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Report from the Integrated Salmon Dialogue Forum (ISDF)
November 6 and 7, 2008 – Vancouver, BC -- By Neil Todd, Operations Manager, FRAFS
I attended, for the ﬁrst time, an ISDF meeting/workshop/forum.
The impetus to do so was hearing, through the First Nations
Fisheries Council, that this group was working on a number
of initiatives, one of which included a “case study” of Fraser
Chinook management in 2008. Following is a summary account
of what I consider to be the main topics, and my interpretation of
what I saw and heard. I apologize to all if I have misconstrued
or misinterpreted any of the discussions or the messages from the
presenters.
PURPOSE
The ISDF began in January 2007 as a result of the RDG’s interest
in developing a process that would hopefully lead to a “better”
ﬁsheries management regime. The ISDF is not a decisionmaking place; rather, it is a forum that provides a platform for
conversations, a place to generate ideas that can have impacts or
inﬂuences on existing ﬁsheries management processes.
DAY 1 – NOVEMBER 6
Thursday morning was devoted to “context”. There were two
presentations that together provided the background as to why
the Forum “came to be” and why there is an opportunity for the
participants to move toward a better way of managing our salmon
resource.
1. Wilf Luedke, DFO
- overview of general context for changes in ﬁsheries management
from DFO perspective: high productivity in the ‘80s, high
exploitation rates, decline in productivity and stocks, the need to
reduce ﬁsheries, ﬂeet buybacks, Paciﬁc Fisheries Reform, creation
of the Wild Salmon Policy, move to certify ﬁsheries through the
Marine Stewardship Council, etc.
- noted that Certiﬁcation requires “good governance” – which in
turn implies some form or degree of “co-management”
- presented the “governance continuum” which ranges through a
number of stages or levels of involvement: information exchange
with non-gov’t bodies; provision of advice by non-gov’t bodies;
command/control decision-making by the gov’t authority body;
participatory decision-making (authority and non-authority
bodies); and delegated authority.
2. Andrew Day, consultant
- overview of societal changes, and the drivers that can change
governance: environmental changes, cumulative impacts on
ﬁsh populations, economic uncertainties, changing technology,
changing population demographics, diminishing ﬁnancial
resources, changes in makeup and mobility of workforces, etc.
etc.
- which tend to lead to more frequent and more complex
“partnerships”, more potential for collaboration, more emphasis
on results-based processes and outcomes, more emphasis on
monitoring and compliance systems; all of which can be summed

up by saying “there is a need for signiﬁcant differences in our way
of doing things compared to the ways that worked a few years
ago”.
- but this creates a problem: the drivers (need) for change and new
approaches is the “new paradigm”, but the response depends on
the “old paradigm”. This creates a time lag for response to the
need for change, which in turn leads to creation of tension and
frustration.
- expressing this in terms of current salmon management: the
“new paradigm” is exerting pressures to change but perhaps hasn’t
worked out all the practical details to force those changes; the
“old paradigm” institutions are still in command/control mode;
the result is proliferation of advisory bodies, competitive roles,
bodies/groups with no effective roles, and unclear relationships.
Thursday afternoon was devoted to presentations on two “comanagement” experiences.
1. Mike Graham, Director, Northwest Indian Fisheries
Commission
My summary of the key points and messages coming out of this
presentation and discussion about the “Washington experience”:
a) There would be no co-management without the Boldt decision.
The State (equivalent to DFO re management of salmon) fought
co-management re production and harvest, and has continued to
ﬁght co-management re habitat. The recent “culvert case” has
changed that; the Tribes are now playing a role in management
of habitat.
b) Government and the Tribes co-manage salmon. Advisory
groups (sports, commercial ﬁshermen) interests are brought to
the table by the government. Nevertheless, a clear and open line
of communication between the advisory groups and the Tribes
contributes to good governance. It was noted that if advisory
groups resist management decisions by appealing to political
inﬂuences (“doing an end run”), the Tribes will “shut the door on
them”.
c) Government and advisory groups are now admitting that
without co-management many of the salmon stocks of southern
Puget Sound would likely be lost. State governments cannot resist
the pressures of development; but aboriginal people with deﬁned
title and rights can.
d) It is a tribal prerogative as to what they do with their allowable
harvest. It is their decision to decide on using the ﬁsh for economic
(social), cultural (ceremonial), or subsistence (food).
e) Co-management has resulted in trade-offs between native and
non-native ﬁsheries that make sense and provide beneﬁts to both.
f) The NWIFC does not have authority over the member Tribes.
The Tribes have the authority. The NWIFC provides the support
and services to the Tribes that enable the Tribes to make decisions
singly and collectively.
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2. Skeena Watershed Committee (Glenn Sigurdson and
others)
The Skeena Watershed Committee experience was described and
reviewed. This was a successful (for a period of time) experiment
in cooperative management at a local level. To summarize the key
messages:
a) Governments played a key role through signing a Memorandum
of Understanding between the Provincial Government and the
Dept. of Fisheries and Oceans.
b) this process of cooperative ﬁsheries management was successful
as long as all the parties (DFO, Province, First Nations, sport
ﬁsheries, commercial ﬁsheries) saw themselves winning while
inside the process, and losing if they step outside the process.
c) reason for the breakdown: a change in government that resulted
in at least one of the parties being able to “get a better deal” by
going outside the process.
DAY 2 - NOVEMBER 7
The second day of the forum consisted of an opening circle, three
presentations on the ongoing work of members of the ISDF, and
closing break-out sessions.
OPENING CIRCLE
The day started off by going around the circle with each participant
giving his/her thoughts on the key messages/lessons learned from
the previous day. There were a number of insightful comments
and some discussion.
· Mike Graham, NWIFC: two important observations, following
up from his presentation yesterday: shared data, models, and
analytical tools are key for successful co-management; and he
reiterated that non-natives understand that it is the Tribes’ treaty
rights and forward looking vision that are the salvation of the
ﬁsheries resource in Puget Sound.
My expressed perspective on what I heard yesterday was to the
effect that the contrast between Washington and BC is like night
and day. Some people here wonder about the lack of consistent
First Nations representation/participation in the ISDF and other
processes – my feeling is that it may be due to the perception by
FNs that the process will not meet their needs, that DFO continues
to show no sign of signiﬁcant policy changes that provide for
meaningful involvement by FNs in ﬁsheries management decision
making.
Monitoring/Compliance, Barkley Sound Case Study, and
Fraser Chinook Case Study
These presentations were informative and interesting. In the
interests of brevity I will summarize as follows:
a) Monitoring and Compliance: good progress has been made but
some participants in the ﬁsheries are slow to get on board; they
should not be allowed to hold back the overall progress on this
initiative or the ones who have bought in will begin to reject the
initiative.
b) Barkley Sound: reasonably successful process at the local level
that seems to be resulting in better relations between FNs and the
sports and commercial sectors. Progress made to date includes
better management of local ﬁshery openings and closings to
alleviate potential for conﬂicts.

c) Fraser Chinook: work in progress – an examination of the 2008
Fraser chinook management process. A series of questions has
been developed and results to date seem to be responses from
the DFO perspective. The presenter has committed to follow up
with First Nations and their technical representatives in order to
complete the picture.
CLOSING BREAK-OUT SESSION
Participants divided into two groups. Each group was tasked
with highlighting key lessons learned over the two days regarding
the three “pillars” that the ISDF is working on: Monitoring and
Compliance; Governance; and Decision-making. The other task
was to provide brief answers to the “10 Cross-cutting Questions”
that were part of the forum material provided. My principal area
of interest was Governance – and I was surprised to ﬁnd that
nobody in the group acknowledged the NWIFC presentation from
the previous day, or Mike Graham’s comments this morning,
as providing THE key lessons in governance. Prompted by our
moderator, I stated that the lesson in governance is simple: without
FN meaningful participation in decision-making our ﬁsheries
resources will virtually disappear. This prompted a response of
protest, which enabled me to repeat the Mike Graham message:
human population and development pressures result in loss of
ﬁsh populations; governments cannot resist these pressures; only
First Nations with title and rights can do so, and without that the
ﬁsheries resource will go down the sewer.
NEXT STEPS
The facilitators will synthesize the results of the two day workshop
and use them to put forward a progressive agenda for a two day
forum in early December. It was expressed that this forum is
hoped to be somewhat “broader-based” and will at least in part
consist of a report card on where the ISDF started and its progress/
results to date.
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