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dian Institute of Forestry/ lnstitut Forestier du Canada 

CANADIAN I N S T I T U T E 0 F FORESTRY 

VANCOUVER SECTION 

December Dinner Meeeting - Tuesday, December 13, 1983 

Your last chance to attend a Section Dinner Meeting before 1984 is upon us. 

LAND-USE CONFLICTS - METHODS OF RESOLVING LAND-USE CONFLICTS IN B .C. 7.·?o Pd'J 

A panel discussion by three experts: r I rl 1 ? · ,_,_.,? / ,P/">-U:,:;,,-. 

James C. O'Rourke, President 
Brinko Mining Ltd. 

Ken Farquharson, President 
Cypress Resource Consultants Ltd. 

Art D. Purdon, Chief Engineer & 
Ops. Manager 
Greater Vancouver Water District 

- PRACTICES AT THE MINE SITE 

- ·VIEWS ON "NEW RULES" 

6 
WATERSHED LO~NG PRACTICES 
& CAPILANO HIGHWAY 

Moderator: G. Gary Runka, President, Land Sense Ltd. 

There will be time for questions and discussions. 

T!ME: 

PLACE: 

Bar 5:00 p.m., Dinner ($14.00 ea.) 6:00 p.m., 
Program 7:30 to 9:00, Tuesday December 13th 

Board of Trade Dining Room, 1177 West Hastings Street 

RESERVP.TJnN: For dir.!1~~ ;e~2r·-' ati~n, p°?E~5E call 273-6548 ~' ~-,.ll, 

NOT LATER THAN noon, Friday, December 9th. 

Please note that the January meeting will be held at B.C.I.T., Willingdon 
Avenue, Burnaby; which will make it easy for B.C.F.S. personnel and B.C.I.T. 
students to attend. 

R.M. Strang 
Hon. Secretary 

Head Office: Suite 815. 151 Slater Street. Ottawa, Canada K1P 5H3 

Telephone : 613 -234-2242 Telex: 053-3329 



Ably chaired by Nonn Pelton, a panel of three discussed Federal initiatives 
in the developing forestry scene. 

A. Hopwood, Forestry Advisor to A.D.M. (Forestry), Min. Environment, Ottawa, 
spoke of a program being developed to help Indian Bands manage their own 
forest lands with C.F.S. having an advisory role and establishing general 
guidelines. B.C.I.T. will be involved in training in the boreal zone of the 
Prairie Provinces. He noted that some 40% of B.C. 's productive forest land 
is subject to Indian land claims. 

There i~ no effective forestry lobby in Ottawa and one is needed. The need 
is especially urgent just now as the $130,000,000 funding for 
federal/provincial agreements is threatened at Treasury Board level. 

R. Jones, Manager Sil~iculture; Silvie. Br., B.C.F.S. first outlined the 
legal background to federal involvement in forest management, which is 
primarily a Provincial responsibility. The present B.C./Canada cost-sharing 
Intensive Forest Management Sharing Agreement (IFSA) for $50,000,000 divided 
equally is in its last year. Budgeted and actual ( .) amounts were backlog 
regen. 13.l (18), juvenile spacing 30 (25); fertilizing 5 (4); protection 
l (0.9); implementation 0.6 (-); public information 0.1 (-); evaluation 
0.1 (-·}. 

The EBAP program proved to be valuable and amongst other things, resulted in 
spacing on 87,000 ha. 

New agreements rest on the principle that funding must be proportional to 
expected benefits; thus forest renewal is a provincial responsibility and 
will involve industry through stumpage payments. The federal government will 
deal with backlog N.S.R. of which there are some 644,000 ha on good and 
medium sites. A 10-year recovery program will cost $60,000,000 plus follow
up tending costs. 

Ross Macdonald, Director, Pacific Forest Research Centre, C.F.S., noted that 
the Forest Development and Resources Act allows the federal Ministry to 
manage and protect forests anywhere in Canada and that Subsidiary Agreements 
are indep~ndent of the General Development Agreement. 

The OREE approach has been changed to transfer sectoral programs to the 
appropriate lone Ministry. 

The successful EBAP program ran afoul of competing jurisdictions including 
that of Manpower. 

Federal focus is now clearly and appropriately on backlog reforestation, i.e. 
N.S.R., but lobbying to ensure adequate funding is essential. 

The presentations were followed by a lively question-and-answer period which 
could have continued far into the night but had to be tenninated when our 
room reservation period expired. 



(Vancouver Section, CIF/13/12/83) 

Resolution of Land Use Conflicts 

A few opening comments by the moderator and then I will 

be as quiet as possible. Some points you may wish to consider 

and a few questions to think about while the panel relate 

~ l'>,L1h,,_ -lv"t ~~'-6a~J~4 ~ 
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Thoe of us nterested in integrated use and management ~/~. 

of the forest land resource of the province will be increasingl y 

confronted with a variety ef land use conflicts in the future. 

The general framework we must work within recognizes that 

ecological systems are complex in that they have many elements . 

that are inter-related in sub-systems and are complicated 

by numerous important inter-relationships. (5) Socio-economic 

systems that are dependent on ecological systems are likewise 

complex, as are institutional systems that have been created 

to govern them. With population and economic growth, the 

interdependencies between these systems are increasing. 

A major consequence of these interdependencies is that more 

and more people are being affected by each others decisions. (6) 

Pervasive uncertainty about these interdependencies 

makes it difficult to avoid land use conflict. Despite major 

efforts in all the relevant disciplines, it has become clear that 

there are significant gaps in our understanding of the behaviour 



2. 

of ecological, socio-economic and institutional systems. 

Also, the uncertainty, at least in part, takes the form 

of incalculable risk where consequences may be unimagined 

or unimaginable. Thus land use conflict resolution has 

to deal with not only interdependencies between ecosystems 

and more and more people, but also pervasive uncertainty 

about the nature, extent and time period of t he consequences 

of different decisions and the values affected by them. 

Land use conflicts are an inevitable consequence of 

differences in human judgements about cause and effect 

and about what should be done to deal with identified 

effects and who should pay. 

Andy Thompson and Tony Dorcey of UBC's Westwater 

Research Centre in a recent paper describe four types 

of conflicts: 

1. Cognitive (Technical) Conflict 

- differences in technical judgement 

- 2 fisheries biologists with equal concern about 

damage to fish as a result of land or water 

use conflict may disagree as to whether damage 

is in fact occuring or has the potential to occur 
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2. Value Conflict 

- different assessments of the desirability of ends 

to be accomplished 

3. Interest Conflict 

- disagreement between the distribution of costs 

and benefits 

- who should pay and who should benefit 

4. Behavioural Conflict 

- rooted in the personalities and circumstances of 

the interested parties 

- can result from differences in philosophy and values 
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A couple of quick questions: 

~ 
1. Is our approach or approaches to and use conflict a 

part of the problem? 

2. What tools or combination of tools can we use other 

t han common sense? 

- technical fix (more and more data/studie~ retreat 

from decision making 

- more legislation and regulation; appropriate government 

structure 

- Cost-Benefit Analysis 1 .. J 1 
,J I -~~ ....,,._;t-1 r--v,-, ~-, 

- EARP process ~ (Beaufort Burlesque) 

- Bargaining as with labour experience 

- Land or environmental ethics 
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