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MEETING SUMMARY





Attendees:


Community Resources Board:  Mike Nikkel, Bill Spencer, Rod Webb, Karl Delling, Alice Kidd, Betty Weaver, Chris O’Connor, Linda Hume, John Courchesne, Mike Kennedy, Earl Holley


Public Participants:  Jack Carradice, Norma Wilson, Desiree Mou (alt.), Sue Duxbury (alt.), John Edgar, Tom Nichols, Bill Wareham (alt.), Sylvia Waterer, Kevan Bracewell (alt.), Janika Wright, Dennis Perry, Brad Bennett, Dave Dobi (alt.), Jay McArthur (alt.), Don Sturgess (alt.)


Provincial Government:  Donna Romain, Mike Hanry, Dave Horne, Dawna Harden, Rob Gowan, Jim Britton, Bruce Madu, Graham Strachan, Bernie Ivanco, Andrea Sissons 


Local Government:  Kevin Taylor, Russ Oakley (alt.), Sheila McLean (alt.)


Federal Government: Dean Watts (alt.)


Staff:  Alex Grzybowski, Trevor Chandler, Bruce Walter, Phil Whitfield, Susan Omelchuk, Marc Imus


Guests & Observers:  Dan Peterson, Leah Hartley, Mel Stewart, Phil Belliveau, Vic Hamm, Eddy Roberts, Mark Tenner, John Surgenor, Judy McIntosh, Vic Hamm, Brian Murphy, Ron Friesen, Warren Oja, Phil Hallinan, Ann Cavanagh, Kendra Graham. 





Documents:


Mailed Documents:


February Meeting Agenda


Compatibility of Selected Activities, Services and Use in Protected Areas


Protected Area Designation Tools


Protected Areas Management Principles


In-meeting Documents:


January Table Meeting Summary


BC’s Parks Legacy Project - Council of Tourism Associations of British Columbia


Proposals - Cerise Creek, Cayoosh, Bridge Glacier Moraine


Rolling Duck Insert - Range - section 4.8, pg. 4.8-1


Rolling Duck Insert - Tourism - section 4.16, pg. 4.16-1 - 4.16-7


Rolling Duck Insert - NDT4





Summary of Action Items


Bruce/Susan - insert draft landscape units (from Donna’s presentation) into the Rolling Duck.


Wildlife working group - discuss terms of reference for Implementation/Monitoring Committee to address grizzly bear and spotted owl


Table - comment on NDT4, Fish, Tourism(general mgmt.), Visuals, 4 PA’s/Generic overview


Wildlife working group - specify wildlife corridor in Wildlife section


Access working group - transportation requirements in vicinity of Mud Lakes


Tourism working group - define boundary of Tourism Focus area in Melvin Creek


Access working group - values, objectives, strategies for access in Bendors


Donna Romain, Tony Hamilton - forward grizzly options to Wildlife Group


PST - invite Tony to working group and table meetings


Timber group - summarize timber impacts on new lines (single map exercise)


Identify a working group to look at Crown Lands (comments forwarded to Ernie Maynard)


Ted Crouch - discuss the Sheep Mountain (Arthur Seat) proposal with Lytton First Nations.


Conservation Group - prepare a map that shows the Jones Creek proposal.


Mike Kennedy and Bernie Ivanco will identify some key primitive areas for discussion.


Jay MacArthur (and Dave Dobi/others) to look at the timber volumes within the proposed Bridge Moraine boundary and develop some objectives and strategies to address access concerns.


Tony Hamilton and Jim Britton to develop ideal scenarios for mineral development with consideration for grizzly bear habitat.


Phil Whitfield will check with Jim Richardson to see what the MoTH plans are for the Mud Creek area.


Action Item for All Working Groups:  Provide comments on access management (forty units) within the package being developed by Donna and Dave Horne.





Summary of Working Group Meetings


Working Group�
Place�
Date�
Time�
�
Biodiversity�
Lillooet Forest District�
February 19�
10:00 am�
�
Timber�
Lillooet Forest District�
February 22�
10:00 am�
�
Access�
Lillooet Forest District �
February 23�
10:00 am�
�
Wildlife�
Lillooet Forest District �
February 25�
 9:00 am�
�
Visuals�
Lillooet Forest District �
February 26�
10:00 am�
�
CRB�
Lillooet Rec. Centre�
February 27�
 9:30 am�
�
Community�
?�
February 27 ?�
?�
�
Tourism�
Lillooet Legion Hall�
March 3�
10:00 am�
�
Tourism/Cons/Rec�
Lillooet Legion Hall�
March 3�
(evening)�
�
Protected Areas�
Lillooet Legion Hall�
March 3 & 4�
10:00 am�
�



Friday, February 12th:


Call to Order 8:35 a.m.





1.	Introduction - Phil Whitfield, Process Coordinator


Phil mentioned that good progress is being made.  There is a full agenda for this meeting.





2.	Agenda Review/Summary Review/Rumor Check/Housekeeping - 


Alex referred the table to the three questions (on the agenda) that should be referred to by the people giving reports on working group progress.  With respect to building the single map, the remaining protected area proposals will be covered.  Tonight, various groups (e.g., tourism and recreation) are encouraged to focus on key points that require discussion between those groups.  


One adjustment to the agenda is that Tony Hamilton will be presenting some maps and information that’s been shared with the wildlife group on Saturday morning (8:30-9:30).


One addition to the reports is there will be a report on community.  There will also be a quick update on timber supply analysis by Dan Peterson.  Comments on the meeting summary will be posted on the wall.





Rod mentioned that Silva Forest consulting will be doing a Yalakom Ecosystem Plan.  Rod has some information on ecosystem planning and classification (copies available for table members.)  There will be a report on this next meeting.





Quick introductions were made around the table.





3.	Reports/ “Feathering the Duck”


Fish/Water - Marc Imus reported that, with respect to water, the review of Bruce’s revisions was completed.  More work on objectives and strategies is to be completed.  The draft list of priority watersheds (for fish and water) was completed by DFO and MELP; they are:  1. Yalakom, 2. Lower Bridge, 3. Cayoosh, 4. Seton-Portage, 5. Gun, 6. Texas, 7. Kwoiek, 8. Tyaughton, 9. Upper Bridge, 10. French Bar.  These watersheds have been identified as those that would require more detailed (lower level) planning.  Marc mentioned that there is a substantial amount of agreement on the objectives and strategies for water, with most of the disagreement related only to wording.  With respect to work on the fish objectives and strategies, another issue was raised at the last working group meeting:  temperature sensivity of fish.  While this may be addressed by some of the existing objectives/strategies, Dean Watts will be developing a separate set of goals, objectives and strategies for this issue.  The working group has agreed to most of the existing content for fish with the outstanding issues being:  riparian buffers for S4, S5, S6 streams; Bull trout objectives/strategies; and habitat assessments (where and to what extent they occur.)  Zoning for fish and water would generally be a “soft line” approach (with reference to key watersheds for example.)


Wildlife - John Surgenor reported that a meeting occurred, with Tony Hamilton.  Spotted owl and grizzly bear were discussed.  There is no revised draft, the objectives and strategies should be available for next month’s LRMP meeting.  Grizzly and Spotted Owl questions seem to be:  where to manage and how (and whether they should be managed for at all.)  There are many unknowns - need to have an implementation plan to look at new information as it becomes available over time.  With respect to zoning, the general feeling is that objectives and strategies are key (the type of line doesn’t matter so much.)  Questions of how changes would occur could be laid out in a terms of reference for the implementation committee - important issue for next meeting.


Biodiversity - There was no meeting - no report. Donna would like comments from non-government members on the objectives and strategies.  Lines will relate to the draft landscape units and emphasis options from last update.  


Action:  Bruce/Susan - insert the draft landscape units (from Donna’s presentation) into the Rolling Duck.


NDT 4 - Objectives and strategies were reviewed - revisions to be typed up.  Regional committee developing a set of guidelines for NDT 4.  Some of the objectives and strategies for biodiversity, range, and wildlife have been amalgamated into this section.  Phil Belliveau will be providing objectives and strategies for areas outside the NDT 4 zone.  Red and blue-listed species can be captured to a large extent in this section.  The NDT 4 zone will move over time (soft line) as landscape characteristics change and field analysis updates data.  Criteria will define the zone - the zone can be defined by mapping of attributes.


Timber - Brad reported that about half the objectives and strategies have been reviewed.  Reformatting and wording changes still ongoing.  A new set of objectives and strategies should be available by next meeting.  Key issues:  defining the affected landbase, limitations to landbase reductions (legislation, etc.).  First Nations, joint/community tenures, linkage with biodiversity and archaeological impact assessments were discussed. Growth and yield work in the TSA, developing long-term planning to come up with sensible log costs.  Looking at primarily soft lines - 2 or 3 meter green up, for example.  Soft lines will relate to other activities on the landbase.  There will be some sections/issues such as Grizzly Bear, Bull Trout, and identified wildlife where objectives and strategies may not be compatible.  Bull Trout objectives and strategies - timber can accept identified wildlife guidebook, but this has not been signed off yet - impacts from riparian have yet to be determined.  Visuals - seems to be some compatibility’s.





Dan Peterson - Timber Supply Analysis


Dan Peterson gave an update on the numbers presented last meeting.  The numbers have changed partly due to removing the 10 metre buffers around S6 streams (not part of FPC) used in the last run.  Once these buffers were removed, there was an increase in productive forest land of 12,000 ha.  The total is now 264,000 ha (compared to 252,000 ha from last meeting.)  Question of how much of the 12,000 ha has already been harvested - this was not analyzed.  Last TSR 278,000 - reduction by 5%, due to Stein and some riparian requirements.  The NDT 4 map uses a different definition than what’s in the FPC guidebook.  There is 174,000 ha in NDT 4 (adjusted by Phil Belliveau.)  Now doing the GIS over - looking at another 2-3 weeks to get back to where we are now in the analysis.  There will be less land required to meet old seral retention in NDT 4.  There was an audit done on the inventory.  Ainsworth did some sampling (70 samples) confirmed the trend that there’s more volume coming off the ground than expected (about 12%).  About 100 more samples to come in next field season.  Timber supply review work is now - revised data package now developed - will be a release of this in an information package next month (to the table and the public.)  


Question about the assumptions of the TSR - does the public comment on this?  Dan mentioned that there is a 30-day review by the public; any assumptions that need to be changed are done and the analysis is re-worked.  The TSR will be released with basically the same information that the table has now.


Visuals - Dave Horne reported that a good meeting occurred - more wordsmithing still to be done but substantial agreement was reached.  Two main zones were discussed - one with VQO’s, one without.  There is also a thrid zone in the middle that could be considered “scenic”.  Soft lines seem to be the proper tool for visuals.  Targets were discussed for VQOs - discussion of how important percentages are.  Feeling was that percentages are a guideline, with the emphasis or priority on visual design.  The visuals map has not changed (for visual areas) except for a corridor on the north Fraser.  Question of how the visual line would meet with private properties along the river; Crown land exists up to the high water mark.  Visual line would run behind private land in some cases. Question of which areas might be candidates for 2 metre green-up (list not yet developed) and compatibility with VQO zones.  The timber objectives/strategies seem compatible.


Access - No meeting has yet occurred - Donna and Dave have been looking at access issues and road networks.  The original process document provided to the table is being followed.  These lines would be soft lines.  The only case where a hard line would exist is along the boundary of a protected area.  Question of how operational access considerations and feedback (community participation) would occur.  Need consideration for future implementation and review of boundaries written into the objectives and strategies.  





Break:  10:00 10:15 am





Protected Areas - Mike Hanry reported that objectives and strategies are being developed (general.)  Also, objectives and strategies for SA’s:  (Jim Britton is looking into the mineral potential for each candidate.)  Noaxe - looked at two modified boundary options - one with an addition at the upper end of the valley; one with a change on the lower end.  Red Mountain - changes to south and east.  Spruce Lake - lengthy review of objectives and strategies.  Three options:  1. original; 2. reduced within Gun and Tyaughton (Brad to develop a proposal of how to log in this area), Jim will work with Brad to look at mineral dev. options; 3) expanded boundary - tourism and PA need to coordinate.  Big Bar (NDT 4 mtg.) – proposing a unit in French Bar Creek canyon with allowance for future water development.  Shulaps and Yalakom - obj/strats developed.  More work to be done.  Will Robbins is developing overlays to show all the resource information for all the study areas - 1:15,000 in order to make some precise resource decisions.  What are the zoning implications? - all are hard lines.  Bridge River delta - boundary changes being considered; looking at old growth, riparian habitats.  Bernie held up the map showing the new proposed boundary; some additions to show representation of creek and riparian systems (McParlon Creek).  The smaller area could be managed in a more intensive manner so that old growth characteristics are maintained.  Brad will be preparing a discussion paper on how to manage for grizzlies and maintain old growth areas.


Question of how the two lines relate - still not certain how this will be dealt with.  The larger area (in the original proposal) would be used to manage for biodiversity.  Request that the mapping for PA’s be made available for the working groups for use in a coordinated fashion.  Dan mentioned that the work that Will is doing can be made available.  Dave Horne mentioned that Will’s workload is increasing - people need to consider existing lines if possible (and keep work to a minimum).  Suggestion for working groups to make a priority list for Will (PA options).  


Noaxe - the adjusted boundary map was posted.  Line proposals from timber, conservation, mining were shown on the map.  Jim mentioned that the intent is to explore options around this proposal to determine mineral impacts.  Attempt was to include major watersheds.


Red Mountain - proposed deletion on west and east sides for access and geological considerations (intent is to explore possibilities). Boundary generally follows height of land.


Spruce Lake - study area boundary – alternative proposal was to eliminate the upper part of Gun Creek from harvesting plans, Larger special management in the remaining area (including Tyaughton).  Tyaughton has good timber conditions; suggestion to set up deferrals in certain areas (looking for feedback from the table.)  The special management zone would be a “hard line” zone.


Big Bar/Badlands - map not yet available; intent is to have an intact ungrazed area.  There is some connection with the Goal 2 area that was proposed in this area.  Irrigation from French Creek - need objectives and strategies to address future access to water.  There are also “squatters” living in the area (who have developed a certain lifestyle) who should be able to continue living in the area.  May be opportunities to manage French Bar Creek canyon in collaboration with the adjacent Nature Conservancy lands - management with cattle (but moving to better management of grasslands.)  Request to indicate the Nature Conservancy area on the map.


Question of how to address values from original RPAT proposals - Donna mentioned that some of it has picked up in Goal 2, with others in the Conservation proposal.  Objectives and strategies that overlap (for different values) may become special management.  There is a need to focus on potential zones and some evaluation needs to be done as multiple objectives and strategies are completed to determine where conflicts exist. Jim mentioned that analysis of PA candidates will have to be done by proponents for those areas.  In the Okanagan-Shuswap LRMP, the door on candidates closed 6-8 months ago.  Priority list needed for PA’s.


Tourism - Rob reported that there was good agreement on the objectives and strategies - some wordsmithing yet to be done.  More work to do on heli-skiing, rafting, visuals.  Tourism group looking for a range of opportunties across the landscape - need to develop objectives and strategies and identify where the opportunity areas are (front, mid, backcountry).  Sylvia mentioned that what this group calls level 1 is general management, level 2 objectives and strategies are for site-specific objectives and strategies.  There are significant overlaps with other groups.  Sylvia mentioned there aren’t any serious conflicts with other groups (in the objectives/strategies).  Key is to look at providing a range of opportunities and a certain level of representation.  Another area in addition to front, mid and back-country are those areas that have been logged (so are not backcountry) but do not have facilities (so they are not front country.)  The timber and mining sectors have been asked to provide some clarity on key issues.  


Question of Crown Lands section in the rolling duck - never been a discussion on these - who should comments be forwarded to?  


Action:  Need to identify a working group to look at Crown Lands.  Susan mentioned that comments on Crown Lands will be forwarded to Ernie Maynard.  Bruce mentioned that the comments will be tracked in the comment summary binder.


Recreation - Recreation group met - a number of issues have been identified and Bernie has developed a working paper.  Highlights - PA proposals should meet most or all of the requirements for wilderness, backcountry or frontcountry requirements.  Specific recreation resource management zones may develop in certain areas.  Trail (motorized and other use) has not been reflected to date - may be a requirement for specific recreation management.  Further discussion needed on access working group.  Road development and harvesting systems have yet to be discussed.  Need to meet with remaining group members to determine whether the hard line/soft line areas are correct - more coordination between groups necessary - tourism, access, recreation. Integration of groups can lead to a better definition of zones.  


Recreation group needs to do some work on defining level of use to further define a map.  Need to determine what is considered high use or low use.


Question of whether the recreation group is going to address how experiences can shift - how does this affect hard line/soft line?  Those wilderness characteristics that take a great deal of time to re-create (or fixed features such as lakes and climbing rocks - Mt. Sheba) would be hard line.  Others would be addressed by soft lines as access and experience changes.


Community - Leah Hartley reported that the working group came up with a number of objectives and strategies - which was then reviewed by Community and CRB.  The objectives and strategies developed by BC Lands are consistent with what has already been developed.  Leah will work with BC Lands to make sure there are no repetitions.  Intent is to provide for expansion of communities and services, decision-making with First Nations involvement, protection for important areas.  Coordination with Official Community Plans (OCPs) that have already gone through public review.  Zones - hard line zone (but not a higher level plan zone) along corridors - Settlement Management Zone - cooperation between BC Lands and local governments.  Soft line zones - focus areas - becoming a mapped area.  Overlaps exist with tourism corridors; text will go a long way to meet community interests.  Leah introduced Sheila McLean from the Squamish Lillooet Regional District) who will be attending future meetings.


Question about settlement zone - title may be problematic since not all this will be settled (subject to Agricultural Land Commission).  


Transportation - Phil received one comment sheet, which was forwarded to Jim Richardson.  Jim is working on the transportation section and should be coming to the next meeting.  There was some interest in the tourism group that relates to transportation.  It may be useful to have the community working group look at transportation.





4.	Review of single map:  continuation from last meeting:


Alex reviewed the single map that started from the Whole Earth map. The intent for this meeting is to go back to finish the PA’s and then discuss Wildlands.  Questions of zoning will be discussed in this regard.  Will look at objectives and strategies.





Lunch Break:  12:10 pm





Tourism Focus:  needs to be discussed - was not dealt with before with the single map exercise.





Arthur Seat:  Bernie reviewed the study area - underlying geology and biogeoclimatic unique.  Proposal was looking for an elevational representation.  A variety of habitats - California Big Horn Sheep; (shaped like a throne named for King Arthur), long-term biodiversity is an important consideration; objectives and strategies not yet developed; Skwaha Ecological Reserve is an important central element; key areas for sheep hunters - making this an ER eliminates that opportunity; tied into the Thompson River - high values for recreation, tourism, conservation, fisheries from a provincial level; Big Horn Sheep are dominant wildlife use of this area; river rafters have a site which could serve as a base in this area.  CN Rail right-of-way is present in this proposal (will not change over time.)  Suggestion that name of the Arthur Seat SA be changed to Scarp Range Area - not well represented in the PA system.  


Question of the rationale for expanding the ER - grazing tenures in Skwaha have lapsed and will not be re-advertised.  Question of whether to have dual designation for a larger area (ER in one area and something different elsewhere.)  Andrea mentioned that the ER has an order in council that allows grazing in the ER.  Suggestion to eliminate the OIC if no grazing continues.


Chris mentioned that the current boundary is acceptable - limited impact on timber harvesting.  Question of who is responsible for ensuring that cattle do not move into the ER.  Soap Lake ER has some cattle that move through it.  There is a grazing tenure along Skoonka Creek.  Suggestion to make this a park (with recreational hunting allowed) since this is an important area for local hunters.  This would give local buy-in on the protected area.  The working group can clean-up the boundaries for cutblocks and range considerations.  The protocol agreement specifies that Parks deals with trespass livestock .  The PA working group can look at options for protection (park and ER combination, for example).  The long-term use in the Skwaha ER from aboriginals is to collect medicinal and food plants.


Suggestion that this area be called Sheep Mountain (as it is by the locals.)  


Action:  Ted Crouch to discuss the Sheep Mountain proposal with the Lytton First Nations. 





The proposal is that the ecological reserve that’s there be maintained as an ER and a park be added (wilderness preservation type.)  This area would provide a range of hunting opportunities (road access outside the PA)





Conservation Group Proposal:


Bonanza - Tom Nichols reviewed the boundaries for the Spruce Lake study area - Ann Zelinsky made a proposal on part of this area (natural history and recreation management.)


The Bonanza boundary will be discussed in the working group - recreation experience.  Access is a key concern to maintain the wilderness values, prevent road access impacts to the central part of the park and Tyaughton trail.  Integrity is a concern - need to limit industrial activity into the central part of the park.  Bonanza - there is a motorized vehicle closure, which has removed access from the Bonanza side (still access from the Tyaughton side.)  Closure was due to industrial development.  Prior to this, it was a 4-wheel drive access trail.  A recreation opportunity was lost which John Edgar would like to enhance, maintain.  Bonanza was an Area of Interest - not put into SA designation - since there were concerns from a timber perspective as well as existing Crown-granted mineral claims.  There are also mineral resources in this area.  The Bonanza Creek drainage did not have any unique BGC characteristics (that are not found within Tyaughton.)  The primary value of this unit may be as part of the whole protected area proposal.  The old mining road seems to now be used primarily for forestry.  The bridge was washed out about nine years ago - now a new bridge.  Question of access for foot-traffic; this is consistent with the wilderness experience.


This area is currently under Section 105 - could be used to manage people use (as well as industrial.)  This area already has a line around it - could be managed as a special management zone consistent with the management of the larger adjacent proposal.





Question of why Bonanza would not be consistent with a more intensive recreation type of access.  There are differing opinions on whether access close to Spruce Lake is a good thing.  Alice mentioned that there are unique plants and flowers here - access could bring stronger weeds and intrusion.  Question of what to do with mineral claims that exist in this area - grandfathering or expropriation would result if this area were to become a park.  





Alex reviewed that a distinction was made at the meeting in Gold Bridge between the Tyaughton part of Bonanza and the Bonanza part of Bonanza.  There is development up Tyaughton so this is different than the considerations in Bonanza (which also comes into alpine - different soils, etc.)  The type of forestry was described as different at that time, as well (partial retention vs. log-and-leave).  This proposal needs to be discussed along with the rest of the Spruce Lake area .





Taylor and Cinnabar - Tom mentioned that the recreation features are key considerations in the conservation proposal.  Ann Zelinsky made a presentation in Gold Bridge related to this area.  Recreation management is a key consideration.  Question of why this was not included in the study area.  The original boundary for Spruce was approx. 90,000 ha - now approx. 60,000 ha.  Taylor and Cinnabar were taken out due to changes with respect to protection numbers (e.g., Stein).  Question of how the boundary is defined on the ground.  There is a recreation interface in the area.  There are some old mines in the upper area.  There is an old road up to a staging area for 2-wheel, 4-wheel, hiking, biking, skiing, etc.. The SA boundary does not follow the alpine basin line; Ann Zelinsky mentioned that the line should be close to an elevation of 5,000 m.  This area lends itself as a day access opportunity.  There is motorized access into Taylor (which has been there a long time).  There is a great deal of mountain biking, 4-wheel drive use and other motorized use along the old mining exploration road.  There is a motor vehicle closure in this area.  There are a number of mine dumps along the access roads. Boundary adjustment - differing opinions on this.  





The watershed boundary may make sense although if there is a desire to manage alpine areas - need to move the boundary further along. This proposal needs to be discussed along with the rest of the Spruce Lake area.  Grizzly bear information may lead to a change in boundaries.  





Shulaps - Objectives and strategies available.  Boundary change is to show the Shulaps-Holbrook area as a whole.  Intent is to show each of these as a separate proposal.  Suggestion to use Environment and Land Use Act to accommodate mineral concerns in the area.  There is an approved road and timber harvesting development in the Shulaps-Holbrook basin.  Suggestion to have restoration of the road - to move this area back to a roadless state.  Suggestion to have Burkholder, Shulaps-Holbrook basin and Jones as a separate proposal from Shulaps (with special management in some areas.)  Jim mentioned that Kirk Hancock has a letter with tolerance of the existing boundary (without the addition of Holbrook and Jones.)  Protection Resource Management Zone was used for Two Springs in the Kamloops LRMP - but this is somewhat of an anomaly.  There is private property in Jones Creek - boundary would have to be looked at (could become an SMZ although this is not in Tom’s proposal).  Question of how this would be addressed (park around private property.)


Brad mentioned that this area has been discussed and an option was provided to deal with this as a protected area.  This could be discussed as a special management zone.  Suggestion to start setting priorities to deal with study areas.  There was no agreement to swap this although it remains a high priority area.





Chris O’Connor expressed a concern that the study areas should be discussed as they now exist.   Alex mentioned that the process  being used is to put everything on the table and see if additional information is needed.  The intent of this exercise is to give a sense of priority.





Action:  Conservation Group - prepare a map that shows the Jones Creek proposal.  





Break:  3:10





Antoine - This area is part of the Yalakom LRUP area, roading is not a priority in this area.  Addition on Fred Creek watershed - interior Douglas fir sites, fisher locations; SMZ exists between Fred Creek and Antoine Creek at the LRUP level.  Ainsworth has plans for harvesting over the next two years.  There is a great deal of deer movement through this area.  Important water supply for over 1/3 of Yalakom residents.  This would be part of a suggested Community Focus Zone.  Opportunities for recreation and wildlife viewing.  Has grizzly bear potential (but none spotted.)  Question of whether this area is a Community Watershed - not at present.  The benches are getting their water from the creek.  Question of how this compares with Shulaps area for values.  The highest values at the LRUP level for community were Shulaps and Fred Creek.  


This area could be discussed tomorrow as a whole with the rest of the proposal.  Need to know what the PAS committee could do with this proposal.  Bill mentioned that the table needs to consider proposals (other than the RPAT study areas) so that some decisions can be made.  





Cayoosh PA proposal: - Tom mentioned that there are two areas here - one with the major lakes, the other with dry forest types and height of land and watershed representation.  Goats are a key species in this area.  Need for grizzly bear security area - connection with other security areas.


Question of how many hectares.  Major creek drainages are Lost Valley, Spider.  Approximately 15-20,000 hectares of THLB.  Melvin Creek is excluded due to the ski resort proposal.  The industrial pressures to the alpine would be mining, access pressures (motorized and non-motorized).  Some compatibilities with the tourism map - similar to mid-country opportunity shown on the tourism map.  


This area is being proposed as a park (wilderness). (Boundary was drawn to minimize impacts on roads -road up Downton.)  First Nations have plans to log the Lost Valley area.  This area is part of the high mineral belt.  


This proposal goes down to the bottom of Copper Creek (Spotted Owls.)  This area would be subject to some significant impacts if a ski resort were developed.  This area was looked at by the RPAT as an AoI - some similarities of the values, but the goats have provincial importance.





Question of whether the Lost Valley should be considered separately from the alpine.  Both areas rated high to very high.  Cultural heritage and First Nations interest.  Goal 2 proposal in this area.  Grizzly bear habitat in Lost Valley.  Ecosystems represented in Stein and Spruce Lake.





Other PA Proposals


Popular mountaineering at Kwoiek, Cerise and Bridge Glacier.  Kwoiek and Cerise Creek are both within the Goal 2 package.  Siwhe is an intact drainage - completely undisturbed.  Bear strategy would be useful.  There is a grazing tenure in this area. One of the aspects that distinguishes this from the Stein is the presence of lakes.  This area has difficult access and steep terrain for timber.





Wildlands (from the Whole Earth map):


Question of where the Wildlands concept fits.  The hard lines and soft lines that have been discussed effectively carve up the Wildlands areas.  The Wildlands concept is difficult to define - this was discussed at the CRB, but there was no agreement on the definition of this concept. If there were a Bendor RMZ - this may be similar to a wildlands by nature of the objectives and strategies.





Alex reviewed where the table is at with the single map.  Need to figure out the best mix of zones.  Bendor is one area which can be discussed to start with further integrating and developing of zones.  McGillivray is another area which was identified as a wildland area.





Bendor: - Bendor Range is part of the Coast Range.  Starts in Mission Pass up to Gold Bridge, loops around and may or may not include McGillivray Pass.  RPAT identified three unlogged areas:  Kerry, Tommy and Bob Creeks.  Bendor has deep incised glaciated valleys, forms a core wildlife area; virtually no road access.  Some trail access, but very difficult to access.  Good area for wildlife management.  Small grizzly populations but some resident grizzly populations.  Some substantial timber values - Mission Pass toward Kerry.  Need to consider avoiding loop roads around the reservoir (suggestion to access management.)  Question of whether this needs to be a zone or whether this area can be addressed through access management.  Mike Kennedy mentioned that he has distrust with SMZs. There is current development within this area (Tommy & Bob).  There is a fair degree of natural prevention to access (steep country.)  





There may need to be a hard line area here since this was identified as a core habitat area in Wayne McRory’s map.  Connection of core habitat areas is a critical concern for the long-term viability of the grizzly populations.  Access may be limiting (due to the terrain.)  There are significant timber values in this area.  Some feel that a well-managed access plan could address the concerns here.





Question of whether “no loop road on the south side of Carpenter” in the plan would address the interests.  It sounds like it would.  This issue will go to the Access group. The loop road and access into the high country are the key access issues.  Important consideration in the Bendor is the primitive opportunity.  Primitive areas should be identified on the map - could be RMZs (primitive zone) or parks.  The tourism, recreation and other groups can look at the Bendor to come up with some recommendations for this area.  There are a number of interests at the table that are looking for some form of a primitive zone.  Protected areas will deliver a substantial amount of primitive areas.  





Need to do some more scoping on the boundary for the Bendors.  Mike could work with Bernie and Donna to develop a zone further.  Question of whether Bernie can pin-point on the map the high-priority primitive areas and how primitive areas would meet with heli-skiing.  There does not seem to be a real conflict.  There may be opportunities to have some tourism recreation activities in primitive areas.  There are tools (such as access management) which can provide for primitive areas outside of protected areas.  Question of how to have mineral exploration while providing for primitive.  Kamloops LRMP had some primitive areas where mineral exploration can occur.  





What are the next steps for developing primitive zones?  Working groups can look at options for the Bendors.  Suggestion to have a draft of some primitive areas (outside of study areas) to use as a template.  It’s important to distinguish where in the protected areas the primitive areas exist.





Action:  Mike Kennedy and Bernie Ivanco will identify some key primitive areas for discussion.





The recreation group identified some needs for access controls in McGillivray Pass.





Norma mentioned that values and objectives need to come forward to the access group to give direction to the development of strategies.  The table was reminded that there are a number of people that live in these areas that require access for recreation.  Concern that access management refers to access limitations.





Bill mentioned that the Yalakom LRUP has primitive access zones - which can be looked at - there are objectives and strategies that can be used to help table members develop access management concepts (permitted use, limitations, etc.).





Meeting adjourned:  5:40 p.m.





Saturday, February 13


Call to Order:  8:40 am





1.	Introduction/Housekeeping:


Trevor reviewed the agenda for the day.  Suggestion to have two reports on the meetings from last evening.





Recreation:  Review of recreation overview statements.  Consensus on non-motorized area for cultural heritage, recreation, etc. at McGillivray Pass.  Discussed opportunities at Shulaps and connection with Noaxe - discussion of recreation management area.  Also looked at snowmobile use - John Courchesne will look at this.  Conflict resolution strategies are a consideration between tourism/recreation users and other recreation users. Tourism group has objectives and strategies for this (which may help with recreation.)





Spruce Lake Scenario Exploration:  Looked at Spruce Lake if it were to be developed for forestry and mining.  Brad has some suggestions on how to address some of the values.  Mineral exploration was discussed as it relates to park (or no park status).  Looking at the need for compensation, the environmental assessment process.  Consideration was given of how participation on review of mines would occur.  High value mineral areas, reclamation standards (somewhat high already) were discussed.





2.	Grizzly Bear Presentation - Tony Hamilton


The grizzly bear capability map (dithered) shows where the key habitat capability areas are.  Suitability was examined - current status of the habitat independent of human use.  Capability - is the idealized habitat capability for grizzly (depends largely on conditions of younger age class of the forest).  Effectiveness - considers the actual effectiveness (depends on road densities).


Capability-Suitability Map - Duffey Lake has the highest capability among existing parks.  Highest capability in proposed parks - Spruce Lake.


The methodology for presenting capability, suitability and effectiveness is evolving.  Capability and suitability are taken to the watershed level - gives an indication of where the red (high) areas, orange (moderate) areas and yellow or green (low) areas appear.





Question of high-moderate suitability on upper Bridge.  This has changed - since the values in the watershed can override high capability.  Anomalies exist (both positive and negative.)  The spatial scale was used since a finer scale was problematic (although finer detailed information exists.)





Tony showed a map that showed the difference between capability and suitability and another that shows the difference between suitability and effectiveness.  A flow chart was used to describe the “Habitat Classes for Identifying Management Priority.”  Question of why to consider suitability (present state of the forest) as opposed to just capability (future habitat for grizzly) when doing long-term planning (LRMP).  Tony mentioned that it’s important to know the difference between capability and suitability in order to determine recovery (and management activities.)  This relates to prescribed burn, silviculture practices and seral stage distribution management in order to maintain or restore grizzly habitat.





Habitats can be suitable but become ineffective due to human influence such as high road densities.  There needs to be consideration for protection (management of impacts) in order to move toward effective habitats.  Habitat restoration can move a habitat that is not suitable to one that is effective.  Road closures can also affect the effectiveness of grizzly habitat.  Road densities with differing volumes of traffic have differing effects.  There can be impacts from people walking on trails and in some cases, the displacement of grizzly bears is greater when people are out of vehicles (need requirements to limit the number of people walking and driving through habitat areas.)





Tony mentioned that there are three population units in the Lillooet TSA - the northern, the southern and the Siska (part of the Cascades.)  All of the population units are threatened and are in need of recovery.  The cut-off number used is generally a population of 100 for recovery.  The population management estimate has yet to be set between Kamloops and Williams Lake for the northern population unit.





The population on the east side of the Fraser is low enough that it is below recovery status.





There are three uncertainties on policy:  1. grizzly bear management areas - where they are and where they apply, (which has a section on what needs to occur for recovery planning) 2. landscape unit planning (Guide to Landscape Unit Planning document not firm.); 3. Identified Wildlife (under the Forest Practices Code.)  The grizzly bear material was recently revised for the Identified Wildlife guidebook.  Tony, John S. and Donna R. have attempted to address these uncertainties through the objectives and strategies for grizzly bear.





Tony mentioned that he and Wayne McRory are amicable colleagues and may differ on some opinions and agree on others.  Tony does not want to refute what Wayne presented (goes against professional ethics) - the signing of a letter to the table is a positive step.





Tony is not proposing a conservation effort on providing linkage across the Fraser River.  This would most likely lead to little benefit (for the amount of conservation effort.)  Conservation efforts are better focused in the Lillooet TSA to provide linkage between population units on the west side of the Fraser (to coastal populations).





The number of 0.4 or 0.5 km of road per square km is not as important as the number of people using the roads themselves.  In order to recover population levels, need to consider roadless protection.  Tony mentioned that if the habitat were maintained as roadless, this would be preferable but doesn’t feel that it’s realistic.  Instead of creating parks across the landscape, it is important to consider the information to provide for the recovery of grizzly bear populations.  The table needs to consider where to apply the grizzly objectives and strategies using the habitat capability, suitability and effectiveness information/maps.





Three options can be brought to the table to discuss management options.





Question of what the population goal is to recover populations.  Response was that in order for a population to become stable through time, need to have a population of 250 bears (for all pop. units.)  Question of how to manage people/bear conflicts.  There is a need to reduce the number of attractants (garbage, barbecues, cat food, fruit, etc.)  Also, there needs to be further education to limit people and bear interactions.





Question of whether it is necessary to maintain a core unroaded area.  Tony mentioned that Class A park is the best option for grizzly, but not realistic across the landscape.  There are a number of uncertainties with roads that have to be managed.  


Question of viable populations (1,000-2,000 bears to be viable)- how to integrate with other uses.  Tony mentioned that focusing all the protection on parks can lead to islands which lack connectivity.  The perimeter habitats need to be considered (so a balanced solution is preferable.)


Question of political limits to the grizzly bear strategy.  Important consideration has been the higher level plan status for wildlife.  There has been an indication from the Ministry of Environment that Higher Level Plan status is “real” for wildlife.  If timber supply analysis can show that the AAC (greater than 1% - for identified wildlife) will create significant impacts the table can suggest a higher percentage.  The 6% includes biodiversity, riparian management, and other considerations.  


Windfirm trees - buffers, seral stage percentage objective (no greater than 33% mid-seral class), stocking standards - can be shown through modeling.  


Question if there is a cap on recommendations for the identified wildlife species.  There is no cap on the overall 6% - could be higher recommendation by the table.  Tom mentioned that adjacent populations to the Lillooet TSA are affected by table’s decisions.  





Question of linkage north-south - McGillivray is an important linkage area (along with others).  Question of higher number of Grizzly sightings in the Spruce Lake area (one suggestion was due to Relay road displacement, another was due to changes in ranching conflicts.)  It is unlikely that bears would be displaced outside of their home ranges (little evidence that this occurs.)  The single most important consideration is adult female mortality (confirmed by other bear biologists.)





Question of an increase in people - can lead to a decrease in the sensitization of bears to humans.  This is a provincial problem - the focus right now is on aversive conditioning.  The US are using bear dogs and rubber bullets - to condition bears to avoid humans.  There is a habituation of bears (irrespective of the number of humans) that can result from human recreation.  





Question of what population level is necessary (250 or 1,000)?  Tony mentioned that there needs to be an adoption of the grizzly population units.  Providing for linkage is key - cannot define the population in terms of # of bears per square kilometre.  Bears should not be displaced outside of high value habitats.





The objectives and strategies do not address hunting regulations, and enforcement - this material is yet to come.  No more than 4% mortality from any cause is one related objective.  Question of impacts on hunting.  The key issue is not so much hunting, but rather how much of an area of concentrated mortality is present.


Alice held up her needlepoint creation of the Rolling Duck for comic relief.


Rod - an executive summary of a critique of the B.C. Grizzly Bear Conservation Strategy is available.





Break:  10:25-10:55 am





3.	Next Steps - Sorting issues/work load for priority handling:


There needs to be an integration of issues and values (e.g., timber harvesting land base, biodiversity, access, etc.).  The process the table is now in is focused on building as much agreement as possible, with considerations for fairness and reason.  There is a need to prioritize - the analogy of buckets 1. working agreement; 2. work to be done before the end of March; 3. options to consider.





One example of working consensus is Arthur Seat - depends on information. and what occurs elsewhere.  There may be working consensus on part of Spruce Lake, for example, with other issues yet to be identified.  The intent is to get as many items into the “agreement bucket” as possible.  The idea of leveraging is not possible within this process.





Sylvia has concerns about the risks that are being taken with moving items into the “agreement bucket.”  There is also a concern that some of the objectives (for tourism, for example) cannot be agreed to without having all the strategies.  Question of whether government will make decisions based on the working consensus.  There is a commitment by government to do analysis of scenarios (developed by the table) in order to determine whether the plan is on the right track.  The data analysis needs to catch up - this will affect the level of certainty that government has with the draft plan.  Phil mentioned that as working groups meet, they need to consider the important considerations in order to get to agreement.  The IAMC will take a look at the areas of agreement, and determine whether substantial agreement has been reached - government can look at the impacts of those agreed items and determine some ways to address outstanding issues.  


Cabinet cannot expect to look at the draft plan until the analysis has been done.  Budget is a key consideration - the LUCO budget would not sustain regular meetings throughout the year.  There are a number of issues which have been waiting for resolution.  





Warren - mentioned that the Kamloops LRMP was successful (despite some feelings otherwise.)  The IWA feels that they need to see the entire package (in order to buy into the process.)  It is important to continue to listen to other people in order to work together.  Brad mentioned that the concept of reason needs to come in quickly - commitment to a reasonable solution.  The PST recognized that there is a shortage of “horsepower” so that potential conflicts can be identified between overlapping objectives and strategies.  Phil mentioned that Daryl Brown (who wrote the Guide on Resource Objectives and Strategies) could be contracted to review the objectives and strategies so that inconsistencies can be identified.  


There is an opportunity to meet between March and June - cleaning up work will need to continue.  (Government needs to get an idea on the level of agreement that exists within the LRMP.)





Sylvia mentioned that it would be useful to have Daryl Brown look at the objectives and strategies.  Still need to know the impacts and look at the options.  Concern with the comment Phil made that government will decide if agreement is not reached and feels that more time is needed.  If the funding were the central issue, Sylvia mentioned she would be willing to come to more meetings and pay for expenses (so that important decisions can be made.)  Phil mentioned that getting the agreement will be challenging, but that a substantial level of agreement is possible - need to look at where we are at the end of March.





Decision to come back to Next Steps at the end of the day.





4.	Integration and Zoning of Overlapping Interests:


Alex reviewed the single map which is developing, including the options being considered with Bridge Delta (Goal 2, grizzly and riparian protection), and protection considerations for Spruce Lake (e.g., special management zones).  The wildlife corridors were reviewed.  Nine Mile Ridge - had considerations for special management zones (one option is SMZ entire, part SMZ or all protected.)





Bridge Glacier moraine proposal - Jay mentioned that it’s the largest glacier in the LRMP area.  Logging road goes within 10 km of the glacier.  Proposal was to keep a buffer between roads and glacier.  An attempt was made to maintain timber opportunities.  Spruce Lake is considered a higher priority, but this area is proposed for wilderness (primitive) with perhaps one road.  There could be a non-roaded wilderness there with minimal impacts on the forest industry.  Little mineral interest in the area.  The management consideration is to limit the impacts on the glacier.  Total chance plan might illustrate the impacts on the glacier.  Glacier also has high interest for tourism, however.  This is one place where helicopter access could work.  It may be possible to manage the access without a protected area.  There appear  to be fewer interests in protection here, question of the relative importance.  The impact on the forest industry still needs to be clarified.  A set of objectives and strategies that addresses wilderness could address this area (if there is little interest from timber sector anyway).  Priorities for the Federation of BC Mountain clubs is in this order:  Spruce, Shulaps, Cerise, Bridge Glacier.


There are a number of areas that may not need protection, but would require lower level planning if there are development pressures down the road (need a set of objectives to address).  Certainty is a key issue - if it is not protected, what is the certainty that those values will be protected?  (concern that special management zones have not worked very well)


Concern from Energy, Mines that the impacts on minerals may be not as minimal as indicated.  The Ministry of Energy, Mines reserves the right to determine the potential in this area.  If this area were protected, it could prevent exploration beyond this point (“cork in a bottle”)





Lunch:  12:13 pm





4.	Integration and Zoning of Overlapping Interests (cont.):


Bridge Moraine - to be looked at by Protected Areas subcommittee.  Need to identify how values can be addressed - look at options for protection of those values.


Action:  Jay MacArthur (and Dave Dobi/others) to look at the timber volumes within the proposed Bridge Moraine boundary and develop some objectives and strategies to address access concerns.





Spruce Lake - there is a will from the table to not have RMZ lines where they are not absolutely needed.  Tony Hamilton asked Brian Murphy to comment on whether the table’s approach to zoning is within the legislation of higher level plans.  Brian mentioned the reason to put something into a higher level plan is to give direction to lower level planning.  Objectives in a RMZ are “hard-wired” to give direction to lower level plans.  Need to identify the purpose of the zones - entire plan areas can be considered a RMZ.  The LRMP (when approved by government), is considered policy by the government.  The RMZ’s developed through the LRMP - can have objectives which can be considered higher level.  The general management zone can be declared as HLP (and can be the same as the LRMP boundary.)  Bill Wareham asked about activities that occur outside of RMZ’s.  If there were prescriptions for activities outside the THLB (under the Code) do the objectives apply?  The purpose of HLP is to provide direction - any operational plans have to be consistent.  Consider why you would want to give higher level direction to certain objectives.  





The RMZ process -  if there are things outside of the Code that you want to drive operational planning, then it needs to be designated as an objective of an RMZ. Brian mentioned that an amendment strategy could be developed to specify how amendments can be made.  The amendment strategy can specify that these changes can be made by a regional manager, for example.  Question of whether objectives in general management will have “teeth” - the LRMP as a whole receives Cabinet approval - this then gives direction to all forest development plans and silviculture prescriptions.  In order to make objectives have a legal element, they need to be part of a resource management zone.  Objectives can be addressed through HLP or through policy.  The main distinction is that those objectives that apply to the Code would be considered HLP.  If the issue is visuals, for example, then it would apply to the Code.





Phil mentioned that Daryl Brown can look at which objectives would apply to HLP.  The Kamloops LRMP had a general RMZ which referenced areas on a map (similar to soft lines.)  If the entire plan area is considered an RMZ, then all the objectives and strategies would be considered higher level.  Question of the landscape unit planning - is it possible to set objectives for landscape unit planning?  Yes - lower lever (landscape unit) planning must be consistent with the HLP. 





Tony mentioned that Special Management Zones can be wrapped around important grizzly habitat areas; can address other areas through reference within general management (policy direction.)  The use of SMZ’s should only be used where there are more grizzly considerations.





Concern that it may be more difficult to get agreement on application of grizzly management to the entire plan area as opposed to just RMZs.  The use of soft-lines can be used to address this concern as the objectives and strategies can apply to only the grizzly management areas.  


Objectives and strategies can be tied to watersheds that may change over time.  Brian mentioned that the Higher Level Plan concept can work with whatever the table comes up with.





Tony is proposing to present three lists of watersheds which have differing levels of protection (and recovery.)  The table can choose which of these to apply.  Tony suggested that the table not increase the risk to grizzly - the table needs to consider that the objectives and strategies have been developed by the provincial grizzly conservation experts (but they still have the ability to change them.)  Concern that the objectives and strategies not be decreased.


Question of whether higher protection should apply within protected areas.  Tony suggested that zoning within the protected areas be used to achieve different levels of protection (parks management planning issue).  Brad mentioned that the timber sector is on board with the identified wildlife, and feel that the approach being proposed by Tony makes sense.





Clarification:  The agreement “bucket” is a working consensus “bucket” - not fully agreed to, still need to do analysis on grizzly scenarios before final consensus can be achieved.


Within resource management zones, there is the option of joint sign-off at the Forest Development Plan (FDP) level.  The FDP has to be consistent with the higher level plan.  There are some exceptions (such as Greenstone Fire -  within mule deer winter range) where district manager has discretion.  The joint sign-off requirement should generally be recommended by the table (negotiated item.)





Question of whether the government agencies can deliver on the objectives and strategies that are being developed.  Implementation of the objectives and strategies is dependent on the realities of the agencies but the key issues still need to be identified.  There is an adaptive management principle that applies - supported by the best information available at the time.  Need to have an accompanying indicator in order to determine whether the objectives and strategies are being carried out.





Jim asked that Tony write down the ideal scenario for mineral development.  Industrial access is different than public access.  Jim will write down what type of access he would like to maintain and see if this matches with Tony’s assessment.


Action:  Tony Hamilton and Jim Britton to develop ideal scenarios for mineral development with consideration for grizzly bear habitat.





Spruce Lake - Trevor reviewed the overlaps in this area.  Some areas proposed for protection, others for RMZ which would require more detailed planning and possibly joint sign-off.  There is a need to identify the level of objectives and strategies being discussed.


Tony suggested that if the hatched area were considered an SMZ - the grizzly objectives and strategies could apply to a larger area, along with the other overlapping interests (access objectives and strategies, tourism, etc.)  Jim mentioned that many of the overlapping issues in this area could be addressed through general management - could be addressed through the PA group.  The timber sector feels that this area could be managed with a woodlot type of removal in Tyaughton, visual areas in Paradise and Relay.  





The planning unit could be used to address this area (would make sense from a landscape unit planning perspective.)





Corridor from Spruce to Shulaps - general agreement that this corridor would be addressed through a soft line.  Question of how this would be changed - this can be addressed through objectives and strategies that refer to sheep and deer.  The overlaps of objectives and strategies need to be looked at eventually.  Overlaps could be with grizzly, sheep, deer and NDT 4.  The wildlife group has identified this as a concern and is looking at addressing the issues within this corridor.  





Bill S. put up an overlay map to show the corridor (from the timber map) and showed some of the areas identified in the Yalakom LRUP.  Roadless management in this area (or limited motorized) can be applied to preserve the integrity of this corridor.  Bill mentioned that some sensitive management zones in the Yalakom Creek/Fred Creek area can be used from the LRUP.  Bill suggested that a primitive area could be established for the corridor.  The corridor ends near Nine Mile Ridge.  MELP has identified sheep migration corridors from the LRUP.  Recognition that the mining sector has not had a chance to look at the primitive areas from the LRUP yet.  Question of Gus’s lease at Noaxe Lake - would cabin development be allowed to occur?  The development of a road can occur as long as the integrity of the zone is not highly impacted.  There are a number of permitted and non-permitted uses written up in the LRUP.  Mineral exploration could occur with limited road development and no roads into the primitive zone.


The wildlife group could look at the LRUP for ideas.  Question of how effective primitive zones are with respect to resource development.  The LRUP placed these areas outside of the key timber zones.  If there is timber that needs access within the primitive zone, this is possible.  The Holbrook Creek area was not designated as primitive due to the timber interests.  There were mineral industry comments provided to the LRUP - useful information to access group. There is a public consultation process built into the mineral development process - could address access concerns in this area.  Environmental Assessment has a public review process for developments over a certain size.


Suggestion that a provision be written into the primitive zone objectives to require a monitoring committee to look at proposed developments.  The monitoring committee would not have discretion to decide, but could be involved in the referral process.








Yalakom - Question of whether the objectives and strategies for the LRUP are in the style that they can be used in the LRMP - Bill mentioned that they need to be re-worked before they can be used by the PA working. group.  Min. of Transportation and Highways had some plans for road development into Mud Creek.





Action:  Phil Whitfield will check with Jim Richardson to see what the MoTH plans are for the Mud Creek area.





Yalakom Valley - Ecosystem management plan - is prescribing a set of layers (not considered hard lines.)  Intent is to bring this information to the table to benefit discussions on the Yalakom watershed.  May have more implications at the Landscape Unit level.  Bill mentioned that the LRMP have an objective, strategy that addresses ecosystem-based planning.  





Alex suggested linking Herb Hammond’s ecosystem planning with the forestry/First Nations-Art Adolph traditional planning Fountain Valley initiative.  Some of the concepts in the Fountain Valley plan are also operational in nature.  Treaty negotiation going on parallel to what is occurring at the LRMP - need to bridge that gap.  In the last TSR - this area was identified as 5% of the TSA.  This may be an issue which cannot be resolved before April.  Brad feels that it’s important to deal with this since it’s a significant area under ad hoc deferral.  





Break:  3:05 - 3:30 pm





Cayoosh Creek/Lost Valley Area - Possible tourism focus zone - overlaps with grizzlies - need to look at any conflicts between objectives and strategies.  The Goal 2 proposal takes in the mountain and wildlife features.  The Spotted Owl zone lies just inside the proposed protected area (or goal 2.)  Question of how to address goats - suggestion that this be addressed through general management.  The areas that have lines are meant to show key winter habitat and kidding areas.  World-class goat population - special feature consistent with Goal 2 criteria.  Great deal of pressures on goats as use in the Cayoosh area increases.  There are proposals for logging in Downton Creek.  The Goal 2 area has minimal impact on timber - but goats need some connection below the treeline in the winter.  The boundary needs to be fine-tuned in the PA working group.





Regardless of status - there needs to be a different form of management in this area.  There are other potential Spotted Owl areas in the Lost Valley area.  Recognition that there needs to some more intensive protection for goats - protected area type would be wilderness category.  Significant impacts on timber in this area.  Mines has to look at potential - the claims appear to be outside the boundary of the proposed protected area and Goal 2.  





Tourism map identifies this as a mid-country area - commercial tourism would affect the wilderness status of a protected area.  One of the reasons for protection is the proximity to development pressures.  Question of management requirements of the tourism focus zone - different logging plans depending on whether a resort goes ahead.  MELP would like to know whether the ski hill will go ahead - affects the design of the cut-block.  One example is Sun Peaks - due to beetle management there is volume that continually comes off the mountain, but is not considered part of the harvesting land base.  The important distinction is to know how the land base would be used.  


Question of where the boundary should extend to.  There needs to be discussions with BC Assets and Land Corporation (BCAL).  The tourism group will look at this issue in their considerations for a tourism focus zone.  Some grizzly bear management concerns.  Access considerations exist for the whole Cayoosh Range - objectives and strategies are coming forward.





Action Item for All Working Groups:  Provide comments on access management (forty units) within the package being developed by Donna and Dave Horne.





Access will be addressed by the PA group - look at access in the Cayoosh.





Cerise Creek - most highly used hiking and mountaineering area within the LRMP.  One of the few valleys in the area that has a wilderness feel - small area that would have limited impacts on forestry.  The area is a little smaller than the Goal 2 map.  The Goal 2 would be an addition to the Joffre Lakes park. Bernie recommended a recreation trail to the cabin, with some considerations for visual quality and recreation.  Trail is inappropriately placed at present - goes through bog.  A path has been located on the west side of the creek (some objections by mountaineering group.)  The recreation trail would be an alternative to the Goal 2 proposal.  The Goal 2 area was originally a 1,200 ha area - Jay’s proposal is approx. 200 - 300 ha.  





Kwoiek - needs to be looked at by PA working group; proposed as a goal 1 (and goal 2, however, it’s over 7,000 ha.)





5.	Next Steps/Action Items/Work to Follow:


Working group meeting dates were shown on the flip chart.


NDT 4, Fish, and Visuals objectives and strategies ready for comments using the comment form.  


Tourism (revised - to be mailed out) will be ready for comment.


4 PAS and generic introduction to PAs will be ready.





Mail-out - on the 23rd of February.





Agreement that if there are minor changes to the grizzly objectives and strategies - these will go into the Rolling Duck, but may not be ready  to be mailed out.





All the objectives and strategies will apply to the three options.  Donna suggested that the table review the content of the objectives and strategies.  The list of watersheds will be changed between the three options, but the objectives/strategies will not be substantially changed.





The original Grizzly capability/suitability maps are available.





Action:  Invite Tony Hamilton to the working group and the table meeting.





March 3rd meeting at 10:00 - Shulaps, Yalakom, primitive zone, Cayoosh and Antoine.


Evening of the 3rd or 4th - meeting of tourism and recreation and conservation


March 4th meeting at 8:30 - Marble, Cerise, Kwoiek, Upper Bridge, Siwhe, and Arthur Seat





Priorities:  Setting of priorities needs to be considered in the Protected Areas Working Group.  The tourism group will be looking at the objectives and strategies irrespective of protected areas.  Concern that it is too difficult to get all the work done before March 3rd.  Concern that the PA group has too much work to be done in the allotted time - priorities will help determine which to discuss (to whatever level of detail is necessary.)


Important to know all the priorities at the table.  





Suggestions to PST (on the next agenda):  


- would be useful to have some analysis done or some orthophotos.  Orthophotos will be used to do some quick analysis.  It’s important to keep Dan and Will focused on the Base Case.





Suggestion to have working group time to meet (at the next LRMP meeting).  PAS working group could have a meeting during next month’s meeting - to do some priorities.  Access is another.  Tourism, conservation, recreation can also meet.  Concern that we stay away from presentation style discussions.





Meeting adjourned:  4:55 pm





Next Meeting:  March 5 and 6
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