GBR South TSA Re-Chart

Chart Position Analysis Learnings & Adjustments
Location: Dogwood Room – District of Campbell River Office

Date: Sept 6, 2018                               10:00am to 12:00pm

Facilitator: Bruce Storry

Attendees – Listed by Organization:

In person:  Interfor (Tania Barnes, Brynna Check, Blair Iverson), MFLNRORD (Lew Greentree, Michelle Baker, Gary Gwilt, Romona Blackwell), Nanwakolas (Jordan Benner), Mamalilikulla (Mark McIntyre), BCTS Strait of Georgia (Don Hudson, Laura Chessor), TimberWest (Michelle Todd, Gary Lawson, Richard Barry)

Via conference call: Western Forest Products Inc. (Jonathan Armstrong), MFLNRORD (Jeff Sheldrake), BCTS Seaward Tslasta (Doug Grant, Laina Hunko)
Action Item Summary
	ACTION ITEMS

	#
	Item
	Responsibility
	Initiation 
	Target 
	Completion 

	
	
	
	Date
	Date
	Date

	1
	Licensee's Comments on Methodology and Dataset.  All comments will be posted on the GBR South Re-chart FTP site
	All Licensee's that have not done so
	08-Jun-18
	28-Sep-18
	 

	2
	Post Sept 6  meeting minutes to the GBR South Re-chart FTP site
	Gary Gwilt
	06-Sep-18
	17-Sep-18
	 

	3
	Update the chart position analysis to reflect the following: 
	Data Group
	06-Sep-18
	Data team to meet on Sept 20
	 

	
	a. Summarize % of Old Growth and % Second Growth from both Strathcona and Kingcome TSRs for the first 10 years of harvest 
	
	
	
	

	
	b.  Apply the % OG / % 2G license volume for each licensee to determine target AAC of OG/2G
	
	
	
	

	
	c.  Classify inventory volume in OG/2G
	
	
	
	

	
	d.  Use the same process for determining Harvest Opportunity Factor for OG/2G as is currently being used.
	
	
	
	

	4
	Province to provide a summary of the status and history of all Vacant Crown Land in the GBR South TSA areas to Nanwakolas
	Gary Gwilt
	06-Sep-18
	21-Sep-18
	 

	5
	Identify "low or no-opportunity" areas / charts (ie within next 10 years).   Send this information to Lew Greentree at Lew.Greentree@gov.bc.ca
	All licensees
	06-Sep-18
	20-Sep-18
	 

	6
	Follow up with all FN tenure holders without discrete chart areas to determine if there is an interest in securing chart areas through the re-chart process
	Gary Gwilt / Bruce Storry
	06-Sep-18
	28-Sep-18
	 

	7
	Re-engage absent licensee's  to come back to the table
	Gary Gwilt / Bruce Storry
	06-Sep-18
	28-Sep-18
	 

	8
	Schedule next Face-to-Face meeting
	Gary Gwilt / Bruce Storry
	06-Sep-18
	28-Sep-18
	 


Meeting Summary
Safety briefing & Introductions

Overview of Agenda - Bruce Storry

GG - Overview of differences between the directions of the North GBR Re-chart process from South

· Back in June was our last discussion, so we wanted to take a couple of minutes at the beginning of this meeting to do an overview of what has happened and answer general questions before we move on. 
· Some people are sitting in on both charting processes (N/S) – we wanted to point out some of those differences to try to eliminate any confusion.
· GBR North started over a year ago – The facilitator for that one (Kerry McGourlick) and I decided early on to nail down a terms of reference/process with all the steps that we could agree to prior to moving forward. The people sitting at that table are frustrated due to the lengthy process. But then we got to a point where there was a another process introduced part way through where Coastal FN have been working with a group of major Licensees under an MOU to develop a different way of looking at re-charting. We have put the initial charting process on hold until MOU finalized and then we will get back to the main table to see where we want to go from there.
· GBR South started in February and we decided to go a different route - that there were some questions about what we were trying to accomplish with the rechart, do we need to do a rechart? So we decided that we would do some initial analysis to determine where the challenges were and then we would talk about how we would build some process to resolve that. We had struck a data group with representatives from major licensee’s (IFP, BCTS, TW, Nan, Gov) they provided dataset, which has been summarized into the table on the screen right now. This shows what we thought was a good representation of the current chart positions and compares the AAC that a licensee has to their current chart area/vol. available. Then we presented two questions back in June: look at table, tell us your comfort level with this methodology / do you like approach? Is there anything outstanding/missing? The First Nations that have an AAC allocation is it ok for them to be floating or do we need to assign a chart area? As we know that there are business-to-business arrangements going on and possibly, they are comfortable in operating alongside someone else in their chart area. So we had asked, please self-identify which is preferred for each, but I do not think we got much of a response for that. 
· BS - There were some adjustments for some take back areas, streams, etc. But not a lot of time spent on operability at this time, just want to have general chart position comparison at this time.
· DH - BCTS provided a response – Did anyone else provide a response? And is there intention to make those responses transparent? 
· BS - yes, it is, but I didn’t get all of them
· DH – Who does?
· GG – everything that came in, Bruce is aware of.
· TB – some responses came in, we had a conversation with Gary and Bruce and said that we are supportive. 
· DH – just looking for transparency about what everyone said
· BS - Doug Grant provided a response, had some good points 
· Jon A. – We did not provide a response
· BS – I met with TimberWest, I didn’t meet with Nanwakolas, we tried for a couple of meetings. 
· GG – Is it worth going around the room to the licensees and just state your position on this?
· Tania - I think it is important for everyone to weigh in. So (for example) if Jonathan’s group hadn’t had the opportunity or the time to review the methodology in the table that’s fair. It’s important to the group to know where everybody sits and then if there’s a further need for a conversation with the data team. If we need to circle back and the data, team goes through the building of the table and what the numbers mean, so the groups that haven’t had this experience or doesn’t have a member on the data team that’s totally fair. 
· BS - Asked if everyone is ok going around the room
· TB – For Interfor, Brynna was on the team, so our comfort level is pretty high and we’re comfortable with the methodology that the group came up with and the table
· GL – For us, Rich Barry was on the team. We still think there are differences in the way the operable timber calculated in the Kingcome vs. the Strathcona. We think that the operable timber is overstated in the Strathcona (VS kingdom). The other thing that the LRD process is going now (in most cases) which will give us a much better representation of what operable timber there actually is available once those are completed. We have some identified (through the LRD process) a fairly large FN conservation asks that overlap some of our charts and depending on how that is resolved it could really influence the volume/chart positions. We haven’t had an update in 6 months where that is.
· MM – From the Mamalilikulla point of view, I stated it last time, our position is the same in that according to the population, we’re underfed in this process. Mamalilikulla has the highest population but we have the lowest volume over the ten years. There does not seem to be a lot of equity, but I do not know if it is possible to settle this with Nanwakolas or how we divide up the volume.
· JB – For Nanwakolas there are a few things, I have not delved into the data as much as I would have liked to, I was supposed to be on the data team initially and constraints didn’t allow that. 1) We had been waiting to hearing back from the Province on analysis and data request roughly about a year ago and then again at our last table, still waiting on that. So we’ve definitely had conversations with member nations that are represented here in the GBR South TSA, but we haven’t really finalized in terms of the explicit questions you’ve brought forward while we wait for this information.
· BS – Could you repeat what the thing is you need?
· JB – Gary knows quite a bit about it, it relates to some of the status and history to vacant crown land.
· GG – We didn’t get a chance to talk about this before but if we could hang around afterwards 
· JB –Yes, ok. I think there have been some discussions and once we get that we could probably provide some feedback fairly shortly. 
· BS - Ok
· JB – Some of the spreadsheet work I’ve seen so far looked good and it’s definitely helpful. There’s different ways to analyze data of course it’s a good start place. 
· TB - would it be helpful for the data group to run through the creation of table again?
· JB – may be people in this room who, including myself that could have a refresher on that but I also spent a bit of time before the meeting reviewing it, so I get the gist of it. Not necessarily.
· DH – Doug Grant, since you provided comments already, would you like to discuss your comments?
· DG – Sure I can. Just so you know, we were unable to make out much of that conversation, so we didn’t hear from Mark or Jordan. 
· GG – We will have to focus on using that (telephone speaker) like a microphone if we could. 
· DG – so what I understood is that we’re going around the room, were we the only ones that submitted comments? 
· BS – No, you weren’t the only ones that submitted comments, just from BCTS. 
· DG – right ok. Would you like us to go through our comments? 
· BS – yes, sorry, that’s what Don is asking yes. 
· DG – So we support the using the net downs through the managed forest table, the ones you have up on the screen. Two main comments: 1) we support using age class 80, rather than 60, we don’t feel that that the harvesting at age 60 accurately represents the profile that would be harvested over the next 10 years and that if we harvest too much 2nd growth we’re sacrificing sustainability. 2) We have returned a couple of charts that are no longer BCTS charts and should not be included in our chart position. 
· DH – That’s Matsu Creek & Wakeman/Catto?
· DG – That’s right. We have no plans to go there, they’re fully deactivated  - we’ve asked other licensees if they were interested in acquiring those charts. At this point we don’t consider those our charts.
· JA – Just a quick question. How does returning charts relate to this process? Because if people have an opportunity to return charts before the numbers are calculated, I’m not clear on how that works.
· TB – I am totally in the same position as you Jonathan, so from what I understood there wasn’t an opportunity to pick and choose which charts were yours prior to running the analysis. I think everybody should have an opportunity to look at their charts and that’s what this is all about. We also have charts that we have that are really difficult to access due to various constraints, but we have kept them in. They were allocated to Interfor in the chart position analysis that we all have. I think more of the question would be, if that’s going to be an opportunity to take stuff out or hand stuff back. I think that has to come as part of the transparent rechart process and not kind of as a one of and that opportunity should be available to everyone, consistently. Regarding the age class cut off, I believe there is a fair amount of harvesting that is below 80, so I’d like to stick with the 60. I understand what you’re saying about sustainability, but I think that’s a conversation that has to happen at the AAC determination, so this is more of where the charts physically land on the land base, as opposed to is the chief forester giving us a limit on age class.
· JA – I share Doug’s concern about just how much of that area you include. To me, Timber Supply Review (TSR) should provide guidance on what should be included or excluded from the merchantable land base. I haven’t been through them in detail, but the two different TSR’s that support those cuts should contain both the minimum harvest age and also a target profile of the harvest profile in order to maintain the cut. In my mind you would use those 2 things to determine that cut-off age.
· TB – Yes, and to guide your harvesting in your chart.
· JA – There will be minimum merchantability criteria, it will say the model doesn’t harvest any stands less than 65 (or whatever the number is), but then the model results will also indicate that the harvest in the next 10 years should come from 80% Old Growth or something like that. In my mind you would use those 2 things to drive the chart area reallocation. 
· DH – Just to drive the base case that has been presented Jonathan or the second stage of analysis?
· JA – I think I would make it into the base case determining how much you have. You could do a two-stage thing where you of what is feasibly economic, how much does everybody how? Then of that how much does everybody have relative to what we should be harvesting in order to be consistent with the TSR. The TSR really lays out the sustainable profile. 
· TB – that would trigger re-looking at this table and pulling out a couple pieces from the TSR’s 
· JA – yea and I think you should narrow it down to 1 or 2 numbers out of the TSR, to keep it simple.
· JB – I agree in a usual TSR that’s pretty obvious way to go, but for the GBR South it’s a bit more of a jumbling of past analyses brought together. It makes it trickier to get that single number. Most of the TSRs that’s explicitly in there, but we can relook at that. 
· JA – fair enough – that’s a good point. But I think you could still look at what has been done. It’s going to have a rough age class for what is being harvested for the next ten years. There’s going to be some variation about the AAC that’s coming from stands greater than 60. Then it’s just about equitably distributing that. 
· TB – is that something that we could throw back to the data team? Ask them to look into and make an adjustment to the table?
·  LG - what exactly is the question? Is it a matter of changing the age to 80?
· BS – Jonathan, in terms of the table that is on the screen, what is your recommendation? What would make it fair? Or address the matter that you just brought forward?
· JA – to me it would be pretty simple. There’s a toggle in cell E13 - age classes that you include – it’s really just which one of those do you include? Or possibly make it a little more complicated and include a percentage of those age classes included, have two tables. But I think the process you’ve got here looks reasonable to me.
· JB – Are we talking about row 12?
· JA- I’m looking at 13, so age class – table - chart position summary 1 
· GL - aren't we saying that we are just using the age classes used in the TSR?
· JA – exactly 
· TB – So we have to pull that from the TSR, yes. So it’s not as simple as just toggling to 80+
· GL – there’s going to be a lot of harvesting in that 60 – 80 age class
· JA – I think we should not go into this ignoring that issue. If there is a lot harvesting in the within 60 – 80 year age class, then the TSR says you’re only supposed to be pulling 10-20% of the volume out of that you want to re-jig that chart areas to give everyone an equal opportunity to be sustainable but now is the time to address that issue.
· DH- yes, it’s a fairly significant sustainability metric – which I would think would be important to everyone 
· GG – So this is now going back to the data group, can we agree?
· JA – I think that you could break it out. If you looked at the TSR and the TSR is projecting x amount of Old Growth, x amount of 2nd growth harvest. You could then break out and have these two tables for does everyone have an equal amount of opportunity for old vs. 2nd growth? Then use the minimum merchantability criteria to address that. Is it 60+ or 80+? I don’t know what was in the TSR off hand.
· TB - we can help support pulling that out of the TSR. So that the data group doesn’t have to do that as well. Jon if you have a person available to join the group, they’re more than welcome to join.
· JA – I would love to and I feel bad that we’re not able to actively participate, but we’re just down a couple staff here right now and we just don’t have the resources.
· BS - can you send me an email with the points you’ve just made - I’ll send that out to the group. 
· JA - you bet
· TB – the other item that Doug had raised is returning of charts. So is everyone in agreement that that will happens at the back end of that process or do we still need to have a discussion on that?
· DH – Doug, it might be helpful if you could you go into your rationale as to why you think those charts should be returned to the unallocated version.
· DG – this is not an exercise that’s spun out of the GBR South rechart, these initiatives happened well-before this charting process started. Matsu Creek is extremely hard bound by landslides a number of years ago, to the point where there’s absolutely no opportunity left there. So we’ve initiated a project, we’ve deactivated the roads, pulled the bridges. The same in Wakeman, we’ve been working with the district. We’ve canvased other licensees before this recharting process happened trying to ascertain if anyone else has interest in operating in that area. There was no interest. We proceeded to deactivate that drainage after there was no interest. These we ongoing operational type decisions that had nothing to do with this recharting exercise and were well underway prior to the starting of this process. In my mind a lot of what has been discussed here speaks to questions around  process of this table and decision making at this table. There is no terms of reference at this point. I don’t see it as being an overly efficient talking over our comments at this point in time. I think we need some more structure to the table on how decisions will be made and if that’s consensus or referring to someone. But I think we need some more work around that. 
· DH – essentially, those chart areas are non-contributing, not THLB anymore, in a nutshell
· BS –Are there others out there 
· DH – so if people have similar chart areas that they know there’s no opportunity, then fair enough
· BS –when we set out the loose agenda, we were hoping that this would come up. There are some charts that are active and others that may take 10-15 years to recover and there are some that we’re simply not going to go into again. We wanted to get an idea which areas are not contributing/using, so that we can give them to another licensee. We recognize that it’s going to be an issue, that people aren’t going to be using a chart for various reasons. It would be very useful to have a list of charts that aren’t contributing. But right now they’re included in the TSR.
· DH – It opens up a huge can of worms. That’s why BCTS thinks that those areas should be removed because we don’t think anyone can operate there, at all. It’s physically and economically impossible.
· TB - is the Wakeman chart the same rationale? Landslides? I only heard the Matsu one. 
· DH – Doug do you have a bit more history on Wakeman that you can share?
· DG – Sure. Back 15 years + it was uncharted. BCTS at that point in time thought we could make it work – we spent a million dollars in building roads/bridges – it’s a white wood drainage with severe timing restrictions and a severely long haul, avalanche hazards. The white wood markets never came around the way we had hoped, we worked with IFP, offered the whole works to IFP roaded and they weren’t not able to make it work either. We certainly tried to shop it around to see if we could stay within the THLB. No one was in a position to make it work, so it has been deactivated.
· GL – Isn’t it partly an age class problem? A lot of 30-50 year old at the front end of that drainage. 
· DG – The chart that we walked away from there is entirely old growth white wood
· TB – One of the comments that Don made earlier is that we’re triggering something within the TSR by signaling that these inoperable and not THLB that we really want to be careful about starting that process. Because once it’s gone, it’s gone, so there is conversations at the Coast Revitalization about white wood strategies – so is this premature? Should we eliminate them now?
· JA – Maybe the question is not so much just that the area is inoperable but that the area and the license volume associated with harvesting in there, would someone take the opportunity. My guess is, if you offer it up and someone says I have more economic chart somewhere else, I’m not going to go land my license volume in there, that’s one decision. But if they have license volume to go along with it, that was tied to that area, would you harvest it?
· TB – maybe there’s a way within the rechart that difficult areas such as this (ones that others have as well) could be labelled or tagged in attribute table, as no/low-short-term-opportunity (N/LSTO). Something that signals that there’s an issue, but doesn’t completely remove it from the table. 
· JA – Maybe we’re going to have to go through a bit of a self-partitioning approach here and say there’s this amount of cut associated with the areas in LSTO and this amount of cut associated with the other areas. I think if you have the opportunity to just to write off areas and relocate the cut, it just increases the pressure everywhere else.
· DH – it goes to an economic balance of timber opportunity as opposed to just THLB equitable balance of THLB, not all THLB is equitable, as we all know. 
· BS - Is there a need to do this? It would be good to have an idea where they are and how much area they cover.
· DH - I was shocked at the number of years of timber that’s apparently available to all of us? Why waste our time going through this if we all have 50+ years of volume? 
· BS – At this point, this table is a reasonable metric to say there is some inequity – so if we redistribute volume we would be ok for ten years. I haven’t heard anyone in this room, after I had asked, is anyone here going to be really strapped after ten years – there’s been a few that have indicated, maybe, but for the most part no one has said they are really strapped to harvest for the next ten years.
· DH - may have side-tracked review
· GG – Maybe one thing to think about is, the whole reason that we’re here is because we have this whole set of GBR agreements that change the landscape. In agreements that we have with Nanwakolas and Coastal First Nations, it talked, very specifically about a rechart being one of the outcomes of doing all the stuff that was done in the GBR. So we have it in the agreement that we were going to do this, that’s where it came from.
· JA – Wasn’t one of the things we were trying to do is find charts for the new licenses that do not necessarily have established chart areas established today? 
· GG – Well, that was probably the biggest driver. Probably more in the North, for sure, there was quite a change in the ownership of AAC up there, so we needed to do a process. In the South, yes there was some change, but probably not as much. So, you’re right Jonathan, we should be weighing out what we need to do, what we’re trying to resolve here - still in the midst of designing LRD’s and there’s various things which could change the outcome within the next few years. 
· DH – It seems like there’s a lot of balls in the air that need to be landed on the ground that will impact available timber supply and we would be better off to wait for a while and figure out as many of those things as we possibly can and have a look, cause it doesn’t look to me that anyone is in any kind of urgency. 
· JA - all the FN license at the bottom that table, don’t have a chart area yet
· DH – to me, that is the biggest wild card we’ve got. We need to drive to that answer and find out. Do those first nations want on the ground charts or are they happy with business agreements with other licensees?
· JB – again, we have been waiting on province for over a year on some data to support these decisions
· DH - if they do want defined operating area, we need rechart process
· GL – We know some of them don’t, some are on the fence – whether they want work with business arrangements or an area. So that’s the biggest question, do we need to find chart or not?
· GG – We may need to approach this from a different way, we did ask the question once and it just wasn’t done in a way that people understood what we were driving at.
· BS – maybe we need to go out, to solicit and set up a (separate) meeting with them.
· GL – they likely don’t want us (major’s) in the room
· BS - points at screen - these are the floating volumes that we’re talking about, on the right hand side of the screen 
· LG - floats mouse over the cells
· BS – not really a useful column, so we can take that out
· MM – so the proportional amount for (I think I asked this last time) each nation is not tied to population, this is just historical? It just happened and you just carried on from what was offered years ago? 
· GG – It was my understand that, yes. We just took this from the apportionment list that came from the GBR regulations. That might be a separate conversation. 
· MM – The nations had an opportunity to have input as a part of that process?
· GG – Yes, had consultation process that went along with those regulations – had the discussion
· MM – It’s a little more difficult in that we’ve had a massive changes in administration, so the direction of the new administration that the Mam. have is quite different than what was in the past. It’s more difficult in the FN world because of change in leadership, whereas in industry, you’re looking at longevity and much more consistency. You have these 10 year programs and you have new admin come in part way through, it throws a loop in the whole effort.
· GG – So I would suggest that we should continue this conversation outside of this table
· MM – Yes, but I do have to make a commercial for BCTS who has very much helped the Nation 
· DH – I don’t think I can take credit for that, but thank you
· GG - one other thing that I wanted to address, maybe for Doug Grant brought up that this might have seemed ad hoc up to this point and you asked whether we could build some more structure of the process
· DG – yes, if we/licensee’s don’t agree, how do we work through our problems? Consensus based approach or?
· DH - who makes decisions?
· JB – It was my interpretation in past discussions that there were still some process being built I thought we were going to circle back to this once we’ve had a look at the data
· GG - I think we can build this the way we want to build this, probably some principles around this. Jordan is here representing Nan. because they are a partner in the GBR and we had this rechart process and committed to that. My question has been, if we look at GBR N. we started out clearly that there was GtG oversight to the process, we built it into the process at the beginning. If you talked about decision making or there was a discrepancy or we wanted to resolve something at the larger licensee table, it went up to GtG and we also talked about building in a dispute mechanism, where we might bring in a 3rd party, but I don’t know if we got that fully built in the North. Just as an example, that’s one decision making process. Government was pretty clear, this came up at OIF not that long ago, about what is rechart and is there a process and I’m pretty sure the message back was this is a licensee driven process, largely. I don’t think you will have a district manager weighing in and telling you what to do.
· RB left
· GG – As much as possible, we are putting this to the licensees to resolve, but if we need some dispute mechanism we should identify it.
· GL – If you’re putting it to the licensees, I would agree with Don, why do we need to do this unless the FN decide they want to land their charts within someone else’s chart/designated area? If they want to work BtB, we’re happy, let’s wait until the LRD are done and revisit after.
· DH - yes, that could have significant impact
· TB – At this point, for us, when we look at the chart position analysis, we are interested in proceeding. We’re also interested, as we mentioned earlier. There’s a couple key metrics that we can add to this to help, like Jonathan was bringing up to have a better ability to assess the current chart positions, both for the licensees and for landing charts for the FN volumes as well. I still think that’s an important part to complete that before a decision is made to continue or not.
· JB – whether is floating with a partnership or area based would change those factors there right? If they’re all bundled in one area, I think it’s really important piece
· TB – I still think it’s valuable to have licensees identify which of their current chart areas with low/no short term opportunity.
· JB - agreed – shows the pressure within certain Traditional territories as well
· DH - takes analysis down to the economic opportunity, what’s available and that’s much more detailed process 
· TB – what we all want is for everyone to have equal/equitable harvest opportunity, in order to be comfortable we need to at least go through the updated chart analysis
· LC – but whatever you’re looking at now, is probably not going to be the same 4-5 years from now when LRD is hopefully further along and other outstanding questions are landed.
· TB – it may/it may not, how do we wait? There’s always something coming down the pipe, that may make impacts or changes. We can at least look at it, using the information we have today, we know it’s not perfect and it might change. 
· BS- I sense a partial consensus, other than the FN piece, that we can get to a better idea of that floating volume in a 5 year timeframe and maybe that’s outside of the 5 year timeframe also. I think Jonathan if we look at the items that you’ve proposed, it seems the group is ok with that. If we have the data team address the age class, have the licensees to come forward if they have low opportunity chart areas, identify if you agree with the table generally and get input about it.
· LC - can we define what we are calling a (low-short-term-opportunity) LSTO? A time-frame on it?
· TB – I think ten years would be reasonable. 
· BS – I would like to know the reasons that you’re not there – top 3-4 -  roads, slides, economic
· JB – I think as much information should be included as possible, so if there’s a 5 year highlight, flag that but for some of these “slidey” systems I know there is very little opportunity in general and that would be nice to identify / factor in. Ultimately, all of these factors into LRD & charting, so all this data is important.
· BS –I also heard the word transparency - maybe we need to give out more information, we didn’t want to bombard people, but if it hasn’t been enough that’s an issue too.
· DH - one other comment along those lines – it seems like the meetings are coming out with last minute. This meeting was talked about a few months ago, to have a meeting in September, we asked the question last week, when is the meeting happening and 4 days later, we’re having the meeting. That is not enough notice to schedule a meeting.
· GG – I can take responsibility and will give more notice in the future.
· BS – So we need more data analysis, FN meeting
· JB - Gary will send some data to JB/NAn
· DH – On the data analysis point, can we nail down in a broad sense what we need to do? Also, on the tables Gary sent out are identical from what I can see.
· BS – that’s a good point, there may be a need to have a version number
· GG - that may have been a copy/paste mistake. We should clearly set out what the action items are after this meeting: FN identify need for specific chart area vs. floating volume based, adjusting the spreadsheet to align with TSR methodology, LSTO chart areas (over 10 years), assigned crown land history data to Nanwakolas
· JA - the devil is in the details – it is a good process to go through to look at areas that area really challenging, but it has to be balanced off with the resulting reductions in harvesting associated with writing off areas.
· DG – I agree, those 2 areas we put forward are areas that we don’t think there’s any opportunity and we’re prepared to remove from the THLB and the next TSR. Should be removed all together, and I’m a little concerned with the “low-opportunity” areas, since these areas are not contributing. The areas we brought forward are “no-opportunity” 
· JA – That very well might be the result, but there is a significant amount of work that would need to be done. Would need to look at opportunities to offer it to other people in form of NRFLs 
· DH – I think what Doug is saying is that if there are areas that other licensees have that they don’t think that there’s any opportunity ever that those get identified. This isn’t a TSR process, so they go into the unallocated chart process and they’re available to anyone that wants to have a look at it
· JA – the balancing act is that if there’s no way that I can go in there, there needs to be a license volume reduction to reflect that reduction in area. There needs to be a sophisticated process to do that. Can’t just write off these low volume areas all together because it will reduce the overall economic opportunity in the TSA.
· BS – Ok. Fair enough, what I’m hearing is that Doug is confident enough that he would be able to go to Chief Forester and say, this isn’t doable
· DH – The cut comes out of the TSA and it affects everyone equally, not just the licensee that has offered it up. 
· BS - may need to rethink that, charts and low-opportunity charts, maybe it’ll be a side note
· JA – It might be good to know, if we write off these areas, this is the impact that it will have on your business is going to be
· GG – ok. Sounds to be that we need a bit more information, tweak the table, then we will come back and see where we’re at.
· MM – I just have to make this one point 3 of the 5 nations you have listed here aren’t here and I don’t know how can you make decisions without them here
· GG – I think we will have to do a better job of contacting each individual & we need to make more of an effort to contact and engage the other licensee’s. I haven’t been involved in other charting processes and if some licensees decide not to engage, how to deal with that. I guess we’ll need to decide that as a group.
· MM – Maybe you just reward those involved/in attendance.
· JA – It depends on if they want charts landed or not spatially locating, and they say they don’t want to be charted and then try to factor that in. Gave an example
· DH - I think we can figure it out either way, but we need to know first
· GG - between Bruce and myself, we need to make sure that we have a clear statement from each licensee/FN what they want before we move forward.
· JB – Can I ask a spreadsheet structure question? Danaxda’xw is listed as a major licensees, why?
· LG - they have allocated spatial chart area
· GG - We want to keep the pressure on to keep this moving forward and I think we are coming up on the time of year that more people are available to meet. So would another meeting be possible by the end of September? 
· LC - maybe data group might need some time.
· GG - data group, please let us know roughly how much time is needed. We will now be on a tighter track of meetings, on a monthly basis until we get this moved forward. 
· LG - how quickly can you get to the FN answer about area vs floating charts? Data group can’t do much until after that as we need to know that. If we’re doing changes to their data, we need to include those structure changes. This would be a good time to do that. Each iteration takes time, and it’s good to be clear.
· DH – The first one is to incorporate min. age from TSR’s as well as a consideration of the % of 2nd growth vs Old growth opportunity. That may result in 2 sets of tables, one old growth, one 2nd growth opportunity. The idea that we have some thoughts between Strait of Georgia/Seaward - comfortable leaving them together.
· DG – Also good with that
· GG- do we need the FN answer prior to the data team?
· TB - I think it will affect the completion of the work but I think pulling out the TSR parameters can be done before that. Building the structure from the tables and then as that’s going on, if you guys reach out to the Nations to find out if they want a discrete area
· GG – a rough timeframe, we’ll try to have this for a month from now would be good for next meeting, and the data group can tell me if that works or not
· DH - once the re-tweaking of the table is complete, that gets sent out to everyone we need a couple of weeks prior to meeting to have a look at it
· TB – I would think that, through the GBR North rechart, we had Gordon or a member from the data table team, walk us through the data would be super helpful to build comfort level
· LG – going through the table in a meeting like this it’s hard to explain a spreadsheet/data in a forum like this, please come talk to us outside of the meeting.
· GG – A question about the format here, do we need to have a more focused face-to-face meeting? Does it work to have people on the phone?
· DH – If you give us enough notice, I think we’d rather do face-to-face, but need more advanced notice.
· GG - take that into consideration when scheduling next meeting
· BS – any other discussion or concerns? I have the comments here. Generally, I think this is moving quite well and there will be a few things that need fixed, but we are keeping things moving. 
· BS & GG - thanked everyone for coming 
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