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1. Abstract 

There is no shortage of international principles and guidelines that prescribe sustainable 

forest management (SFM) practices for the world’s forests. Criteria and indicators (C&I) 

were developed primarily to define what is considered successful forest management. 

These not only guide and facilitate forest management by enabling a common 

understanding of what is meant by SFM, but using targets associated with the indicators 

also enables measurement of progress towards achieving SFM. A large number of C&I 

for SFM have been developed globally and are widely applied in national-level 

monitoring and reporting, while being continually adapted to suit regional and national 

interests. Considering that approximately one quarter of forests in the developing world 

are community-owned or managed, highly pertinent questions arise when merging a 

global dialogue on principles with a local-scale issue: Do internationally-agreed 

principles of SFM fit into the framework of community-managed forests? Do regional 

and national C&I reflect the socio-cultural, economic and ecological management goals 

of communities managing their forests? This research will look at case studies in Brazil 

and Mexico with the objective of using a grounded theory approach to identify what 

contributes to successful management in community-based forestry. This can add to the 

C&I framework by defining targets of successful management that are more meaningful 

to the communities in question. In assessing why and how some national C&I are more, 

or less, reflective of community forest management practices, important lessons will be 

learned for forests co-managed or wholly managed by indigenous groups, with a view to 

aiding the development of appropriate social and economic C&I for communities and 

First Nations in Canada. 
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2. Introduction and Rationale 

Following the UN Conference on Environment and Development and the 

emergence of The Forest Principles and Chapter 11 of Agenda 21 in 1992, a number of 

international, regional and national initiatives were created to identify criteria and 

indicators (C&I) to provide a common framework for describing, assessing and 

evaluating progress in countries’ efforts to practice sustainable forest management (SFM) 

(Grayson and Maynard 1997). International and regional C&I were created to be applied 

broadly for different forest types, and were intended to provide a common understanding 

of what is meant by SFM within these forest types. The International Tropical Timber 

Organization developed the first set of such standards for tropical forests, “Guidelines for 

the Sustainable Management of Natural Tropical Forests”, outlining 41 principles on 

policy and legislation, management, and socio-economic and financial aspects of SFM 

(ITTO 1992), and the Montreal Process was created soon after to define C&I for 

temperate and boreal forests (MCPFE 1994). Several regional C&I processes took shape 

in the ensuing decade: the Helsinki Process (now known as the Pan-European Forest 

Process) for European forests (CSCE 1995); the Tarapoto C&I for sustainability of 

Amazon forests (ACTO 1995); the Lepaterique Process for Central American forests; and 

the C&I for the sustainable forest management of African tropical forests, to name a few.  

At the national level, most forest nations have produced and are still producing 

standards adapted to national circumstances and values, many based on the principles set 

out by the standards of the Forest Stewardship Council (for certification purposes), the 

above-mentioned regional initiatives, or the CIFOR C&I Toolbox Series for developing, 

testing and selecting C&I for SFM (Prabhu, et al. 1999).  

 Many of these C&I schemes share similar principles, but there are differences in 

thematic emphasis (social/cultural, economic or ecological emphases), diversity in 

content and structure (Pokorny and Adams 2003), and, at the national and sub-national 

level, in their development and implementation (Mrosek, et al. 2006), and their 

monitoring and reporting requirements (Hickey and Innes, 2006). The development of 

indicators has led to a thorough re-evaluation of forest management, and to progress in 

assessing and communicating successes and failures in management (Prabhu, et al. 

2001). Efforts have been made to apply these indicators, developed on national and 
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regional scales, to the smaller scale of the forest management unit (FMU) (Prabhu, et al. 

1999). It is evident that most sets of C&I are concerned with the impacts of industrial-

scale forestry activities on the local and global environment, and the effects of such 

activities on nearby local communities.  

 However, the current process of developing C&I sets has several shortcomings, 

not least of which has been the selection of indicators based on data availability and ease 

of measurement rather than informational content (Brang, et al. 2002). A further problem 

occurs when trying to fit the same C&I sets to forest operations at different scales, tenure 

systems and management intensities, even within the same country or region; most C&I 

sets seem to be more concerned with impacts of forest operations on local communities, 

rather than reflecting the needs of community-run forestry operations. Internationally, 

some consideration is being given to small and low intensity managed forests (SLIMFs) 

through the Forest Stewardship Council, but this mostly calls for reduced monitoring to 

reduce costs of certification, and to a limited extent for national standards to be adapted 

to low management intensity situations. The unique characteristics of community-

managed forest operations, and of traditional and Indigenous management practices, are 

not often sufficiently reflected in national and regional C&I sets, and generic templates 

such as these have been criticized for having been developed using a “top-down” 

approach that does not generate information that is specific enough to address local forest 

management issues (Karjala and Dewhurst 2003). Some work has been done to address 

this problem by developing local-level C&I or C&I for joint forest management 

initiatives (Pokharel and Suvedi 2007, Sherry, et al. 2005), and even less has been done 

to encompass the unique management structure of community-owned or managed forest 

operations (Pokharel and Suvedi 2007). To varying degrees, this is a problem shared by 

tropical, temperate and boreal forested countries, including both so-called developing 

countries and developed, and will be the focus of this research. Using a grounded theory 

approach, I will identify what contributes to successful management in a tropical 

community forestry setting. I will then evaluate how well existing C&I match up to those 

developed through this “bottom-up” approach. By doing this exercise in tropical and 

sub-tropical countries, where arguably greater attention has been paid to social and 

economic indicators, and where community forestry (in many countries) is more 
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developed, and by investigating the process by which existing C&I have been developed 

in these countries, I will be able to identify implications for the development and 

modification of appropriate C&I for communities and First Nations in Canada. 

I will draw on case studies from community-managed forests in tropical Mexico 

and the Brazilian Amazon. These countries present interesting and unique political and 

socio-economic situations in terms of forest resources management, as well as different 

historical perspectives to community forestry. Mexico is seen by many as having the 

most advanced community forestry sector in Latin America (Klooster 2003), which is 

being promoted as a global model for sustainable landscapes (Bray, et al. 2003). Other 

countries, such as Guatemala, have looked to the established Mexican experience to 

expand their own community forestry sectors (as cited in Molnar, et al. 2007). 

Meanwhile, Brazil has relatively recently begun its efforts in promoting community-

based forest management (CBFM), with mixed results to date. This theoretical replication 

of contrasting case study countries (Yin 2003), along with different socio-economic and 

cultural situations within and between the two countries, will provide for interesting 

comparisons in both local perceptions of success, and how (or if) these perceptions are 

reflected in the relevant C&I schemes. 

In comparing local priorities and perceptions of success with existing C&I sets 

within each country, the central questions to be addressed are: To what degree are these 

ecological and socio-economic indicators locally meaningful and functional in a 

community forestry setting? Do they take into account local and community interests? 

How adaptable are such indicators in taking into account local values and practices that 

may be more relevant to community forest practices? Are long-standing forest 

management practices, or a landscape approach beyond the forest management unit, 

considered? In areas with Indigenous populations, how have the indicators been adapted 

to take the special interests and needs of Indigenous groups into account, and how have 

the indicators been received and used by those Indigenous groups? 

 

2.1 The country case studies 

Mexico: 80% of the remaining forests in Mexico are village-owned properties 

(Bray, et al. 2003), and Mexico has a long history of community resource management. 
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Collective organizations of farmers organized into rural cooperative communities, or 

ejidos, were formed after the Mexican Revolution in the early 20
th

 Century. In the 1970s, 

rural forest communities took advantage of agrarian reforms and the dismantling of state-

owned enterprises following structural adjustment, and demanded control over logging 

businesses on their territories, to create their own community forest enterprises (CFEs) 

and take care of forest management. Several communities mobilized and formed 

associations, and made links with university graduates to gain from technical expertise 

and train a slew of community members in technical aspects of CBFM (Chapela 2005). 

Following the adoption of a new forestry law in 1986 which made it possible for 

professional teams from within the communities to develop the legally required forest 

management plans (instead of the Forest Service), communities developed their own 

technical staff and management approaches. This aided in viewing forestry as a long-term 

communal practice rather than a short-term business (Chapela, 2005).  

Mexico is a member of the Montreal Process for temperate and boreal forests, and 

Mexico has also developed an FSC-approved national standard for all its forests (Anon. 

1998, Smartwood 2005); the country is also a leader in certification among tropical 

countries (Bray, et al. 2003). 

Brazil: Community forestry in Brazil has a more recent history, and unlike 

Mexican CBFM, did not arise from agrarian reform; the closest change to agrarian reform 

came in the passing of a law in 1988 permitting or requiring greater municipal 

involvement in forest management and conservation (Wentzel 1999). Community 

forestry in Brazil came about from an exogenous push mostly from NGOs trying to 

promote more sustainable forest practices (Amaral and Amaral Neto 2005). Since 1993, 

community-based timber management projects have been initiated in national forests, 

extractive reserves, and agricultural colonization areas, after CBFM was identified as one 

of the principal means to reduce deforestation (Miyasaka Porro and Stone 2005). After 

the turn of the century, CBFM proliferated in the Brazilian Amazon: by 2005 over 300 

plans for CBFM had been approved or were being elaborated, with over 3000 families 

involved in CBFM on 338 000 hectares, up from 12 CBFM initiatives in the late 1990s 

(Amaral and Amaral Neto 2005).  
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Principal support of CBFM in the Amazon in the 1990s came through the G7 

Pilot Programme, administered by the World Bank, and since then, the process has been 

dominated by external actors such as environmental NGOs, while lacking an internal 

movement coming from the communities themselves. Lacking or weak local social 

organizations have been cited as one of the reasons why CBFM has not taken off in 

Brazil as well as it has in other Latin American countries. Other reasons include the lack 

of land tenure security, access to credit, and access to markets (Amaral and Amaral Neto 

2005).  

While Brazil’s experience with CBFM has not been as positive or is not as 

established as other countries such as Mexico, it is currently in a dynamic stage of 

development and learning from the experience of others. At a recent meeting on 

community forest enterprises, held in July 2007 in Rio Branco, Acre, community and 

civil society representatives met – for the first time in several years – and prepared a set 

of recommendations for the Brazilian Environment Minister Marina Silva. She later 

pledged to develop a new policy and programme to support community forestry and 

enterprises, and has already organized staff in Brasília to get this underway. The 

Brazilian government has also committed to establishing 50 million hectares of FLONAs 

(national forests where sustainable management is promoted) (Veríssimo, et al. 2002). 

Furthermore, a newly adopted system of concessions in the Amazon, a first attempt of the 

government to create a coherent and effective forest policy, may change forestry and 

monitoring of forestry activities in the Amazon. It is unclear so far whether concessions 

will be offered to community organizations. 

In terms of developing C&I for SFM, in recent years, Brazil has developed 

national C&I for natural forest management (Associação Brasileira de Normas Técnicas 

2004), which are accepted by the European Programme for the Endorsement of Forest 

Certification, through a participatory process that the International Tropical Timber 

Organization (ITTO) aims to replicate in other Latin American countries (ITTO 2005). 

An FSC-approved certification standard has been developed for Amazonian terra firme. 

 

2.2 The Canadian situation 
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Canada contains about 10% of the world’s forest land and supports almost 20% of 

global trade in forest products; as such, Canada tries to play a significant role in 

promoting the sustainability of forestry practices (Hall 2001). As a member country of 

the Montreal Process, Canada has joined several boreal and temperate forested countries 

in reporting on sustainable forest management. In addition, the Canadian Council of 

Forest Ministers (CCFM) C&I were produced to define, measure and report on forest 

values important to Canadians (Bridge, et al. 2005, Hall 2001). While methods to 

describe the environmental aspects of sustainable forest management are well developed, 

social and economic indicators remain a challenge, particularly at the scale of the forest 

management unit. This is reflected in the Montreal Process C&I, which have five 

environmental criteria but only two social and economic criteria; the CCFM C&I are 

even more skewed, with five environmental criteria and one combined socio-economic 

criterion. In addition, although First Nations’ rights to use and manage land and resources 

are partly reflected in Canadian government policies such as the CCFM, little progress 

has been made to develop a suitable collaborative framework to incorporate Aboriginal 

ecological knowledge and social values into forest planning processes (NAFA, 1997, as 

cited in Karjala, 2003). In Canada, as is the case for many nations, a need for further 

developing local-level C&I has become apparent (Karjala and Dewhurst 2003, Mrosek, et 

al. 2006, Sherry, et al. 2005).  

Community forestry in British Columbia came about in response to calls from 

communities throughout the province for more local control and job creation, and 

environmental NGOs promoting the global trend of increased CBFM (Haley 2002). 

Although community forestry as a notion had been endorsed in the 1945 Sloan 

Commission on the forest resources of BC, the Forest Act was only amended in 1998 to 

create the Community Forest Agreement (CFA), a new forest tenure designed to allow 

more communities and First Nations to participate directly in the management of local 

forests. CFAs are granted to legal entities representing community interests (local 

government, Indian Band, society, cooperative, or corporation that is community 

controlled and representative of community interests). The CFA grants exclusive rights to 

harvest crown timber, and may grant the right to manage and charge fees for non-timber 

botanical products (Haley 2002). This relatively new endeavor in BC is still in a phase of 
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learning and pilot projects; by 2003, eight Community Forest Pilot Agreements were 

issued (Ministry of Forests, 2003). In 2004, the pilot project became full-fledged forest 

tenure, and a year later eleven community forests were in operation, with many more 

making their way through the application procedure (McCarthy 2006).  

Given that approximately 25% of forests in the developing world are community-

owned or managed (Molnar 2003), it is important for British Columbia to look across the 

historic “North-South” divide for potentially useful lessons learned with community 

forestry and adapting C&I to the local scale. Yet the regionalization of C&I development 

(caused by both geographical and language barriers) has tended to lead to C&I being 

developed in isolation. This research aims to bridge this divide by looking to community-

managed forests in the tropics, where much greater attention has been paid to social and 

economic indicators. While Mexican community forestry is a natural pick for extracting 

lessons learned and best practices, the Brazilian Amazon experience, with its successes as 

well as difficulties, will be an interesting case study comparison. Additionally, the 

situation in Brazil has many parallels with the one in BC. For one, environmentalists in 

the 1990s often referred to British Columbia as the “Brazil of the North”, to compare 

forest practices in BC with the destruction of the rainforest in Brazil; perceptions of the 

vastness of the forest resource (the Amazon) or its primary nature (BC’s old growth 

forests), and the media attention paid to the exploitation to these forest resources, is also 

shared. Increasing the area of forests under National Forest status within the Brazilian 

Amazon, and the adoption of a concession system for forestry activities, also brings the 

Brazilian situation closer to the BC one. Lastly, community forestry in Brazil and BC are 

both still emerging phenomena, on a somewhat concurrent timeline. Being at this stage of 

learning, this research stands to contribute to a growing pool of research that is 

examining the emergence of CFEs in both Brazil and BC. 

Using these case studies I will be able to draw general conclusions from recently 

developed and also better-investigated systems of socio-economic indicators used in 

community forestry settings in the Neotropics. Through a consultation process involving 

the British Columbia Treaty 8 Tribal Association, First Nations located on the Yukon – 

British Columbia border (Champagne-Aishihik and Teslin Tlingit), I will apply this 
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information to the development of improved social and economic C&I in British 

Columbia. 

 

3. Research purpose and objectives 

The purpose of this study is to assess how effectively national C&I in Brazil and 

Mexico reflect socio-cultural, economic and ecological management goals of local 

community-managed forests, and to identify the key factors that can contribute to 

modifying Canada’s C&I in this respect. The objectives of this research are to: 

1. identify key factors that contribute to community forestry success and/or 

failure, which can be useful in informing community forestry and other 

small-scale or traditionally-managed forests in the Neotropics and Canada 

and in helping us define what we mean by sustainable forest management 

globally; 

2. identify community forest users’ perceptions of what constitutes 

successful community forestry; 

3. assess why and how certain national and regional C&I are better suited to, 

or more reflective of, community forestry or traditionally-managed forests 

than others; and,  

4. contribute to the improvement of the currently deficient social and 

economic indicators of sustainable forest management in temperate and 

boreal forests (and specifically for considering First Nations in Canada) 

using the lessons learned in countries where greater emphasis has 

historically been given to social and economic criteria. 

 

4. Methodology 

This project will proceed in four phases. 

4(a) Phase 1: Synthesis of available information 

  A synthesis of the peer-reviewed and grey literature will collect information 

relevant to studies and projects on C&I in both tropical and temperate community-

managed forests. The international, regional and national C&I relevant for Brazil and 

tropical Mexico will be compiled and reviewed. These include the Tarapoto Process on 
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the Sustainability of Amazon forests, CIFOR’s generic template and standards for 

adaptive collaborative management, ITTO guidelines for the management of natural 

tropical forests, FSC standards for natural forests in each country, and each country’s 

nationally-developed standards. A systematic comparative analysis, using 

Correspondence Analysis and Canonical Correspondence Analysis (Holvoet and Muys 

2004), will analyze and compare the diversity of content in the different sets of C&I. The 

focus on community forestry will attempt to isolate the C&I most relevant to community 

forest management. 

 

4(b) Phase 2: Case studies – data collection 

 

Research Design: The research design will be based on case studies – a detailed and in-

depth research inquiry into each community studied. Multiple case studies will allow for 

comparison of emerging themes among the studied communities, while providing 

valuable insight into unique community situations (Verschuren 2003). A disadvantage to 

this case study design is that it will not be possible to generalize the results within the 

respective countries; however, this research focuses on social processes, rather than 

making claims about particular populations or establishing patterns within countries. 

The fieldwork will be ethnographic in nature, with the advantage of a more 

natural setting. I will play the role of observer (through interview research) rather than 

participant; this is necessary since the data collection focuses on community members’ 

perceptions and ideas of what is important in achieving sustainable forest management. It 

however has the disadvantage of being exposed to only what interviewees tell me, and 

can result in particular people shaping the information that I am given. As mentioned 

above, the research will be mostly interview-based, with some review of available 

documentary material to gain insight into historical aspects of forestry practices within 

each community and to triangulate information presented to me. Interviewing is 

discussed below in data collection. 

 

Local collaborators: Considering the nature of this work, links with local researchers or 

local organizations is crucial to completion of this study. In Brazil, I have established 
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collaboration with researchers Paulo Amaral and Marco Lentini at Imazon (Amazon 

Institute of People and the Environment), an NGO located in Belém, Pará. Paulo Amaral 

has worked extensively on community forestry in the region, and has agreed to help me 

with all necessary aspects of my work. I will officially be signed up as a foreign 

researcher with Imazon. In Mexico, researchers Heliot Zarza Villanueva and Gerardo 

Ceballos at UNAM (the National Autonomous University) have agreed to introduce me 

to ejido leaders at Caobas, Quintana Roo, with whom they have a working relationship. I 

am currently discussing my work with Luis Manuel Arias Reyes, a researcher at 

CINVESTAV (Center for Advanced Research and Study) who may be able to put me in 

contact with a comunidad (Indigenous community) and an ejido in the Yucatán. 

 

Sampling: Sampling is non-random and purposive (Lincoln and Guba 1985), in both 

selecting case study communities and interviewees.  

Case study selection: Three case studies will be chosen in each tropical country, 

for a total of six case studies. The total number of case studies is limited by time and 

research costs. The communities will be selected purposively as participating in 

community-managed forestry and with the aid of collaborators in each country, where 

our collaborators already have long-standing relationships with the communities in 

question. One of the three case studies in each country will be of an Indigenous 

community, and all case studies will have nearby community-managed or community-

owned forests. While it will be informative to choose “success stories” for case studies, 

since one of the purposes here is determining differing perceptions of and expectations 

for success, not all case studies need to be deemed “successful” by external agents or 

community members. 

As selecting case studies in Mexico is the larger challenge, I will likely base the 

selection of Brazilian case studies on the Mexican ones, in an attempt to select similarly 

classified communities in each country. Thus, communities will be classified as Types I-

V according to their level of exploitation, control and processing of forest resources 

(Bray, et al. 2005).  

The non-random, purposive nature of sampling communities is consistent with the 

restrictively small sample size and limitations of the nature of this work: a much-needed 
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element of trust in the researcher is gained since I will be affiliated with an already-

trusted organization (local collaborators). 

Interviewees: Participants will not be clearly defined in advance. Key informants 

(including local leaders) will be identified with the help of my collaborators, since I do 

not have a long-standing relationship with the communities and would not otherwise be 

able to identify potential interviewees involved in forestry practices. These key 

informants will then be able to inform us of whom else to invite to participate based on 

their involvement in forestry practices, thus using a networking approach to expand the 

initial sample of key informants (Knight 2002). When using a networking approach to 

sampling, the appropriate sample size is reached when new information is no longer 

being presented. This approach to determining sample size may be modified once I have 

selected the communities and assessed the number of forest users. An attempt will be 

made to obtain a broad representation of forest users in each community. The number of 

interviewees is limited by time and resource constraints, but should give me a valid and 

broad spectrum of the different concerns and perceptions of forest users. An attempt will 

also be made to standardize the sampling size as a proportion of the community’s forest 

users across case studies.  In this case, the sampling frame is limited to forest users in 

each community identified by key informants, since due to this form of purposive 

sampling not everyone in the community is being considered as a potential participant. 

Non-random, purposive sampling in both these situations is useful in that it 

focuses on validity – obtaining relevant, focused and in-depth information. However, it 

has the drawback of losing reliability or generalizability – it is not possible to generalize 

data to other communities in the area, or, even within the communities, to the population 

of the community. Another drawback to having a purposive, small sample obtained 

mostly by using key informants is that this might bias my results to a particular 

perspective held by the key informants. However, this is unavoidable considering that I 

will not likely have time to become familiar with all community members myself given 

the short amount of time available. 

As the project develops, relevant NGOs and government organizations will be 

identified as important information sources, and information will be collected either 

through in-person or telephone interviews, as well as through document searches. 
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Involving stakeholders outside the communities in question will be important for gaining 

a more comprehensive understanding of the context and experience of community 

forestry development from an outsider’s viewpoint. 

 

Data collection: Data collection will be interview-based, complemented by my 

observations of management practices and semi-structured walks. Interviews will be 

open-ended and semi-structured, and will be designed to elicit from community members 

aspects of forest management that they consider key in achieving SFM, and their 

experiences with community forestry practices. Interviews will be recorded using a 

digital voice recorder.  It is estimated that two to three weeks spent in each community 

will be sufficient for data collection. 

Semi-structured open-ended interviews have the advantage of gaining in-depth 

insight into forestry practices and the individual’s perceptions of SFM, allowing for the 

interviewees to express their opinions. This is more appropriate than a self-administered 

open-ended questionnaire, as in-person interviews can elicit more in-depth responses than 

one would likely spend writing down, and also has the advantage of being able to prompt 

interviewees for further explanation or clarification on any particular point. The 

drawbacks to semi-structured open-ended interviews include: difficulties in coding and 

ensuing analysis (more difficult to standardize answers); room left for bias in 

categorization of answers and misinterpretation; and increased variability in the delivery 

of questions (although this is somewhat controlled for by having an interview script). 

 Examples of questions to be asked: Key informants such as elders or leaders will 

be asked more extensive questions about the community itself and its management 

practices, including a historical perspective prior to establishment of the CFE (if 

applicable) and future aspirations, any changes in management practices or changes in 

the forest or economic and social conditions resulting from the adoption of community 

management or establishment of a CFE, and other land uses that take place on 

community lands. All interviewees will be asked general questions about their 

involvement in forest work; their occupation and time spent at this occupation; 

participation in decision-making; time spent in the community, etc… 
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To ascertain their perspectives on successful management, they will be asked 

questions such as: What do you think are the most important results that come from the 

way your community manages its forests? What are your expectations of this form of 

management for the forest, for the community, for your family? How would you know if 

your community’s forest was being managed successfully? What factors would you use 

to judge whether your community’s forest management is successful (participants can be 

prompted by specifying social, cultural, economic, ecological, political)? Could you rank 

these in order of importance to you? What are the different ways these factors can vary – 

how would you describe changes in these factors? What circumstances or conditions do 

you think are important for successful management?  What, if any, are your concerns 

with the way your community is managing its forest resources? 

4(c) Phase 3: Analysis and refinement of data 

The initial analysis will be based on grounded theory, and will use ATLAS.ti. 

This technique was used successfully in a study of management problems being 

experienced by the Northern Secwepemc te Qelmucw in British Columbia. ATLAS.ti 

will be used to maintain the data, code quotations, and maintain memos for codes (Glaser 

1998). The network-mapping feature of ATLAS.ti will be used to develop aggregated 

codes and display the logic relations between these abstract codes. The theoretical codes 

will become the foundation for the grounded theory building that ultimately generates the 

results of this study. 

The following additional content analysis methods are being considered, with 

their use being dependent on the nature of the data collected. 1) Concept mapping can be 

used to analyze text to identify frequencies and clustering of recurring concepts and has 

been used for qualitative research across a wide range of disciplines, including forest 

management (Colfer, et al. 1996). 2) Multi-criteria analysis (MCA) can be applied to 

assess where local priorities and interests lie in forest and landscape management, and 

can be used to identify relevant C&I using a bottom-up approach through a structured 

process starting at the field level (Mendoza and Prabhu 2000). 3) Cluster analysis will be 

used to identify commonality or similarity in responses among participants within and 

among communities (Puornomo, et al. 2005). 
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These analyses will provide us with a better understanding of what is locally 

considered important to achieving SFM. Analyzing respondents’ answers on changes that 

have occurred with community management practices, as well as results of the 

independent auditing of community success, will also allow for identification of factors 

that lead to success, that can be compared qualitatively across the case study 

communities. 

A comparative analysis between identified priorities and interests and the C&I 

sets will be done. Commonalities between the collected data and the C&I sets will be 

identified, allowing us to determine the extent to which the C&I sets address the local 

goals of the communities studied. This method was used in a study of the Tl’zat’en 

Nation’s forest values in British Columbia (Sherry, et al. 2005). 

 

4(d) Phase 4: Group discussion in B.C.  

Upon completion of analysis of the case studies from Mexico and Brazil, a group 

discussion will be organized with land-use planners and other interested individuals from 

the participating First Nations of the British Columbia Treaty No. 8 Tribal Association. 

The purpose of this discussion is to present the results and findings from the tropical case 

studies and obtain input from First Nations collaborators prior to disseminating results to 

the larger community. This particular group has been chosen because of John Innes’s 

long-term relationship with these First Nations. The Yukon government has also 

committed resources to this project for working with the Teslin Tlingit First Nations, and 

a similar consultative process will be undertaken with their help. 

If time and resources permit, a bi-directional feedback process entailing re-

visiting the case study communities will refine the data obtained. The analysis and data 

interpretation will be presented in a group discussion, and participants will be asked if 

their views are accurately represented, also allowing for further comments. If multiple 

analytical methods are chosen, this exercise will also help assess which analysis method 

most accurately captured the participants’ opinions. 

 

5. Ethical issues 
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The University of British Columbia’s Behavioural Research Ethics Board has 

approved ethical considerations of this project. It is renewable on an annual basis. 

I will send a letter of initial contact asking potential participants whether they 

would be interested in participating. If so, I will ask for consent using a consent form in 

which the research purpose and interview process will be briefly explained (this form has 

also been approved by the UBC Ethics Board). Only those participants who voluntarily 

sign the consent form will be interviewed.  I will travel to the locations where interviews 

are to be conducted, and will arrange meeting rooms as required. Interviews will be 

conducted at times convenient for the interview subjects.  

Confidentiality of respondents will be maintained as all interview tapes and 

transcripts will be identified by code and number, the key to which will be kept by the 

investigators and will not be publicly released under any circumstances.  All tapes and 

transcripts will be stored in a locked filing cabinet. Transcripts will not contain 

respondents’ identifying information, and thus all data will be anonymous. 

This research is not expected to cause any risk or harm to interview subjects. It is 

anticipated that research subjects will not experience any social stigmatization for sharing 

information about their experiences with forest management. However, in order to reduce 

any potential risks to participants, interviews will be conducted in locations deemed 

convenient and "safe" by subjects, and confidentiality will be maintained as stated above.  

 

6. Timetable of Activities 

 

Activity Winter 2007 Spring 2008 Summer 2008 
Fall/ 

Winter 2008 

 

Spring/ 

Summer 2009 

Fall/Winter/ 

Spring 

2009/2010 

Synthesis of available 

information 
        

 

  

Case studies in Mexico 

        

 

  

Case studies in Brazil 
    

 

 

Data analysis  
        

 

  

Group discussion in BC 
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Complete written 

dissertation, publishable 

articles; public defense. 

        

 

  

 

7. Who benefits?  

Community forestry has been recognized in the past two decades as a potential 

approach for achieving sustainable forestry (Klooster and Masera 2000), and 

international development institutions, national governments and local NGOs alike are 

promoting it as such, with a great deal of support even going to such practices in areas 

where they did not exist previously (Campbell, et al. 2005, Cronkleton 2005, Miyasaka 

Porro and Stone 2005, Pokorny, et al. 2005). In starting such new initiatives, it is 

important not only to be able to learn from other communities in the region and, when 

applicable, from around the world, it is also important to establish some standardized 

definitions of sustainable practices, to be used locally but importantly to be recognized 

and promoted nationally and globally as sustainable. Sharpening these definitions and 

promoting these practices in the three countries involved will also allow managers and 

decision-makers to have better information on social and cultural expectations associated 

with sustainable forest management in their countries. They will have information on 

more suitable quantitative and qualitative information that they should be collecting, and 

will have knowledge of the way that this issue is handled in other jurisdictions.  

Community leaders involved in sustainable forest management, from the case 

study communities and others, will have a better understanding of the types of indicators 

likely to be of value to them. This project presents a unique opportunity for Canada to 

learn from countries with more advanced community forestry systems and a higher 

emphasis on socio-economic indicators, and for the Neotropical countries to learn from 

each other’s experiences and a First Nations perspective. 
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