LILLOOET LAND and RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN


Table Meeting March 26 & 27, 1999


Lillooet, Royal Canadian Legion


MEETING SUMMARY





Attendees:


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


Public Participants:  Norma Wilson, Desiree Mou (alt.), John Edgar, Sue Duxbury (alt.), Tom Nichols, Bill Wareham (alt.), Sylvia Waterer, Kevan Bracewell (alt.), Janika Wright, Santokh Attwal (alt.), Dennis Perry, Barry Menhinick (alt.), Brad Bennett, Dave Dobi (alt.), Jay MacArthur, John Leighton, Greg Dixon, Jack Carradice, Rudy Durfeld, Sheila McLean (alt.)


Provincial Government:  Donna Romain, Peter Weilandt (alt.), Mike Hanry, Dave Horne, Dawna Harden, Rob Gowan, Jim Britton, Bernie Ivanco, Andrea Sissons (alt. range)


Federal Government:  Dean Watts (alt.)


Local Government:  Russ Oakley, Kevin Taylor


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


Guests & Observers:  Dan Peterson, Leah Hartley, Mel Stewart, Phil Belliveau, Vic Hamm, Heather Leighton, Al Bowerman, Ron Friesen, Lloyd Stock, Bob Sheridan, Gus Abel, Alice Munro, Fred Samson, Ted Crouch, Ann Cavanagh, Cryst’l Roshard, Ollie Alendal, Eartha Simm, Phora Horton, Nancy Shook, Daniel Kerslake, Paul Ehni, Toby Mueller





Documents:


Mailed Documents:


March 26, 27 Meeting Agenda


March 5, 6 Table Meeting Summary


Amendments to February meeting summary


LRMP Table Member List


In-meeting Documents:


“Gold Bridge, Bralorne, Gun Lake, Tyaughton Lake Area - Provincial Park Designation to Enhance the Destination Recreation Potential for the Area” - Bernie Ivanco


“Environmental Values....” - Duck editing done by Cathy Scott-May


“Dear Whomever”, Draft Status Report - Letter of Transmittal Committee


	Rolling Duck Inserts


4.2-17	Water Objectives and Strategies - proposal from John Leighton; addition to existing objectives and strategies


4.8.1	Range Objectives and Strategies


4.2		Visuals Overview and Objectives and Strategies


4.15.3	Timber Production Objectives and Strategies


7.6		PA Zone - Marble Canyon Overview and Objectives and Strategies


	Meeting Handouts


PAS Areas working group meeting notes, March 18, 1999


Letter to Rod DeBoice from William Spencer, YCC, March 9, 1999


Reply to William Spencer from Rod DeBoice, March 25, 1999


Lillooet LRMP Proposed PA Summary spreadsheet - Bernie Ivanco


Draft Ecosystem Based Landscape Analysis of the Yalakom Valley - YCC


“Loss Forecast Surprises Minister” newspaper clipping


Draft 2 Status Report


Memorandum from Rudy Durfeld to LRMP Table, March 26, 1999


Access handout - Area #4 Nicomen


Access handout - Area #5 Sackum


Access handout - Area #10 Van Horlick/Blowdown


Access handout - Area #40 French Bar/Leon Creek


Access handout - Area #41 Davey Jones





Summary of Action Items


Map the distribution of old growth to illustrate where biodiversity can be addressed.


Access Group to look at South Chilcotin Regional Plan (submitted to IAMC) when considering unit # 41 - Davey Jones/Red Mountain.


“No loop roads during snow-free periods” - to be discussed by Access Working group. (#41)


The Wildlife group needs to look at the grizzly options to discuss access (recreation) opportunities and restrictions in unit # 30.  Also, access beyond Downton Lake into Nichols needs to be looked at by the Wildlife group.  (Recommendations on closures if necessary.)





Friday, March 26th:


Call to Order 8:40 a.m.





1.	Introduction - Phil Whitfield, Process Coordinator


Phil reminded the table that this would not be the last meeting of the LRMP, much more work yet to be completed.  There is a great deal of organization work to be done (by government); it would be useful to allow the table to take a “breather”.  Phil commended the table on their hard work over the last few months.





2,	Agenda Review/Summary Review/Rumour Check/Housekeeping - 


Agenda Review - Trevor reviewed the agenda.  The access discussion will focus on “vision” for each area and look at whether general management objectives and strategies (for all values) are adequate in order to achieve that vision.


Summary Review - Mike Hanry mentioned that on pg. 10; the tourism operators not fully represented.  Letter drafted to retract the comment - Mike apologized for any misunderstandings.


Page 4 - Arthur Seat - reference to Environment and Lands - remove; no objections to PA 


designation.


Page 7 - Impacts from the Code - 6% (not a total of 7%)


Rumour Check - none.


Housekeeping - no parking in front of the bakery.  Terms of reference for Data Management Team state that only plot files be given out.  There was a request from the Sierra Club to have data that can be used for analysis - this has to be cleared with the table.  No concerns as long as this analysis not be used to undermine what the table is doing.  Bruce mentioned that a data exchange agreement will be signed to state that information (data) will only be used for LRMP purposes.  Requests for provincial data are dealt with separately (e.g., forest cover, TRIM data).





Bill Spencer wrote a letter to the Lillooet Forest District manager (copies available) inquiring about the future of the Yalakom Local Resource Use Plan (LRUP), following completion of the LRMP.





Brief introductions were made around the table.





3.	Reports/”Feathering the Duck” 


a)  Wildlife - Donna Romain reported that the grizzly options map is complete.  The dark green area (option c) shows the areas of minimum protection; option b adds some areas for further protection; option c adds some further areas to both b and c.  A new set of objectives and strategies (which would apply to whichever green areas are chosen) were handed out at the last LRMP meeting.  Owls will be looked at by a smaller working group (have not met yet.)  Some information on alternative management for owls has been requested (for interior conditions).


b)  Biodiversity - no meeting, no report.


c)  Timber - new objectives and strategies were discussed at the last meeting.


d)  Visuals -  substantial levels of agreement; where there is disagreement, some options exist - no solution yet.  New section for the Duck available.  Comments have yet to be reviewed.


e)  Access - Dave Horne reported that about half the access polygons have been discussed.  Dave is working on a product to show where various interest have been dealt with.  Access information to be sent out in a mail-out.  Dave Dobi mentioned that some tourism operators need to be involved.


f)  PAS - Mike H. - a matrix was developed to evaluate protected area values for each proposal; also provides a basis for timber analysis.  Final list on all areas - need to work through Goal 1 areas; much discussion on Dave Dobi proposal on Spruce Lake; decision by the PAS working group to divide Spruce Lake into 14 units to give more detail.  Interest from Siska Creek Band in protection of Siska watershed.  Comments from John Courchesne and Dave Dobi being looked at.  Mike H. will talk to Jack C. on his comments.  A set of lines to come forward later.  Discussion of which objectives and strategies should go into the draft plan.  Agreement that only Marble Canyon and Arthur Seat go into the Rolling Duck at this point.  


Question: what is the time-frame for approval and designation of protected areas - do operational plans continue during lag time?


Phil Whitfield responded that for table study areas, interim management guidelines apply; for those recommended protected areas not in a study area - legal commitments (e.g., cutting permits) would be honoured.  The table needs to reach consensus on areas to give direction to government.  


Question of compensation for areas - table agreement on compensation can also give direction to government (as opposed to business as usual).  Areas of interest (AOI’s) have approved resource management policy (from the Region), however, no AOI’s exist in the Lillooet LRMP.  The remaining areas in Lillooet (other than study areas) have no interim management guidelines.


Phil clarified that the Rolling Duck is a compendium of information - differing levels of agreement (at working group) with PA proposals, objectives and strategies; table consensus has yet to be laid out.  The intent with sorting this information by a contractor is that none of the information be lost (just reorganized.)  





A summary of the notes from the PAS working group is available.  Summaries to be developed for each of the 14 Spruce Lake sub-units.  Dan mentioned that there can be some analysis of these sub-units.


g)  Tourism -  Sylvia W. reported that objectives and strategies were reviewed; visuals map looked at; comments mainly relate to what is perceived to be exclusive use - objectives and strategies need to be clarified.  Some tourism RMZ’s yet to be discussed - Kamloops LRMP may be useful; input from access group needed - Dave Horne will review input from tourism group on operator areas and access implications.  Options for objectives and strategies to be discussed.  There is a map that shows front/mid/backcountry and tourism potential for TSA.  Also, map for Spruce Lake to show some more details of tourism and access considerations.  Meeting tonight.


h)  Recreation - Bernie completed a summary of current work - issues identified.  Some mapping for RMZ’s done; work until end of April/beginning of May before definition of zones, objectives and strategies is clear.  Comments on overviews; some hard-line zones for McGillvray, etc.; soft lines for the rest of the landscape.  Sylvia expressed a concern with the description Bernie provided on Gun Lake/Tyaughton Lake - this needs discussion in the evening meeting.  Russ mentioned that the handout defines some options around the Gold Bridge area and mentioned that he agrees with a provincial park designation at Gwyneth Lake.  The options attempt to provide for wilderness and economic development.


I)  Community - Leah Hartley reported that comments were reviewed.  Settlement Zone renamed to Crown/Community Interface Zone.  Two maps developed (crown/community interface and community focus).  Also looked at water, transportation issues and comments.  There will be an examination of community economics in the future.


j)  Fish/Water - Marc reported that the comments for both sections were reviewed; new issue/goal sections being added (improved inventories and management of temperature sensitive streams, for example.)  There was agreement to have a technical committee address a number of fish-related issues following completion of the LRMP.  Note:  this type of technical committee should be mentioned in the transmittal letter.  Proposal by MELP/DFO to have interim guidelines (effective until the technical committee can make recommendations) which would be the Code and Best Management Practices for Interior streams (Riparian Guidebook.)  Brad will review this proposal with the timber sector.


Ungulates - a meeting was held during the week, revisions to the objectives and strategies are yet to come.


Cultural Heritage - more information on the way for this section.





4.	Grill Phil - Phil reporting back on various items


Transition, Implementation and Monitoring Committee - meeting tonight.


Timber Impacts - yet to be looked at.


Paleontology - Mike Hanry has some information to be incorporated into the Duck.


Lands objectives and strategies - Ernie Maynard is drafting these.


Questions around access management - public education and support is key for having effective access management.  Need to look at particular situations and get public support.  Level of enforcement is an important question for government.


Transition - Marc is looking at FRBC transition.  Table needs to identify needs for transition.


Parks policy recommendations - IAMC to provide feedback on the acceptability of recommendations from the table.


Cathy Scott May made some suggestions on two sections (biodiversity and water.)  


Mineral Exploration Code and wildlife act closures - the Wildlife Act refers to the FPC Act; need to check how the Wildlife Act would address mining access (within WA closures).


Financial commitments for access - need to check all the cost items within the plan - and identify some priorities of cost items.  Access prescriptions need to be cost-effective and practical.


Mineral claim compensation - part of identifying cost items


Completion of Goal 1 and 2 lists - a Goal 2 list currently exists; however, as long as there are questions around access, there will be questions around protected area (Goal 1) proposals. Bernie mentioned that with respect to a complete list of Goal 1 proposals - all these are listed on the matrix along with all the Goal 2 sites outside the Goal 1’s.





With respect to Stein Park management - the table can make some policy recommendations to government that could be used once the park management plan is re-visited.





Jack mentioned that there is significant time needed to review the work in progress and provide comments; need to identify a process to work through conflicting goals, objectives and strategies and their impacts..  





5.	Base Case Analysis - Dan Peterson


Dan mentioned that much of the TSR1 information is the same as what was in the data package.  Future roads, trails and landings quantified at 1,453 ha.  A bar graph showing age class for the district was shown.  Timber harvesting landbase:  264,000 ha.  There’s a significant amount of harvestable (mature) timber - approx. 80% within the TSA.  There is also a great deal of older forest that will not be harvested - may provide contributions to biodiversity, riparian, visuals, wildlife, etc. (white on the bar graph).  166,000 ha - approximate total area outside operable landbase - environmentally sensitive areas, community watersheds, riparian areas, inoperable areas, non-merchantable timber.  There was a request to map the distribution of old growth to illustrate where biodiversity can be addressed.


Action:  Map the distribution of old growth to illustrate where biodiversity can be addressed.





Dan showed a harvest forecast diagram.  This includes the cut (with the constraints of current management) and the growth up to the long range sustainable yield.  The transition steps show the decline in the harvest over time.  Current allowable cut in the diagram is 636, 600 ha/year (not including woodlots.)  The long term sustainable level (about 10 decades from now) is approx. 343,000 ha.  The step-downs are kept between about 8-12%.  The current cut is held as long as possible, with step downs beginning in about thirty years (given a three-pass system).  With a four-pass system, the step-downs begin in about twenty years.  Combining no harvest in protected areas with a four-pass system resulted in step-downs beginning in approx. 10 years.


Rotations are modeled at 80 years; 80 years is used for pine and drier forest types; 100 years is used for spruce and wetter fir types.  The end of the third rotation is approx. 240 years. 





Another bar graph was displayed to show the percentage of the cut over time in each landscape unit.  The model shows where the harvest would occur (given current management) over time, taking oldest trees first (unless specified otherwise in assumptions).  The age given for different natural disturbance types is based on what’s in the biodiversity guidebook.  There are some cases where specific conditions may not be addressed by the age assumptions in the model.


This model does not include grizzly, owls.  The growth rates are based on site index.  There is a range of 1-4 cubic metres/hectare.  Some may be as high as 5.5 cubic metres in wetter sites.


One assumption is 26,000 ha/year due to blowdown, fire and bug loss (that is not salvaged.)  Chris mentioned that unsalvaged losses will go down over time if access is increased to a larger landbase. 


Dave Dobi and Brad Bennett mentioned that this TSA has been supplemented by wood from outside the district. Question of what proportion of logs are being processed within the district (as opposed to produced.)  Santokh Attwal mentioned the IWA has information on economic aspects of the industry.





6.	Introduction to Transmittal/Status Letter 


Trevor reviewed how the letter was developed.  Phil handed out the comments from Cathy Scott May on the Biodiversity and Water sections of the Rolling Duck.  Cathy will review the other sections and provide similar comments (after direction from the table).  The fourth paragraph in the transmittal/status letter may need to be expanded to include an edit on the objectives and strategies.  


Donna mentioned the timber objectives need a correction.  On the first page - the non-consensus note relates to the objective (rather than the goal.)  There are some other revisions to be made - comments should be forwarded to Donna.





Lunch	12:10-1:10





Base Case (cont.) - further estimates of sensitivities can be done using the timber supply review data; the timber supply review package will be coming out in about a month and a half.  The assumptions in the data package need review.  There will be a TSR public review down the road as well.  Question of how protected area designations can be addressed in the TSR - protected areas are generally not modeled until approval by Cabinet.  Setting of AAC is affected by land base (existing forest) and the management of the land.  





The table needs to identify what the specific information needs are.  The table could use the existing analysis to determine some impacts.  Agreement to establish a subcommittee to look at what the information needs from Dan are.





Information Needs Subcommittee:  Dan, Will, Brad, Chris, Bill, Norma, Peter


Meeting on Monday, April 26 at 10:00 am in Lillooet - Forest Service office.








7.	Expansion of “Access”/Defining the Vision


Alex mentioned that it’s important to consider whether general management is providing the right kind of direction in each access polygon.  This can be addressed by examining some key decisions:  cutting permits, range use plans, recreation tenures, etc.  The table should look at whether the right direction is being provided to each of those types of decisions.  








Unit # 4 - Nicomen area


Dave Horne reviewed the unit location and read the summary.  It’s an industrial area with maintenance of access a priority.  Limiting access to alpine between units 3 and 4 is considered a priority.  Deactivation of all branch roads after development - keep some roads open, but deactivate them if they’re not needed.  This is a fairly high use area for recreation.  


Jack mentioned that his sector is interested in maintaining roads unless there is a reason not to.


Donna mentioned that grizzly considerations may provide reason to limit road density.  Need to first agree on grizzly management options.


Betty felt that the summary does not provide enough detail on why decisions are made (i.e., industrial area is not mentioned in the summary); suggestion to summarize key uses in the area.


Norma mentioned that the access working group is attempting to show the range of uses in the table.  The appropriate use has to be determined by the LRMP table.


Greg mentioned that each interest is going to have differing visions - need to prioritize uses.  Phil mentioned that details of use should be shown or referenced to a map (management direction on road access).  Definition of traditional access roads needs further clarification.  


Note:  Dave Horne is also developing a matrix to show where interests are being addressed in each unit.


Alice suggested that a clear statement of primary uses, and potential conflicts should be laid out.  Also, what are the implications on grizzly management - possible to use option B here.  Sylvia mentioned road density indicator could be useful (for each polygon).





There is rock-hounding interest in the area.  Greg mentioned that there is a need to identify the licensees that have established roads - if rock-hounders were to have continued access, there will be a need for funding to maintain recreational access (otherwise, these will be deactivated).  


Alice mentioned that the summary shows a general vision and there are connections with public consultation.  The public will be interested in knowing the overall vision for each area (once this exercise is complete).


Bill asked whether this area would be a candidate for an Interior Watershed Assessment Procedure (IWAP); suggestion to have this included in the vision.





a) Cutting permit decision in Nicomen - does general management provide adequate information?:  Donna mentioned that the general management objectives and strategies for mule deer, grizzly (if option b is accepted) and other species would be adequate.  It is important to identify where all interests are accommodated in each of the units.


b)  Land Act, CBR tenure - does general management provide adequate direction?:  With respect to motorized use, general management should be adequate, if the objectives and strategies are supplemented by what is summarized in the access handout.





Rudy Durfeld - BC Chamber of Mines - mentioned that these processes weren’t working for the Chamber; they will continue to monitor what the table produces.  Rudy provided some comments on where land use planning is going in the province from the mining perspective.





Break:	3:10-3:25





Betty asked about whether roads could be shown - not at this time (on this particular map.)


Karl asked about what was accomplished in Nicomen - vision, objectives and strategies in general management are generally adequate.





Flip-chart Vision Summary for Unit # 4


primarily industrial


recreation includes motorized


grizzly option B


rock hounding





Unit # 5 - Sackum


Dave reviewed the summary for this area.  Control of Soap Lake loop road was a concern.  Rock-hounding interest in the area.  Protection of the ecological reserve and providing access to the Thompson River for rafters are concerns.  The rest of the area could be utilized for motorized access.


General management - do the objectives and strategies provide adequate direction?  Mike Hanry mentioned that the Land Act tenures be reinforced by the LRMP to provide access to Thompson River for commercial recreation (rafting).  This could be addressed in the Crown Lands section.  


Jack felt that hunting is a consideration in this unit.  Chris mentioned there is substantial illegal hunting in this area (enforcement issue).  There could be implications on access controls or enforcement.  In the wildlife objectives and strategies, it may be useful to identify enforcement priorities - areas of concern.  Mining was dropped from the summary and changed to low in the table.





Flip-chart Vision Summary for Unit # 5


access to Thompson (reinforce Land Act reserves) - Crown Lands?


protect ecological reserve


motorized recreation in the rest


hunting enforcement issue





Unit # 10 - Van Horlick


(This area includes Blowdown.)  Recommendation to deactivate branch roads in this unit.  Cerise and upper Cayoosh could be managed for non-motorized recreational values.  This area lies within the grizzly bear management options.  Closure of road could be achieved through a section 105 or other means.  This is one of the back access connections with the Stein.  Betty mentioned that the mainline road receives a great deal of use (accessible by two-wheel drive), is used by First Nation from Shalalth and has a source of huckleberries.  Mike H. mentioned that Blowdown is an important, traditional access point for the Stein.  Dave Dobi mentioned that there could be alternating access/deactivation between Van Horlick and Blowdown.


Bruce asked whether a wildlife act closure that allows drive-in for recreation (but not drive-in for hunting) would address wildlife issues.  Donna Romain mentioned the key consideration here is road density.  Dawna Harden mentioned that there is a need to identify the overall cost of road maintenance.  Brad thought that this should be done over the long-term (consider road deactivations, and reopening over time...i.e., second pass system.)  There may be some cheaper alternatives for bridges if industrial access is not to be maintained.  


Betty asked whether removing side roads, while leaving the mainline would be adequate.  The bridge across the main fork is now gone.


Bernie mentioned there are a couple of trespass cabins in the area.


Mike H. suggested closing Blowdown below the mining road (bottom of the hill.)  Dave D. felt that this closure would not provide substantial grizzly core areas - could allow natural deterioration of road.  It would make more sense to close below the lake to provide a short walk into the Stein.


Goal 2 proposal (Blowdown Lk.) - Dave D. sent Mike H. a re-drawn boundary for the proposal.





Cerise/Upper Cayoosh - non-motorized recreation RMZ (restriction on ATV/snowmobile use) with maintenance of industrial access - Bernie has a revised proposal for this.  Jim mentioned he has some possible concerns with the implications of this zone (is it “special management”?).  There is a cabin application that has been approved in Marriot basin for ski touring.  Betty mentioned that it’s important to clearly identify the intent in this area (remove conflict between snowmobiles and cross-country skiing).  Grizzly option ‘c’ could work in this unit.  Sue mentioned that there appears to be substantial snowmobile use in Cerise.  General management direction - appear to provide adequate direction.





Flip-chart Vision Summary for Unit #10


Cerise and Upper Cayoosh - non-motorized recreation


grizzly option c


Van Horlick - local recreation access (therefore, close part-way)


Blowdown access to Stein (therefore, close just below lake)


Goal 2 - Blowdown Lake





8.	Follow up “Letter of Transmittal”/”Status Report” Document


Letter to be addressed to the Chair of the IAMC, Fred Baxter.  


Jack suggested adding another bullet to page 2 - maintenance of fish and wildlife population levels.  Page 3 - Proposed Work Plan - Jack suggested expanding this to include the concept of harmonizing the objectives and strategies (which includes a significant amount of time).


Brad - mentioned he has a lack of confidence in First Nations deferrals - 1) how will the government address its fiduciary obligations to the treaty/consultation process; 2) need to know whether there will be access to the land.  Dennis supported Brad’s comment.  Sylvia mentioned that a lack of confidence in access management applies to protected areas (other types of access) as well as to areas outside of PA’s.  Phil clarified that the reference to access management in the letter relates mainly to roads (and parks would limit road development.)  Dave Dobi mentioned the wording should be changed in this section - should not imply that parks will result where access management is not used.  


With respect to further editing (by Cathy Scott May) John Leighton inquired whether edits (similar to the water section) would occur; concern that such edits could change the content substantially, and would require more time from working groups.  Dean mentioned that under 2.0 - bullet 1 - leave out “in selected watersheds”.  Brad mentioned that the Industry/Government fish technical committee should be mentioned in the letter.  Alice has concerns with forming another committee (apart from the implementation committee).  Jim asked why mining and agriculture were not mentioned.  Chris mentioned that it should be mentioned in the letter that the intent of the table is to come up with a single plan (report) as opposed to options.  


Brad mentioned that it should be stated the mining sector has left the table (lost a table member.)  Norma asked whether funding for the maintenance of forest service roads should be included - policy issue.  Bill asked that the policy issues be made more specific (# 8).  Also, the table is looking for more specific responses.


Bill W. - # 3 - may be more useful to ask for maintaining or increasing enforcement (specifics).


Sylvia - park management plans take four years, interim management needs to be established in the LRMP that provides some direction on PA recommendations.


Question of Park Legacy document and where the LRMP is headed - need to know if existing and potential tourism operators will be accommodated in new parks designated by government.


A signature page will be added to the letter.





Working Groups this evening:


Status Letter - 7:00


South Chilcotin Spruce - 6:30


Implementation and Monitoring - 7:30





9.	Silva - Yalakom Ecosystem-Based Landscape Analysis Presentation


Bill Spencer reviewed the development of the Yalakom Ecoforestry plan and mentioned that it follows the Yalakom landscape unit.  The Yalakom community has been involved with the LRUP - this is an outcome of that.  Silva used GIS to generate maps that show:  1) ecological classifications, soil conditions; 2) stable and moderately stable land for productive human activities; 3) existing and proposed logging and mineral claims; 4) old-growth areas (140 years+ for all species); 4) uses in the valley (through consultation with locals/surrounding community); 5) amalgamation of information to show FENs, environmentally sensitive areas and protected areas (approx. 75%) which is not considered a no-logging zone (not full protection); 6) timber management zones (based on site conditions); 7) zoning for other values (riparian, tourism, recreation, wildlife, etc.)


What is intended to be “left on the landscape” is the starting point.  Bill would like the table to consider this information and the maps in their deliberations in the LRMP.


Question of whether general management would accomplish what is in the Silva analysis.


Bill mentioned that the Silva plan attempts to look at all values in a balanced way.  Brad mentioned that the northern part of the Yalakom has a frequent fire disturbance history - how would this be addressed?  Bill stated that the Silva report identifies the need for a fire management plan to look at situations on a site-specific basis; there is a need to reintroduce fire in a different manner than past/current practices.  Alice mentioned that the topography lends itself to more detailed planning.  Also, the ultramafic soils have unique characteristics which require detailed site analysis.  The Yalakom has a fairly dry, cold climate; some soil nutrient problems - slow growing sites, problems with reforestation.





Meeting adjourned:  5:45 pm





Saturday, March 27th:


Call to Order 8:40 a.m.





1.	Introduction/Housekeeping - review meetings from last evening and then carry on with access discussion.


2.	Reports on Last Night’s Meeting - 


Status Letter - Trevor reported that the revisions to the status letter were made, copies of the revised letter were circulated.  Comments on next steps can be incorporated in section 3.


Spruce Lake/South Chilcotin meeting - focus of the discussion was on human use (recreational) and the dispersal of that activity.  Dispersal of activity at Spruce Lake was a key topic of discussion.  Regeneration of natural characteristics following industrial activity was discussed, with the landscape becoming more natural (more wilderness) as you move further from Spruce Lake.  Upgrading of the Hurley Road was discussed and generally supported, in order to provide better access and improve economic opportunities in Gold Bridge and Bralorne.  With respect to Gwyneth Lake, there was discussion of private sector funding for infrastructure and development opportunities.  Bill W. asked how to determine the capacity of Spruce Lake?  (assessment on wildlife population/habitat impacts).  There should be some analysis done on this.


Transition/Implementation/Monitoring - Phil mentioned that three different efforts were made to write TIM material; decision to pull this material together and draft some questions for working groups to consider.  Phil’s Implementation and Monitoring Framework was reviewed; a Transition Strategy has yet to be developed.  





3.	Continued:  Expansion of “Access”/Defining the Vision


Unit # 40  French Bar/Leon/Slok


Main roads used for timber harvesting, silviculture activity.  Dave Horne read the summary which includes restricting non-motorized access to northern grasslands.  Restrict motorized access to Hogsback.  In the Blackhills area, there are opportunities for tourism, wildlife viewing.  Agriculture interest in access to China Head, there is a need for road maintenance - access needed beyond Moore Lake to creeks (used for irrigation.)  


Tourism operation in China Head area - need some comment on returning roads to original state (view-shed is important.)  Question of backcountry tourism rating - N/A, Dave H. mentioned that there aren’t any locations more than 8 km from the road.


Comment:  may be useful to include all of China Head road in unit 40; (definition of backcountry recreation included in the Rolling Duck.)  


A Coordinated Resource Management Plan was done for this area.  The fisheries column should be changed to include high fisheries values in various drainages for salmon, rainbow and Bull trout.  There is also a Coordinated Access Management Plan for the Yalakom - access information.  Access effects - mention that access should not remove access on China Head road.


Watson Bar - timber interest in maintaining access for green-up requirements.  Restriction of access into alpine is an important consideration (in areas other than Hogsback.)  Four-wheel drive touring on China Head road. Jack mentioned that his sector would like this to remain open.





Industrial area with some closures for wildlife.  Donna R. mentioned MELP has a concern with loop roads (wildlife habitat concerns); access needs to be restricted to alpine somewhere in the Yalakom - high use in the upper part of the Yalakom road (road extends beyond 1920 m line).  Concern with access to Mud Lakes and out the Yalakom road.  The traditional access in the area was up the Yalakom road, down to Mud Lakes; loop roads have existed for some time.


Chris felt that education (signage) would solve a significant part of the alpine access problems.  There is a need to write into the document, if enforcement does not work, then the access needs to be looked at further.  Need to know the volume of traffic into the area.  Donna mentioned that the impacts are additive - once one vehicle goes into alpine, others follow.  Kevan mentioned that sheep populations have declined dramatically (almost wiped out.)  There are a number of indicators:  if sheep population declines after education, then pursue enforcement, if this doesn’t work, then look at potential closures.





Access on spur roads may be a more important consideration.  Question of what evidence exists on access impacts on sheep (and what is true indicator - population or habitat).  The impact of access affects both population and habitat.  Mike K. mentioned that there is too much access into the area - sheep still following traditional migratory patterns; further access onto Red Mountain needs to be restricted.





An issue arose with respect to the type of information (quantitative vs. qualitative) and the quality (validity) of information presented.  The LRMP table agreed to recommit to the terms of reference in order to move forward.  The Process Support Team agreed to enforce proper communication procedures (code of conduct) where necessary.





Jack/Alice mentioned that further research is necessary to confirm sheep population impacts. Access to the east or west side of Poison Mountain needs to be worked out.  Alice mentioned there is a need to deal with recent changes in volume (as opposed to simply closing access).  Mike H. mentioned that much of the impacts on the alpine are from ATV’s (as opposed to four-wheel drive trucks.)  Mike suggested that ATV’s/motorbikes should be restricted from the area, vehicles kept to the road.  Brad mentioned that there may be opportunities for deactivation of branch roads.  Sue would like to have licensing of ATV’s.





The Access Committee could develop this further with direction from the table (deal with # 39, 40 and 41 as a whole).


Watson Bar - concern with grasslands - maintain access control on Watson Bar Road, Red Creek.  Shut down new roads in Watson Bar.  Non-motorized on grasslands is an issue.  Linda mentioned that motorized access should be restricted north of the private properties (north of ferry.)  ATV access is a concern on grasslands.


The general intent is to prevent motorized access into the alpine.  Black Hill Creek area - rough four-wheel drive touring opportunities.  Trail from Kamloops to Spruce Lake - sheep grazing/travel route.  Forest road has cut this off.  There is an interest in reconnection of this trail.  This is being looked at by the Recreation group.


Goal 2 at French Bar Creek - may not be needed as a Goal 2.  Agreement in PA group on no grazing area around French Creek Canyon.





Flip-chart Vision Summary for Unit # 40


maintain industrial access but close branch roads


non-motorized access to northern grasslands (north of ferry)


non-motorized access to alpine (above 1920 m); no motorized access to alpine


agricultural access to Moore Lake and French Bar Creek


4-wheel drive touring - Watson Bar and China Head Road (education, enforcement, and monitoring of sheep populations, alpine disturbance, and levels of road use)





Break 10:25 - 10:40





Unit # 41 - Davey Jones/Red Mountain 


Dave H. reviewed the handout.  Nine Mile Ridge is an important wildlife corridor.  John E. mentioned there isn’t a great deal of access for four-wheel drive vehicles and feels that restriction above 1920 m should be adequate (not below 1920 m).  Bill mentioned that the boundary for unit # 39 should be extended to include the primitive area.  Prevention of road access into the alpine areas is a concern.  John E. would like to have a statement written in to deal with access into the alpine on a case-by-case basis (as opposed to a blanket statement).  Unorganized camping is a concern that could be addressed through public education or through more regulation - garbage is a key concern.  (Charging at campsites may send people into other areas.)  Greg mentioned that the Litter Act is a piece of legislation that is seldom used which may apply.  Sue D. asked about “management connection to the north - make sure this doesn’t happen” (non-consensus item).  MELP, First Nations and Yalakom LRUP agree that connection with the plateau not be allowed.  John E. mentioned the Churn Creek LRUP (in Williams Lake district) stated that road will not be removed due to cattle use and recreational use.  Branch roads have access restrictions (earth berms) which have worked well.  John L. mentioned that long-term connection for Upper Bridge is a concern.  There are logging plans that involve laying out roads east and west of Churn Creek.  Dawna H. mentioned that there is an agreement to maintain one of the recreation sites in the Williams Lake Forest District by the Lillooet Forest District (easier access from Lillooet Forest District.)  There is potential to have the Access group work out the details of policy recommendations.  Jim mentioned the South Chilcotin Regional Plan has submitted a plan to IAMC for this area - should be looked at by Access Group.  


Action:  Access Group to look at South Chilcotin Regional Plan (submitted to IAMC) when considering unit # 41 - Davey Jones/Red Mountain.





Tom/John E. mentioned that the conditions of the road will change over time - this should be monitored.


The Churn Creek LRUP discussed a “land swap” but it was agreed within Min. of Forests that it was not feasible to move the district boundary.  


An older mining road (east side of Poison Mtn.) - had interest from recreation groups, but MELP objected to a loop road around Poison Mountain.  Rod W. asked about the future of the Coordinated Access Management Plan (CAMP) process.  There were few decisions that resulted from the CAMP process (some signage.)


Action:  “No loop roads during snow-free periods” - to be discussed by Access Working group.  There are differing opinions on loop roads, conservation issues need to be defined further.  Wildlife objectives and strategies are to maintain population levels.  Clarification of wildlife information around this unit needs to go to the Access group.  





Flip-chart Vision Summary for Unit # 41


no connection to north (except Churn Creek - traditional recreation access)


no loop roads during snow free period (to be discussed by Access Group)


need specific recommendations from Access Group





Unit # 30 - Jamie/Green Mountain 


Dave H. reviewed the handout, summary.  The Access group generally agreed with the summary; boat traffic on lake does not appear to need regulation.  Motorized vehicle closure (section 105 - industrial only), snowmobile use in the winter.  More effective wildlife protection and the provision of primitive recreation opportunities were important considerations.  Kevan mentioned there is an existing closure.  If a road is maintained, this would change the recreation opportunity spectrum.  The intent of the grizzly bear management is to limit impacts due to access - Jamie is an important area for grizzly.  Industrial use would be permitted with limitations on Spring use.  Possible to have seasonal closures.  Kevan mentioned that the grizzly are found on the mud flats - grassy areas (a half mile away from the road.)  If access were restricted, this would create a more concentrated hunting effect in Lone Goat Valley.  Question of where bears are moving - crossing road?  Kevan felt that grizzly bears crossing the road is not an issue (to get to grasslands.)  


Gate at the beginning of Downtown Lake (industrial only) vs. at the north end of the lake vs. spring closure.  Peter W. mentioned that core grizzly areas need to have a limitation on the disturbance (access) also this area was seen as an important area for primitive recreation.





Flip-chart Vision Summary for Unit # 30


maximize primitive Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS)


high local use


boat traffic on lake does not require regulation


industrial use only


snowmobile access in winter


grizzly requirements





4.	Transmittal/Status Letter


2.0 # 1 - add to analysis of impacts - spatial analysis of impacts; Betty mentioned that Gordon Weetman’s group is not available to do this (for the next couple months.)  Government could do this analysis.  The table is looking for a visual representation of how stands will change over time.  “Spatially explicit analysis with visual representation of results (similar to MacGregor Model Forest).”





Sylvia has some wording with interim park management.  In Kamloops LRMP, there were some clear directions for interim management.  Interim management direction, park management plan and final result needs to reflect the direction from the table (point # 8).  Interim management direction statements give a brief (5 page) summary of the intended management (in a matrix format), however, these require public/First Nations consultation.  It’s important to remember that the park proposals are recommendations to government.  Sylvia feels that the wording needs to be strong on this point.


Norma recommends that the table recommendations become the “framework” for interim management directions.  Tom mentioned that stating a proposal won’t become a park is not necessary.  This may distract from the message.  Trevor suggested having a smaller group develop wording.  Bill W., Sylvia, Phil, Mike will look at this.





# 9 - Siska Band and other bands involved with the LRMP should be included in this section.  Brad asked that “post-Delgamuukw and treaty transition period” be added





Jim asked the table to consider what would constitute a satisfactory answer to the questions being asked.  # 8 - add “please refer to the government record to date on compensation.”


Tom suggested clarifying access management record in this area...remove “in this area”.


# 2 - be more specific about “support”  - include resource for (money)


# 3 - SMZs - zones often have not met


# 5 - (e.g., fish committee)


# 6 - What is the government’s policy with FPC-eligible HLP designation of objectives and strategies?  Also, how long will this take.


second # 1 - need a commitment from government on adequate and effective access control measures (money) and the monitoring of that access.  Jay mentioned that issues such as this will have to be addressed by a follow-up implementation/monitoring committee.


# 8 - Tom suggested that interim status and compensation be dealt with separately.


first page, fourth paragraph, last line - “for meeting interests across the district” should be added instead of compromise or accommodation.





Lunch 12:30-1:30





Dave Dobi reviewed his data for potential timber that could have been cut for previous years.  By cutting the possible amount of timber (348,000 ha), it would be possible to maintain various facilities for Ainsworth.  The timber supply review implies that it’s possible to increase the cut in the TSA.  Ainsworth has identified that it’s possible to increase the number of jobs (higher plant potential) if the cut was increased to 348,000 ha.  Question of how timber is traded between mills.  One sawmill closed, another upgraded, an OSB plant exists, upgraded Savona plywood plant.  Dave mentioned that peeler logs generally go to Lillooet, if it’s a saw log - it goes to Chasm.  The Lillooet and Chasm mills are doing fairly well.  Sorting of logs is generally done in the bush.


Question of what capacity this plant needs to operate at in order to take in some profit - profit depends on market characteristics.


The Ainsworth mill in Lillooet did employ 270 people, and now employs 60 people.  The IWA representative mentioned the cut has been decreased during that time.  The Lillooet community has gone through difficult times over the last while.  Job protection is an important consideration for all people.  The IWA union is interested in increasing the number of jobs in the community.  Brad mentioned that the Lillooet mill cannot be looked at in isolation (need to consider the Savona facility).  The Lillooet TSA has high quality timber.





Jack mentioned that conservation interests come in a variety of “flavours” - need to decide at what level you shut down recreational activities to maintain conservation interests.  The dilemma that the table faces has to consider that 1) conservation is addressed; 2) recreation activities should not be limited unnecessarily.





3.	Continued:  Expansion of “Access”/Defining the Vision





Unit # 30 - Upper Bridge 


Need to make a decision on grizzly management.  A certain amount of traffic will limit grizzly presence.  The road in the area is required (for logging operations) and is intended to be permanent.  Question of ROS spectrum - intent is to maintain primitive spectrum.  Betty supported Jay’s comments that logging roads do not provide a primitive experience type of feeling.  


Bernie mentioned that primitive/semi-primitive non-motorized has decreased from 54% of the TSA to 50% and will continue to decline.  ROS is based not just on roads, but also on facilities and level of management.  Some opportunities exist to maintain a level of remoteness.  Kevan mentioned that the amount of primitive will not go below 40% in the TSA due to mountains and terrain.  Mike K. asked how is this plan addressing the sustainability of grizzly bear populations.  Peter W. mentioned that studies show there is a connection between the amount of roads and the resulting presence or lack of grizzlies, also connectivity of habitat is key.  Females are more likely to be displaced than males - key point is to limit disturbance.  Kevan mentioned that the South Chilcotin grizzly unit is at 60% (10% above recovery) - seem to be doing well.  The grizzly have been recovering because of a curtailment on hunting.  


Question of how the backcountry tourism interest is affected by road closure - Kevan mentioned that harvest is limited (population control) and other non-consumptive use (viewing).  





There is a range of recreation opportunities in this unit, however, long-distance wilderness travel is diminishing.  Some boat traffic but not any real management concerns - self-limiting.  Snowmobile access in the winter is a concern.  Heli-ski area - need to have cooperation with snowmobile use.


Action:  The Wildlife group needs to look at the grizzly options to discuss access (recreation) opportunities and restrictions in unit # 30.  Also, access beyond Downton Lake into Nichols needs to be looked at by the Wildlife group.  (Recommendations on closures if necessary.)





Unit # 28 - Cadwallader/Noel 


Dave H. reviewed the overview and summary.  Concern from snowmobile clubs  in pulling of bridges, similar issues in Texas Creek.  Suggestion to manage for non-mechanized use in Standard Creek.  Maintain current road access in Cadwallader for recreational use.  Maintain access control in Upper Cadwallader at Standard Creek confluence.  Grizzly concerns in the area (high values).  Roading of timbered landbase will not result in significant access due to terrain.  This may be a unit which needs a “trigger” mechanism - if use goes beyond a certain point.  Question of whether a backcountry lodge would be allowed in this unit (given access and general management.)  May be a need to look at commercial potential.  The Official Community Plan encourages development in the current settlement area.  Tourism tenure applications are covered off by what’s already in the grizzly objectives and strategies.  A Monitoring process can look at details of access further.  Snowmobile and recreational access need funding for bridge maintenance. Bridge River snowmobile club has some proposals for multi-purpose trail development at Noel Creek. Several private cabins in McGillvray Pass, however, no reliance on road access.  Community linkage of Gold Bridge, Bralorne (and Noel Creek) with trail access was an interest.  Need wording from Access group on support of recreational use.  New park to the south at Sockeye Creek.





Flip-chart Vision Summary for Unit # 28


non-mechanized in Standard Creek


recreational use in Cadwallader (to Standard Creek)


maintain east Hurley Road


recreational use in Noel Creek





Break:  3:00-3:20





6.	Transmittal Letter - Trevor reviewed the edited version.  Sylvia mentioned that a timeframe needs to be added to the letter.  Signatures of those present were attached to the letter.





7.	Next Steps/Action Items/Work to follow


Access discussion needs to be completed.  Betty mentioned that the rearrangement of the Duck needs to occur during the “break”.  Great deal of work to be done prior to editing - some sections are ready for editing.  Cathy Scott May worked on contract for the IAMC on the Implementation Plan for the Kootenay/Boundary Land Use Plan.  John L. felt that Cathy’s edit was significantly different (language and format) and the wording has been changed to “advice to government”. Tom and Jack mentioned that the interpretation and organization seemed to be appropriate.  Bill mentioned that he worked on the edited sections:  Biodiversity and Fish and Water and while the comments on Biodiversity could be useful, Bill agrees with John that the water version is dramatically different.  John mentioned that he feels that he can use the comments for further edits and doesn’t necessarily disagree with what was done.  Sylvia mentioned that she would prefer to have comments on objectives and strategies.


Trevor mentioned that having the edit done earlier on may be more useful and less shocking as opposed to having it done later (as in the Okanagan.)


Phil mentioned that Cathy could do a sort (using Daryl Brown guide) as well as do a sort on what is eligible for higher level plan status.  Standardization of introductions needs to occur.  A number of working group members need to be available for advice along the way.  Cathy’s services can be used as an advisory role to inform working group progress.  


Phil mentioned that he, Bruce and Susan (with help from Marc) would work on the editing and reformatting.  





Identification of a next edit date for objectives and strategies would be useful.  There is a need to allow further edits to occur over the next couple of weeks.  In the month of May, there would be material to come back to the working groups.  There are also pressures from upper levels of government on finishing up the plan.





Editing target date - April 16


Chris mentioned that it may be useful for sectors/individuals to contact elected officials in order to reinforce the transmittal letter and alleviate some of the pressure from above on Phil.  Examination of LRUPs needs to feed into the working groups.  


Alex mentioned that there is at least two days worth of work with the remainder of the access areas.  There is another day’s worth of review on the edits.  Norma suggested the Access committee have two meetings prior to the next table meeting.  PST to discuss consultation schedule.  Sylvia expressed a concern that IAMC not hand back an “unrealistic deadline”.





Work to follow:


Note:  all meetings to be held at the Lillooet Forest District at 9 am (unless otherwise stated)


April


CRB - April 10th, Lillooet Legion Hall


Completion of WG products to Susan - April 16th


PAS meeting - April 23rd


Analysis meeting - April 26th


Access - April 26th





May


Wildlife - May 10th


Access - May 11th


Recreation - May 12th


Completion of editing - May 15th


PAS - May 17th


Tourism - May 18th


Timber - May 19th


Visuals - May 20th


Water - May 26th, 10:00 am, Lillooet Forest District





June


Next LRMP meeting - 10?, 11, 12








Meeting adjourned:  5:00 pm
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