, (i.e., through a time-series design). A beginning estimate of cause and
effect can be hypothesized.

Validity is the certainty with which we draw conclusions from performance measures. Validity
requires multiple indicators. The indicators should include outputs and outcomes over time. Multiple
measures for a given indicator increase validity and certainty. The process of validating results across
measures, called triangulation, assists in establishing true, rather than apparent, change. The Perform-
ance Measurement Matrix in Table 2 and Table 3 follows.

COMMENDATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Commendations

+ The download sessions were mentioned numerous times as being particularly useful.
+ Community involvement has been achieved.

+ The RV EEMPP processes were positive and an improvement over the LRMP process.
+ The research on wildlife and forests is well done.

+ The scenario planning is very advanced and thorough.

+ There is increased knowledge and understanding among all groups.

Recommendations

+ In areview of the projects, Objective 3: To support economic diversification, appears not to have
been addressed. In the interviews conducted, the importance of this objective was clearly recog-
nized. We suggest that this become an outcome measure rather than a project objective.

+ The Objective 7: To develop a comprehensive communication plan and extension program,
appears to encompass two accomplished objectives, both of which should be revised to reflect
implementation, as follows.

+ The knowledge of the Communication Plan to the public and working groups should be im-
proved. Continue and update its activities (e.g., project Web site).

+ The extension program work needs to be extended and well publicized.

+ Delete Objective 8: To develop measurable criteria and to set objectives and monitor project results,
and Objective 9: To develop measurable resource targets and objectives. Both objectives are adminis-
trative rather than project objectives.

+ Examine and revise all objectives and use the revised list consistently in all project documents.

+ Improve access and communication of the research results to relevant and interested parties.

+ Develop ways to increase involvement of the forest industry in the RV EFMPP, and set an objective
for such involvement.
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APPENDIX 1 Annotated List of Documents Consulted

The contract monitor supplied the five reports listed below as background information to this
evaluation study. Reports are listed chronologically, starting at most recent, with a brief narrative
summarizing their content.

October 2000. Robson Valley Forest District. Enhanced Forest Management Pilot Project. Business Plan
for 2000/01 to 20002/03.

This report outlines goals and objectives of the RV EEMPP, includes an organizational reporting
structure, identifies task groups, and summarizes communication extension and working group
activities and accomplishments since project inception. There is a retrospective budget summary of
costs to date plus a forward-casting budget and schedule for 2000-2003. The final table of the report
sets out performance measures for project objectives stratified by Working Groups, Steering Committee,
and the Technical Advisory Committee.

November 1999. Ministry of Forests. Enhanced Forest Management Pilot Project Review. Prepared by
PricewaterhouseCoopers.

The activities of three EFMPP’s (Invermere Forest District, MacMillan Bloedel TFL 39, and Babine
Forest Products in Burns Lake) are reviewed in this study (note that the RV EFMPP is not included).
Telephone and site interviews were used to assess achievement of project objectives, knowledge
generated, and opportunities for improvement. Findings include that the EFMPP’s are generating useful
results, many of which will be transferable to the broader landscape and other areas of the province.
Opportunities for improvement are provided in the areas of project management, management strategy,
implementation, and communications.

November 1999. Robson Valley Forest District. Enhanced Forest Management Pilot Project.
Communications Plan. Prepared by Jane Perry.

The communications plan presents a comprehensive approach for increasing awareness and knowledge
transfer of the RV EFMPP to two main target groups, public and technical. Within the public group are
representatives of the community, elected officials, First Nations, environmental groups, Ministry
employees, and local media. The CAG is an important component of public communications. The
technical group includes professionals, resource management practitioners, and academia. The plan sets
out a communications and extension workplan with tasks and, a framework with objectives, evaluation
methods, and performance measures.

May 1999. Robson Valley Forest District. Enhanced Forest Management Pilot Project. Project Plan.

Prepared for the RV EFMPP Steering Committee, this report sets out the components of the RV
EFMPP. Main and sub-objectives of the RV EFMPP focus on two key unresolved issues of the partial-
consensus LRMP: (1) management and conservation of biodiversity on the whole forest landscape and,
(2) integration of a sustainable and diversified supply of all forest resources. Project components
include deliverables, an overall framework, organization, process, adaptive management principles, sub-
working groups, possible partnerships, forest management issues, terms of reference for the working
group, and funding for proposed projects in the period 1999-2001.

April 1997. Enhanced Forest Management Pilot Project. Performance Measures. (revised
September 1997, updated September 1998 and November 1999).
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This report defines objectives of an enhanced forest management (EFM) project, establishes preliminary
performance measures, and offers an evaluation framework and outcomes. Interviews with members of
an EFM Steering Committee were used to clarify two main EFM objectives: (1) maximize forest
productivity and, (2) implement local forest management strategies within existing land use plans and
zoning initiatives. The presented tables of performance measures along with a table of a project
evaluation framework are intended to help set targets and track overall project progress of EFMs.
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APPENDIX 2 RV EFMPP Interview Protocol

Interview Preamble: The Robson Valley Enhanced Forest Management Pilot Project (RV EFMPP), one
of four EFMPP projects in the province, began in 1999. The project is undergoing an evaluation to
determine what has been accomplished and the progress made toward the original project plan
objectives. Thank you for agreeing to an appointment to discuss the RV EFMPP.

As part of the evaluation, I would like to ask you, an expert in the field, some questions about the
work of the RV EFMPP. If there are particular questions which you feel are outside of your area of
knowledge please, just say “pass.” The questions will take about thirty minutes. Thank you for your time
and interest.

Question Response (circle and write comments)
1. Were you involved in the development and implementation of RV EFMPP project?
1. Yes
2. No
2. (If yes, were you:)
1. highly involved
2. moderately involved
3. peripherally involved
3. How long have you been involved with the Pilot Project?
1. < oneyear
2. 1-2years
3. 34 years

I would like to ask you a few questions regarding the RV EFMPP over the last few years. The
questions come from the objectives of the RV EFMPP Project Plan. (objectives have been emailed to
participants.)

4. To what extent has the RV EFMPP increased forest productivity (i.e., more volume of wood per
hectare, lower unsalvageable losses, faster regeneration) in the area? [Objective 1]

A great deal (can you give an example?)
Somewhat
Not at all

Too early in the project to make an answer

Al

Don’t know
Comments or examples:

5. Inyour opinion has the RV EFMPP been successful in slowing the reduction in the long term
harvest level? [Objective 1]

A great deal (can you give an example?)
Somewhat
Not at all

There isn’t a reduction

A e

Don’t know

Comments or examples:
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10.

11.

Have biological management opportunities changed as a result of the Pilot Project? [Objective 2]
1. A great deal (can you give an example?)

2. Somewhat

3. Notatall

4. Don’t know

Comments or examples:

Has economic resource management changed in the valley as a result? [Objective 2]
1. A great deal (can you give an example?)

2. Somewhat

3. Notatall

4. Don’t know

Comments or examples:

Has the local economy diversified as a result? [Objective 3]

1. A great deal (can you give an example?)

2. Somewhat

3. Notatall

4. Don’t know

Comments or examples:

Has public confidence in forest management changed as a result? In what direction? [Objective 4]
1. Positive change (can you give an example?)

2. Stayed the same

3. Negative change (can you give an example?)

4. Don’t know

Example:

How much opportunity for public input to forest management is there? (i.e., # of public events)
[Objective 4]

1. Many opportunities (can you give an example?)

2. Little opportunity (can you explain?)

3. No opportunity

4. Don’t know

Example:

How much public involvement has there been? (i.e., attendance at such events) [Objective 4]
1. Lots of involvement (can you give an example?)

2. Some involvement

3. No involvement

4. Don’t know

Example:
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Has the application of harvest methods and silviculture systems changed? [Objective 5]
1. Changed for the better (can you give an example?)

2. No change

3. Changed for the worse (can you give an example?)

4. Don’t know

Example:

Have management processes and tools changed (i.e., developed or enhanced) as a result of the
Pilot Project? [Objective 6]

1. Changed for the better (can you give an example?)
2. No change

3. Changed for the worse (can you give an example?)
4. Don’t know

Example:

To the best of your knowledge, has expertise or experience been drawn from: (A) other EFMPP
sites; (B) Model Forests; (C) academia and researchers; (D) others; (E) don’t know. [Objective 6]

A 1. Yes 2. No
B 1. Yes 2. No
C 1. Yes 2. No
D 1. Yes 2. No
E

A Comprehensive Communication Plan has been developed. If you are aware of it, has the plan
been applied as intended? [Objective 7]

1. Yes—applied as intended

2. No —not applied as intended

3. Don’t remember

4. Didn’t read it

Is the Communication Plan achieving the desired results?) [Objective 7]
1. Yes (can you give an example?)

2. No

3. Don’t know

Example:

Has the extension program (i.e., presentations, school visits, workshops, etc.) been implemented
as intended? [Objective 7]

1. Yes-—implemented as intended
2. No - not implemented as intended

3. Don’t know
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18. Are the project objectives and measures relevant? (i.e., is the program being fairly assessed?)
[Objective 8]

1. Yes (can you give an example?)
2. No
3. Don’t know
Example:
19. Have you been affected personally or has your business been affected by the Pilot Project?
1. Yes positively affected (example)
2. No effect
3. Yes, negatively affected (example)
4. Don’t know
Example:
20. What are the successes of the RV EFMPP?
21. What hasn’t worked?
22. What should be the emphasis of the RV EFMPP in the next five years?

23. Which if any of the project objectives are no longer needed? [Show them a printed list or refer to
the emailed list. Ask them to delete and we will tally in analysis. |

1. To develop forest management strategies that enhance forest productivity and mitigate
reduction in the long-term harvest level.

To provide more biological and economic resource management opportunities.
To support economic diversification.

To instill public confidence in forest management and provide for community input.

Al

To re examine the timing, location and intensity of forest management and the application
of harvest methods and silviculture systems.

6. To develop new or enhance exisiting management processes or tools using the expertise and
experience of other EFMPP sites, Model Forests, academia and researchers.

7. To develop a comprehensive communication plan and extension program.
8. To develop measurable criteria, to set objectives and monitor project results.
9. To develop measurable resource targets and objectives.

24. What, to you, would be the most important indicator of the RV EFMPP project’s success in the
future?

25. How should the RV EFMPP be modified to better suit your needs?

26. Other comments:

Again, thank you for your time.
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APPENDIX 3

Project Evaluation

Interview List for Robson Valley Enhanced Forest Management Pilot

Name, role, position, email address

Affiliation

Interviewer

Face to face

or Phone

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Dale Seip - Wildlife Ecologist - Ministry of
Forests - dale.seip@gems3.gov.bc.ca

Ron Hammerstedt - Firth Hollin Resource
Science Corp. -
hammerstedt@firthhollin.com

Wayne VanVelzen - Mount Robson Park
Supervisor - Ministry of Water Land & Air
Prot. - wayne.vanvelzen@gems5.gov.bc.ca

Beryl Nesbit - Habitat Planner -
Ministry of Sustainable Resource Mgmt. -
beryl.nesbit@gems6.gov.bc.ca -

Steve Day - Operations Forester - Slocan
Forest Products - sday@slocan.com

Mikel Jackman - Planner - McBride Forest
Industries/Village counselor -
jackman_mfi@mcbridebc.com

Helena Adamowicz - Timber Officer -
Ministry of Forests -
helena.adamowicz@gemsl.gov.bc.ca

Norma Stromberg-Jones - Silviculture
Forester - Ministry of Forests -
norma.stromberjones@gems8.gov.bc.ca

Chris Ritchie - Ecosystems Section Head -
Ministry of Water Land & Air Prot. -
chris.ritchie@gems1.gov.bc.ca

Bob Smith — Resident of Valemount
working for Community Futures -
futures@valemount.com

Josephine Qureshi - Consultant for the
socio-economic work - pathq@vis.bc.ca

Virginia Karr - Farmer -
karr@mag-net.com

Roger Wiltsie - Watershed Group Member -
rwiltsie@mcbridebc.com

Steve Gillette - Consultant/Chamber of
Commerce rep.- gillette@mis_2002.net

Archie McLean - Professional Engineer -
amclean@firthhollin.com

Working Group

Comm. Adv. Group Facilitator

and Working Group

Working Group

Working Group

Working Group

Scenario Planning Group

Working Group

Working Group

Working Group

Comm. Adv. Group Member

Comm. Adv. Group Member

Comm. Adv. Group Member

Comm. Adv. Group Member

Comm. Adv. Group Member

Comm. Adv. Group Member

BB

GH

GH

GH

GH

GH

BB

GH

GH

Phone

Face to face

Face to face

Phone

Face to face

Face to face

Face to face

Phone

Phone

Face to face

Face to face

Phone

Face to face
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Name, role, position, email address Affiliation Interviewer | Face to face
or Phone

16. Mike Monroe - Regional District Invited Guest GH Face to face
representative - (250) 569-3356 (0172)

17. Roy Howard - Fraser Headwaters Alliance | Comm. Adv. Group Member | BB Phone
member - roy@fraserheadwaters.org

18. Elaine Gillette - Ozalenka Alpine Club Invited Guest GH Face to face
President - elaine.gillette@gems9.gov.bc.ca

19. Dorothy Simpson - Member/Watershed Comm. Adv. Group Member | GH Face to face
Group - joker@mis_2002.net

20. Brian Janecke - Fraser Headwaters Alliance | Comm. Adv. Group Member GH Phone
member -

21. Mike Frazier - Mayor of McBride/ Board | Invited Guest GH Phone
member for McBride Community Forest -
mike.frazier@gems6.gov.bc.ca

22. Michael Riseborough - Valemount Village |Invited Guest GH Phone
Administrator -riseborough@valemount.com
Silvio Giflimberti (replacement from
Valemount Village)

23. Ainslie Jackman - Hauer Bros. - Invited Guest GH Phone
hauerbros@valemount.com

24. Melva Phillips - Long-time valley resident | Comm. Adv. Group Member | GH Phone

25. Ray Thiessen - Woodlot owner Comm. Adv. Group Member Face to face

26. Norm Lorenz - Woodlot Association GH Phone
representative - norm@valemount.com

27. Shane Bressette - Woodlands Manager, Comm. Adv. Group former Face to face
TRC Cedar - trccedar@mcbridebc.com member

28. Marc Aubrey - Crescent Spur Heli-ski - Invited Guest BB Phone
regina@crescentspurheliski.com

29. Dave Butler - CMH Heli-ski - Invited Guest GH Phone
dbutler@cyberlink.bc.ca

30. Ben Newman - Forester (consultant) - Invited Guest GH Face to Face
bnewman@firthhollin.com

31. Tan Niblett - GIS Analyst (consultant) - BB Phone
firth@firthhollin.com

32. Marc von der Gonna - Assistant District Working Group GH Face to face
Manager, Robson Valley Forest District/
EFMPP Leader -
marc.vondergonna@gemsl.gov.bc.ca

33. Larry Stamm - Guitar maker/Ozalenka Invited Guest BB Phone

Alpine Club - larry@larrystamm.com
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Name, role, position, email address

Affiliation

Interviewer

Face to face
or Phone

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

4].

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Rick Publicover - Woodlands Manager,
Slocan Forest Products -
rpublicover@slocan.com

Craig Pryor - Forest Technician, McBride
Forest Industries -
cpryor_mfi@mcbridebc.com

Keith McClain - EFMPP scenario planning
facilitator/consultant -
kmcclain@netbistro.com

Barry Wilson - EFMPP Scenario planning
analyst/consultant -
barry.wilson@tesera.com

Michele MacNeil -
michele.macneil@forrex.org

John Parkins - Canadian Forest Service -
jparkins@nrcan.gc.ca

Bill White - Canadian Forest Service -
bwhite@nrcan.gc.ca

Marvin Eng - Ministry of Forests, Research
Branch - marvin.eng@gems5.gov.bc.ca

Kevin Pettersen - Tesera Systems -
kevin.pettersen@tesera.com

Craig Delong - Ministry of Forests, PG
Region - craig.delong@gems1.gov.bc.ca

Kirk Safford - Kirk Safford Consulting -
kirksaff@pgonline.com

Dale Seip - (250) 565-6224 -
dale.seip@gems3.gov.bc.ca

Shannon Berch - Ministry of Forests,
Research Branch -
shannon.berch@gems7.gov.bc.ca

Brad Hawkes - Canadian Forest Service -
bhawkes@pfc.forestry.ca

René Alfaro - Canadian Forest Service -
ralfaro@pfc.forestry.ca
(replacement) Angus Shand (same office)

Chad Renzie - University of Northern
British Columbia - renzc000@unbc.ca

Larry Badowski - Ministry of Forests -
larry.badowski@gems2.gov.bc.ca

Invited Guest

Invited Guest

RV EFMPP, Scenario
Planning Group

RV EFMPP, Scenario
Planning Group

Working Group

RV EFMPP -socio-economics

RV EFMPP -socio-economics

RV EFMPP - SELES

RV EFEMPP - Scenario

Planning Group

Biodiversity Conservation -
Old Forest Stand Structure

Biodiversity Conservation -
Ungulate Winter Range

Biodiversity Conservation -
Grizzly and Caribou habitat

Multiple Resource, Non-
timber Forest Products
Multiple Resource, Fire
Threat Analysis

Multiple Resource, Two-year
Cycle Budworm

Stand Rehabilitation, Cost

analysis of Partial harvesting

Stand Rehabilitation - SIBEC

GH

BB

GH

GH

BB

BB

BB

BB

BB

GH

Face to face

Face to face

Phone

Phone

Face to face

Phone

Phone

Phone

Phone

Face to face

Phone

Phone

Phone
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APPENDIX 4 Projects Completed by RV EFMPP Subgroups

Michele MacNeil compiled the following information — March 13, 2003.

Project Obj 1 |Obj 2 |Obj 3 |Obj 4 |Obj 5 Obi 6 |Obj 7 |Obj 8 |Obj 9
Impacts of the two-year cycle v v/

spruce budworm

Robson Valley caribou surveys v/ v/ v/ v/ v/
Grizzly habitat evaluation v/ v

Western hemlock looper v/ v/ 4
Seedling response between clear cut and v v v

partial cut silviculture systems in

(ICH wk3 01)

Scenario planning project 4 4 4 v/ v/ v/
Habitat and biodiversity modeling in the v v v

Timber Supply Review

Non-timber forest product plant and fungal v v v

species in the Robson Valley Forest District

A comparison of ecological characteristics v/ v/ v/ v/ v/
in stands of differing age class in the

ICHwk3, ESSFwk2, ICHmm and ESSFmm

Operational analysis of partial cut and v/ v/ v/

clearcut harvesting methods

Goat river watershed scenario planning v/ v/

SELES—Natural disturbance modelling v v v v v/ v/
Community advisory group v

Ungulate winter range v/ v/ v
Growth & yield/SIBEC v/

Overview of recreation use in the v/ v/ v/ v/

Robson Valley

Local level indicators of community v/ v/ v/

stability for the RVFD, BC

Overview of socio-economics in RV v/ v/ v/ v/

Human dimensions of biodiversity v v v/

conservation of the interior forests of BC

Recreation trails and features v v v/

Robson Valley bull trout surveys v

Communication plan v

Coarse woody debris v v v v
Fire threat assessment v/ v/ v/ v/ v/
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Objectives

1.

Uik wn

To develop forest management strategies that enhance forest productivity and mitigate reduction
in the long-term harvest level.

To provide more biological and economic resource management opportunities.
To support economic diversification.
To instill public confidence in forest management and provide for community input.

To re-examine the timing, location and intensity of forest management and the application of
harvest methods and silviculture systems.

To develop new or enhance existing management processes or tools using the expertise and
experience of other EFMPP sites, Model Forests, academia and researchers.

To develop a comprehensive communication plan and extension program.
To develop measurable criteria, to set objectives and monitor the project results.

To develop measurable resource targets and objectives.
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