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Development and Ranking of FREP Resource Value Questions

Evaluating Forest Management in British Columbia

The introduction of the Forest and Range Practices Act (FRPA) initiates the transition to a results-based forest practices code in British Columbia.  The new results-based code will maintain environmental standards, while reducing administrative requirements and encouraging innovative, cost-effective forest and range management.  Under the results-based forest practices code, the forest industry will be held accountable for sustainable and responsible forest management outcomes.

The FRPA Resource Evaluation Program is a cornerstone of implementing the Forest and Range Practices Act.  The evaluation program will ensure relevant, timely and appropriate assessment of the effectiveness of FRPA in the stewardship of forest and range resource values.  Through the evaluation process, we will be able to identify issues regarding the implementation of forest policies, practices and legislation, as well as promote the continuous improvement of forest practices in British Columbia.

The Evaluation Process - Overview

The evaluation program identifies, prioritizes and conducts timely, scientifically valid and appropriate FRPA resource value evaluations.  The general program planning process is as follows:

· Resource Value Team Leaders, in consultation with internal and external stakeholders, compile a list of relevant evaluation questions with estimated time and budget requirements, and priority rankings.  This list is forwarded to the FRPA Resource Evaluation Working Group (FREWG).

· The working group reviews submitted evaluation questions and recommends priority projects to senior management.

· Senior management decides which priority projects to fund in consultation with the Evaluation Program Sponsor (Chief Forester).

· Resource Value Team Leaders work together with Evaluation Project Leaders to develop or refine appropriate protocols and indicators, and refine budget requirements for approved projects.

· Evaluation Project Leaders conduct approved evaluation projects in consultation with Resource Value Team Leaders.

· The working group is responsible for reporting on the results of projects under the evaluation program.

Occasionally, evaluation priorities will emerge outside the regular planning process and require immediate attention.  These types of evaluations will receive special consideration and be incorporated appropriately into the project ranking scale.  

The Evaluation Process - Details

1. Forming the Resource Value Teams

Specialist throughout the province working for the Ministries of Forests and Water Land and Air Protection were asked to act as temporary Resource Value Team Leaders (RVTLs) to assist in the development and ranking of priority evaluation questions for the 11 resource values under FRPA.  Each team leader was tasked with forming a small team (RVT) comprised of internal and external stakeholders (area experts from Ministry, industry, academia, other) to assist in the development of questions respective to that resource value.  Each RVT would assess 3-5 of the highest priority issues in their respective resource value area and capture these issues in the form of specific questions to be answered.  Each team would then rank these questions and submit 1-3 of their highest priority questions to FREWG.

2. Process for the development of Evaluation Questions

The RVTLs were provided with a package (Appendix 1) which was presented by FREWG to the RVTLs at a special meeting.  The package provided details on how to develop evaluation questions using the SMART
 principle.  The package also provided templates to assist RVTLs in providing the appropriate information to assist in the overall ranking of questions from all 11 resource values.

3. FREWG Ranking of Resource Evaluation Questions – First Round

Upon submission of evaluation questions from all 11 resource value all questions were entered into a spreadsheet ranking template and sent out to all members of FREWG to complete the templates.  All members filled out the ranking templates as per instructions in the package (Appendix 2).

4. FREWG Ranking of Resource Evaluation Questions – Second  Round

Data from all completed templates from FREWG members were summarized into three summary tables.  As per the ranking package the first table was the overall ranking of the 1 resource values.  The second table ranked the highest priority question per resource value, and the third table ranked the top 10 priority questions overall regardless of resource value.

One-day face to face meeting.

A meeting was scheduled for FREWG to review the first round ranking of the 11 resource value questions, propose a strategy to fine-tune the ranking process, and to determine the top 7-10 priority evaluation questions.

Reviewing the first-round tables provided the rationale to fine-tune the ranking process.  From Table 1 (Appendix 2) only 7 of the 11 resource values received any votes.  It was agreed by FREWG members present at the meeting that only those resource values receiving votes in the first round would be considered in the second round of ranking.

A further decision was made that to ensure equity between the 7 resource values receiving votes only one question per resource value could be chosen.  

Based on these two criteria and looking at tables 2 & 3 from round one the highest scoring questions were chosen from each of the 7 resource values that had received votes in round one.  These questions are listed in Appendix 3.  

To facilitate the development of a 2004/05 budget for these priority questions the first year proposed budget submissions from the RVTLs were entered into simple spreadsheet.  This spreadsheet is contained in Appendix 4.

Depending on funding available, first year costs of projects to answer these questions, the feasibility to complete projects within one fiscal, priority of deliverables to operations, and other criteria the final ranking of the 7 priority evaluation questions were determined.

Appendix 5 contains all the original 34 resource value questions and information.



















� SMART – Simple, measurable, agreed upon, realistic and time bound





