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Executive Summary

Workshop Results: Exploring Issues of Working Together for the Bathurst Caribou Herd

A)

Introduction

Approximately 20 participants from various First Nations, Aboriginal groups, territorial and federal
governments produced 35 pages of work through an applied human dimensions facilitated workshop
lead by Dr. Alistair Bath during two full day facilitated sessions Wednesday, October 2"¢ and Thursday,
October 3™, 2013 held in Yellowknife, NWT. The group reached complete consensus on the following
key points.

The goal of the workshop was to work toward an understanding and addressing of the key issues facing
working together toward management of the Bathurst caribou herd.

B)

Key Messages
Create a mechanism that can allow for a united voice to work and learn together for the
management of the Bathurst caribou herd.
What should this mechanism (e.g., team) do?
0 Develop a long-term plan for the Bathurst caribou herd,
0 Be strong communicators among all groups, between departments, build trust between
all members,
0 Report back to local groups and communities,

o

Bring all forms of knowledge to the table to share and learn from each other,
O Participate in education outreach advocating for traditional values in the education
system,
0 Would be meaningfully involved in making recommendations, and
0 Provide input into land-use activities that pertain to the Bathurst caribou herd.
What should this mechanism (e.g., team) not do?
0 Should not focus on other caribou herds or species that are not connected to caribou
health,
0 Shouldn’t drop the ball — needs to stay focused,

o

Should not be left out of harvesting allocation issues,
0 Should not be driven by politics (e.g., land claims, bureaucratic things) but remain
focused on caribou.
0 Should not deal with local issues (e.g., should not interfere with local monitoring of
harvesting).
The Bathurst caribou herd is complicated as the herd crosses many traditional lands and
government borders.
To avoid the tragedy of the commons and ensure a healthy caribou herd for future generations,
we all must work together.
Managing caribou means managing people and we are going to start and follow-up from this
meeting to create action on management of the Bathurst caribou herd.
There is no existing mechanism (e.g., team) that brings all the necessary interests together to
understand and address the key issues facing the management of the Bathurst caribou herd.



e We need a new “team”/”working group” to carry the collective knowledge forward to decision-
makers. This new mechanism would be meaningfully involved in making recommendations
regarding the management of the Bathurst caribou herd.

e We agreed that we have to work together and speak with one voice meaning we must better
communicate with each other and within our own groups.

e We all agree that caribou is important to preserve.

e The workshop participants agreed upon a common vision: collaboration, cooperation and the
need for stability of the Bathurst caribou for today’s and future generations.

e Need to understand the various perspectives of caribou across all groups and work toward a
common respect.

e We need to use a consensus-based approach and must resolve trivial differences so to move
forward.

e Communication is central to overall knowledge transfer. We need to ensure all forms of
knowledge are integrated to help make the best decisions possible about caribou.

e language of documents should be easily understood by all.

e A challenge of previous caribou meetings is that there has been limited follow-up and action
after a meeting and this group agreed that this has to change. There needs to be effective
follow-up after such workshops by all participating groups to increase communication, gain
broader support and ensure action.

e We need support (monies, moral, involvement and commitment) from all groups as only serious
commitment will produce the desired results.

C) Next Steps
Oct. 18 (delayed to Oct.31) — draft report prepared within two weeks for review by participants

Nov. 1 (delayed to Nov. 15)- Each participant agreed to read over the report for accuracy and provide
feedback within two weeks. A written confirmation that the report represents the discussion of the
workshop is to be sent within two weeks.

Nov. 15 (delayed to Nov. 20) - Final version of report circulated to all participants, and to those
organizations that were not able to send a representative to the workshop

January 31- Each participant agreed to individually share the results from the workshop in an effective
way with their communities and constituencies (e.g., a group gathering, informative presentation and
discussion session, individual focus group discussions with various segments of the group, written
documentation of feedback received, etc.).

e Such feedback is essential to begin an active process where true buy-in occurs after each
workshop enroute to a management plan or best recommendation for decision.

February 2014 (date to be determined) - there was interest by the participants of this workshop to meet
again to share the feedback and address any arising issues. The group agreed that the next session
should also be facilitated and to maintain continuity suggested the same facilitator be used.
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Summary of the Key Workshop Results
October 2 and 3™ 2013, Yellowknife, NWT

Introduction

Approximately 20 participants from various First Nations, Aboriginal groups, territorial and federal
governments (see list of participants on sheets 1 and 2) produced 35 pages of work through an applied
human dimensions facilitated workshop lead by Dr. Alistair Bath from Middle Cove, Newfoundland and
Labrador, Canada during two full day facilitated sessions Wednesday, October 2" and Thursday,
October 3, 2013. The results of this discussion are presented exactly as they appeared during the
workshop as all ideas were written down. This brief summary of the results iterates the nature of the
grouping of cards which can be directly seen in the actual photographs taken of the work produced by
the workshop participants. The strength of the facilitated approach used is that there is no
interpretation of the results of the workshop written as minutes, but instead an actual replication of the
discussion and how it evolved occurs instead through the photographs of the sheets that captured the
discussion. The workshop began with a positive opening prayer encouraging everyone to listen carefully,
learn from each other and share knowledge and values about the caribou. All participants in the room
signed in and then introduced themselves sharing where they were from and something that had been
keeping them busy lately. Most individuals offered work-related comments such as meetings or hunting
activities. This exercise helped “break the ice” and allowed for the first connection to be made between
the facilitator and each participant.

Workshop participants were asked to consider if they knew why they were there at the workshop and
what was going to happen. Each individual was asked to place a dot on a response scale consisting of
double minus (- -) indicating not at all sure what was going to happen and why they were at the
workshop, single minus (-), suggesting not quite sure, one plus (+) indicating some idea of direction and
finally two plusses (+ +), suggesting that the individual was very sure what was going to happen and why
they were there at the workshop. Such an exercise is useful for three main reasons: 1) as an additional
“breaking ice” exercise getting participants to once again discuss ideas, 2) exploring whether there are
clear agendas that wish to be stated and another opportunity for the facilitator to understand the
nature of participants, and 3) an indication to help assess communication messages prior to the
workshop about what the applied human dimensions facilitated workshop day would be about. Results
of this exercise can be found on sheet 3. Only a couple participants indicated with their dots that they
were not sure (-), two individuals sat on the fence between the yellow “not sure” cards and the green
“more sure” cards; most participants placed their dots on some idea of what was going to happen
(single +), and a few individuals indicated that they were very sure of what was going to happen and the
direction for the day (+ +). Individuals on the yellow card/unsure side expressed several ideas. One
individual spoke that there are many meetings to talk about things but that it is time now to get things
done and see action. Others expressed wanting to learn from each other about the context of caribou in
various areas. Individuals who believed they knew what the workshop was about expressed ideas such



as the importance of caribou (see sheets 3 and 4), and that we were at a critical point in caribou history
with a big responsibility toward the animal. This participant posed the question of whether “we” were
ready to be responsible toward caribou and figure out together how to manage this precious resource.
Others expressed concerns of the declining numbers of caribou and hoped we would understand better
why numbers are dropping. Finally, one participant agreed that there had been many meetings but we
still don’t have an effective way to move forward where we can work together and manage people. It
was stated that we don’t really manage caribou, we manage people and that this workshop was about
figuring out how to work together and manage people to ensure healthy caribou populations.

The overarching goal of the workshop was explained to the participants as to work toward an
understanding and addressing of the key issues facing working together toward management of the
Bathurst caribou herd. A comment was made that we work well together but struggle in getting the
message out to the federal government. More specifically, the focus was on understanding what are the
key issues, what do we want to achieve (what does working together mean? What is the vision of what
is needed?), what are the key obstacles to that vision, and then spinning those obstacles to objectives
and developing SMART (specific, measurable, attainable, realistic and timed) targets or specific ways to
move forward on this issue (sheet 5).

The visual technique of using different colored cards and shapes was explained to the participants. All
ideas were written down on cards that were organized by common themes. Yellow cards were used for
things that were not going well while green cards highlighted positive things. Oval-shaped cards
indicated discussion that occurred around an idea presented on a green or yellow card. Hence a visual
picture emerged where by looking at the oval cards someone can see when there was a lot of discussion
about an idea. Likewise when there were no oval cards, this was an indication that there was consensus.
Many participants made positive statements about the visual technique of facilitation and the
productive discussion that did occur. The discussion rules explaining these ideas were presented to the
participants (sheet 5). The actual comments from the workshop days are captured exactly as they were
stated on the photographed sheets that follow. The discussion rule regarding speaking time allotment of
30 seconds was challenged. Due to the importance of the issue and the cultural context, it was felt that
there was a need to have a longer speaking time. This was mutually agreed upon by the group and
interestingly rarely did any of the participants speak for an extended period of time choosing to keep
ideas clear and concise (see sheet 6).

Understanding the current situation

The diverse group of participants began thinking about the current condition of working together
effectively and toward the Bathurst caribou herd through an exercise where each participant was asked
to place a dot expressing their feelings about the current situation (see sheet 7). Individuals were asked
to respond to the item: “In the battle to understand and address the key issues facing working together
effectively, are you: losing, losing ground, gaining the upper hand or winning. After a brief and divergent
discussion ranging from ideas about land claims, gaining federal government support, industry and
wanting to know more about why caribou patterns were changing (identified by the blue oval cards), the
group focused on the task at hand. No one believed the situation of effectively working together was



getter better in terms of the management of the Bathurst caribou herd, although three individuals did
sit on the fence between the “losing ground” and “gaining the upper hand”. Another three participants
indicated with their dot placement that the situation was clearly getting worse stating “losing” while all
other participants believed we were “losing ground” in terms of effectively working together.

Within several smaller groups, participants regardless of where they had placed their respective dot
were asked through consensus to generate five ideas on issues that they believed made them
pessimistic or darkened the picture (seen on yellow cards) and five ideas of things that were perceived
as optimistic (seen on the green cards).

Similar to most facilitated groups, this workshop group discussed first the pessimistic ideas and then the
optimistic ideas; most groups will have their discussion in this order claiming that they want to finish on
a positive note. Several ideas were mentioned under: “what darkens the picture”. These ideas were
grouped under several themes and were discussed on sheets 7, 8 and 9. Making the participants feel
pessimistic were ideas centered along the following themes:

1) A history of inaction — lots of meetings occur about caribou but no one is tasked with being
responsible to follow-up,

2) People management is needed to protect caribou,

3) Lack of resources - in terms of time, expertise and money,

4) Complexity — trans-boundary issues, regulatory changes and industry pressures makes the
issue complex,

5) Lack of an effective forum — no united voice to bring perspectives off all groups (settled and
unsettled) to the table for the Bathurst caribou herd,

6) Lack of political will - new northern leaders may be more sensitive to issues,

7) Lack of a clear decision-maker — who is the boss? Seems there is a shifting boss,

8) Different perspectives- not the same respect for caribou by all different groups,

9) Knowledge transfer - lack of information and knowledge transfer (traditional and western
science),

10) Repetition/History of Failure — history of many meetings gives us no cause to be optimistic,

11) Different political agendas — industry has political clout and how to balance this economic
driver when discussing healthy caribou.

Participants quite easily generated three pages of ideas that made them pessimistic about the current
situation.

Participants then addressed the question of what made them optimistic. These ideas are presented on
sheets 10 and 11 as green cards, and are highlighted below:

1) Regulators are to look at negative impacts on caribou and migratory routes, legislation
could protect caribou calving grounds,

2) Knowledge sharing — there is a lot of knowledge that people are willing to share,

3) This meeting — and the opportunity to come together with a common voice for caribou,



4) Common concern for caribou — everyone has a common interest in caribou and seems
willing to work together toward a common goal,
5) Committed people — willing to work together for future generations

Understanding what we want to achieve — exploring the vision

Up to this part of the workshop, individuals had been exploring basically the current situation and
reflecting on the aspects of what was going well and not going well in the past. To provide a better
understanding of what the ideal situation is that the group wants to be shooting for, individuals were
asked in several smaller groups to address the question: “what do you want the working together
relationship to look like in the future?” In addressing the question, participants were asked to think
about their core values first, the things that were most important to them. Each group was then asked
to draw an image to illustrate their ideas and then present and discuss their image. The core aspects
from this visionary exercise are found on sheet 12. Participants spoke of strong communication between
all groups, the need to come together to work towards a management plan, a strong commitment exists
from all individuals, science and traditional knowledge both play an important role in understanding the
issue and one unified voice with all people talking and listening will create an effective working
relationship. In the words of one participant:

“We have to work together because we have a common property resource, our caribou, and if
we don’t we’ll have a tragedy of the commons.”

Four images were produced from each group (see sheets 13, 14, 15 and 16). Each image depicts a
strong communication and working relationship between all groups.

The next challenge set up for the workshop participants was to take the essence of these values and
ideas from their images and discussion and create a vision statement. A vision statement can be a
powerful communication tool to share with others about what the organization is striving for. A vision
statement is clear, concise, and unique. It should stretch but not overstretch, and most importantly the
vision statement is motivating. When read, others should utter “wow” and wish to be a part of making
that vision happen. Often visions in strategic documents are too long and not captivating. The following
vision statements seen on sheet 17 were outlined by the workshop participants. All four vision
statements were motivating, clear, concise, unique, stretch but don’t overstretch. All four visions found
below are very similar in meaning:

“Grow together with one voice and protect our future/children/caribou!!

“We are a group that is committed to work collaboratively for an effective process that respects
the environment, values and cultures of all northerners for the stability of healthy caribou for
generations to come.”

“Caribou need us to unite for their survival.”

“We gather with one voice to learn and work together for our people and our caribou now and

forever.”



The various vision statements do share common themes such as working together and taking
responsibility. Day 1 of the two day workshop ended on this note of agreement on vision statements
that focused on collaboration, cooperation, the stability of the caribou herd today and for future
generations. The group agreed to return the next day to figure out the details of what this working
mechanism could look like to effectively guarantee the long-term survival of the Bathurst caribou herd.

The Beginning of Day 2:

As seen on sheet 18 with many blue oval cards, the group returned the next day initially wanting to
discuss the Wildlife Act. A brief discussion was allowed ending in two positive agreement statements.
ENR agreed to explain the Wildlife Act to communities upon request and to whatever the “mechanism”
(e.g., science board, committee, working group, etc.), whatever it may look like that works on the
Bathurst caribou herd issues. The workshop participants then agreed to continue to work on
understanding the mechanism to address management issues facing the Bathurst caribou herd and
follow the plan for the day.

Key points of agreement from Day 1:

The workshop participants confirmed their agreement, through complete consensus, of the following
key statements from the first day of the workshop (see sheet 19):

e The Bathurst caribou herd is complicated as the herd crosses many traditional lands
and government borders.

e To avoid the tragedy of the commons and ensure a healthy caribou herd for future
generations, we all must work together.

e There is no existing mechanism (e.g., team) that brings all the necessary interests
together to understand and address the key issues facing the management of the
Bathurst caribou herd.

e Need to understand the various perspectives of caribou across all groups and work
toward a common respect.

e Language of documents should be easily understood by all.

e There needs to be effective follow-up after such workshops to increase
communication, gain broader support and ensure action.

Agenda for Day 2:
Emerging from discussions from day 1, were two clear objectives for day 2 (sheet 20):

e (Create a mechanism that can allow for a united voice to work and learn together for the
management of the Bathurst caribou herd.

There was a brief discussion about whether this new “team” works together in times of good and bad
which prompted statements that it should be a proactive “team” so that caribou won’t have to be listed
as a species at risk. It was felt the discussion about the functions of the “team” and these items would



be resolved when discussing the questions regarding the function of the mechanism or “team”. This was
further defined as what should this mechanism/”team” do and not do. In addition, items also identified
for discussion were the skills needed to achieve these functions, the roles and responsibilities of
individuals who are a part of this “team”.

e Ensure effective follow-up can occur after this workshop.

As part of the agenda for day 2, a discussion about what stops the follow-up from past meetings and
identifying common messages were also identified as worthy to discuss.

Exploring the functions:
What should this mechanism (e.g., team) do?

In smaller workshop groups, similar ideas emerged about the possible functions of this new
mechanism/”team” (see sheets 21, 22 and 23). This new mechanism should:

e Develop a long-term plan for the Bathurst caribou herd,

e Be strong communicators among all groups, between departments, build trust between all
members,

e Report back to local groups and communities,

e Bring all forms of knowledge to the table to share and learn from each other,

e Participate in education outreach advocating for traditional values in the education system,

o  Would be meaningfully involved in making recommendations, and

e Provide input into land-use activities that pertain to the Bathurst caribou herd.

All participants agreed through complete consensus with these functions of the new mechanism.
What should this mechanism (e.g., team) not do?

The participants in the workshop then agreed through complete consensus also on items that this new
“team”/mechanism should not do (see sheets 24 and 25):

e Should not focus on other caribou herds or species that are not connected to caribou health,

e Shouldn’t drop the ball — needs to stay focused,

e Should not be left out of harvesting allocation issues,

e Should not be driven by politics (e.g., land claims, bureaucratic things) but remain focused on
caribou,

e Should not deal with local issues (e.g., should not interfere with local monitoring of harvesting).

Participants felt that ENR should work with wildlife committees at the local level but this new
mechanism/”team” should not be involved at this level but operating at the bigger picture level.
Complete consensus was achieved on all of these items by all participants in the room.



Exploring the skills needed to achieve the above functions:

The workshop participants outlined the following skills that are needed to achieve the functions above
of this new mechanism/”team” (see sheets 26, 27 and 28):

e respect and honesty — members should sit as equals and reach decisions by consensus,

e western science knowledge — independent biologist,

e influence/authority — individuals must have authority to make decisions and recommendations
and influence to their respective groups,

e connection — community members have to have influence within their community,

e traditional/on the land knowledge,

e good communication skills (written, verbal and listening),

e representativeness —the meaning of representativeness was highly debated as seen by the
numerous blue oval cards on sheet 27; it was agreed that this topic would need further
discussion at a later time, and

e there may be smaller working teams made up of the individuals from the “team”/new
mechanism to tackle specific issues at various times.

Understanding Trust — a key obstacle to working together effectively:

Participants understood that trust was a key obstacle to achieving effective working relationships, thus a
discussion was designed to explore what results in loss of trust (sheets 29 and 30) and what results in
gaining and keeping trust (sheets 31 and 32). Complete consensus on these items was achieved as
evident by no blue oval discussion cards and common messages from each group. This discussion also
reveals that all participants fully understand how to lose and how to keep trust. Loss of trust occurs
through a revolving door membership, lying, blindsiding, conflicts of interest, being dismissive, stealing,
inconsistency - meaning not following up with commitments, regulatory amendments with no
consultation, governments not respecting treaty and aboriginal rights, inadvertent misunderstandings
caused by not regularly communicating, and intimidation.

In contrast, trust can be kept and gained through mutual respect, making others feel safe by creating a
comfortable working environment, commitment through a long-term relationship and membership
continuity, effectively listening, honesty, providing feedback in a timely manner/accountability,
following through on commitments, openness, and remembering we are all people.

What are the main messages to communicate from our workshop?

At the end of day 2, participants agreed that it was important to develop the main messages to
communicate from our workshop back to our respective constituencies (see sheets 33 and 34). These
are those key messages developed by the participants of the workshop:

e Managing caribou means managing people and we are going to start and follow-up from this
meeting to create action on management of the Bathurst caribou herd,



We need support (monies, moral, involvement and commitment) from all groups as only
serious commitment will produce the desired results,

We need to use a consensus-based approach and must resolve trivial differences so to move
forward,

We all agree that caribou is important to preserve,

We agreed that we have to work together and speak with one voice meaning we must better
communicate with each other and within our own groups,

Communication is central to overall knowledge transfer. We need to ensure all forms of
knowledge are integrated to help make the best decisions possible about caribou,

We need a new “team”/”working group” to carry the collective knowledge forward to
decision-makers.

In addition, messages from day 1 agreed upon earlier during day 2 should form part of the main

communication messages.

What are the next steps?

The group identified specific next steps with dates (sheet 35).

Results from the workshop were to be given back to every participant within two weeks, a
deadline that unfortunately was not met but resulting in only a slight delay to the original
planned schedule of feedback.

Upon receipt of the draft report, each participant would read over the report for accuracy and
provide feedback within two weeks. Any changes would be incorporated.

The final report would then be sent to each participant to be used to share with their
communities and constituents.

Each participant agreed to individually share the results from the workshop in an effective way
with their communities and constituencies (e.g., a group gathering, informative presentation
and discussion session, individual focus group discussions with various segments of the group,
written documentation of feedback received, etc.).

Such feedback is essential to begin an active process where true buy-in occurs after each
workshop enroute to a management plan or best recommendation for decision.

The group agreed to communicate back by the end of January the feedback heard from their
constituents.

There was interest by the participants of this workshop to meet again to share the feedback and
address any arising issues.

The group agreed that the next session should also be facilitated and to maintain continuity
suggested the same facilitator be used.

In addition, results from the workshop will be communicated to those individuals invited to the
workshop but unable to attend.

In a relatively short period of time (2 days), a diverse set of interests did work effectively and remained

focused on the topics at hand to produce 35 pages of ideas and agreement. The visual approach of the



applied human dimensions facilitated workshop approach appeared embraced by all participants who
actively participated through the two days. The working environment in the room was pleasant and
productive with many positive comments from participants received at the end of the workshop.

The key now is:

e to keep the ball rolling by getting this report out to each participant in a timely manner,

e to have each participant review the key findings and confirm that the report’s contents are
consistent with the events of the workshop,

e Each participant is to send a written confirmation that they are comfortable with the accuracy of
the report in capturing the discussion from the workshop.

e Any minor suggestions for revision should be sent within two weeks of receipt of the report.

e The final report is then to be communicated by each participant back to their respective groups
in a meaningful way to gain feedback and support for the next steps.

The participants stated during the workshop that many caribou meetings have occurred in the past but
result in no action or follow-up. For this workshop and results to be different from the many previous
meetings, each participant has agreed to be responsible for communicating the results, gaining
feedback, building support for the proposed direction and reporting back to the group their findings.












































































































