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Monitoring the Sustainability of Criterion 7 
 
 
1.0 Introduction  
 
In general, successful public involvement provides fair, effective, open and accountable 
processes that take into account the multiple and often competing social values that 
interested parties and stakeholders have identified as important. Participation in decision-
making processes guiding forest management and promotion of capacity building 
requires public processes which enable input from a wide range of stakeholders and 
interests, and which promote an improved and shared understanding of sustainable forest 
resource management.  This can lead to more informed decisions locally and potentially 
more streamlined implementation of SFM plans. 
 
Outside of existing SFM Plans for certification, there has been little documented in BC 
on potential methods for monitoring the range of social indicators over time, since the 
development and implementation of comprehensive social indicators has only recently 
occurred.  Existing databases do not adequately address many of the critical social 
indicators for management units in BC.  There appears to be some substantive experience 
and literature in other sectors as well as in international forestry settings, e.g. community 
forestry schemes in various tropical countries (see the work of Dr. A. Lawrence at the 
Environmental Change Institute, Oxford), although a broad literature review in this area 
would need to be conducted to determine its applicability to BC practice.   
 
Accordingly, the outline plan for monitoring measures under Criterion 7 is preliminary in 
nature and will require continued work to improve the state of knowledge and practice in 
BC.  As such, this rationale outlines: 
a) an interim recommendation on how to approach thresholds and initiate social  

monitoring activities as the first step towards a broader monitoring plan; and  
b)  suggestions and recommendations regarding the collection of the necessary data 

and conducting the appropriate research to fill existing gaps, making specific 
recommendations for further work to address this issue. 

 
The comments and suggestions in this report take into account the early stages social 
monitoring is at and that monitoring requirements may differ between company and 
community needs.  Additional comments regarding clarification of terms and concepts 
are offered as well. 

 
 

 
2.0 Components of a Monitoring Program 
 
2.1 What elements of SFM are being measured under a monitoring program? 
 
Monitoring for Criterion 7 must take into account the types, distribution, numbers and knowledge 
levels of interested parties and stakeholders.  It must consider those participating through direct 
involvement (eg. public advisory groups), those that contribute through indirect means (eg. open 
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houses or letters to the company) and those that who are unaware that they have an opportunity to 
contribute .  Monitoring for this criterion must also take into account that the public is both 
providing and receiving information on a wide range of SFM topics.  
 
Although interested parties, stakeholders and the general public may provide information to the 
company, it must be recognized that they do not have decision making authority and that the SFM 
process is not the place to change existing legal requirements or policies.   
 
In some cases, monitoring for this criterion will be limited to tracking events for process 
measures (eg. number of meetings held) rather than for effectiveness.  As the indicators and 
measures for this criterion evolve, more elements of effectiveness monitoring will be employed.   
 
A review of the literature suggests that the characteristics of a successful public involvement 
process embody aspects of the following principles (Sheppard et al. 2003).  
 
a) Effectiveness-the process should be appropriate to the scope, financial resources available and 
the time limitations of the project requirement; 
b) Representation – inclusive representation of interests including decision makers, 

administrators, actual and potential users and peoples whose livelihoods are directly affected by 
the decisions;  

c) Independence – the process should be conducted in an independent, unbiased manner. 
Participants should be free to conduct themselves in a self directed manner and process 
management should be neutral;  

d) Influence/accountability – it should be clear that the process and recommendations are 
capable of genuine impact. Action should follow decisions and designated parties should ensure 
their follow through;  

e) Transparency – the process should be transparent, the information understandable and easily 
accessible;  

f) Open communication – Steps should be taken to ensure that participants have multiple 
opportunities (different event times, length of time and format involved, intensity of 
involvement, etc.) for involvement (OMNR 1996). In addition, all participants should have 
access to needed resources and should be involved in the process as early as possible and as 
need arises;  

g) Clarity – the nature and scope of the task should be articulated at the onset of the process and 
used throughout the process as guide post to keep the tasks on track;  

h) Structured and integrative decision-making framework – mechanisms for structuring and 
working through the decision-making process should be clear and conducted in a coordinated 
manner 

 
In the context of monitoring, however, there is a need to more explicitly define these terms if the 
monitoring is to occur in a meaningful manner.  More specifically the notions of “effectiveness”, 
“inclusiveness” and “equity”, relative to the SFM process, must be made tangible to facilitate 
evaluation.  Each term is briefly discussed in the following. 
 
Effectiveness 
 
Effective is broadly defined as producing or capable of producing an intended result (Oxford 
English Dictionary). 
 
How to measure effectiveness relative to Criterion 7: 
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Effectiveness for Criterion 7 is already defined to some extent by the measures associated with 
each Indicator.  Collectively, these suggest performance criteria about how the process should 
occur (e.g. Were the things done to the extent and level of detail as proposed? Are there 
documented exchanges of information and increased understanding? Were there 3 open houses 
where the general public could review and provide comment? Was there an adequate amount of 
time provided for deliberation on the proposed plan by stakeholders? etc.). If the measures for 
each indicator are stated in an appropriately explicit manner, it follows that a qualitative 
assessment (e.g. monitoring) can be made as to whether the process was effective by comparing 
results to intentions for each measure as the process unfolds.   
 
Inclusive and Equitable 
 
Inclusive is broadly defined as including much or everything; and especially including stated 
limits (Oxford English Dictionary). 
 
How to measure inclusiveness relative to Criterion 7: 
 
It is hazarded that measuring “inclusiveness” is largely a function of stating where the boundaries 
of “who” lie relative to the engagement strategy.  This may require a clearly articulated statement 
about the people who will be involved in the SFM decision-making process and why.  This is 
typically in terms of the 3 broad (and often interchangeably used) categories (Hislop, Twery et al. 
2004)  – 
.  

• Stakeholders: those who have an specific interest in the plan, either as individuals or 
representatives of a group who might influence a decision, or be affected by it  

• Community: all the people living in an area potentially influenced by the plan (SFM 
planning area; local government area) 

• Broader / general public (people living in and outside the area who may have less direct 
or tangential interests) 

 
Key is bounding the limits of who might fall within these categories.   E.g. what is a stakeholder?  
What is the community?  Who are the public? 
 
Once definitions of “ who” relative to the three categories are provided, then some assessment 
can be made as to whether the process was inclusive (e.g. were the “stakeholders” involved at the 
points where the C&I structure said they would be, and at the level of involvement suggested?) 
 
Equitable: broadly defined as just, based on fairness and not legal technicalities 
 
Assessing how well this concept was addressed may require some statement rationalizing or 
defining the level of involvement each group (see inclusiveness above) has in the planning 
process, based on the extent to which their interests are influenced or affected by the plan (e.g. 
stakeholders with specific interests would have a greater and more immediate engagement with 
the process, more akin to involvement vs. the general public who are consulted and provided 
opportunities to review and comment in a more vicarious fashion).  Once this is defined, the 
extent to which the process was equitable (e.g. the extent to which affected / interested parties 
had opportunities for input / involvement) is fair can be judged – Broadly, the key aim is to 
establish criteria that will provide a measure of fairness regarding the nature of engagement 
proposed for each type of public. 
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2.2 Implementing a monitoring program 
 
2.2.1 Collecting data for Criterion 7 measures 
 
Criterion 7 consists of indicators that are meant to assess how the public was involved; how 
effectively they were involved; if forest management reflects local issues raised by the public; 
and if there is capacity to change how forest management is undertaken. As stated previously, 
monitoring plans and tools available to adequately quantify the above are limited. 
 
Sources of data to be considered in developing a monitoring plan for social C&Is can be 
classified simplistically as follows: 
• Pre-existing socio-cultural or socio-economic datasets, e.g. census data. 
• New data derived from management or monitoring activities, generated specifically for the 

area in question by experts or a technical analysis of social criteria and indicators. 
• New data generated through surveys of social groups (e.g. stakeholders, public groups, users, 

etc). 
 
Sheppard (undated) has distinguished between tangible performance outcomes for social C&Is 
assessed by technical analysis, and measures of satisfaction as indicative of performance on 
procedural C&Is (e.g. planning process) and social outcomes (e.g. quality of life).  Monitoring 
techniques such as surveys can be considered the most direct way of obtaining satisfaction data, 
e.g. on issues often important in C&Is such as public acceptability. 
 
The need to include local stakeholders and communities in the monitoring and review of 
monitoring data, in order to build trust and cooperation between the managers and affected 
communities. 
 
Any such work not conducted by professional technical specialists should follow an agreed set of 
principles and procedures: a preliminary list of suggestions for such principles is provided for 
discussion purposes as follows: 

• Establish agreed scientific measurement protocols/procedures/standards upfront to ensure 
compatibility with scientific analysis 

• Provide a robust system of recording and archiving the data 
• Provide access and transparency of the data collected 
• Ensure adequate funding &/or commitment to sustain the activity. 
 

In light of costs, various techniques for direct measurement of public attitudes and concerns have 
been used, e.g. mail surveys, MCA/focus groups, open houses, and more general communication 
with communities through the media or web surveys, etc.  The more expensive and 
comprehensive surveys should be conducted on a periodic basis, e.g. 5 years, at intervals long 
enough to perceive trends and capture the results of changes in management activity.  Other 
shorter term listening posts and dialogue mechanisms such as effective and representative Public 
Advisory Groups, open houses, and ongoing web comment lines, should be used for annual or 
crisis-driven reviews. 
 
2.2.2 How are thresholds or targets established? 
With any of the social C&Is, it will be difficult to establish firm thresholds for judging 
sustainability at any monitoring stage.  These will tend to be strongly contextual and 
locally derived, and will need to be determined through dialogue with the affected or 
knowledgeable social groups.  This is particularly true with First Nation groups.  
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Implementation of initial monitoring plans should not be held up because of lack of 
agreed thresholds, since these may emerge through discussion and analysis of monitoring 
results over time.  However, it remains desirable to establish workable interim thresholds 
(or at least baseline reference points) as early as is feasible, to reduce the argument over 
interpretation or monitoring results later in the process.  Initially targets will be set for the 
number and types of processes.  Surveys during each process can track the effectiveness 
of the process.  Monitoring of changes made as a result of the surveys will also be 
monitored. 
 
2.2.3 Creating a Sustainability Assessment: evaluating Monitoring results 
 
 
The Sustainability Assessment (the evaluation and interpretation of Monitoring results) 
aims to determine whether activities are achieving the desired outcomes (targets) and 
conforming to performance criteria.  It involves two types of assessment: 

1. Outcome Evaluation –involving an assessment of the actual outcomes relative to 
the targets and performance criteria– e.g. are the targets being met, and; 

2. Process / Programme Evaluation – that seeks to improve practices by seeking 
an understanding for why or why not activities achieved targets. 

Evaluation of the results must be undertaken by both the company and the participants in 
any process.  For the most part, interested parties and stakeholders involved in public 
advisory groups will have more opportunity to work with the company to provide 
feedback on both the monitoring, its evaluation and how the company dealt with the 
information.  It will be more difficult to engage indirect participants at the same level. 
 
The company should use the findings from surveys to determine what changes are needed 
to the processes themselves.  Sharing the findings with PAG participants will provide 
further information as well as give the company feedback on the monitoring itself. 
 
 
2.3 What are the requirements or considerations that need to be made in 

terms of Information Management? 
 
Tracking both process and effectiveness measurements can be relatively easy.  The 
company can use an Excel spreadsheet or a comprehensive Access database tied to the 
stakeholder analysis.  Some divisions are currently using an Access package specifically 
meant to address this criterion. 
 
3.0 Current Capability for Monitoring  
A preliminary approach to monitoring activities has been produced for individual 
indicators (see matrices below). However, any interim untested recommendations should 
be viewed with caution, as an indication of approaches to be tested in practice, and not as 
definitive recommendations.  They are intended to help industry and other participants in 
SFM to build capacity and learn on a trial and error basis, until such time as more 
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definitive research results or tested methods become available to inform development of 
more robust monitoring plans.  

 
 
 
Monitoring Criterion 7 Indicators and Measures of SFM 
 
As stated previously, some of the measures are strictly process measures (i.e. did a 
meeting occur) and monitoring is relatively straightforward and requires no analysis.  
Others require both analysis and follow up (i.e. what is the data showing us and what did 
we do about it).  The following section reviews the recommended monitoring approaches 
by measure. 
 
Indicator 7-1:  Forest management planning adequately reflects the interests and issues 
raised by the public (including stakeholders, residents and all identified interested parties) 
in the MU through an effective and meaningful (to the participants) public participation 
process. 
 
What does it measure? 
This indicator is meant to measure the number and variety of opportunities for and 
effectiveness of public participation in the development of local forest management 
strategies. 
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Approaches to measurement 

 

Measure Measurement 
Unit(& Geographic 
Scale) 
 

Information 
sources 
Where do you get the 
data? 

Interpretation 
What do the 
data show? 
 

Initial Thresholds 
or Targets 
 

Frequency of 
data collection 
or assessment 

7-1.1  Extent of Inclusion  / Involvement / 
recognition of key stakeholders  and 
interested parties affected by forest 
management activities  
 

Identification of key 
interests through a 
Stakeholder analysis 
Exists (MU, Region, 
Province as 
appropriate) 
(given presence of 
interests / resources 
 

Existing Stakeholder lists, 
key contacts, involved in 
other LUP processes 
conducted by MSRM, Local 
Govt’s, 
 
Consultation with known 
interests to identify / 
develop broader network of 
contacts 

Key organizations / 
constituents with 
interests affected by 
land and resource 
planning activities 
 
Network of individuals 
to contact re: key 
interests 

A comprehensive listing of 
contacts for key individuals 
who should be consulted re: 
SFM activities 

Every 3-5 years 
 

7-1.2 Development and implementation 
of a communication/participation plan 
[and of the related objectives, with early 
input from a range of stakeholder 
representatives]  
 

Plans exist; Types of 
Communication 
strategies for the 
MU  
 
More specific direction 
is required for this:  
e.g. milestones in the 
communication plan 
(e.g. These could 
include communication 
with stakeholders and 
the broader community 
before the SFM 
planning commences, 
and at other key points 
in the process  

Licensee Evidence that 
communication / 
participation plan 
addresses key precepts 
regarding community 
information / 
involvement  

A comprehensive / detailed 
communication plan 
indicating when 
communication occurs, and 
outline of the methods 
employed to convey info / 
elicit input 
 
 

Every 3-5 years – 
with yearly 
monitoring of 
conformance to the 
plan  
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7-1.3 Residents’ views on forest resource 
management (in the SFM management 
area) 
 

Queries quantified in 
terms of Good / Bad in 
order to gauge “views” 
and measure 
performance. E.g. # 
queries of concern 
received by phone, 
mail, email. 
# statements of concern 
referred to staff by 
MoF. 
 
# articles in the press 
addressing Frst. Mgt. 
Issues (and whether 
positive or negative in 
nature) 
 
The frequency of 
organization of 
conservancies / 
advocacy groups in 
response to frst mgt 
plans activities. 

Public satisfaction survey  
Number and nature of 
letters submitted to local 
newspapers re: forest 
management activities in 
the area. 
 
Referrals from the MoF 
re: resident comments / 
complaints about forest 
management 
 
Summary of responses to 
a question posed on 
questionnaire or comment 
sheet at SFM open houses 
 
Categorization and 
summary of number and 
nature of comments 
received via email / 
website 

Level of concern re: 
forest management 
activities 
 
Level of satisfaction 
with forest management 
activities 
 
Level of knowledge for 
forest management 
activities 
 
Additional concerns / 
issues re: forest 
management activities 
that may have been 
missed in formal 
consultation 

Ability to provide an 
accurate summary / 
assessment of the resident 
views regarding forest 
management. (as derived 
from multiple sources – a 
form of triangulation) 

 Annual 
 

7-1.4 The conduct of an equitable and 
inclusive public deliberation process prior 
to making major management decisions 
 
(e.g. the milestones in the SFM process 
such as at the commencement of the 
process, consideration for preliminary 
harvest resource management objectives 
and strategies etc. 
As well, you are attempting to measure 
three things here  – inclusiveness equity 
and deliberation (suggesting a length of 
time) – each need s to be addressed in the 
Meas. Unit somehow. 

Number and nature of 
contact opportunities 
provided for 
stakeholders to review 
and / or offer input 
 
The number of 
opportunities for 
residents / broader 
public to review and 
provide input 
 
 

Stakeholder lists 
 
 
 

Demonstrated 
commitment to / 
evidence of attempts to 
ensure opportunities for 
deliberation  

 As required –When 
“major management 
decisions are 
proposed / pending 
 

7.1.5 Open and transparent documentation 
of reciprocal exchange of social 
values/opinions, their influence on 
decisions, and participant satisfaction 

Information exchange 
opportunities 
 
 

Licensee 
 

  5-year cycle or 
TBD 
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Indicator 7-2:  Information is exchanged between MU forest resource managers and the public 
through a varied and collaborative planning approach in order to facilitate capacity 
building in the community. 

 
What does it measure? 
This indicator measures how information is exchanged in the MU. It also measures the effectiveness of the 
information exchange (as noted elsewhere, a definition of effectiveness should be provided somewhere in the documents.  
Performance criteria may be well suited to this task given it provides a series of tests or points of reference against which activities / 
actions can be assessed.  For public / stakeholder consultation, performance criteria could be derived from the principles suggested in 
documents such as the one Hislop’s work (Hislop, Twery et al. 2004) with the UK Forestry Commission etc.  Alternatively, terms 
such as “effectiveness” might be assessed differently depending upon the indicator being assessed (e.g. effectiveness as it relates to 
Communication (the emphasis being on educating stakeholders / conveying complex information) may be assessed differently than 
effectiveness for Participation (the emphasis being on opportunities for direct input / meaningful input that will be considered in the 
process).  This would suggest the need for the review and development of different types of performance criteria for each measure.  
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Approaches to measurement 
 
Measure Measurement unit 

(& Geographic Scale) 
 

Information 
sources 
Where do you get the data? 

Interpretation 
What do the 
data show? 
 

Initial 
Thresholds 
or Targets 
 

Frequency of 
data collection 
or assessment 
 

7-2.1 Effective communication 
with the public about 
information on predicted 
conditions of key resource 
indicators during the planning 
process 
 
 
(Effectiveness in this instance 
may be a function of a) how 
many times the public is 
contacted about activities and b) 
the level of satisfaction with the 
methods and extent of 
communication)  

Individual responses for the MU 
 
 
 
 
# of comments / concerns fielded 
by staff about the  “success” of 
the communication strategy in 
terms of clarity / understanding1 
 
Nature of coverage in press 
(good / bad) about process 

Interviews with residents and 
officials; documentation of 
planning and communication 
processes 
 
Summary of responses to 
questions posed about resident 
satisfaction with the extent / 
types of communication 
employed in the process --on 
questionnaire or comment sheet 
at open houses, PAG meetings or 
other functions  
 
 

Level of 
satisfaction with 
type and extent of 
communication 
 
 

Key 
stakeholders 
contacted 
 
 

At key points in 
process (e.g. just 
prior to 
initiating the 
SFM planning 
process, at key 
points and at the 
conclusion of 
the process   
 
After major 
participation 
/planning 
process 
 

7-2.2 Demonstrated exchange of 
knowledge between community 
and licensee (i.e. local 
community acquires increased 
knowledge of SFM and technical 
experts acknowledge 
incorporates local knowledge 
into forest management 
decisions/ plans) 
 
 

Individual responses for the MU 
 
Quantification and summary of 
the number and nature of local 
organizations / (e.g. naturalist 
societies, NTFP groups, Birders 
who have contributed 
information and expertise to the 
technical experts (This is very 
common form of info. gathering 
in the UK where the local parish 
councils etc. provide very 

Public satisfaction or preference 
survey (jointly conducted with 
above measures); documentation 
of Forest Management Plans and 
decisions 
 
Local nature / social 
groups/organizations with 
specialized knowledge about 
local flora / fauna / features / 
history etc. who can contribute to 
SFM planning 

The Extent to 
which local 
knowledge 
influenced / 
contributed to 
SFM planning 
 
The extent to 
which the firm 
and community 
collaborate in 
terms of 

Established 
relationships 
with org’s / 
individuals with 
specialized local 
knowledge that 
should inform. 
SFM planning  

Every 3-5 years 
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important data re: species, social 
and historical values etc. – they 
are not just representing interests 
but are providing, local 
knowledge that informs the plan 
– local inventories etc.) 
 
Listing and summary of the 
amount and types of local 
knowledge provided by the 
community that influenced or 
was incorporated into SFM plan 
  
 
 

 
Individuals with expertise / 
specialized knowledge of value 
to the  
 
 

information 
exchange  
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Indicator name 
Indicator 7-3 An adaptive management (AM) program is implemented at strategic, tactical and operational levels with ongoing 
mechanisms for public review and participation. 
 
What does it measure? 
This indicator measures how the components of the SFM Plan are continually improved. 
These measures are intended to ensure that the processes are undertaken and implemented in the development of the sfm plan process. 
 
Approaches to measurement 
Measure Measurement unit 

(& Geographic Scale) 
 

Information 
sources 
Where do you get the 
data? 

Interpretation 
What do the 
data show? 
 

Initial Thresholds 
or Targets 
 

Frequency of data 
collection or 
assessment 
 

7-3.1 Adaptive 
Management strategy 
is developed, documented 
and acted upon 
 

AM plan 
 

Rationales for local 
Indicators and 
measures 
Associated monitoring 
plans 
 

  Once(Process measure) 
 

7-3.2 Monitoring plans for 
indicators 
 

Monitoring plans Projects and reports 
developed locally 
Literature reviews 
Expert opinion 
 

  Once (process measure)  
 

7-3.3 Forecasting plans for 
indicators 
 

Monitoring plans Projects and reports 
developed locally 
Literature reviews 
Expert opinion 
 

  3-5 y ears 
 

7-3.4 Information 
Management system is in 
place 

Information 
Management systems 
 

Digital data from all 
projects and monitoring 
 

  Regularly throughout the 
year 
 

7-3.5 Reports and analysis 
of monitoring information 

Number of reports 
 

All reports 
 

  Annually 
 

 



4.0 Building Capacity for Effectiveness Monitoring 
 

Effectiveness monitoring for this criterion will consist of ensuring that the interested parties, 
stakeholders and the general public are relatively satisfied with the available approaches for 
information exchange and with the approaches themselves.  Education of company staff and 
management and the public will be required to ensure that a common understanding of what is 
available and appropriate is developed.   
 
Effectiveness monitoring will largely consists of point monitoring where monitoring is 
undertaken at each event.  Measurement techniques will largely be through surveys or 
participants or through public surveys.  Both will require some expertise in their development to 
ensure that biases do not creep into the survey questions or into the analysis. 
  
5.0 Overall Recommendations  
  
Research remains to be done to refine interim recommendations and further develop social 
criteria and indicator monitoring plans.  Specific short-term activities should include: 
 

1. A comprehensive literature review to seek a better understanding for the effectiveness 
and utility of approaches and methods being employed in BC, Canadian and international 
contexts; 

2. An ongoing review and evaluation of divisional monitoring activities to discern what 
works, what does not, and where gaps exist in knowledge and expertise.  This should 
involve a formal reporting schedule that allows for a broad overview and synthesis of 
experiences and outcomes at the individual divisional, and collective corporate, levels. 

3. Development of a network of forest industry / NGO / research agency contacts in other 
countries / jurisdictions to facilitate the exchange of information and expertise about 
social C/I monitoring. 

4. Convening of a symposium or similar event involving local / international experts to 
capture the latest knowledge, advances in research in this realm.  

5. Convening of an intensive workshop / charette involving company representatives and 
social C/I research specialists to explore how to define specific thresholds, targets and 
performance criteria for key indicators.   

 
This should lead to the revision and further refinement of monitoring plans and guidelines, 
supplemented with more research on the SFM framework, interactions between indicators, 
measures, comparisons between other C/I systems, monitoring programmes and peer review.  
This will require hiring experts from different disciplines associated with Social Criteria and 
Indicators.  
 
Key issues to address include: 
 
In the short term, several key issues merit attention.  These are categorized and described in the 
following. 
 
Clarifying Measures and Concepts: 

 Defining thresholds and/or performance criteria for the indicator that will explicitly 
guide the monitoring activities (this may include an assessment about their 
generalizability given the particularities associated with local social contexts.) 

 Defining the role and definition of public acceptability in SFM 
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Facilitating Collaboration and Developing Networks: 

 Identifying the role local community members might play as active participants in 
monitoring activities. 

 
Information Management and Coordination of Activities: 

 Developing a database framework that will facilitate the storing, accessing and 
querying of monitoring data.  

 Assigning data custodial responsibilities at the divisional and corporate levels 
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