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Working Towards Regional Agreements: Recent
Developments in Co-operative Resource
Management in Canada’s British Columbia

CATHY ROBINSON, Australian Defence Force Academy, Australia

Canada’s experience witlmegional agreementdas attracted consider-
able attention in Australia as a means by which Indigenous people can
secure their native title rights to land and sea and ensure they can
participate in the development and management of their homeland
territories. However, regional agreements implemented in Canada thus
far have often taken years to negotiate. To provide a degree of certainty
for resource management and decision-making while the native title
claims process is underway, Canadian governments have proceeded to
establish interim resource use and management agreements with
Indigenous communities. While both governments and Indigenous people
stress that interim arrangements do not replace or limit the scope for
future claim settlements, it is recognised that the development of such co-
operative relationships will make long-lasting formal agreements easier
to achieve. This paper draws on several recent examples of interim
agreements that have been negotiated for the salmon fishery resource in
the Skeena River catchment, and considers how these local experiences
offer useful approaches for resource management and native title issues
in Australia. These examples demonstrate the importance of building
shared understandings of resource values and management approaches
prior to cementing co-management partnerships in formal settlements.
They also show some of the problems and prospects facing Indigenous
peoples in their efforts to benefit from such co-management agreements.

KEY worDS Co-management; regional agreements; native title; hybrid-
ity; cross-cultural co-operation; salmon fisheries

In Australia, the courts have established thatAccordingly, non-Indigenous Australians are

native title is grounded in the history of obliged to reassess some of the deep inequalities
Indigenous peoples, their legal systems, andhat have resulted from the long experience of
their connections to their traditional lands. colonial encounter and to consider opportunities
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for socialjusticeandrecanciliation. A key issue
of contestabn and uncertanty raised by
Indigenows andnon-Indgenouspeopk hasbeen
how native title rights are to be effectivdy
recognied and exercisedwithin environnental
managerent decision-makig.

Rights to resourceuse and maragementcan
be understod in mary ways. In this paper|
consider how issues of contkention between
Indigenows and non-Indgenous people reflect
distincive notions of cultural landscape and
identity. | identify how non-Indigenouspeopk
haveimposel their nations of the New World on
to Indigenouspeople and their territories, and
preventel Indigenouspeopk’s involvement in
managerant decisbn-making But | alsoargue
that, since the commencenent of colonisation,
Indigenos and non-Indigenous concepts of
resourcs, andof eachothe, havechangel with
time andexperiace.A legacyof this continuing
historicd process hasbeenthe achievemeh of
agreenents basedon negotated interpretations
of eachotherandthe landscapesve share.An
understading of the dynamic relation$ips
between Indigenos and non-Indgenous
resourceuses providesa uselll perspectie on
what aspectsof co-mangement parinerships
encourageor impedethe recogniton of native
title rights.

Regional agreemets have been seen as
providing an importarnt processand outcomefor
the achievementof reconciliation. Increasingly,
interesthas turned to the Canadan experience,
where new managenent regimes for
environmers andresourcs havebeennegotiated
through the conprehensiveclaim process.lt is
hoped that they will offer some guidance and
principles for the estblishmet of regioral
agreemets in Australia (Richardson et al.,
1994). Even so, thoseinvolved in the acadenic
or practical aspets of regioral agreemets note
that the negotation and implementgion of such
agreemetsis notonly difficult but canoftentake
yearsto negotiate(seeUsher,199%).

To provide a degre of certainty for resource
managerent and decision-makng while the
native title claims process is undeway,

Australian Geographt¢al Studies

Canadian goverrments have proceeded to
establishinterim resourceuseand mamagement
agreenents (IMAs) with Indigenous com
munities While both governmats and
Indigenows peopk stressthat IMAs do not
replace or limit the scope for future claim
settlemers, it is recanised that the
developnent of suchco-operéve relaionships
makeslong-lasting formal agreementseasierto
achieve.Similar to regional agreements,a key
elementto IMA s establishedthus far hasbeen
the creationof new managerent regimesfor a
range of environmens and resairces. Termed
‘co-maragement’,thesenew agreemers refer
to dialogue and outcomes that integratelocal
and stae managerant systens in which powe
and resmnsibility are reciprocated between
governmat and local resourceusers (Berkes
et al.,, 1991, Notzke 1995). The resut is a
conservabn partneship that is basedon the
recognitbn that conservabn objectiveshaveto
be made compaible with community agenda
andasprations.

Drawing on a range of IMAs negotated
betweenthe govemments of Canadaand the
Skeena River First Nations of North-west
British Columbi (BC), this papershows how
distincive and conflicting notionsof landscap
and cultural identity can be usedto evaluaé
criticaly thee interim  co-mangement
agreenents. The concept of hybridity will be
used to articulate different fisher groups
meanirgs of and relations with the Skeena
River catchmentandto examire the role of co-
managerant in negotiding how resarce
managerant agreements can be mack.
Examples from the Skeenadenpnstrate the
importane of building sharedundestandimgs of
resource and managerant values prior to
cementing co-man@ement partneships in
formal regional agreements.The analyss also
providesimportant insightsthat are relevarn to
experiences faced by Australian conmunities
and governmats, which are currenty trying to
negotide and implementresourcemaragement
partnershps that reflect the essenceof native
title claims.

© Institute of AustralianGeographer001
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Hybrid landscapes,identities and resource
managemat partnerships

The conceptof cultural identity is complex, as
Strang (1997, 159) has arguel, but it is
essentiallya multi-facetedsocial produd. Iden-
tity is grounced in relationswith others,grows
through interacton with people, places and
things, throughforms of self-expresion,andis
rooted in particdar places, values, family or
professionhinvolvement, and spiritual beliefs.
Indigenows and non-Indigenous people con-
struct idertity in very different ways, which
directandaffecttheir resourcausepracticesand
environmenal values.

Indigenouspeople’snotionof landscapehere
termed ‘country’, is one that Rose has under
stoodasa nourishngterrain:‘Country is aplace
that gives and recaves life. Not just imagined
and represented,it is lived and lived with’
(Rose, 1996, 7). Country lies at the heart of
Indigenos historyandidentity, andis expressed
in local narratves and pradices of resairce
managemeniThus,Indigenougpeople’srespam-
sibilities to ‘care for country’ relaie to how
Indigenos peopleare conneted to specificand
regional resource and landscaps, and also
indicate the bask for ethics and principles
underpining  environmenal  managerant
decisionsand priorities (Young, 1999).

In contras, Anderson (1995, 277) has
consideredhow views held by white peoplein
settler societes have constructd natue ‘both
against and beneth humans who were
hencefoth justified in treatingnatureas object,
as backgroundto — and instrument of —
human purposes’ In this view, human
developments largely understod asan ascet
out of nature. The result is a human-
environmentrelaionship that refleds, in many
ways, the separationor dominarce of people
over the biophystal environnment. Colonial
constructsof the landscap not only delinede
boundaris of opposition betwee& humans and
nature, but they also affect social relatons
betweernindigenows andnon-Indigenougpeople.
Indigenots peopk are catgorisedas surviving
examplesof human beings who had yet to

© Institute of AustralianGeograpkrs 2001
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evolve the capacity to order and control the
growth and reproducton of resource and the
environmentWild faunaandfloraareportrayed
as‘out of contol’, andhunter-gtherersare no
more able to achieve mastey over their
environmenal resource thanthey areto maste
their own internal dispositions’ (Ingold, 1994,
3). Not only doesthis raise seriousconcens
aboutthe political characterf suchknowledge
collectionandconstuction, it alsodependn a
fixed reality thatrelies on the observerefusing
to comeclose to undestandirg the conplexity
of Indigenots peopleandtheir expefences.

Corcepts of ourselves, each other, and the
landscaps and idertities we shae are played
out locally and have profoundimplications for
co-managermnt agreements.One of the central
principles of co-mangemnent is that it enabks
local resource-usrs to be part of, and take
responsibity for, environmerd&l maragement
decisions. Many resarchers have produced
examplessupportingthe notionthat co-mange-
ment ‘works’ becase particular local-scéde
cultural, political and geogaphical dynamics
can inform and improve govenment marage-
mentoutcomesanddecikion-makng (Pinkerton,
1996; Berkes et al., 1991). Yet contasting
definitionsof, andrightsto, resaurcescanmean
that reconcliation is difficult. As outlined
above,Indigenows and non-Indgenousnotions
of groupidentity andenvironnentalstevardship
authority stem from different knowledge
systemsand modes of communicatbn based
on contrastingcultural values and beliefs. This
conflict also reflects complex human and
human—enironment relationslips that have
been influenced by past, shared experiaces.
This dynamicis pivotal to an understandig of
currentchallerges.

Geqraphers have recently explored the
conceptof hybridity to analysethis landscape
and identity dynamic (Gregory, 1994; What
more, 1999). Hybridity provides a usetl
conceptuhtool to rethirk the rigid boundaies
between us/othe, civilised/savage colonised/
coloniserand so on. Instead researcher have
recognised a myriad of social groups and
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meanirgs that shape and are shape by
relationdips with place. The resdt, as
Whatrore (1999, 26) hasarguedin relaion to
hybrid geogaphies,enablesa form of inquiry
that emphasiesthe ageng of landscap in the
analysis of social and human-@vironment
relations

[Hybridity] is concened with studying the
living rather than abstact spacesof social
life, configuredby numeous,interconneted
agents— variousl composedof biological,
mechanical and habitud propertes and
collective capalilities — within which
people are differently and plurally articu-
lated.

Someauthas haveconcertratedon hybrid social
relationsthat are formed and impact upon land
allocation and managerent decisims. Anderson
(1998) has shown how Sydrey’s Redfern
Aboriginal housirg block andthe Chinatownsof

MelbourneandNew York reflectthe ‘multiplicity

and mohility’ of urban area which have been
formedby complexandoften contralictory racial
andclassbasedyroups. Banks (1997 highlighted
the complexity of the relationslip betwea a
multi-national mining company and the local
community of Papa New Guinea’s Pogea
valley. As Banks (1997) has arguel, it is not
adequateto examine the tensionsand alliances
inherentwithin resourcedevelopnentagreemets
simply in terms of the power-diferentiated
positionings of majority and minority interest
groups. Instead he found company and
communityrelatiorshipsvariedin type, intersity,

direction, degree and duratim.

Hybridity hasalso beenusedto exgain how
the past cortinues to influence modern
experienes and landscaps. Jacobs (1995)
connects ideas of colonal power and
decolonisatn in arangeof metropditan settings
to showhow Europea spatialpracties continue
to delineate and disempowe Indigenows
landscape in Australian cities. Gregory (1994
167-205) also utilises hybridity to analysethe
complex historical geographie of colonalism
andto guide his discussionof post-colotalism.
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Not only hasthis areaof schobrshipanal/sed
the conplexity of social relatons and
experieces, it has alo tackled the contesed
meanirgs surroundhg culture and natue.
Willems-Braun(1997) hasanalysedhow Euro-
centric constructs of ‘naturé penetrde
environmental conflicts in British Columbia’s
(BC) Vancouverlsland.He found that tropesof
past colonal ideas authorisedcertain voices
while simultaneoust marginaising others in
decisiors about the fate and future of the
‘natural’ forestsof Clayoquot Sound(Will ems-
Braun, 1997). Not only doesthis work on the
various facets of hybridity help to clarify the
multiple and dynamic guisesof landscaps, it
alsoemphasieshow groupsasserthe powe to
translae their landscape interpretaitons into
practice.

As a partneship that aims both to improve
relations between Indigenous and non-
Indigenows peopk and enhance sustinable
developnent, the concet and practice of co-
managerent confront a conplex myriad of
nature/culure and poweridentity relaionships.
Drawing on IMAs that have recently been
negotided for access,allocaion and manage-
mentof the SkeenaRivers salmonfishely, this
paperdraws on these conceptsof hybridity to
examire how both contested and negotated
meanigs surroundig the identity of fishing
groupsandlandscap affectfishery co-manage-
ment parinerships. | question the appro
priatenessand utility of wegern maragement
practices that impose unhepful divisions
between sociey and nature, and between
Indigenois and non-Indigenous peopk as
resourcemaragers.Yet | alsofind that within
theflexibility of IMAs, hybrid fisher groupsare
ableto form andnegotate partneshipsthatstart
to resolvesomeof theinjusticesof the pastand
build innovative and equitalle maragement
arrangemets into the future.

Co-management and the fishery resource in
the SkeenaRiver Regon

The SkeenaRiver region of North-west British
Columba includes the homeland territories of

© Institute of AustralianGeographer001
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the Tsimshan, Gitxsan, Wet'suwd’en and
Nat'oot’en Indigenows peopks, known in
Canadaasthe First Nations(Figure 1). As with
otherFirst Nationsin the North-westof British
Columbia, the curmulative knowledge of the
laws estabishedby mythological ancestosis an
essential element in the estabishmen and
confirmation of ownerslip rights and marage-
ment responsibities. Clan ties link House
Chiefs to commonancesors and heritage, and
theseare articulatedin names,crests,songsor
collections of saced histories, and find
expressionsn the web of principles regulatng
resourceuse and allocation within the wider
First Nation territory.

Mountainous terrains and enormouscath-
ments abundat with aquatic species in

187

particular salmon provided a unique geo-
graphical setting which affected the different
ways in which fur trades, missionaies,
colonists and salmon fishers and cannery
operatorshave engagd with the North-west
region (Robinson1999; Tennant,1990). As the
commercal fishing indudry grew, tensons
amongstfishers and betwea fishers and the
Federal Departnent of Fisheres and Oceans
(DFO) increagd. Introduced maragement
policies and plansfailed to recognisethat locd

indigenausresairce-uses werepartof, andtook
responsibity for, management decisions.
Instead DFO assuned that fishelies were un-

governedopenaccesgesource which required
governmat-formulaed and imposed regu-
lations.

—Gitxsan=—— -,

= 7
Wet'suweten
C 7

Figurel Approximatelocationsof territoriesof the Skeena’sFirst Nation communties.
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As thesefacetsof colonialism wereimposed
on their lives and lands, Indigenos com
munities beganto struggke to have rights to
their homeland territories and resources
recognied and protected.Their concens were
occasiorlly transnitted through interpreters,
expressd in local encoutiers with residen
missionaies, fishers and othe colonists, or
lodgedas native title claimsin the courts. But
First Nation voices and activities all displayed
two recurrent andresilientthemesFirst Nations
have always been willing to share their
resourcs, but not to alienge their rights to
them and thereby lose contol over resource
managerantanduse.They alsoremainfirm on
the needto negotide regional landscaps and
relationdips that recaynise their commural
propery regimes and ensure their cultural
survival.

The dynamic history of cultural and
environmendl frontier interactionsis reflected
in the presentNorth-westregion which is now
sharedandusedby a numberof Indigenousand
non-Indgenous interess and commuirities.
Local people of both Indigenos and non-
Indigenows descent hold and cherish their
distinct idertities, but they also sharenotions
about themselve as ‘northern folk’ who are
connectd through work, marriage and social
relationsipsin closely knit commurities within
this fairly remot region.

In recentyears,key developnentsin BC and
in the SkeenaRiver region have provided new
prospecs for First Nationsto gainrecaynition of
their native title rights. These devebpments
include a greder role in resairce use and
managerant decisbn-making.Key court cases
have included the 1990 Sparrov decisbn in
which the priority andcontinuity of First Nation
rights,in this casetherightsto fishely resourcs,
were affirmed and reinforced by the Canadan
Constiution (Regna v Sparrav (1990)1 SCR).
More recently,the 1997 Delgarmuukw decision
supporte the Gitxsanand Wet'suwet'en’s right
to choosehow land andresourcs areto be used
within their traditional territories (Delgamuuky
v British Columba (1997) 3 SCR). As Usher
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(1996)hasargued courtdecisbnshandeddown
thusfar notonly indicate thatIndigenos peopke
have rights to sharethe harvest and decison-
making for environmens and resourcs; they
also recanmend that governmats recognie
these rights within co-mangement arrange-
ments.

Both the CanadianandProvincialBC govein-
mentshave agreedto negotate comprehensie
claim setlements with First Nation com
munities First Nations from North-west BC
haveall filed formal comprehensie claims for
their traditional territories, while native title
casesontinueto belodgedandappealedn the
courts. The saimon fishely hasbeencentralto
native title negotations. Although resairce
conservabn remainsa key factor on which to
base fishetry policy recommendtions, First
Nations are aware that actal decisbns
regardirg the resource involved economg,
political and social choices(Newell, 1993). In
whose interests conservabn effecs were
designedandat whose expensereman critical
questims.

In 1981 the Gitxsansanand Wet'suwet'en
people presenéd a proposl to the Pearg
Pacific Fisheies Commision, a body
establisled to produce various recanmenda
tionsthatwould encoungemoresustanableand
equitate managemenbf the fishely resource
(Pearse,1982; Morell, 1989). The proposl
called for co-mangement dialogue and
outcomses to be ‘based on the principle that the
hereditay House Chiefs must have the final
authority and responsibity for resource
managerent within their territories’ (Pease
1982, 160). While recognisng that their
commurity maragementsystemwould needto
be coordnatedwith other Indigenousand non-
Indigenows auttorities, the Gitxsan and
Wet'suwvet'en remained emphaic that they
participde as equalsin decisbns about their
country.

Severalstepsweretaken to achievethe goak
outlined in the Gitxsansan-Vgt'suweten
proposal The Gitxsansanand Wet'suwet'en
establisied a fishery ageng in 1986to provide

© Institute of AustralianGeographer001
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a mechanism through which their fisheries
managemenproposalcould be negotated and
developed(Cas&dy and Dale, 1988, 52-53.

Various governmat schemesthat had been
introducedto enhane streamhabtats, and to

preparelndigenos peopk for the managerant
of the fishery resouce, were utilised to train

local First Nation peopk. The Gitxsansn-

Wet'suwd’en also identified some key isswes
that divided non-Indigenous and Indigenows

laws and appraches Governmentefforts were
found to be directed at optimising the coastal
harvesto the detrimentof inlandfishersandthe

resourcebase.DFO failed to acknowedgethe

authority of Indigenows resaurce owners and
decision-makes. The regulaton over First

Nation’s rights to sell andtradefish alsofailed

to recogni® the econonic aspectof Gitxsansan
and Wet'suwet’en native rights.

Evenually, alliances betwea the Gitxsansan,
Wet'suwd’en, Tsimshianand Nat'oot’en First
Nation commurities propo®d the credion of a
commurity mamgementarrangementasseling
First Nation authority for the entire Skeena
River catchmentbasedn the principlesoffered
by the fishery proposl. Bob Hill, Presiden of
the Tsimshian Tribal Councl, explained the
underlyingincentive:

We [First Nations] satdowntogetherto form
a framework upon which our distinct and
shaednativetitle rightsfor thefish could co-
operdively managethe fisherieswithin the
entire SkeenaRiver catchmentNot only did
this strengtherour positionto negotide how
native title rights could work with othe
fishelty interestsandmanagerentagendesin
thearea... it alsomadesensdan our goakto
sustin the fishery resaurce (fieldwork
interview, 10/12/199).

Undera Memoraxdumof Undestanding(MoU)
signed in Februay 1990, each First Nation
committeditself to four principles of ‘balanced
respect’.First, eachrecognigd the native title
right to fish for social,ceremamial andecononic
purposes;secoml, each acknowkdged that it
continuedto dependon the fisheriesresourceas

© Institute of AustralianGeograpkrs 2001
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a mainsay of econome, social and cultural
well-being;third, it wasagreedthat the right to
fish supeseded all non-Indigenous fishing
interestsandwould only be limited by the need
for prope consevation of threatened fish
stocks;and fourth that, asrightful ‘Guardiang
each was obliged to protect, conseve and
harvest the fishery resairce ‘according to
traditional law’ (SFC (Skeena FisheriesCom-
mission)files, 1990).

The Skeena Fisheries Commission was
establisled to achievethe vision expressedin
the MoU. The Commission’s goal was to
promoteco-operationbetweenFirst Nation and
other fishers, and to work towards self-
governance and econonic self-suffidency
(SFC files, 1990). As the heredtary Chiefs
emphasisedthe SkeenaFishagies Commision
would not only provide an importantavenueto
asserandapply nativetitle andmanagementn
the SkeenaRiver, it would also prevent what
theyconsideedto beunche&eddestructionand
mismanagment of their homelad tenmitories.
As an alternative First Nations offered an
organisatim which recognigs that equal
partnershps canensurethatdistincive marage-
mentapproachearerespgectedandcoordnated:
among commurities of each First Nation;
between First Nations on the Skeena and
neighbouing First Nations, and betwee First
Nations, Canada,Provincial govenmentsand
the fishing industy.

Two key developnentshaveaffectedthenon-
Indigenots fishery andgovernmentreceptian of
the Skeena Fisheries Comnission initiative.
First, the extentand natue of nativetitle rights
continue to be tested in the courts. Yet
increasindy the courts are recommenihg that
formal and interim agreemerg betwea
resourceuses andgovernmat depatmentswill
provide more fruitful results than continued
litigation. Currently thereare numerousnterim
co-managerant agreemerd in place along the
BC coastine, including the DFO's (Depatment
of Fisheies and Oceans) Aboriginal Fisheres
Strategy. Details of the Aboriginal Fisheres
Strategy have been disaussed critically
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Table |
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Number of Indigenos and non-Indigenouscommercal salmonfishing licences,1995-199. (Note For further

statistics for fish landings licencenumbersandtypes,economicvalueandquotasfor all commercialffish harvestedn BC and

CanadaseeDFO, 2000).

Salmonfishery 1995 1996 1997 1998
First Nation (Gillnet) 505 436 436 421
First Nation (Seine) 65 57 56 54
NothernNative Fishing Corp. 254 254 253 253
Communal 3 35 73 64
Total First Nation ownedfishing licences 827 782 818 792
Non-Indigemus (Gillnet & Troll) 3064 2381 2377 2324
Non-Indigerous (Seine) 471 432 432 388
Total non-Indigenousownedfishing licenses 3535 2813 2809 2712
Total numberof salmonfishing licenses 4364 3596 3628 3505
elsewhere (Robirnson, 199). Essentlly, the selective fishing practices and the

StrategyprovideseachFirst Nation community
with specfic fish harvesing quotas and,in sonme
casestheright to sell fish. Funding andtraining
prograns dedicaed to increase First Nation
participaion in fishety maragementhave also
beenestabished.

Prior to the Aboriginal Fisheaies Strategy,
alliances hadalreadybeenforged betweenFirst
Nation, commaecial and sport fisherson some
key issuesof commonconcernn particula, all
partieswere anxious aboutthe reducton in fish
harvestlevels, and all agreed on the needfor
new and more active involvemen in fishery
managerant decsions. Co-operaibn between
Indigenows and non-Indgenous fishers was
deemed particulary necesary when DFO
issueda policy in 1991 that conmitted fishers
to a50%reductionin the harvestof salmonover
the next threeyears. In 1996, more restrictions
on fishing were imposel when F. Mifflin, the
Minister responsiblefor the DFO, announed
that therewere too many fisherscompeing for
weakenéd saimon stocks, putting the stodks at
risk, and introduced a comprelensive straegy
for the salmonresaurce. The strategyincluded
measuesto redue the commercialsalmonfleet
by 50% over several years, an $80 million
licence retirement program a reductionin fish
harvest levels, the adopton of more stodk-

encouragmert of industries that are less
depenént on saimon (DFO, 1999).

British Columbia’s conmercialfishing sector
supports a key primay indudry with an
estimatedworth of approaimately $400milli on;
First Nation peopk hold about 20% of the
commecial salmonlicences(Tablel). Sport and
recreatonal fishing also play an importantrole
in the tourism indudry. On avelge, the
commecial fishely is currently allocatel around
94% of the saimon sto, the sportsfisherty 3%,
and the ‘Aboriginal fishery’ the remaining 3%
(DFO, 1995,15; DFO 1999).Changesmposed
by DFO have attracted widespred criticism,
particulaly from northen conmunities who
consider them designedto expand the large
vesselfleet and eliminate small boats.

As aresultof these wider political, legaland
resource management developnents, DFO
negotided a SkeenaWatershedAgreementwith
the Skeena River First Nations under the
Aboriginal Fisheies Straegy program Unde
this agreementcommittees and subconmittees
for policy plaming andmonitoring/enfocement
have been set up to provide a co-odinated
approachto the consevation and maragement
of fisheilies allocaed to SkeenaFirst Nation
commurities within the catchmentarea The
Watersked Agreement provides ‘contiguous
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Aborigind jurisdiction to enforcethe Fisheres
Act, from the seazoneto the headvatersof the
Skeenacatthment through the training and
employmen of Aborigind Fishery Guardians
who work under the co-operéive guidanceof

the SkeenaFisheies Commission, Hereditay

Chiefs and the DFO (SFC, 1995a) Guardian
duties include assssments of fish stocks,
provision of fish catch information to the
SkeenaFisheaies Comrission and the DFO,

monitoring fish landing sites, and carrying out
patrolson the land andwaterto monitor fishing

and habtat activities. As the SkeenaFisheres
Commisson noted in its 1995 annual repot,

such agreements mark important progress
towards First Nation goak of equtable co-

governance

We have found that by working togethe in
an interest-basd forum, the pereived
problems of jurisdictional exclusivity have
beensupphnted... [througH this practical
working relatonship betwea federal and
First Nation jurisdictions. As it standsnow
thes jurisdictions are seaméss and non
competitive. ... The movemat toward the
full recogniton and acceptace of the
Aboriginal right in its rightful place is subte
andincrenental.... Sowe seethattheissue
of Aboriginal jurisdiction has not, on the
Skeena,come up as an exercise in drawing
lines in the sand and the inflammation of
third party fears.We are way pastthat here
now (SFCfiles, 1995b,6).

Theagreenenthasalsoenabledhe SkeenaFirst
Nationsto havemorecontol over fish allocaed
for food, social and ceremmial purpogs and
fish allocatel for commercial use — both
categories are now adminisered under a
commural licence.EachFirst Nation is entited
to harvestandsell a third of fish allocatel under
a surpluslicence, providedfish arelandedat or
transferred to one of the three desgnated
landing sites along the SkeenaRiver. All fish
landedaretheninspecedandcountdby a DFO
officer andFirst Nation Fishey Guardianlt is a
unique operation. Traditional methods of
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selective fishing have been enforced for fish
taken for commercial sale, to ensure that
abundanspeciesaretargeed andweakerstocks
preservedSFCfiles, 1995b) All vesseldishing
for allocatal catchesare accompaied by an
appropriag¢ First Nation Elder to ensurethat
protocolsare observed.

Profits from the sak of conmercial fish are
returned to the Skeena Waterdied Trust,
establisked under the control of the Skeena
Fisheries Commission. This provides funding
for First Nation employmen, streamrestoration,
commurity medings andtraining programs.All
SkeenaFirst Nations have also negotided an
inter-tribal trade agreement. If seasnal
conditionsrestt in allocaed fish going beyond
traditional teritories before harvest, a First
Nation can‘sell off’ its allocationto an upriver
First Nation Alternatively, any First Nation can
invite othe First Nation fishers to ente its
territory to catch allocaed fish, provided an
Elder for that fishing areaor site is on board

Mearwhile, meetings between North-west
coast Indigenous and non-Indigenous fishers
have contnued, often in the absewce of
governmat authorities— ‘to talk fish and to
talk to eachotha’, as commercial fishetman
DesNoblesputsit — andto work out how they
could co-operatvely make the North-west a
more produdive region (Gallaudher, 1996).
Promptedby conservatin concens expressed
by local Indigenows and non-Indigenousparties
fishing the Skeena,fishers, the DFO and the
Province(responible for themaragemenbf the
sport-fishedsteeltead) agreedto work togethe
to address the general fish conservatin and
allocation issue.In 1992, a MoU was signed
between all the parties to form a Skeena
Watershed Comnittee (Figure 2). The
Commitee, made up of five equal partners
representig each group, aims to detemine
managementprotecton and allocaion of fish
undercons@&susarrangemets, to maintain open
dialogue on the health and use of the fishery
resource,and to work towards an integrated
catchmentmanagerant process. As the MoU
states:
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Skeena Fisheries Commission

e community management

e Tsimshian, Gitxsan & Wet’suwet’en
Tribal Councils; Nat’oot’en First
Nation

/ AN

Aboriginal Fisheries Strategy Skeena Watershed Committee
e coO-management e multi-party agreement
e DFO and each First Nation o SFC, commercial fishers,
e DFO and SFC recreational fishers, BC Govt., DFO
Key
DFO = Department of Fisheries and Oceans
SFC = Skeena Fisheries Commission representative

Figure2 Community,co-managemnt and multi-party agreemets operatingon the SkeenaRiver.

Fisheries maragement problems in the reasonto beinvolved asanequalpartner.Even
Skeena Waterdied require ‘made in the  so,it ensureghatthe mardateremainsclear:
North’ solutions that accurate} reflect

resourceconservatn and the wellbeing of
individual residets and commuirities ... .

The Comnittee will encourage high
environmenal ethicsandintegratedresource
managemenasthe primary meansto achieve
sustainal® fisheties. . . . The Comnittee will

recogniz and respect the consttutional
rights of Aboriginal peopk ... . This
agreements without prejudiceto theserights
(DFO, 1992).

AwarethatFirst Nationcommurities arethe last
to access fish along the migration path of
salmonto their spawning ground,andthatmany

[First Nations] are committed to the SWC
[SkeenaWaterdred Committee] processand
will supportthe processwith effort, ideasand
advocacy ... the Aboriginal right to the
resourcecanbeinterpreedin manyways. To
usit mears theright to havesufficient sayin
the maragementof the resaurce so that our
future is secure. Our security is directly
linked to that of the fish. Seen from a
commurity-basedpergective all interessin
the Skeenacanalsohavetheright to security
In orderto achieveit they mug take on the
managementrespondiility (SkeenaWater-
shedComnittee, 199, 17-18)

of their own membes are commercial fishers,  Hybrid sccial and human-salmon relationships
the Skeena Fisheies Commission has good affect the network of partneshipsthat now exist
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within the SkeenaRiver catchmeat (Figure 3).

Co-managermant offers a process (or ‘network’)

where conflicting and sharedinterestsin salmon
can come togetherto shape or be shapedby,

relationshig with the SkeenaRiver (Murdoch
and Marsden 19%; Whatmae and Boucher
1993). The recaynition of the complexity and
agency of this network helps to clarify how
certainrepresentatiosiconcerningsalmoncanbe
made while other viewpants cannot. For
example,divisions between'Settlers’ and ‘First

Nations’ continue to be simplified within

Canada’swider political and popular discourse
which affects, but does not always reflect, the
reality or diversity of the Skeena River
community. The wider debate about the
Aboriginal right to manageand sell fish, for

instancejs playedout andre-nterpreta to adapt
to the Skeena Rivers wateshed plans and
activities. Meanwhile the roles of the Skeena
Fisheries Commissim or the Watershed
Committee following setlement of compre-
hensive claims are still being negotiated The
completionof comprehensie claim negotiations
alongotherarea of BC's coastis also expectedto

affect consevation decisiors andfish allocations
for all partieson the Skeena. Membes of the
WatershedCommitteerecognise that the flexible

interplay of fisher groups and maragement
priorities will be more difficult within formal

Residents of
the north

Citizens of
Canada

_partnerships
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agreemers. Nevertheles all parties have
committed to cortinue working togetter after
nativetitle claimshavebee resolvedin aneffort
to conseve and improve the salmon resource
(SkeenaWaterstked Committee, 1996).

Although the contestathn over salmon
managementactivities and decisiors suggets
that problematicpowerimbalanceexistsbetwea
fishers operding within the Skeena River
catchmeny it is also clear that fisher group
alliances are comgdicated and restles. Conflict
doesexist within and betwea First Nation and
non-Indigenous fisher communities. Disagres-
mentabaut the approprate delegationof political
and reource managerant authaity, ecaomic
benefits,and environmentalresponsibity for the
salmonspecia arekey issues that straindialogue
within the First Nation Skeena Fisheries
Commissim. Different interests within the
commercid and recreationh fishing sectorsalso
affect the network of social relatiors and
relationshig with the Skeena and salmon
natur(al)e (resource).Consevation agendasand
plans negotiated by the Waterslked Committee
havealso beensubjectto changedlictated by the
powerful forcesof internatianal fishing industries
and markes. This influencesthe DFO's shfting
supportfor someof the negptiated projectsand
decisionsaandpromptspeopk living in the Skeena
River catchmat to form ‘made in the north’

Relationships
with the Skeena
catchment /

Rights to salmon
resource

Figure3 Hybrid socialand human-enironmentrelatiors that affect the network of salmonco-managemnt partnership on

BC’s SkeenaRiver.
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solutionsthat seekto ensurethat their rights as
citizensandfishers of Canadaare proteded.

SkeenaRiver fisherfolk do link their idertity
to the salmonin different and comgdex ways,
but their commitmen to salmon parnerships
haspromotednew hybrid forms of idertity to be
developed and innovative maragement
activities and apprachesto occur. Already the
shift of fishing effort to upriver locations,
conservatin efforts undetaken by the Skeena
Fisheries Commisson, and the collective
respondiility taken on by fish harvesers, has
seena significantincreag in the mixed stodk of
the fishery and also in the total harvestwithin
the Skeena system (Pinkerton, 1996; SFC,
1995). The Commission and DFO also both
agree that co-operdéive partneships have
developedand strenghened.As Bob Hill from
the Tsimshian Tribal Office explained, such
agreenents reflect a growing shift in fishery
managerentthatis contolled by bothDFO and
Skeena First Nation priorities and agenda.
‘Theseagreerentsare sigrs that [First Nation]
goalsfor fishery maragemenbn the Skeenaare
slowly being achieved ... two systems of
governmat working as co-mangers— that’s
the aim’ (fieldwork interview, 10/121997).

Hybridi ty and co-managementon the Skeena
River lessonsfor Australia
Resourcemanagersand usersin Australia have
increasimgly shown interest in Canada’s
experiene with regional agreemergtin the hope
that they will offer some guidance for the
resolutionof local nativetitle claims. Of couse,
as O'Fairchedlaigh (2000, 2) rightly argues,
‘given the great variety of contextsin which
Indigenouspele find themseles, the range of
projectsaboutwhich Indigenousgroups haveto
negotiate and the diverse objectives they may
wish to pursue’,a single ‘best practiee’ modd is
neitherachievdle nor desirable Obviously, but
importartly, the cultural, historical and physical
geographyof Indigneouspeople’scountryis both
locally and regiorally unigque.A saimonis not a
turtle or dugang, nor is it a silica or bauxitemine.
Co-mangement agreements must engagewith
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the agency of local place and community to
ensurethat partrershipscan be sensitiveto the
network of social and human—environnent
relationslips that surroundthe managerant of a
given resoure.

Yet some key aspectsof the SkeenaRiver
experiene can provide Australians with useful
starting points for the encourgement of co-
managerant dialogue which reflectsthe essence
of native title claims. Hybrid identities and
relationswith the naturd environment converge
within co-managemenipartneships, and reflect
distinct and negotated conceptsof corservation
andrightsto theresoure. Theresultis amyriadof
social and human-erironmentrelationshipsthat
canhaveboth positiveandnegative effectson the
ongoingprocessof making regioral agreemats.

On the positive side, resourceuse conflict,
degradatia of habitat and the mutual desireto
consere resurces can provide the comnon
ground for local conmunity menbers to co-
ordinate their distinct resource interests and
managenant apgoaches.Fishers on the Skeena
have found that agreemets basedon resource
consenation/devéopment issues are easier to
achievethan the negotiationof the contentand
extent of native title claims. Indigenous com
munitiesin Austrdia arealsotrying to ensurethat
nativelaw andresponsibilityprovide thetempgate
for co-managem& dialogue. In recent years,
vital alliances betwea Australids Indigenous
and non-Indigenous community menbers have
also startedto form in an effort to ensurethat
managerant and dewelopmentimperatives also
include corservationandsustainability objectives
(Robinson, 1999 Sharp 1998). These recent
local efforts to estblish cross-ailtural manage
ment partneshipsaroundsharedindigenows and
other notions of place offer insights into how
sustainal# co-existeice might be acheved.

A certral issue facing Indigenous peopk in
Canadaand Australa is the challengeof how
country is looked after and who is involved.
Governmat initiatives in Canada, such as the
comprehesive claims policy and the Aboriginal
FisheriesStrategy support legal decisiors which
clearly stae that consevation and developnent
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activities must be achieved in the coniext of
sustainable use and priority for Indigenous
people’s rights. The challengein Australia is
similar (Robinsonand Mercer, 2000). Although
Australiangovenmentscontinueto beareluctant
partnerin the nativetitle claim processaspectof
co-managema policy and practiceoperatingon
the Skeena River might provide Australia’s
Indigenouspemle and communitieswith some
productiveleads.

In particdar, fishers on the Skeena hawe
developed some innovative apprachesto the
applicationof recortiliation within negptiatedco-
managemenpartnershig. Salmon-fisting IMAs
negotiatecthus far originatefrom andreflect the
unique hybridity that exists betweenNorth-west
fishers,amagstFirst Nationgroups,andbetwee
fishers and the DFO. Flexbility within these
agreementsallows the processand outcomesof
managementlecisiors to be negotiatedand re-
negotiatedlocally. Issues that are difficult to
reconcile (such as the formal recogition of
nativetitle) areputto onesideto allow fisherfolk
to build new relatiorshipsas co-patners.

Yet as Scarce(1999) hasdiscussd in some
detail, resource suchassalmonconinueto bea
product of a nature that has been filtered
throughsocil processs. Political agenda and
scientific discourgs both act to ensue that the
dominan constrution of natwe as common
property resources, objects of biology or
economic commodties, is sanctoned and
legitimised.Theseconcepts ignore the complex
historical geogaphies and life histolies with
Canadaand Australia and erag Indigenows
people’sunderstadingsof their country,which
in turn deny them the power to direct presnt
andfuture maragementdecisbn-makig.

Of coursethere arealsoimportantdifferences
betweenIMAs andformal regionalagreements.
Rather than redresig and implementing the
regimeof authaity that nativetitl e confes, co-
managemenbn the SkeenaRiver hasfocused
on access and defined control over the salmon
resourceUndefinedauthority cantranshte into
undefinal respondility, including governmat
commitmen to suppot and help interim-
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measuresprograms. Indigenous commurities
in Canadaand Australia point to uneven (or
nil) control over some areas and resairces
within their homdand territories, which remain
subjectto separatggovernmat jurisdictions and
specific govenmert agendas.Ultimatdy, the
unfinished businessof native propety rights,
including rights to use and manageresaurces,
will haveto be resdved.

The constantinterplay betwee both positive
and negaive aspectsof hybrid idertities and
landscaps within the SkeenaRiver catchnent
providesusefulinsights into the wider queston
surroundilg the recogniton of nativetitle rights
and maragement resmnsibilities in  both
countries. What aspets of co-managemet
encourageor hinder equitabe cross-culturd
dialogue? Shared Indigenous and non-
Indigenows notions of this unique situaion
reflect the produd of an elabordge web of
distinct, common and continuing pergectives
and experences. Organsations such as the
SkeenaFishaies Comnission and Watershed
Commitieerefled this hybridity, and also offer
some innovative ways to establish common
groundbetwee Indigenows andnon-Indigenous
people who have taken on the chalenge of
negotiatig agreement by meansof open and
equitableexchangesof views.

Conclusiors

Thenegotation of nativetitle rightsis akey site
of both hope and contestabn in Canadaand
Australia.In the past,govenmentlegislationin

both countries related to resourcerights and
allocation,usualy benefted the dominar, non-
Indigenos majoity  without Indigenows
people’s input, regardlessof the effects on

Indigenots county, rightsandlivelihoods.Only

in recent decags are efforts being madce to

establishworkable and long-asting agreements
that include Indigenows people. Theseinclude
the introduction of policies and legislaion that
specificdly deal with Indigenows rights and
environmenal managemenissues.The process
is still in its early phass, but somecriteria and
frameworls for permanent and binding locd
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and regional co-mangementagreemerd have
beenestabished.

Criteria to achieveworkable and meaningful
regionalagreemetswill haweto takeinto account
the particularhistorical,culturalandgeographiel
situationghataffectthewaysin whichdistinctand
hybrid groups translatetheir views of resourcs
(suchassalmon)into the network of co-manage-
mentpartrershipsand practices.Jacobq1995,8)
finds that hybrid spacs and placesin Austrdian
citiesreveal a ‘di sruptivenetworkdynamicwhere
colonisel peoplesare appropiated by dominant
cultures’, while Whatmoreand Boucher (1993
showhow networksof co-exstencecanempowe
westerrnviewpants overthoseof minority groups.
Unfortunatdy, somelegecies of the pastimpede
the processof recortiliation. For example,IMAs
do not recagnisethe extentof SkeenaRiver First
Nation’scultural land,river andseascapesy fully
recognie First Nation regimes of resource
managerant. Although an essentialcomponent
of native title is the notion that Indigenows
resourcemaragementights expressdistinct local
Indigenouslegd systems governmeh agencis
like DFO are still reluctant to acknowledg or
translatetheserights into pluralistic co-manage-
mentagreemets.

Yet efforts made by Indigenos and non-
Indigenouscommunities who shareBC's Skeena
River alsooffer innovative ways to establishnew
managerant regimes that start to recagnise and
engagewith native title rights and managenant
responsibilitis. Canadian governmets have
respondedo theseiniti ativesby sharingmanage
ment responsibilities with locd communitiesin
the region As a result, partnership hawe been
createdthat are worthy of investigdion for the
Australian context. The presenceof valuable
resource, notady BC's lucrative Pacific
commercid fishing industry, has probaly also
induced govenments to resolve native title
issues. Despite the fact that the culturd and
physical geographyof BC is both locdly and
regionally specid, aspets of co-managment
partnership achievedon the SkeenaRiver might
provide Indigenousand non-Indgenousresource
usersin Australiawith someproductive leads.In
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particular newregimes dewelopedby co-manage-
mentshow potertial for offering a networkwhere
hybrid identities, landscapesand agreemets
promote rather than disrupt, the ethics and
principles undepinning Indigenous people’s
rights andresponsibities to their country.

Correpondene:  Dr Cathy Rohinson, School
of Geograpy and Oceanogaphy, University
College, UNSW, Australian Defene Force
Acadeny, Canbera, ACT 2600, Australia. E-
mail: c.rolinson@adfa.edu.a
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