FNHIC-BC SUMMARY
Phase Two Community Engagement
Background
The FNHIC-BC’s goal is that the new Authority will be co-produced by the FNHICBC and First Nations in British Columbia working together. The process includes
First Nations working in housing and infrastructure management and
administration and the general First Nations population in BC, as well as a wide
range of related entities including: special interest groups, Tribal Councils, First
Nations organizations, urban Indigenous housing deliverers, multiple levels of
government, and the housing and infrastructure business and professional
sectors.
A collaborative engagement process started in the Spring and Summer of 2018
when FNHIC-BC conducted a thorough engagement process (Phase 1) to establish
what First Nations need, desire and imagine in terms of housing and
infrastructure.
The engagement sessions focused on sharing information about the federal
government’s plans to transfer housing & infrastructure authority to First Nations
organizations and the role of FNHIC in the process. Secondly, and most
importantly, Phase 1 collected the ideas, concerns and recommendations from
First Nations people and communities on current housing and infrastructure
programs and on what they envision for a better future.
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Phase 1 concluded in October with a Design Charrette where 40 First Nations
Housing & Infrastructure professionals met for two days to analyze the
engagement feedback and develop governance models for a new Authority based
on the findings. HIC held this targeted delivery model design workshop with
highly-experienced housing and infrastructure professionals to develop three
housing and infrastructure delivery design concepts. FNHIC-BC turned these
concepts into delivery model examples, which were taken back to the BC First
Nations for feedback during Phase 2 Engagement. Phase 2 Concluded with an
Engagement Forum held in March 2019, to further discuss and develop feedback
on delivery models.
Approach
Phase 2 sought direction on appropriate models of delivery for a new Authority.
Participants were asked to share their perspectives on three delivery model
designs, which were developed during the Design Charette. FNHIC-BC presented
the three models as options, and not as choices. ,
The First Nations community engagement process is part of the FNHIC’s larger
engagement process, which includes communicating with organizations that are
involved with all aspects of housing First Nations people. These organizations
include urban housing providers and homelessness organizations, provincial
housing providers, financial organizations, education and training centres and
others.
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Phase 2 - Research Methodology
Key Goals
1. Information sharing and knowledge gathering:
a. To facilitate a province-wide First Nations discussion that will inform
communities about options for delivery design of a new Authority.
b. To collect specific feedback from First Nations leadership, housing
and infrastructure professionals and First Nations knowledge
keepers that will ensure that all decisions made about the design of
the new Authority are First Nations knowledge-based; and
c. To ensure First Nations leadership is fully informed and supportive.
2. Knowledge interpretation and design development:
a. Conduct a quantitative and semi-qualitative analysis of survey
results in order to present back these findings to community.
b. Further refine these models and return to community for further
discussion in the next round of engagement.
Research Principles
FNHIC research principles include:
1. Transparency; to post the research activities and outcomes on the website;
2. Multiplicity; to hear from as many First Nations as possible without
government interference;
3. Diversity; to hear from as many interested parties as possible including
housing and infrastructure professionals, administrators, leadership;
4. Respect: difference of opinion;
5. Accept: all feedback without judgement;
6. Collaboration; interpretation of the feedback will be a collective
responsibility; and
7. Consensus; design options will be determined by consensus.
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Researchers
Information sharing and knowledge gathering:
• FNHIC members conducted the engagement sessions. Researchers went
out in teams of two. The researchers were remunerated for their time.
Knowledge interpretation and design development:
• During the FNHIC forum and engagement sessions participants were asked
to submit their names on a list if they wanted to continue to be informed
of updates from FNHIC-BC and participate at the upcoming Forum.
• Survey responses were kept strictly confidential, and information on region
was not collected during the survey process.
Scope
FNHIC divided the province into geographical regions. Researchers focused on
their own region. The Executive Director and FNHIC Chief members were tasked
with maintaining communications with the AFN, BCUIC, First Nations Summit and
the Leadership Council.
Recruitment
FNHIC Executive Assistant organized engagement sessions in central
communities and contacted neighbouring communities, including communities
that participated in Phase 1. . Invitations targeted First Nations housing
managers, infrastructure and operations managers, senior administrators and
leadership. The engagement sessions did not include any government personal.
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Engagement Sessions
In a typical session the researchers presented a Power Point slide show that
explained the federal government’s transfer of housing and infrastructure
services, the formation of the FNHIC, and its mandate and its work. The
presentation gave the participants an opportunity to question the process. In the
last 25 minutes of the engagement session, FNHIC-BC facilitated a survey with
several targeted questions to draw feedback on specific topics such as
governance, readiness and service delivery.
In addition, participants were invited to a two-day engagement forum in March
of 2019, where the survey was distributed to all participants following active
engagement sessions held throughout the forum.
Survey
The survey provided detailed and measurable responses to each of the delivery
models presented. The example survey is provided in Appendix 1.
Recording
With community permission, sessions were recorded and notes were developed
based on discussions kept strictly confidential and not shared in specific detail.
Only aggregate data has been reported.
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Engagement Materials
Engagement models presented as part of Phase 2 are provided in Appendix 2.
Engagement Session Locations
At each engagement session, there was representations from a diverse group of
First Nations communities, summarized below.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Stolo Nation (7 First Nations communities represented)
Campbell River (73First Nations communities represented)
Vernon (5 First Nations communities represented)
Port Albertni (4 First Nations communities represented)
Duncan (3 First Nations communities represented)
Saanichton (3 First Nations communities represented)
Prince Rupert (3 First Nations communities represented)
Terrace (2 First Nations communities represented)
Burns Lake (3 First Nations communities represented)
Prince George (3 First Nations communities represented)
Fort St. John (2 First Nations communities represented)
Lilooet (3 First Nations communities represented)
Williams Lake (5 First Nations communities represented)
Tahltan (3 First Nations communities represented)
Fort Nelson (3 First Nations communities represented)
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Engagement Results
Survey results provided below are a summary of both the Phase 2 Community
Engagements and the Engagement Forum. A total of 155 surveys were collected
through Phase 2. Not all participants completed a survey.
Format
Question 1 - Rank Options from Most Favourite (1) to Least Favourite (2)
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Figure 1 – Rank of Design Model Options
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Figure 2 – Results for Most Desirable Option
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Figure 3 – Results for Somewhat Desirable Option
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Figure 4 – Results for Least Desirable Option

Results from Question 1 show that the majority participants favoured Model 2
and 3 (Figure 1). Overwhelmingly, Model 2 and 3 were the top choices as both
Most and Somewhat favourable (Figure 2 and 3). Model 1 was overwhelmingly
the least desirable option (Figure 4), however results also show that a significant
portion of respondents, over 20%, chose Model 3, the regionalized model, as their
least favourite. In addition, over 10% of respondents also felt that Model 1 was
their least favourable.
The results point to two important points. Firstly, that while the results didn’t
provide a conclusive leader as the most favourable option, Option 3 was
statistically significant in the Least Desirable Option results (Figure 4). This tends
to indicate that Model 2 is slightly more preferred over Model 3. In addition, while
it may be easy to dismiss Model 1, further analysis is needed to determine what
elements of Model 1 were favoured by the 10% of respondents who indicated that
they chose Model 1 as their most favourable option (Figure 2).
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Governance
Question 2 – Select all options that you believe are important components of the
Authority’s Governance Structure
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Figure 5 – Results for Elected Leadership Council
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Figure 6 – Results for Technical Advisory Council
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Elder's Council
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Figure 7 – Results for Technical Advisory Council
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Figure 8 – Results for Youth Council

Results indicate that overwhelmingly all participants are in favour of each of the
options presented above, with only the Youth Council receiving slightly less
response rates than the other options.
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Political Input/Influence
Question 3 – Choose Yes or No for where Political Leadership should have a role.

70%
60%
50%

Role on BOG
Role on Leadership
Advisory Committee
No Role Whatsoever

40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Yes

No

Blank

Figure 9 – Results for Political Input

Results from Figure 9 show that there was no consensus on the role of Political
Leadership (e.g. Chief & Council). In addition, the high response rate for Blank
responses indicates confusion on the role of political leadership and alludes to a
sensitivity to discussing the topic in more detail. Further analysis is necessary.
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Political Input/Influence
Question 3 Follow-Up – Who should be involved and how.

Who Should be Involved?
COUNCIL MEMBERS
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Yes

No

Blank

Figure 10 – Results for Role for Council Members

Who Should be Involved?
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Figure 11 – Results for Role for Chiefs
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How are they selected?
APPOINTED BY THE BOARD vs. ELECTED
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Figure 12 – Results for Appointment versus Elected

Results from Figure 10 show that participants felt that Council Members should
definitively be involved. However, Figure 11 shows that there was no
statistically significant different in Yes/No for results as to whether Chiefs should
be involved. Figure 12 shows that participants equally felt that they should be
appointed or elected, with a significant number of blank responses, which could
also point to confusion in the question or indecisiveness over how they should
be involved.
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Urban
Question 4 – Rank options for Urban Involvement.

Figure 13 – Urban Options
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Figure 14 – Results for Urban Options
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Results from Figure 14 show statistically significant results that indicate that
participants favour an integrated, community-by-community approach to
harmonization/integration of urban, or members living away from home.
Further analysis is needed to determine what this type of delivery would look
like, and what participants are interested in seeing included under this area.
Model of Authority
Question 5 – Rank options for Model Options
This question repeated Question 1, but worded differently, it provided an
opportunity to reconfirm results obtained in Question 1.
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Figure 15 – Results for Most Desirable Option
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Model 3

When most and somewhat desirable options are combined in aggregate form,
as Yes answers, with the least desirable options shown as No, the results are
shown in Figure 16.
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Figure 16 – Results for Yes (Most and Somewhat Desirable) and No (Least Desirable)

Results in Figure 16 show that Model 2 is the preferred option, by almost 20%,
which matches the results obtained in Question 1.
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Communities
Question 6 – Feedback on how communities should be incorporated or invited to
be part of the Authority. Sample results are provided.
Sample feedback
• Consider communities large and small.
• Opportunities for communities to provide input on priorities, programs at
least annually or on a regular basis as decisions are required. Local
sessions, ensure all communities have access to information. Who is
going to ensure communities are informed? Responsibility for ensuring all
communities are included. Sending out info is not sufficient if right person
does not receive.
• If a nation is not ready, then what is the authority doing to help them be
ready? Gather a Gaps analysis from each nation to understand where
they each ear in the process.
• If a nation is not ready, then what is the authority doing to help them be
ready? Gather a Gaps analysis from each nation to understand where
they each ear in the process.
• A way, method, or system that deals with the backlog of needs.
Community buy in only occurs if results are seen. Waiting for help will
mean losing community engagement.
• Work collaboration with urban/of reserve housing organizations
(indigenous) from the outset. This is critical for long range success.
• Now I am uncertain how this will impact treaty plannning RE: housing?
• As required is all right, but will there be flexibility in funding if a sudden
uptake of a program occurs.
Phasing/Timing
Question 7 – Feedback on how quickly to transition to the new Authority.
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Figure 17 – Results for Time for Transition

Figure 17 shows no general consensus on the results for transition. Results
show an even split between most and least desirable choices for a longer
transition (over 2 years). Further analysis, and engagement is necessary.
Additional Feedback
Participants were also invited to share additional feedback. Sample results are
provided.
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Sample feedback
• Keep Gov. Board costs, etc. to a minimum. No program gouging
Financial- make it affordable etc. for younger people. Subsidyrepresentation as a BC resident & 1st Nations.
• I wouldn’t want a lot of groups. Just more money going out before it gets
to our band. Don’t have a lot of offices that has to be payed. I need more
info to say I can support this paper.
• It must be noted that many leaders/workers have bought in to the
current way of things in management. Therefore, there is a huge mess to
be dealt with before we can move on. Unfinished renovations, etc.
• Communication & Education : Facilitate cross-pollination learning and
awareness on leading practice so that everyone involved on & off reserve
can hear and see opportunities (what's working), as well as the
challenges, both on & off reserve. Then take the best policies, delivery,
processes and practice to tailor a FNHIC model.
• Block funding? -current funding with CMHC operating systems-current
funding with ISC -Transparency is key.
• The current tribal council needs to visit all FN bands to understand the
needs of that particular nation.
• Infrastructure is also a key part of this, but there does not seem to be
much conversation about it.
• Consider the following: purchasing power re scales of economy,
supporting economic development, collaborations with construction
industry/unions to develop capacity and partnerships, shared on site
technical expertise(engineers etc), how to address the issue of housing
staff being targets threatened, Indigenous contractors list, collaborative
advocacy voice.
• I do not understand how a Community can address issues for their Urban
members in Vancouver. I would not like to see a Urban Friendship Centre
have access to funding within a Region that will take away from a FN
Community that is supporting its ON Reserve housing needs.
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Next Steps
Phase 2 facilitated a broader discussion on delivery model design. Further
analysis is needed to determine the appropriate model and adequately assess
results.
It is anticipated that FNHIC-BC will develop a follow-up engagement strategy to
help guide its work, and ensure that Phase 3 engagement addresses the
questions that First Nations are looking to have answered.
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Appendix 1
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Appendix 2 – Delivery Models
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