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Community Participation and Decision-Making in the New Forest Economy 

FRBC Award: OP96072-RE 
 

ABSTRACT  
 
 
This research project was interested in the question of community level public participation in 
landuse and resources planning and decision-making. Public consultation processes have become 
much more common and widespread in British Columbia over the past decade. The growth of public 
consultation has created a need by both process managers and participants for knowledge about what 
‘works and does not work’. The research was developed in conjunction with the six British 
Columbia communities of Smithers, Dawson Creek, Powell River, Quesnel, Clearwater, and Kaslo, 
we explored their experiences with public consultation and participation processes. The 
methodology was multi-layered and included focus groups, interviews with key residents, a 
community questionnaire, local historical research on recent processes, and a community open house 
to review our preliminary results and findings. The purpose of our research was to generate a series 
of reports which would be both practical and accessible to the lay public. Given the diversity of 
contexts within which public consultation occurs it was never our intent to propose a “better model”. 
Nor was it our intent to criticize a particular approach or government program. Rather, it was always 
our intention to provide a body of information from which people in communities could determine 
what might work in their own context. We firmly believe that the project’s deliverables accomplish 
this goal. These deliverables include a two edition set of three annotated bibliographies on public 
participation issues, three discussion papers on topics central to public participation and local 
community development, two reports covering the questionnaire survey results and a set of 
recommendations for public participation, a summary of the case study community experience with  
resource management decision-making, and a workbook to guide communities and managers in 
developing future public participation processes. As part of an extensive extension effort, these 
reports were distributed to our community partners and are available on our website. 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This research project was interested in the question of community level public participation in 
landuse and resources planning and decision-making. Public consultation processes have become 
much more common and widespread in British Columbia over the past decade. Many areas in 
which public input is now a central part of policy development processes had not historically 
worked with such an open decision-making framework. Critical to the forest resource base and 
forest dependent communities have been new processes for negotiation and consultation. The 
Commission on Resources and Environment (CORE), Land and Resource Management Plans 
(LRMPs), and sub-regional Landuse Plans (LUPs), have been important testing grounds for 
consultation. The recent activity surrounding such natural resource management public 
participation exercises in BC creates a timely opportunity to review the experiences of local 
residents and process managers and to develop suggestions for improving future exercises. 
 
The growth of public consultation has created a need by both process managers and participants 
for knowledge about what ‘works and does not work’. While there is a developing literature on 
the general topic of public or community participation, we were concerned with ‘ground-
truthing’ much of this academic work by studying the experiences of residents in forestry 
dependent communities across rural British Columbia. The purpose of our research was to 
generate a series of reports which would be both practical and accessible to the lay public. Given 
the diversity of contexts within which public consultation occurs it was never our intent to 
propose a “better model”. Nor was it our intent to criticize a particular approach or government 
program. Rather, it was always our intention to provide a body of information from which people 
in communities could determine what might work in their own context. We firmly believe that 
the project’s bibliographies, discussion papers, and reports accomplish this. 
 
Rationale 
 
A central priority of Forest Renewal B.C. is with “strengthening communities that rely on the 
forests”. A range of forces are interacting to change the way our forest resource is managed, 
harvested and utilized, and this in turn is changing the patterns of employment, and the skills 
needed to gain this employment, in the new forest economy. These changes will have a direct 
impact upon many of British Columbia’s smaller, resource-based, communities where both local 
workers and businesses rely upon direct participation in the forest industry.  At an individual 
level, workers and residents will be engaged in a ‘retooling’ of skills to meet new job 
opportunities. At a broader level, communities will be seeking to participate in resource 
allocation decisions and to attract investment which keeps the economic benefits of the new 
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forest economy within their community. FRBC recognizes the importance of these changes and 
the importance of “supporting community development and adjustment”, and it is to this point 
that our research is grounded.   
 
While achieving successful adjustment to change is a critically important goal, the participation 
of communities in resource allocation and management, and the positioning of communities to 
facilitate new economic development, will be hampered without a clear understanding of both 
the meaning and dynamics of community involvement. This is not simply an isolated academic 
issue, but rather, how communities function and come together to participate in the new forest 
economy will have a very real impact upon how successful they are in adjusting to new forest 
management practices. What defines a community? What aspects of this definition are critical to 
motivating participation in planning for adjustments to change? What aspects of this definition 
are important in promoting community economic development? What criteria can local areas 
employ to help define their geographic territory, especially when they may be in competition 
with adjacent areas over control of resources? How can the desire for community participation in 
resource planning be better integrated into models to ensure more effective decision-making? 
Finally, how can more effective institutions and structures be developed to assist decision-
making?  Finding clear answers to these questions will be an important part of helping 
communities adjust to the new forest economy and is the focus of this research. 
 
Community Partners 
 
To draw upon the experiences of people and community groups in resource dependent small 
towns, we worked with six British Columbia communities as case study sites. These 
communities are Smithers, Dawson Creek, Powell River, Quesnel, Clearwater, and Kaslo. While 
each of the communities display a considerable amount of diversity, the selection of this 
particular set of communities was based on a four-fold matrix.  
 

1) One case study community from each FRBC forest region (excluding Vancouver 
Island); 
2) A cross-section of communities by population size and local economic diversity; 
3) Varying degrees of dependence upon the forest resource base and industrial forestry; 
4) That some form of public participation or consultation process be completed or 
underway. 
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They also range in their experiences with land-use planning and decision-making processes. 
 
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
Community 1996 Forest    Main Economic  Resource Planning 
Name  Pop. Region        Base   Process 
___________________________________________________________________________________ 
Smithers 5,624 Skeena-Bulkley  Forestry-Agr.-Tourism LRMP-Comm.Res. Bd. 
Quesnel  8,468 Cariboo-Chilcotin  Forestry   CORE 
Dawson Ck. 11,125 Omineca-Peace  Agriculture-Forestry LRMP 
Clearwater 4,960 Thompson-Okanagan Forestry-Tourism LRMP 
Powell Riv. 13,130 Pacific   Forestry   Watershed Mgmt. 
Kaslo  1,063 Kootenay-Boundary Forestry-Tourism CORE-Comm.Forest 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Over the three year term of the project we were actively engaged with people and organizations 
in these six communities. 
 
Project History 
 
The project was developed through a three year research plan. The first year of the project was 
concentrated upon establishing our community partnership contacts and creating the core 
research team. Besides the principal investigators, we have been able to involve four graduate 
students and two research assistants with the project. We also used the first year to initiate the  
literature review search for the research and bibliographies. At the end of the first year we 
conducted our first round of community site visits by the research team and set in place the 
logistics for the first summer field work by the graduate students. 
 
In the second year, the literature reviews and annotated bibliography development continued. As 
a result of the summer field work by the graduate students, we were able to move forward with 
the data collection exercises. This began with our focus group research in the spring and summer 
of 1997 and included the questionnaire survey which was distributed in the fall of 1997. We also 
produced the first discussion papers on “definitions of community” and the concept of 
“community economic development”. As well, we were able to publish the first edition of our 
annotated bibliographies. Finally, we developed our project website as part of our efforts to 
maintain contact with the case study communities. 
 
In the third year, we completed all field work and data collection exercises. Following this, two 
tasks dominated our workload. The first involved analysis and synthesis of the materials and 
information gathered. We were able to develop draft copies of most of our reports and to publish 
a second, and much expanded, edition of the annotated bibliographies. Second, we developed 
and conducted our community open house meetings. These open house meetings were especially 
important as they not only allowed us the opportunity to share back with the communities our 
various findings and results, but they also allowed the community participants to provide some 
critical feedback on the research. The last part of year three (and the extension period) involved 
completion of the final project reports. 
Research Goals 
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The research project was organized around four research goals. These goals are as follows: 
 

1) Develop an applied definition of “community” and “community development” in 
British Columbia, and creation of tools for self-definition of community on a local basis. 

 
2) Develop recommendations to enhance community participation in current resource 
allocation decision-making models (e.g.: LRMP’s). 

 
3) Application of community definition and participation recommendations to resource 
planning and management objectives and practices, including assessments of their 
application to community-based management models. 

 
 

4) Develop recommendations on appropriate institutional developments to enhance 
community goal-setting and decision-making in regard to resource management at the 
local level. 

 
 
 
METHODS 
 
The methodology was multi-layered and included focus groups, interviews with key residents, a 
community questionnaire, local historical research on recent processes, and a community open 
house to review our preliminary results and findings. This design builds upon both the strengths 
of the research team and the inherent strengths of combining qualitative and quantitative 
techniques. The interviews with key residents/process managers, the focus groups, and the local 
historical research was initiated during the first summer’s field work at the end of the project’s 
first year of operation. The information gleaned from the interviews and focus groups became 
the foundation for the Questionnaire Survey. The questionnaire and additional historical research 
was carried out during Year 2 of the project. The results of the focus groups, interviews, 
questionnaire survey, and local historical research was combined in a series of research 
publications and displays which were shared with the six case study communities during a series 
of open house meetings conducted in Year 3.  
 
Local Historical Research 
 
The collection of background information on each community was carried out by the project 
research assistants during the first and second field seasons. The purpose of this historical 
research was to develop a data base about recent debates/controversies within each community 
and to track recent resource planning or management processes which may have involved public 
participation or consultation. This historical research would allow us to ask more focused 
questions during our meetings and interviews in the local area. It would also provide part of the 
foundation for the analysis of the interview, focus group, and questionnaire survey data.  
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Local historical research was primarily carried out through searches of community newspapers. 
Where possible, these searches went back at least 10 years in time. In most communities, this 
work was done at the local public library or community museum where back-dated copies of 
local newspapers were stored. It was rare to find such newspapers available on microfilm 
although this was available in one or two instances and such microfilms were accessed at the 
UNBC library. In the case of Dawson Creek, one of the community newspapers has a searchable 
computer index which saved tremendous time. As well, several local libraries maintained 
newspaper clippings files by topic which also saved research time. While these newspaper 
clipping files are becoming more and more rare due to their high maintenance costs, they are an 
amazingly rich resource.  
 
Focus Groups 
 
Focus groups formed an integral part of the early research design. The advantage of focus groups 
is that they can allow for an exploration of themes and issues important in the local context but 
not necessarily predetermined by the research team. In each community the summer research 
assistants spent time talking with people and collecting names of those interested in participating 
in a group discussion of local resource planning and participation issues. Based on these 
expressions of interest, two or three focus groups were set up in each community. To increase 
the relative openness of dialogue during these focus groups, a “mediator role” was assumed by 
one member of the research team. As well, groups were organized around common sets of 
interests.  
 
In total, thirteen focus group sessions were conducted. These were generally organized as 
follows: 
 

Quesnel 
IWA 
Environmentalists 

 
Powell River 

Chamber of Commerce 
Small business entrepreneurs 
Recreationalists 
Displaced forestry workers 

 
Kaslo 

Environmentalists 
Forestry workers 
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Dawson Creek 
“Women in Business” organization 
Environmentalists 
 

Clearwater 
Recreationalists 
Social service providers 
Chamber of Commerce 

 
Unfortunately, no focus groups were conducted in Smithers. In part, this is connected with one 
of our methodological findings that contacting people in northern British Columbia is very 
difficult during the months of July and August. In Smithers, we compensated by conducting 
additional interviews and meetings with residents, activists, and resource planning process 
managers. 
 
The general format within each focus group session followed a standard procedure. The group 
was given a brief introduction to the research project and the research team, after which a few 
minutes were spent with individuals introducing themselves to one another. The focus group 
mediator then began with a few basic questions from the focus group script.  These questions 
concerned relatively straight-forward topics such as whether people had participated in particular 
local resource planning processes. As the group became more at ease, the mediator asked more 
challenging questions such as what people felt worked well and did not work well in these kinds 
of processes. The general experience was that following the opening questions, the focus group 
participants engaged in broad and interactive discussion. It is one of the advantages of a focus 
group methodology that the response of one individual may stimulate responses from others in 
the group who had not originally thought of bringing up those topics. Focus group sessions often 
lasted over two hours. Coffee and tea refreshments were provided.  
 
The focus group sessions were taped and a research assistant took notes as back up during the 
discussions. The tapes were transcribed and the text was put through a thematic content analysis. 
The results were incorporated into various project publications and contributed to the 
development of the questionnaire survey instrument. The focus group methodology and script 
were reviewed by the Ethics Review Committee at UNBC. 
 
Interviews 
 
Interview research provides an opportunity for one-on-one interaction with local residents and 
decision-makers on issues central to the research. For our project, most interviews were 
conducted during the first field season, but a number of additional interviews and supplementary 
discussions with those interviewed in the first round were completed during the second field 
season. Included in these interviews were a range of local residents, activists, resource managers, 
and community leaders. During the first field season the entire research team met with 
community leaders and managers of local institutions. 
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The interview procedure followed a generally similar format in each case. A standard interview 
schedule was developed with the recognition that not all sections would be applicable in each 
interview, depending on the background and experience of the interviewee. The interviews were 
not taped. However, notes were taken by the interviewer on spaces provided within the interview 
schedule.  Most interviewees were contacted initially by telephone and we used a snowball 
technique to get additional names and contact numbers from people with whom we had 
completed interviews. The contact methodology and the interview schedule were vetted by the 
UNBC Research Ethics Committee. 
 
The structure of the interview schedule included four elements. The first involved general 
questions about the respondents’ community experience and local involvement. The job and 
educational background of the interviewee was also recorded at this point. The second element 
of the schedule included general questions as to the respondents’ familiarity with a range of local 
resource planning or management processes. The purpose of this suite of questions was to gauge 
a level of local awareness. Next, more specific questions were asked about the level of 
participation the respondent took in a set of resource planning processes which had occurred 
within the local area. This allowed us to identify respondents on the basis of whether they had 
been active in particular processes or had simply learned about them through local media and 
other sources. The final element of the schedule included specific questions asking about what 
the respondent felt worked well/not well, what was rewarding/not rewarding, and what could be 
enhanced or improved upon in these types of processes. Critical in this last set of questions was 
the degree and length of respondent participation in the process. Throughout the interview 
schedule respondents were asked for “general” or “other” comments they might have. As can be 
noted, the interview schedule combined a mixed format of open and closed format questions. 
 
The interview questions were important not only for the development of the questionnaire survey 
instrument but also as contributions to the project’s research reports.  
 
Questionnaire 
 
The questionnaire component of the research was designed to ask the general public in our case 
study communities for their views and opinions on public participation in natural resources 
planning and decision-making. The questionnaire collected directly comparable information, at 
the individual household level, on five general topic areas. These are as follows: 
 

1) “local residency”, that is the time they have lived in the community and reasons for 
moving to that community.  

 
2) general familiarity with resource planning processes within the respondent’s 
community. 
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3) views on the general topic of public involvement in resource planning processes, with 
some more detailed questions being asked of respondents who were active in a local 
consultation process. 

 
4) perceptions of their local community’s economic prospects. 

 
5) some basic socio-economic information about the respondent and their households. 
Besides the “community residency” variable, it is the socio-economic variables which 
permit further analysis. 

 
 
The questionnaire was developed in consultation with community researchers and was pre-tested 
with an expert panel. Prior to circulation, the questionnaire, and the questionnaire methodology, 
received ethics approval from the University of Northern British Columbia. 
 
The basic questionnaire methodology involved 4 parts. 
 
1) The process started with drawing the sample of households for each community. For each 
community except Quesnel and Clearwater, the sample was randomly drawn from British 
Columbia Assessment Authority records. In Quesnel, the sample was drawn from a community 
directory published just prior to the questionnaire survey. In Clearwater, the sample was drawn 
from a mailing list for the Clearwater Improvement District. The sample density was 
approximately one household in six for each case study community. 
 
2) The second step was the mail-out of the questionnaire package. Each package included a copy 
of the questionnaire and a personally addressed and hand signed cover letter.  To assist 
respondents, each questionnaire package was accompanied by a postage paid, pre-addressed, 
reply envelope. 
 
3) Approximately two weeks after the original questionnaire was mailed, a similarly addressed 
reminder letter was sent to all households in the sample. 
 
4) As the questionnaires were received, they were numbered and coded into an electronic data 
base. The statistical package SPSS was used for the questionnaire analysis. 
 
The questionnaires were mailed in the middle of October 1997. A significant problem arose as 
Canada Post and its labour unions then initiated a very public debate around the likelihood of a 
postal strike. While no strike or disruption occurred, it was felt that perceptions of postal 
unreliability may have had a downward impact on response rates. A total of 2,412 questionnaires 
make up the valid survey mail-out. A total of 483 questionnaires were completed to the point 
where they were considered usable. This yields an overall survey response rate of 20 percent. 
While this response rate is acceptable in terms of reasonable accuracy and error, it is considered 
to be at the lower cut-off point for permitting detailed analysis.  
Response rates for two communities are worth noting. In Smithers, the response rate was higher 
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than the overall average and this confirms our other research that the community was a very 
“active” one in which people were involved and easily motivated to participate. In contrast, the 
response rate for Dawson Creek was lower than the overall response rate. Again, this 
corresponds somewhat to the impression conveyed in interviews and focus groups that 
community activism is not as energetic and that local residents are very selective about the issues 
and topics with which they interact. 
 
The questionnaire analysis includes six parts. The first part is a review of the socio-economic 
profile of the survey respondents. The respondent profile is reviewed in order to develop a sense 
of “representativeness” for our sample. The second part of the analysis reviews the specific 
variables against which respondent answers will be compared. These first two parts set the 
foundation for the interpretation which follows and are important for the readers as they provide 
a basis upon which to determine how the results may or may not translate to their own 
communities. The third part of the analysis reviews general questions about familiarity and 
participation in resources planning and decision-making processes. The fourth part reviews 
general perceptions and opinions about the role and value of public participation in these types 
of planning and decision-making processes.  The fifth part focusses only upon those who self-
identify that they have been actively involved in a resource planning consultation process. These 
active participants are asked about their perceptions of public input (how it is valued within the 
process), what works and does not work in such processes, and finally whether they feel that 
their investment of time and effort was rewarding. This is a key section for the report as it 
conveys the views of those who have spent time participating. The final part reports on 
suggestions for improving public participation or consultation processes. 
 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The research work was completed in August/September 1999. At this point the input from the 
community open house sessions was incorporated into the research reports. We feel strongly that 
the research has generated a number of useful products and has made links with a range of 
people and organizations in communities across British Columbia. Research products have been 
distributed to our community partners and deposited in their local public libraries. To extend the 
usefulness of the project findings, we will be maintaining a website from which interested groups 
and individuals will be able to download reports, bibliographies, and workbooks. 



 
 12

Research results 
 
The research project was organized around four research goals. These goals, and the ways we 
addressed them, are as follows: 
 

1) Develop an applied definition of “community” and “community development” in 
British Columbia, and creation of tools for self-definition of community on a local basis. 

 
The goal was accomplished in three ways. First, the discussion papers on 
‘community’ and ‘community economic development’ deal with the conceptual 
and definitional  issues of these terms and concepts. These reports are available 
on our website and have been distributed to our community research partners. 
Second, one of the annotated bibliographies developed by the project deals 
specifically with British Columbia models of participation. Most reviews and 
debates of these models begin with an overview and outline of an applied 
definition. Third, the Community Workbook Report has been developed as a 
guide to help process managers and participants with constructing their own 
definition of community as it applies to their particular context. 

 
2) Develop recommendations to enhance community participation in current resource 
allocation decision-making models (e.g.: LRMP’s). 

 
This goal was specifically addressed in our Recommendations Report which 
identifies a range of key issues important in public consultation. The information 
reported on in the Recommendations Report clearly links with our other research 
products such as the annotated bibliographies and the Questionnaire Report. The 
Recommendations Report includes not just the topic area but a brief set of issues 
and observations from the public. We also feel that the set of annotated 
bibliographies contain a tremendous amount of information useful to process 
managers and participants. 

 
3) Application of community definition and participation recommendations to resource 
planning and management objectives and practices, including assessments of their 
application to community-based management models. 

 
This goal is specifically addressed through the “Workbook”, which offers data 
gathered on community definitions and participation. The Workbook is designed 
for practical use by process participants, managers, and planners. Further, a third 
discussion paper: “Citizen Participation in Resource Management” offers an 
assessment of the utility of models of community participation. 
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4) Develop recommendations on appropriate institutional developments to enhance 
community goal-setting and decision-making in regard to resource management at the 
local level. 

 
This goal is specifically addressed in three ways. First, the Recommendations 
Report includes issues central to the institutional organization of public 
participation processes. We feel that no matter what the particular process or 
circumstances of a public involvement or consultation exercise, the topics and 
‘cautions’ identified in the Recommendations Report will be of use to process 
managers. Second, the Workbook offers a significant number of 
recommendations which communities can apply to their own unique 
circumstances. Third, the discussion paper on Citizen Participation in Resource 
Management analyzes institutional structures which enhance participation. 

 
Deliverables 
 
The research project was designed around a set of initial and final reports. As the project 
developed, the most appropriate form and content of each type of product became more apparent 
and the final format of the deliverables package is as outlined above in relation to our project’s 
goals. Our community research partners played a central role in identifying the topics most 
important to them and the formats which they would find most ‘accessible’. A comprehensive 
list of research products is included in Appendix I. 
 
A further research deliverable is the “Questionnaire Report”. It must be noted that this was not a 
research product envisioned at the start. A rather more brief version of the Questionnaire Report 
was developed in January 1998. The report contained little more than a summary of response 
‘frequencies’ to the various survey questions. This early frequencies report was specifically 
developed at the request of our community research partners. They knew that the survey had 
been carried out and repeatedly asked for something which would give them a sense of what the 
distribution of responses was like. As our research partners are active in areas of community 
participation and consultation, they wished to make use of our findings as soon as possible. 
Many community partners have communicated back to us that they found this early frequencies 
report helpful. This report has been expanded to include an analysis and interpretation. A set of 
theoretically grounded evaluative variables were used for cross-tabulation comparisons. The 
interpretation offered in the updated report links very well with the issues contained in our other 
project deliverable reports.  
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Besides these issues, it is important to highlight the work we undertook in extension and in the 
training of students. 
 
Extension 
 
We have worked very hard in maintaining outreach and liaison with our community partners. 
Besides the research products, we have also sent Christmas/New Year’s greeting cards and 
periodic press releases. Each year, prior to our community visits, we would also contact our 
partners and arrange visits to update them on our progress. This extended and ongoing contact 
worked to the development of trust and openness between our community partners and the 
project. After our initial year’s field work, all subsequent interaction included frank and honest 
information being offered. 
 
The research products have not only been delivered to most community partners, they have also 
been delivered to the public libraries in our six case study communities. Throughout the project 
we have made use of the local press outlets to let the general public know about our project and 
its progress. Besides press releases and interviews with local newspapers, the project team has 
also appeared on many local radio programs and even a local TV program. 
 
The bibliographies were advertised extensively over a number of e-mail discussion lists. Besides 
the on-line access, paper copies have been purchased by a number of major research university 
libraries including the University of Toronto in Canada and Yale University in the United States. 
 
Beyond the direct participants, the project has maintained a website accessible to a broader range 
of interested people. The website address has been advertised both in our research publications 
and in press releases, and across a number of e-mail discussion lists. Following review by 
SCBC/FRBC all of the project publications will be made available through this website. 
 
Training 
 
The training of future researchers and the increasing of research capacity were also valuable 
benefits from this project. Two graduate students received training in interview, survey, and 
focus group research techniques. They also are each making one of the communities the focal 
point of their thesis research. We are pleased to report that these students are from small forestry 
dependent communities in northern British Columbia. Two additional graduate students received 
 training with survey research techniques and literature searches. 
 
Two additional research assistants were hired on the project. The first served as project 
coordinator and developed not only research skills but also website skills and extensive field 
work logistics skills. The second joined the project team late and participated in our Open House 
work. At the close of the project, he received training in website design and completed the last 
update of the project website. 
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Findings 
 
Three project publications should be mentioned with respect to findings. These are the 
Questionnaire Survey Report, the Recommendations Report, and the Workbook. 
 
In reviewing the questionnaire survey results, it must first be noted that the “socio-economic 
profile” of those who responded does not match the profile of the case study communities. In 
comparison to the general population of these communities, the respondent group is generally a 
little better educated, has higher average household incomes, and has lived in the community 
longer on average. None of these differences is very unusual in questionnaire research of this 
type. 
 
One of the key items of note in the questionnaire survey is the generally low levels of awareness 
by respondents of public consultation processes in their community. This is especially notable 
given that some of the CORE and  LRMP processes have been locally controversial and would 
have received considerable media coverage. Information exchange and penetrating the 
“awareness space” of area residents is a critically important challenge if public consultation is to 
be broad-based. 
 
Another item of note is the low percentage of respondents who felt that their opinions, or the 
opinions of the “general public”, are being heard. Longer term residents are more pessimistic 
that their opinions and views are being heard within the process. The result stands in contrast 
with the strong feelings of those who participated in some form of local process that their 
participation was rewarding. While process managers have worked hard on this issue, these 
results  suggest a “crisis of legitimacy” for both the process and the agencies involved. 
 
Building upon the interviews, focus groups, and the questionnaire survey, the Recommendations 
Report was structured around a set of “guiding principles” which participants and process 
managers alike should keep in mind as they initiate and work through a public participation 
exercise. These guiding principles were organized into six parts.  
 
The Importance of Consultation  “Consultation is Important” 

“Obligation to Consult” 
 
Clarity of Process    “Level Playing Field” 

“Clarity of Mandate” 
“Clarity of Decision-making Powers” 
“Coordinate Resources Planning Processes” 
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Involving the “Public”   “Publicity” 
“Valuing Public Input” 
“Recognize Public Involvement Problems” 
“Understanding that Interest Groups are  

not necessarily the ‘Public’” 
“General Public Capacity Building” 

 
Information Throughout the Process  “Access to base data” 

“Information Sharing as Process Proceeds” 
“Broaden Consultation Options” 

 
Process Management    “Open Process” 

“Timelines” 
 

Cautions     “Most Needed Ingredient” 
“Perceived Dangers” 

 
 
The Workbook is the final “product” from our project and one which we hope will see wide use 
in community consultation and resource planning exercises. Many other guidebooks to 
consultation processes simply lay out the steps or stages to be moved through to accomplish the 
exercise. Our Workbook, however, identifies sets of questions which should be asked when 
developing plans for a public consultation process - and it is the answers to these questions 
which will have an impact upon the format of the steps/stages or process itself. These questions 
begin with topics like “what/who makes up our community?”, “what do we collectively envision 
as the future(s) of our community?”, and “what is our resource base?”. From this point the 
Workbook proceeds with other issues connected with setting up processes - questions such as 
“how will we make decisions?”, “what do we mean by consensus?”, and “will our process be 
mediated by an outside party?”. The Workbook concludes with a set of references to resources 
which individuals or groups may find useful in working through these types of questions. 
 
 
 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The forest industry and the management of the forest resource in British Columbia is undergoing 
a fundamental restructuring. While the forest industry has always experienced change and 
transition, the pace of that change is accelerating. Forest dependent communities and those 
gaining a livelihood from the forest resource are experiencing the stress of this restructuring 
process. Forest Renewal British Columbia is interested in “community renewal” and “forest 
community economic development”. One of the cornerstones of any such local community 
development exercise is public participation. This research project is interested in public 
participation in the new forest economy and has looked at the experiences of six communities 
across the province with a range of community consultation and participation models. 
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Public consultation is not a new phenomena. There have been legislated requirements to hold 
public hearings or public information meetings on a wide variety of land-use planning issues for 
many years. As well, many planning and management jurisdictions have gone above and beyond 
such legislative requirements to develop broad mechanisms for consulting with the public on a 
range of land and resources management issues. As such, planners, resource managers, and 
members of the public, have developed considerable experience with what works and does not 
work in public consultation processes. This project drew upon the experiences of residents and 
process managers in resource dependent communities across British Columbia to develop 
general guidelines and recommendations for use in future consultation processes. There is no 
“one-size-fits-all” public consultation/participation model - the very diversity of communities 
and issues precludes this. Instead, this project has generated a number of reports and publications 
which we expect to be of use in “capacity building” as people and communities prepare to 
engage in debates over natural resource management and planning. These products have been 
shared with our community partners and we hope they will find a wide audience through Internet 
access to the project website. 
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Appendix I 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Final Report to Forest Renewal British Columbia 
Community Participation and Decision-Making in the New Forest Economy 

 
Publications 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Case Studies 
 

A Case Study of Six British Columbia Communities and Their Participation in Resource 
Management Decision-Making. Annie Booth and Greg Halseth. Faculty of Natural 
Resources and Environmental Studies.  University of Northern British Columbia.  
October 31, 1999. 

 
WorkBook 
 

The Natural Resources and Community Workbook. Annie Booth and Greg Halseth. 
Faculty of Natural Resources and Environmental Studies.  University of Northern British 
Columbia.  October 31, 1999. 

 
Discussion Papers 
 

Discussion Paper on Concepts: “Community”.  Greg Halseth and Annie Booth.  Faculty 
of Natural Resources and Environmental Studies.  University of Northern British 
Columbia.  December 20, 1997. 

 
Discussion Paper on Concepts: “Community Economic Development”.  Greg Halseth 
and Annie Booth.  Faculty of Natural Resources and Environmental Studies.  University 
of Northern British Columbia.  February 10, 1998. 

 
Discussion Paper on Concepts: “Citizen Participation in Resource Management”. Annie 
Booth and Greg Halseth. Faculty of Natural Resources and Environmental Studies.  
University of Northern British Columbia.  October 31, 1999. 

 
 
Reports 
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“Updated Report and Analysis on a Questionnaire Survey of Residents in Six British 
Columbia Communities”. Greg Halseth and Annie Booth.  Faculty of Natural Resources 
and Environmental Studies.  University of Northern British Columbia.  July 30, 1999. 

 
“Recommendations for Public Participation in the New Forest Economy”. 
Greg Halseth and Annie Booth.  Faculty of Natural Resources and Environmental 
Studies.  University of Northern British Columbia. July 30, 1999. 

 
 
Annotated Bibliographies 
 
First Edition: 

#1. Community Participation and the New Forest Economy - Citizen Participation in 
Resource Management - An Annotated Bibliography. April 1997. 

 
#2.  Community Participation and the New Forest Economy - Community and 

Sustainability - An Annotated Bibliography. April 1997. 
 

#3.  Community Participation and the New Forest Economy - British Columbia 
Models of Community Participation and Examples of Management - An 
Annotated Bibliography. April 1997. 

 
Second Edition: 
 

#1. Citizen Participation in Resource Management - Community Participation and the 
New Forest Economy - An Annotated Bibliography. November 1998. 

 
#2.  Community and Sustainability - Community Participation and the New Forest 

Economy - An Annotated Bibliography. November 1998. 
 

#3.  British Columbia Models of Community Participation and Examples of 
Management - Community Participation and the New Forest Economy - An 
Annotated Bibliography. November 1998. 

 
 
 
FURTHER INFORMATION 
 
As part of our intent to make this information as widely available as possible, copies of all 
research reports, discussion papers and bibliographies were sent to most public library systems in 
British Columbia. As well, copies were sent to many of the college, university-college, and 
university libraries systems in the Province. 
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Copies of project publications are also available online at the following website address: 
 

http://quarles.unbc.ca/frbc/index.html 
 
 
If you would like further information about the research project, please contact: 

Dr. Annie Booth       
Environmental Studies Program 
Faculty of Natural Resources and Environmental Studies 
University of Northern British Columbia 
Prince George, B.C.   CANADA     V2N 4Z9  email: annie@unbc.ca 

 
 
 


