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DRAFT MINUTES – Salmon Management Workshop – October 15 & 16, 2009 – Tier 2


DFO and First Nations Salmon Management Workshop

October 15 & 16, 2009 • Executive Airport Plaza Hotel, Richmond BC

A. ATTENDANCE

Thomas Alexis, Tlazten Nation, First Nations Fisheries Council

Neil Todd, Nicola Tribal Association

Dave Levy, Upper Fraser Fisheries Conservation Alliance, Northern St’at’imc Fisheries

Mike Leon, Katzie First Nation

Errol Sam, Nuu-chah-nulth First Nation
Ruth Kenny, Tsawwassen First Nation

Mike Jimmie, Squiala First Nation

Greg Wadhams, Namgis First Nation

Con Charleson, Hesqoiaht First Nation

Susan Anderson-Behn, I-FRAWG, Tsawout Band
Tony Roberts Jr., A-Tlegay, Campbell River Band

Murray Ned, Sumas First Nation

Ken Malloway, Kwaw Kwaw Apilt

Ernie Crey, Sto:lo Tribal Council

Yexweylom Malloway, Tzeachten, FVAFS

Chief Robert Hope, Yale First Nation

Mike Staley, FRAFS
Joe Seward, Snuneymuxw First Nation

Wayne Paige Jr., Cowichan Tribes

Randy Daniels, Malahat First Nation

Pete Nicklin, FRAFS

Gord Sterritt, Northern Shuswap Tribal Council

Christina Ciesielski, Carrier Sekani Tribal Council

Terry Teegee, Carrier Sekani Tribal Council

Ronald John, Chawathil First Nation

Jordan Point, Aboriginal Affairs Advisor, DFO LFA

Diana Trager, Aboriginal Affairs, DFO LFA

Barry Huber, Aboriginal Affairs, DFO BCI

Janet Gagne, Regional Manager, LFA

Gordon Curry, Aboriginal Affairs Advisor, SC

Les Jantz, DFO BCI
Corey Jackson, DFO Vancouver, PICFI
Meeting Facilitators : Marcel Shepert and Paul Kariya

Meeting Record by Aimee Arsenault, FRAFS

B. AGENDA

1. Welcome and introductions

2. Overview statements 

3. Report on Forum process – Paul Kariya

4. Moving forward on co-management of Fraser salmon – Paul Ryall

5. Dialogue on issues and questions

6. Next steps

C. DISCUSSION

Day 1: October 15, 2009

1. Welcome and introductions
· Welcome by Bob Guerin, Musqueam Band
2. Overview statements
Marcel Shepert:

· Background on this workshop was sent out prior to the meeting. The original goal of the Forum process was to come up with a sharing arrangement for FSC.

· We need to address the following questions:

· Is the current regime working for FSC needs? Why or why not?
· How can First Nations provide advice to DFO on management issues?
· How can First Nations develop a collective fishing plan for sharing? 
· How to we entice a deeper level of engagement with leadership?
· Strategic approaches - what needs to be done and who's going to do it?
· How do these fit into the objectives?
· What can we do continue to build a paradigm shift in fisheries? How does this model compliment it?
· What are the potential conflicts and how do we address them?

Paul Kariya: 

· Paul was the facilitator for the most recent round of Forum meetings. He will be moving on to other endeavors but will continue to play a support role in the Forum process if that is what the participants would like. 
Sue Farlinger, DFO:

· Sue thanked Musqueam for hosting the meeting.

· As stocks become more unreliable, we need collective relationships to work together. Groups harvesting sockeye are so diverse in geography, interests, ways of fishing, etc. There are many issues that continue to be a challenge. 

· We've been talking about the different levels of discussion and where these issues should be dealt with. Ned to work at all levels of our relationship and determine the roles of the various aboriginal fisheries groups (FNFC, ITO, etc.). There are also many levels in DFO; we need to find the right way to integrate with First Nations communities on policy, technical issues, dispute resolution, etc. 

· We've discussed what will be done post-season. Science and management have been laying out a path to move forward, in collaboration with the Minister. First Nations representatives had a meeting with the Minister a month ago; we're still awaiting the outcome of deliberations to determine the public process around fisheries issues. The process will engage First Nations' interests, and will go through the regular post-season review in various forums. DFO will have a public announcement in the near future.

Discussion:

· Everyone is being affected by the collapse of sockeye. Issues like environmental changes, predation, scarcity, and habitat destruction need to be addressed.

· Sue indicated that DFO would be willing to enter into a more formalized agreement for engaging with First Nations on fisheries issues. The goal is to achieve a common understanding between First Nations and DFO, at the political and operation levels. We need to commit to working together in times of high and low abundance. Integrating First Nations' interests and the interests of DFO and other sectors will be a challenge. We need to explore how to proceed with the various levels of engagement. 

· DFO sees the change in aquaculture jurisdiction as an opportunity to improve aquaculture management. 

· DFO will be releasing a statement of intentions; they are asking First Nations and other interest groups what they want to see in terms of regulation. 

· Need a process that spans all areas of the coast and river; what happens in one area affects the whole system. 

2. Report on Forum process – Paul Kariya
· The I-FRAWG/Forum process has been successful in building trust and understanding, furthering dialogue, etc. However, it has not been successful in ensuring that First Nations' FSC needs are met, which was the original focus topic of this process. Objectives have not been very clear; meetings have been more focused on more general dialogue, which makes it harder to evaluate. Paul used an email questionnaire asking First Nations and DFO to evaluate the process, and had an excellent response rate. 

· Executive Summary: I-FRAWG is a planning process to hold broader Forum meetings, to discuss the subject of FSC needs. There have been about 8 Forum meetings. Most people have found value in the process and believed that it should continue; however, a more formalized agreement, more planning, and a more delineated process are needed. DFO and First Nations are feeling frustration about not moving forward after having many months of relationship building and dialogue. The Forum was successful in building trust and understanding, but not all objectives were met. The process needs to continue, but changes in process and structure are needed.

· Background History: The Forum process began with a letter to First Nations from Paul Sprout about the need to share sockeye. DFO invited First Nations to meet to discuss sharing. 

· Mandate of I-FRAWG and Forum: There was an attempt to come up with terms of reference but they were never approved. I-FRAWG was meant to be interim because various other processes were being developed; therefore, formal terms of reference were not a priority. From DFO's point of view the mandate was to help meet First Nations' FSC needs. A great deal of time and resources were invested, but nothing concrete came out of the process to help DFO move ahead (with the exception of broad agreement on conservation for Early Stuart). Not all First Nations chose to participate in the process, so the Forum never had formal authority. 

· Results: People generally approve of the 2-day format, with Tier 1 on day 1 and Tier 2 on day 2. The discussion needs to be more focused in order to meet objectives. Meetings tend to be discrete, more continuity could be achieved by keeping a list of action items and moving forward on them at each meeting. 

· Summary of advice for improving the process: I-FRAWG has been a useful planning tool but the role that the Forum plays in co-management needs to be clarified. While the Forum is an operational process, it all comes back to First Nations’ title and rights. In times of low abundance, could focus on substitution and trade-offs by using more pinks. First Nations’ culture and identity are built on salmon. Dialogue has been largely focused on `smoothing over`; however, it would be more useful to deal with problems head on. Need to have First Nations meeting with DFO staff at the appropriate level to make decisions. 

Discussion:

· Impacts from recreational fisheries still need to be addressed, as well as compliance to regulations in recreational fisheries.

· When sockeye abundance is low, fisheries rely on other species, which hurts those stocks. 

· It was suggested that the area might be too large to deal with in one forum (coast and river). 

· Need greater emphasis on the integrity of joint technical information, and communicate about weaknesses in the data.

· Need to address salmon fisheries holistically. Management is based on areas, but we have to think about it as a collective; area fisheries affect one another.

3. Moving forward on co-management of Fraser salmon – Paul Ryall
· Co-management can be defined in many ways. We need a management process that provides transparency, support, understanding, ownership, accountability, flexibility and adaptability, which allows us to make more informed decisions.

· DFO’s commitment to improving co-management includes various legislative and policy programs (SARA, WSP, Aboriginal Policy Framework, etc.), and various funding programs and initiatives (AAROM, AFS, PICFI, etc.).

· There is a desire to move from simple information exchange and advice to forms of co-management that include participatory and recommended decision-making.

· A possible vision for co-management is all fisheries participants working together in a “commission” where decisions are made collaboratively in an inclusive, representative, transparent forum. The commission would include a joint technical process. DFO’s role would be to provide good science, maintain the conservation priority, and making decisions at the highest level (e.g. TAC). This would not be limited to the Fraser; a co-management process that encompasses all areas where fish swim is needed. 

· Challenges and gaps internal to DFO include capacity, culture change to a new kind of management, and coordination across branches and areas. External challenges include communication, capacity and culture change to new working relationships. Need to make sure we have the right people in the room, on the DFO and First Nations side, to make decisions.

· Need to determine the appropriate scale, and make linkages between processes (FNFC, ITO, IHPC, etc.). Also need to determine what species to include (just salmon?). Need coordination between programs and agencies.

· The current context for co-management on the Fraser includes ITO, FNFC, AAROM, Forum, ISDF, South Coast IHPC, etc.

· Key questions for today:

· Is there support from First Nations to developing a co-management strategy for Fraser salmon?
· What options would First Nations support for improved engagement and decision making around Fraser Salmon?
· Should there be a follow-up to this workshop in December? If so, what format/participation/focus for discussion?
· Should Forum meetings continue in 2010 and until a permanent process is established? If so, what improvements would you suggest?
· DFO is prepared to work with First Nations on developing a co-management process and a framework for Fraser salmon management. 

Discussion:

· The Forum process was focused on operational issues, but the new process needs the flexibility to deal with policy issues as well. 

· Terms of reference are needed to lay out a clear vision of what we need to accomplish.

· Representation should include both the Fraser and Vancouver Island.

· The new process should have components that are similar to the 1992 AFS watershed agreement (steering committee, technical committee, etc.). 

· Need to establish a negotiation framework before developing a new process.

· The way to link now has to do with stock assessment, science agenda, populating other panels with more First Nations representation, etc. 

· The afternoon session on day 1 was First Nations only (Tier 1). 

Day 2: October 16, 2009

4. Dialogue on issues and questions and next steps
· Will have a meeting to follow-up on this workshop in the first 2 weeks of December. Need to have a policy person involved to move the group forward. 

· Need to strike a committee to discuss the development of a negotiation framework before negotiating any new agreements. The I-FRAWG group will serve as the drafting committee; a couple of First Nations and DFO members will come together to draft the document, bring it back to I-FRAWG, and then bring it to the whole group for approval.

· Need to make sure the right political people are involved on the DFO and First Nations sides. High level people are needed to make decisions. 

· Need to set timelines and milestones that are mutually achievable.

· Need to have an open door policy. Not all First Nations are currently participating, so they need to feel welcome to join the process when it’s right for them. First Nations will join on their own if they can see the value and benefit of a shared arrangement.

· Any agreement should have a relationship-building clause built into it. First Nations need to continue building relationships among themselves. 

· Communications need to emphasize changes to the Forum process and the development of a new group in order to get the attention of First Nations not currently participating.

· The process will be funded primarily from AAROM. In the shorter term, can use PICFI co-management funding. There is funding provided to First Nations through AFS agreements to attend meetings like this. 

· Jordan Point discussed the various levels of co-management as outlined in the document `What is community-based co-management?”: instructive, consultative, cooperative, advisory and informative. We need to look at a different scale of co-management, and the elements of an agreement to reach that stage. 

· First Nations have been asking how far DFO is willing to go in terms of co-management; rather than looking at it from a DFO perspective only, should look at it as a joint relationship of managing together.

· Need to look at DFO needs (consultation, etc.) and make sure the new process meets those needs. Due to limited funding, it might be more useful to spend more time on field work and capacity development rather than meetings. Need to work together to find the most efficient use for resources.

· Discussed Fraser Panel composition; need to get more First Nations representation on the panel.

· The main objective is to develop a clear process for DFO and First Nations to work together more effectively in the spirit of co-management (to be defined) for Fraser River salmon stocks. Still need to define the objectives and mandate of this process.

· Need to include an item about consequences if either side doesn’t live up to their end of the agreement.

· The next step is for the I-FRAWG subcommittee to draft a negotiation framework (terms of engagement). The next steps will be to finalize that framework, identify who the participants will be, set a schedule, identify budget, etc.

· Suggestion to start with a letter of understanding outlining responsibilities, timeline, joint understanding and commitment to working together. Drafting a letter would help to focus the next meeting.

· I-FRAWG will hold a conference call next week to discuss drafting the negotiation framework and letter of understanding, and identify who will be responsible for producing the draft. Will get the message about these developments out to First Nations quickly in order to promote the December meeting. Will send out updates regularly via the Watershed Talk.

D. ACTION ITEMS

ACTION #1 - Marcel Shepert: Write an article for the Watershed Talk to update First Nations on the developments from the October 15 & 16 workshop.

ACTION #2 - I-FRAWG: Strike a sub-committee to draft a letter of understanding and negotiation framework for the proposed agreement with DFO. Bring the drafts back to the I-FRAWG group for revision, and then bring it to the whole group for approval. 
