LILLOOET LAND and RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN


Table Meeting March 5 & 6, 1999


Lillooet, Royal Canadian Legion


MEETING SUMMARY





Attendees:


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


Public Participants:  Norma Wilson, Desiree Mou (alt.), John Edgar, Sue Duxbury (alt.), Tom Nichols, Bill Wareham (alt.), Sylvia Waterer, Kevan Bracewell (alt.), Santohk Attwal (alt.), Dennis Perry, Brad Bennett, Dave Dobi (alt.), John Leighton, Brian Wood (alt.), John Carwright (alt.), Greg Dixon


Provincial Government:  Donna Romain, Peter Weilandt (alt.), Mike Hanry, Dawna Harden, Dave Horne (alt), Dean Watts (alt.), Bruce Madu, Bernie Ivanco, Andrea Sissons 


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


Guests & Observers:  Leah Hartley, Ted Crouch, Bob Sheridan, Mel Stewart, Phil Belliveau, Vic Hamm, Judy McIntosh, Nancy Shook, Gordon Weetman, Lloyd Stock, Susan Brown, Al Bowerman, Heather Leighton, Oli Alendal





Documents:


Mailed Documents:


March Meeting Agenda


February Table Meeting Summary


In-meeting Documents:


Options and Tools for Management and Protection of Resources by Bernie Ivanco


4.2 - Water overview and objectives and strategies


4.6 - Community overview and objectives and strategies


4.9 - Recreation overview


4.10 - Visuals overview and objectives and strategies


4.11 - Transportation and Utilities overview, objectives and strategies


4.13 - Agriculture overview


4.15.1 - Timber objectives and strategies


4.16 - Tourism overview


4.16.1 - Tourism objectives and strategies


4.18 - NDT 4 overview and objectives and strategies


4.19 - Access overview


7.x - Protected Areas (Goal 1) overviews and objectives and strategies


Ensuring the Health of Our Parks a Priority -  Vancouver Sun, Mar. 4/99 (provided by Sylvia Waterer)


The Sierra Report, Winter 98/99 - Sierra Club


Lillooet LRMP Access Flowchart - Access Working Group


Area #1 - Stein - access management 


Area #2 - Kwoiek


Area #3 - Siska


Area #5 - Sackum


Area #6 - Sleetsis


Area #7 - Laluwissen - Murray - Botanie


Area #8 - Siwhe


Area #9 - Texas Creek


Area #10 - Van Horlick/Blowdown





Summary of Action Items


Transition, Implementation and Monitoring Committee needs to meet again.


PST to follow up with FRBC regarding transition and consider their participation in the next meeting.


Biodiversity - Donna and Bill will discuss how FENs from the LRUP process can compliment the LRMP and develop some recommendations for FEN management.


Need to check whether the Min. of Mines can make a decision (under the Mining Rights Amendment Act) to allow access to claims (where roads have been closed under a MELP closure).


Key questions (possible inclusion in transmittal letter): How can access management and enforcement be made more effective? How much follow up local planning can be expected given potential requirements such as in the Spruce Lake Area, Landscape Unit Planning, Yalakom etc.? What is the Base Case timber harvesting land base given impacts from the Code and Identified Wildlife? What have the historical  harvest levels been in the TSA?








Friday, March 5th:


Call to Order 8:35 a.m.





1.	Introduction - Phil Whitfield, Process Coordinator - brief Table introduction.





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


Agenda Review - Alex reviewed the agenda.  There will be a brief report on the Daryl Brown workshop.  Integration of interests will be a key focus for Saturday discussions.  There will be a CRB report on Wildlands (item J).  Suggestion to move the discussion of timelines up in the agenda (as opposed to at the end of Saturday).  Concerns exist with the short timeline - need to determine how the table will proceed after the end of March.  Decision to start earlier on Saturday (8:00am).


Summary Review - comments on the meeting summary will be posted on the wall.  There were some “word smithing” comments provided by Jim Britton.


Rumour Check - Bill Spencer expressed a concern with Bruce Walter’s comment - that the LRUP could disappear if the LRMP table does not endorse that document.  Bruce clarified that the district manager has signed off on the LRUP as an interim document, with the expectation that the LRMP will provide some direction (on how the LRUP is viewed/endorsed by the LRMP table and whether new LRUPs are recommended.)


The Ecosystem-Based (Silva) plan is not available for this meeting. Brad has a concern that there are other plans (e.g., ecosystem plan) being developed away from the table.  Rod mentioned that the ecosystem-based planning project may provide guidance on some key transition issues (in the Yalakom landscape unit).  Alice mentioned that linkages (and funding) for other types of plans need to be explored.  Bill mentioned that the ecosystem-based planning (for the Yalakom) is intended to benefit the community of the Yalakom Valley.


Question of what happens with operational plans (in existence) that may be affected by decisions from the LRMP.  Dave Horne mentioned that operational plans that are in conflict with objectives and strategies from the LRMP could require amendment depending on where they are in the operational planning process and what the Table indicates with respect to transition.  Concern that the transition element of the LRMP document requires further discussion.


Action:  Transition, Implementation and Monitoring Committee needs to meet again.


Recommendation that an FRBC representative come to the next LRMP meeting.  Donna mentioned that FRBC has changed its funding structure and would like the PST to invite an FRBC representative to come to the next meeting.  


Action:  PST to follow up with FRBC prior to the next meeting (discuss funding options.)


FRBC is reducing staff and may not have the same funding resources in the future - other funding opportunities should also be explored.  Marc mentioned that he will be investigating new FRBC programs to see how they may help with implementation of the Lillooet (and Okanagan-Shuswap) LRMP.


Betty relayed a rumour that all logging roads (not in use for forestry) will be closed due to a lack of financial resources in Ministry of Forests.  Dave Horne mentioned that there will be some road closures due to funding concerns (not sure how many closures) but that the LRMP Table needs to identify which roads are a priority to keep open (for recreation, etc.) to provide some direction to the district manager on funding priorities for road maintenance and bridge repair.


Housekeeping - Marcus Kellerhals is no longer the table representative for the Federation of BC Mountain Clubs and will be replaced by Jay MacArthur.  Bill Wood will be the new Federation of BC Mountain Clubs alternate.  John Cartwright is sitting in for Jack Carradice.  Santohk Attwal is sitting in for Janika Wright who is away on medical leave.  Donna introduced her official alternate - Peter Weilandt.  


Introductions were made around the table.  


Phil has changed offices/phone numbers:  phone:  828-4122, fax:  371-3747, e-mail:  Phil.Whitfield@gems1.gov.bc.ca


3.	Reports/ “Feathering the Duck”


Wildlife (Grizzly/Spotted Owl) - meeting on the 19th of February - John Surgenor has finished an analysis of impacts related to owls.  Donna and Tony have finished a ranking of watersheds with respect to Grizzly Bears which will go through the working group prior to being shared with the table - meeting on March 12.  No real problems with the objectives and strategies (no major comments on grizzly and owl).  The objectives and strategies would be addressed by soft lines.  Mitigation of impacts on Spotted Owls are being examined.  The objectives and strategies for wildlife are still incomplete.  (Some objectives and strategies in other sections address wildlife as well.)  Tony is away at the moment and there may be more objectives/strategies to complete the wildlife section.  The working group will have to look at comments on March 25th.


Biodiversity - draft biodiversity units from the working group are coming forward to the table.  The working group is accepting the biodiversity emphasis options (presented at a previous meeting.)  There is a map that Dave Dobi is developing for biodiversity units.  The landscape BEOs are more of an implementation issue - with implementation through the landscape unit planning process. The working group is considering using the Kamloops LRMP model of implementation in Lillooet.  Impact analysis has yet to be done (including contributions of the Stein Park.) Impact limitations (i.e. 4%) are a non-consensus item in biodiversity and wildlife. Comments have been reviewed. (Suggestion that things that do not fit into resource value sections go into an “other” section in the Rolling Duck.)


Action:  Donna and Bill will discuss how FENs from the LRUP process can compliment the LRMP and develop some recommendations for FEN management.  


Timber - Bruce has rewritten the objectives and strategies using comments from the Daryl Brown workshop.  No lines have been developed yet although some soft lines are being considered for areas with lower green-up heights.  A watershed map is being developed (by Ainsworth).  Jack Carradice’s comments have been recognized and incorporated into the objectives and strategies - draft 2. John Cartwright needs to review this as there may be outstanding BCWF concerns. The next meeting will be held on March 22.


Visuals - Dave Horne mentioned that the new draft is available as a duck insert (with the exception of the flow chart.) There are three visual areas or zones: 1) an area that has established VQO’s, 2) an area where visuals are a concern but there are no VQO’s and 3) part of area 2 that may need to become part of area 1. The lines defining these zones or areas would be “soft lines”.  There doesn’t appear to be any real conflicts with the visuals already established under the Code.  Some prescriptions may change depending on protected area negotiations.  (Request that if status quo is used such as existing VQO’s that this be identified). There are a number of areas (e.g., Kwoiek, Spruce Lake) that would have established VQO’s (depending on PA discussions).  Question of whether some areas are rendered “inoperable” by  VQO’s due to engineering problems (e.g., South Carpenter).  Dave mentioned that there is substantial agreement on the process for modifications to an established percentage associated with VQO’s such as referral to a monitoring table.  Economics of logging techniques and engineering considerations could be dealt with through this monitoring process.  Logging on a “normal” (3 pass) rotation is only in conflict with zone 1 - emphasis is on good visual design (need input from Table.) A process exists for visuals around lakes - this is a process to be done (according to the Lakes classification guidebook).  Next meeting on March 23.


Access - flowchart was followed to catalogue the interests - preliminary recommendations were made for access - budgets are decreasing and more road closures will most likely result (liability issues); maintenance of access priorities should be identified through the LRMP, as well as those areas that should have restrictive access.  There are sheets available to summarize the access issues in the 42 polygons.  Concern that the Access group have broader representation - Tom Nichols will get involved with the Access group.  Question of Texas Creek road - does the LRMP have the ability to remove liability from the Ministry of Forests if roads are kept open? (to be discussed later during access).  Next meeting on March 24.


Protected Areas - Two days of meetings - revised objectives and strategies available for some candidates.  Discussion of LRUP and permitted uses in primitive zones, enhanced referral process (access to minerals).  Some concerns with primitive zones being “quasi-protected areas” - (FPC has provisions for access restrictions).  Recreation RMZ and remote zones were proposed (also with a referral process).  No consensus on whether primitive zones could be applied.  Values for protection were discussed along with boundary options.  Another question addressed in working group was, in the absence of a protected area (PA), what considerations are necessary?


Yalakom - general support for wilderness, recreation with mineral opportunities (restrictions on timber harvesting in Yalakom Creek) - suggestion to move the boundary above the forest service road; boundaries to be adjusted to account for mineralization; semi-primitive RMZs could be used.


Antoine-Fred - proposed PA for dry ecosystems; timber values at the top end (could be boundary adjustment); access and inclusion of First Nations are key considerations.  


Red Mountain - boundary adjustments were made to include riparian areas (work to be done and back to working group for review); operable forest land could be removed; 


Noaxe - concerns with access to mineral claims, management could be PA or recreation RMZ with MoF forest recreation management; 


Cayoosh - Goal 1, Goal 2; large core grizzly areas being discussed - use of alpine areas.  Access management was a key concern also with Duffy Lake corridor - need for local community involvement.  


Arthur Seat - Min. of Mines would like to conduct assessments on gold anomalies; Min. of Environment lands; consensus that this become PA.  


Marble Canyon - Dave D. to look at boundary options for northern boundary; future needs of cottages/resort to be discussed with Dave Lawson.  


Cerise Creek - reduced boundary (300 ha) - discussion of whether this should be a PA or an integrated RMZ - general agreement with RMZ approach.  


Spruce Lake - Dave Dobi presented an alternative option with mineral exploration in Gun Creek, small park around Spruce Lake - the remainder would be an integrated management zone - decisions by sub-regional resource board - objectives and strategies yet to be developed.  


Shulaps - Holbrook and Jones - boundary revision.  Objectives and strategies generally accepted.  Concerns with wildlife and motorized access into the alpine; impacts on timber and mining values; Jones Creek has difficult access (not too many access concerns).  Burkholder SA - removal of the high mineralization area.  Holbrook - another option to PA, could be access restrictions with allowances for timber and mining.  Jones Creek - high access concerns - motorized ATV use needs to be managed to limit impacts on wildlife.  Recommendation to have primitive/semi-primitive zone over all of the Shulaps.  


Kwoiek - timber interest in drainage to the north - decision to manage as a recreation RMZ (not a PA).  


Siska - cutblocks proposed, deactivation over the next few years following logging; First Nations interest - further consultation needed (Ted Crouch).  


Siwhe - Goal 2 committee looking at adding this to the park with tourism opportunities - trail linkage to Stein Park.  Continued public access to the top end of Texas Creek a concern (recreation).  Maintenance of trail and access management concerns - general management with access control is an option.  


Bridge Glacier - recreation opportunities; PA or timber/recreation RMZ - larger area proposed to take in core grizzly habitat areas.  Decision to proceed with Tony Hamilton’s proposal to see if this can address grizzly concerns.


Enhanced referral process discussion - setting of priorities was discussed at the Conservation/Tourism/Recreation meeting - to be discussed later during prioritization.  Some Goal 2 areas have yet to be discussed - Bridge River delta remains to be discussed.  Criteria for prioritizing PA’s was discussed.  Need a definitive list of Goal 1s and 2s.  Concern that trails be provided for motorized recreation.  The access group has identified some areas for developing motorized recreation in certain areas.  There is no agreement that alpine areas be available only to non-motorized recreation - need to ensure that this be addressed through the access package.  Protected areas that could have motorized recreation should have this specified.  


Sylvia expressed a concern that objectives and strategies have yet to be developed for PA’s.  


Primitive areas - Shulaps and Bendor area - yet to be defined.  Next meeting on March 18.


Tourism - Sylvia reported that Rob Gowan is unable to attend meeting (funding restrictions).  A  tourism legend is available to describe the front/mid/back-country classifications.  Met with conservation and recreation (as well as forestry) to see how the mix fits with their interest.  The forestry and mining sectors need to illustrate how operations would proceed that would preserve wilderness areas.  Sylvia felt that the conservation/recreation and tourism sectors have similar visions for most areas (including Spruce Lake).  Tourism needs to be involved further with access, visuals, wildlife and protected areas; existing comments are not substantive - no changes yet on objectives and strategies - no major zoning implications.  A new version of tourism objectives/strategies is available.  Next meeting on March 19.


Recreation - overview statement available; motorized objectives and strategies available - still need to develop non-motorized; PA candidates that have been moved to Rec. RMZ need objectives and strategies; general agreement on McGillvray (wildlife and recreation) and Shulaps remote zone.  Next meeting on March 19.


Community - text handed out that expands on objectives and strategies - approach is to have general management and polygon-specific management; comments received from both regional districts and district of Lillooet; integration with Crown Lands - detail from other planning processes being fed into Goal 1 and Goal 2 processes; integration with community water supply issues is an important consideration; need to integrate with multiple accounts analysis.  Still need to resolve the Settlement Management Zone.  Next meeting on March 25.


CRB - Wildlands - the CRB has decided to drop the Wildlands concept.  The concept itself did not fit with where the LRMP was headed (also a lack of time to develop further).  


Fish/Water - comments received since last meeting have yet to be discussed; priority watersheds (presented last month) still to be mapped.  A Fish Habitat Focus map (developed by the Dept. of Fisheries & Oceans and Ministry of Environment) has been completed.  Next step will be to develop options on riparian protection.  A meeting will take place this evening to discuss John Leighton’s arbitration (conflict resolution) proposal.  Next meeting March 23.


Ungulates - comments to be included in the next draft.  Next meeting March 25.


Range - substantially finished, no major points to report.


Paleontology - Phil will check on this


Agriculture - no comments received yet.


Minerals - Jim and Bruce will review the objectives and strategies with consideration of the Daryl Brown workshop.  Aggregates to be looked at by Community group.


Lands – Phil is following up. Ernie Maynard to address comments on Lands.


Transportation - Mud Lakes route - Min. of Highways no longer interested in this route.


NDT 4 - comments reviewed, next step is to do a Daryl Brown review of objectives/strategies.


Daryl Brown Workshop Summary - Daryl gave a one-day session to government members involved in working groups and those pulling together the draft plan.  It was highlighted that the material be reviewed and sorted into 3 categories:  


1) “On the ground” resource management direction 


HLP eligible 


not eligible for HLP (e.g. outside of FPC) becomes policy; 


2) Policy advice to government (planning priorities, research, inventories); 


3) Implementation  (monitoring framework and process for amending)


Kathy Scott May will be contracted to look at the Rolling Duck to sort objectives and strategies into these three categories.  Identification of measurable objectives and strategies and those that conflict between sections will also be looked at.  Bruce mentioned that the objectives and strategies should provide as much direction as possible at this point (use this opportunity to provide resource direction rather than relying on future planning processes to resolve issues.)  Daryl stressed that it is important to tie objectives and strategies to activities on the ground and don’t worry about whether the objectives are HLP at this point - focus on clear resource management direction.  


Question of how to clarify objectives and strategies to tie them to physical attributes or site-specific references.  The clearer that the objectives and strategies can be made...the better.  Some issues are better addressed through operational planning processes (LRUP or other plans).  For example, directions to BC Parks (on protected areas) should be clear enough until it is changed under another more detailed planning process.  Policy suggestion to government should specify the need for further planning (could include this in the transmittal letter.)


4.	Lunch (12:30-1:30)


5.	Zoning Issues - Trevor mentioned that suggestions have been made (in the PA working group) to have resource management zones instead of protected areas (for some proposals.)  Kwoiek, for example, has been identified as a candidate where protected area status may not be required to protect values.  The Broken Lands proposal can be removed from the proposed protected area candidates.  Marble Canyon appears to have support as a protected area.  There have been some proposed modifications to the boundaries to address timber concerns.  Arthur Seat has not had any alternatives developed.  Spruce Lake - proposals exist for a small park with a surrounding RMZ for tourism, forestry and mining.  Yalakom has some key access issues (with wildlife).


Criteria for prioritization should be defined.  Suggestion to have prioritization of all interests at the table (including competing interests).  What is the level of impact that can be addressed through prioritization?  Suggestion to list areas where the table can identify impacts that can be mitigated.  If the table can agree to a level of impact (an area of impact to the timber sector, for example) - then the table can decide where they would like to apply these impacts based on their own priorities.  The relative costs of protection or no protection are difficult to summarize - suggestion that “number games” not be used to prioritize areas.  


Conservation Values to consider in ranking:


representation


recreation sites


wildlife


cultural


Impacts on other resources


loss of values (resources) through existing plans


viability of the protected area (given surrounding land uses and other factors)


Impacts on timber need to consider old growth values.


Suggestion to use three buckets (analogy):


Bucket 1 - Areas proposed for access related issues (and grizzly considerations)


Bucket 2 - Minimal impacts on extractive resources


Bucket 3 – Areas of high value to all interests


Whatever cannot be moved into bucket one or two is automatically moved into bucket three.  This approach is intended to highlight the areas where there are the biggest conflicts.


Impacts from the Code: 6%; Identified Wildlife: 1% - for a total of 7%, which includes biodiversity:  4%.  (The 12% (from PAS) is separate from this 7%.)  Ainsworth is confident that the harvest level can be maintained.  There may be some advantages in this TSA which relates to topography.  Suggestion to identify trade-offs related to impacts (e.g., owls vs. PA’s).  Brad feels that there are opportunities to negotiate within the 7%.  


One concern from timber sector concern is that there appears to be a greater impact on this TSA than the provincial average.  Question of how to maintain the current level of employment remains unanswered.  There are other economic benefits that can be realized by value-added (other ways to look at impacts rather than hectares).  


There were concerns that setting a target impact number may be a problematic exercise. There are objectives and strategies which do not have number implications determined yet and not all interests are numerical.  Identifying which areas do not require PA status may be a more productive approach.  


Initial Sorting:


Bucket #1:  Upper Bridge, Cayoosh, Bendor, Siwhe, Kwoiek


Bucket #2:  Red Mountain, Marble Canyon, Noaxe, Arthur Seat, Dallas Lake, Cerise Creek , Bridge Moraine, French Bar, Devil’s Lake, Skihist Park, Downton Goats


Bucket #3:  Spruce, Bridge River Delta, Yalakom, Shulaps Holbrook, Antoine-Fred, Siska? 


Note:  This categorization does not address the different values for protection and there was no consensus expressed regarding the content of each bucket. 


Suggestion to start by focusing on bucket #3. Access management remains an issue where there are varying levels of confidence - need to have some feedback.  Also, need to have transition and mitigation tools as part of the equation.  Bill W. gave an example where access management has not worked - the identification of resources is a key concern (in order to achieve the level of control necessary). Suggestion that licensees could address access problems or other creative ways could be used to solve money problems in order to achieve adequate access management.  


Alice mentioned that mitigation solutions must address people (not just gates and means of restricting access).  There is a need to identify how special management can work.  Greg mentioned that a map of Spruce Lake should be looked at and options discussed until there is a resolution.  Rod expressed a concern with developing options for each area.


Karl suggested discussing Dave Dobi’s proposal as a starting point.  Sylvia mentioned that the Park Legacy Panel document does not specify commercial tourism operators within park boundaries.  There needs to be objectives and strategies for protected areas that protect tourism in parks.  Bill clarified that commercial tourism (from Parks Legacy) does not include licensed operators (licensing opportunities are not impacted.)


Options Discussion


The Table proceeded to specify the options for areas in bucket #3 so that members could then select a package of options.


Questions discussed in developing the options?


1.  What do you think you lose or gain with respect to the specific option?


Yalakom Study Area:  Nine Mile Ridge, Yalakom Mountain and Yalakom Creek.  Mineral claim on eastern edge (along Nine Mile Ridge).  Proposal to bring the western boundary to the Yalakom Road.  Details to be worked out on access (to manage for wildlife and visuals).  LRUP may have some implications on this proposal.


1.  Protected area with boundary adjustments - if access management does not work, the overall value of the area would be diminished; if it’s a protected area, then motorized access opportunities would be lost - may be accommodations under park designation;


2.  RMZ with access restrictions.


3. RMZ with access restrictions on Yalakom Mountain and Nine Mile Ridge. Protected area in Yalakom Creek portion of the study area.


Yalakom Creek is classified as special management under the LRUP (with no specific direction).  


Scheduling of cutblocks - i.e., 20-year deferral of certain areas (linked into a larger management plan for Yalakom) - Beaver Creek has high values for wilderness, wildlife.


This area has 1,700 ha of operable land (approx. 0.5% of THLB)


If it’s managed with a 20-year deferral and access controls.  There is a chance that this type of ecosystem would grow back (as it exists today) even if it is logged. There are unique ecological communities which might not be replaced for over 200 years.


More complex access problems could result - this could affect the amount of timber available (regardless of whether a protected area is present.)


There is also a need to adapt to changing conditions.  Fish (Bull trout) and wildlife values are important in Yalakom Creek.


Bridge River Delta:  proposals to modify the boundary (marginal increase in size) and match it to roads - biodiversity and wildlife values; small protected area 


1.  PA modified boundary from working group (expanded area)


2.  PA proposal from Brad - 40% of the original proposal with riparian features retained; within NDT 4, good timber but does not fit with selective harvesting (risk of blowdown is high) - patch cutting 2-10 ha; old growth management area would be more appropriate in McParlon Creek - larger core area for grizzly; lower stocking densities; part of a larger grizzly strategy.  The eastern portion would be protected, the western portion would be harvested.  Approx. 300 ha.


Timber perspective - A plan exists that addresses grizzly bear concerns from the Bridge Delta to the western part of the TSA.  The back end of McParlon is being deferred because of grizzly concerns.  Suggestion to have grizzly management starting at km 3.5 on Bridge River main.  Small cutblocks would open up some forage opportunities.  


An ecological reserve was identified earlier as a tool to address the values.  


The deferral in McParlon is part of a larger landscape unit.  Road closure is currently May - June 15;


Losses with option 2:  loss of 329 ha of THLB, mining - under-explored; negative socio-economic impact; possible risk to biodiversity - lower elevation old growth; loss of the combination of IDF natural features within the district (but not the ecosection); loss of viability of PA; potential impact on Spring grizzly viewing opportunities


Concern that neither option addresses grizzly bears - the lines do not adequately address grizzly habitat.


Grizzly escape cover could be included in options 1 and 2.


Shulaps:  now includes Shulaps-Holbrook addition as well as Jones Creek.  Looking at access control RMZ around the Shulaps basin


1.  Shulaps


	a) Shulaps SA


	b) Holbrook addition


	c) Jones Creek addition


2.  Access control with Goal 2’s in lower part of Burkholder - Goal 2’s can address lakes and recreation trails as well as wildlife/biodiversity corridors - possible to have access management RMZ; visuals management for recreation


3.  same as #2 without the biodiversity corridor


Losses:  


1.  a) 1,100 - 1,200 ha of THLB in Burkholder/Shulaps; no opportunities for mineral exploration; $319,000/yr in direct timber revenue


b) 1,200 ha in Holbrook $122,000/yr in direct timber revenue


c) 470 ha of operable in Jones Creek;  private land adjoining; 


2.  loss of representation of Burkholder (overall drainage); nationally significant ultramafic soils; loss of mineral exploration (access?); loss of wilderness/tourism opportunities in whole area; socio-economic losses; semi-wilderness hunting opportunities; increased cost of extended rotations (access management); loss of THLB with Goal 2’s and corridor


3.  loss of biodiversity corridor; loss of watershed/riparian representation


Antoine-Fred Creek


1.  Antoine-Fred Creek PA


2.  Retention of Goal 2 site at Fred Creek


3.  Access control at Antoine (without protection of Fred Creek as a Goal 2)


4. community focus zone (can be layered on top of the other 3)


Losses:


1.  7,700 ha total - 5,700 ha operable; loss of mineral exploration opportunity (under-explored area); 


2.  some timber impacts; loss of representation of IDFdk1 within the district; $356,000/yr.; impacts on wildlife; 


3.  same as #2 and wildlife values (fisher), old growth values, domestic watersheds, representation


4.  not yet a defined zone; community loses security until focus zone is legally defined; loss of security to licensees and uncertainty in the short term - control by communities


(Gains with option 4 - greater community control)


Spruce Lake


1.  	a) Existing study area boundary


	b) SA boundary plus Taylor-Cinnebar basin and Bonanza


2.  Small PA around Spruce Lake, special management around Gun Creek (no harvesting); larger integrated resource management zone in Tyaughton, Leckie, Relay, Paradise, Bonanza (goes outside the present study area boundary)


3.  Tourism Focus Zone - back-country opportunities with limited development (defined in tourism handout) - boundary extended to include a buffer for wildlife migrating in and out of the core protected area (old IRMP boundary). - compatible with options 1 and 2;


Losses:


1.  a) 10,712 ha of THLB - lower cost logging in the TSA; $3,275,000/yr; mining opportunities; potential losses to motorized recreation; tourism opportunities - uncertainty for existing users (tenures, transferability, changes to operations); levels of use (in relation to an inability to manage access - funding problems); public interest in more access; potential new operators subject to bidding system; no buffer zone; potential impacts on grizzly - bear management issues; potential loss of timber due to forest health issues - fire 


1.  b) increased mining and timber impacts; potential impacts on motorized recreation (depending on access management); 


2.  loss of wilderness values; noise and impacts on visuals, access (road size) if a functioning mine were to proceed; potential impacts on recreation trails; potential loss of quality and quantity of wildlife habitat; difficult management; commitment of time from tourism operators; management of sub-regional planning board; loss in viability of grizzly habitat; potential loss in tourism revenues; potential loss to timber (as opposed to general management)


3.  higher costs for timber harvesting; potential loss of protected area - access issues; potential loss for independent recreation users; 


Concerns that other tourism operators are not being represented - Sylvia communicated that she and Kevan are doing their best to represent their sector and has had communications with sector members.  Dennis recommended that any park proposal accommodate existing tourism operators.  The tourism zoning needs to be clarified for specific areas.


Meeting adjourned:  7:00 p.m.





Saturday, March 6 


Call to Order:  8:10 am


1.	Introduction - Timing (after the end of March)


Submission of the Rolling Duck will go to government with a transmittal letter which could have three elements:


1.  Characterization from the Table’s point of view (what’s in the “Duck”)


2.  Questions to be resolved by government (e.g., access management)


3.  Intentions after the end of March (what will the table do?)


The transmittal letter should be developed by a few people (mini committee) before next meeting.  The facilitators (and PST) will be available to help with drafting of the transmittal letter.  Transmittal Letter Committee:  Chris O’Connor, Bill Spencer, Tom Nichols, Alice Kidd (as well as Trevor and Alex)  (these people need to get direction from coordinators of working groups)


Phil clarified the elements of the transmittal letter - need to clarify what the questions are to government:


Need to have some clarification on what portions of the land base (for grizzly considerations) is within the operating land base.  It is possible to do this type of analysis, however, this takes time.  Brad mentioned that the timber supply analysis can provide clarity on issues (with varying sensitivities) - options can be analyzed to illustrate impacts on timber.


The grizzly management options (for example) need to be clarified so that modeling can be done.  Riparian can be modeled - with sensitivities around riparian buffers.  This direction needs to go to Dan Peterson.


Need to clarify in the transmittal letter that the table is ready to come to agreement but the impacts need to be looked at before final decision can be made.  


Limitations exist in the lack of information (timber supply impacts - base case, impacts from objectives and strategies) - need a better understanding of this.  The Table should provide direction on which information they would like to receive.  There is a need to identify lines and management within those lines.


Work yet to be done can be laid out - to be done either by working groups or government.  It’s up to the Table to ask government what it would like to do - a work plan could form part of section 3 of the transmittal letter.  Timelines can be adjusted so that working group progress can proceed - it may be useful to have a “breather” to organize information and allow the impact analysis to catch up.


Timing beyond the end of March (for sectors to get feedback) needs to be laid out.  The CRB is responsible for doing some public open houses.  The Table can decide at which point they want to go to the public (possibly end of May).  Base case, TSR 2 can be expected to be available in April.


Consultation process needs to be considered, the Table needs some help on identifying overlaps between objectives and strategies.


The Table will continue to meet but only when the Table is ready to meet (base case is complete).  Need to determine order of magnitude impacts.  There are some serious information gaps.  By resolving these outstanding questions, this would lead to a better use of Table member’s time.


2.	Reports from Evening Meetings


Fish and Water - met to discuss John Leighton’s proposal - no consensus; this will go into the Rolling Duck for the table to review.


Recreation - more work identified to be done


3.	Selecting PA/RMZ/Access Options for Bucket #3


Suggestion to have table members place dots on the options developed at the end of the first day to give an indication of where the priorities lie for all interests.


There are concerns with “voting” on options - clarification that there is information to be obtained - it is helpful to know where the table is at with building options.


Putting dots on options on the flip charts could inform others at the table.  


Concern that this exercise not be given any more weight than necessary (suggestion to destroy this after it’s done), however, some of these options may need some analysis.  One value of the “dot exercise” is to get an indication of what packages can be developed.  Suggestion that different colour dots be used to illustrate relative priorities.  


Decision to go ahead with the “dot exercise” after lunch.


Break:  9:45 - 10:00 am


3.	Access


Dave Horne handed out copies of the access information sheets and summary package.  One key access issue for the table to consider is access to the Stein Park.  There was an access polygon map presented to show the boundaries of the 42 polygons (based on watersheds).  Summaries for access in each unit should most likely become objectives and strategies for that unit.  


Unit #1 - Stein:  An overview of existing access was presented in the table.  BC Parks expressed that changes to the park management plan may be difficult to make.  Concern was communicated that at the beginning of the LRMP, it was stated that there would be flexibility in the Stein management plan to allow for recommendations from the LRMP.  This direction can be considered during the next review of the park management plan.  


The Stein has had four-wheel drive and ATV use in the past (pre-existing motorized values), but a concern exists that the park management plan does not allow for motorized access.


Concern that there is a lack of consideration of commercial tourism in the Stein.  The tourism sector would like to be considered/involved in future park management plans.  There are three tourism operators (mountain guides/backpacking) going into the Stein now and more anticipated.


Comments on the access categories should be forwarded to Sue (she will then forward them to the Access Working Group.)


The Stein is considered a benchmark for grizzly - part of the recovery population unit.  Pre-existing horse use is allowed but recreationalists are not allowed to bring horses into this unit.  No helicopter or airplane access in the Stein should be identified.  Downstream water use - water intake (mod.-high).  High cultural heritage values (specifically in the eastern portion).


Suggestion to name the key access points into the Stein (ones to be maintained):  Van Horlick, Blowdown, Texas Creek; also - not as important to maintain but identified in the park management plan:  Gott (winter), Siwhe, Kwoiek.


There are mineral claims being expropriated in the Stein.  


Unit # 9 - Texas Creek


Dave Horne reviewed the current conditions.  There is access to the trailhead going into the Stein - high local use.  


Q:  Desired future state - closure due to wildlife?  This was identified primarily for grizzly (as part of a grizzly recovery strategy.)  This is also an important access point to the Stein - potential conflicts there.  


Closures above 1900m would impact Molybdonite Lake mainline (no impacts on Texas Creek mainline).  Request to add a line to the map to show closure above 1900m.  There are maintenance considerations (with bridges and opening of road each Spring.)


John E. - Concern that motorized access be maintained along Texas Creek - bridge supported logging trucks recently - should be able to last.  


Betty - The Texas Creek mainline is an important access point for locals - should be maintained as rough two-wheel drive (not just four-wheel).  Min. of Forests policy is to pull or replace bridges if they are not safe.


Mike K. - Roads mostly impassable; suggestion that bridges could be pulled and replaced with fords (could be more economical).


Bill W. - grizzly bear recovery strategy - this area is part of the high recovery option.  Maintenance of recreation and roads are in conflict with this interest.  The level of access control that is decided upon in Texas Creek will affect protected area negotiations in other areas.


Brad - harvesting plans exist as well as silviculture obligations (under Small Bus. program).


John Cartwright - Removal of road would make fire suppression efforts, pest control difficult.  Lack of information on population numbers for bears.


Chris - identify reasons for closures (in the text.)  The objectives for this area will provide clarity.  


Bruce M. - question of whether mineral exploration/access to mineral claims would be allowed above 1900m (Wildlife Act closure).  Donna replied that variances can be applied for.


Mining Rights Amendment Act - district manager would have a difficult decision to make;


Action:  Need to check whether the Min. of Mines can make a decision (under the Mining Rights Amendment Act) to allow access to claims (where roads have been closed).


There is a need to identify which road closures are necessary (to protect grizzly) due to high local interest in recreation - mortalities appear to be due primarily to hunting.  Displacement is a consideration as well (if access is maintained).  There could be limitations on volume as well.


Seasonal closures - another tool which may bring road densities down to an acceptable level for grizzly.  Objectives and strategies for road densities exist.  


Unit # 7 -  Botanie - review of existing use; very well roaded - gentle terrain.  Motorized trail use, very high level of use.  Sheep populations, high water use.  Angling - high, however, bull trout considerations present.  Tourism values should be high for front-mid country.  The motorized access is not overly difficult.  Conservation values are high.  Cultural heritage concerns - archaeological - ethnobotany considerations.  Biodiversity ratings (high) may need some further clarification.


This area lends itself to motorized recreation.  This area is a water source for Spences Bridge - future state should be to maintain the water supply.


Road density issue - IWAP being done in this area (community watershed).  Suggestion to have more detail on what the desired future state is (level of access.)


The table must decide what level of access they would like in the future.


Unit # 8 - Siwhe - review of existing use; community watersheds exist within this unit; recreation opportunities, timber and mining opportunities, limited motorized access.  Fishing in Devil’s Lake; horseback; high conservation values; West Fraser road is difficult to access - potential for circle route - can be used as access to park.  


The recommendation in this summary is that this area be used primarily for industrial access.  If the road is not maintained - this would limit day-hike opportunities to Devil’s Lake.  Information on trails should be included - sketched on a map.  Provision of a map on these trails to open houses would be useful.


First Nations interest in this area.  Distinction that vehicle access for industrialized use - this creates potential for unmanaged access.  Need to have some clear definitions of what this type of access is.  Strategically placing access controls can limit uncontrolled access opportunities.  Opens up opportunities for walk-in traffic.  The level and locations of access controls is important to know prior to road development - consideration in design.  


Unit # 2 - Kwoiek - horse trails existing, many bridges getting old, forest health issues, timber interest; motorized recreation, grizzly, spotted owl, goat, water interests.  Fishing, high site index for timber, hydro interest, no range tenures, soap-stone deposit; rafting on the Fraser, high mid-back country opportunities; trail over Antimony Mountain. - access to Stein.  Mountain biking, two-wheel and four-wheel drive, ATVs/motorbikes, some snowmobiling, ice fishing on the lake, hunting, conservation values high, visuals, wilderness/backcountry recreation opportunities (accessible) can be included in the vision, recommendation from PA working group to have restoration for visuals.  Access management for grizzly bears (bear-people conflicts). 


Suggestion in summary:  high values for mountain biking - potential for non-motorized (but mechanized) access - gentle terrain.


All the units in the TSA will be summarized in this format.


Suggestion that access points on the access map be shown by an arrow.


Alice commended Dave and the Access group on this work.


Watersheds for bear recovery will be identified in the strategy - suggestion that if grizzly recovery is determined to be a priority in an area that this be the primary filter for access considerations.


Alice presented a needlepoint box creation to Brad.


Vic Hamm showed the group his photo of the LRMP table.


Note:  # 4 of the access handouts is not available.


Lunch:  12:15 - 1:15


Discussion of Dot Exercise


Decision not to include details (numbers for each choice) of this in the meeting summary.  High priorities for negotiation protection appeared to be in Yalakom, Bridge Delta and Spruce Lake.  This exercise confirmed the obvious in people’s minds.


Quantification of impacts is important.  One item for the protected area committee to look at are potential adjustments to the Spruce Lake Study area.  Need to identify where the information needs are (using this exercise) that may shift people’s opinion.  Norma mentioned that her choices followed protection due to a lack of confidence in access management.  There is a need to have resources to provide direction (similar to Muskwa-Kechika).  Betty expressed a similar concern.  


A request to have reassurance with access management should be included in the transmittal letter.  Phil suggested reviewing the objectives and strategies - identify an objective to suggest an alternative approach if access management is not carried out.


Question of funding for Muskwa-Kechika management - Phil mentioned there is $2,000,000 dedicated to this management agreement.


Brad mentioned that the timber sector has attempted to accommodate the interests of others.  There are differing opinions on whether integrated management in Spruce Lake is accommodating the conservation interest.


Action:  Request for transmittal letter:  Level of harvest in this region over history - how much is left in the Code provisions to accommodate interests.


Action:  Transmittal letter question:  How will funding occur to achieve access management?


Bruce Madu mentioned there could be some significant expropriation costs (for mineral interests) with park designation at Spruce Lake.  General agreement that funding issues should be included in the transmittal letter.  Concern that funding is reducing in the agencies - impacts on access management.  Question of what will happen with expropriation - if there is no money for access management, then how will compensation occur for mineral tenure expropriation?


Phil mentioned that the table needs to identify alternative approaches (if funding does not materialize for access management) instead of looking for guarantees.


There is a need to have clear management direction on access - there are a number of gates/roads waiting for direction on closures.


Tom mentioned that the Parks Legacy is considering funding options for park management - requests in the transmittal letter may be timely. 


5.	Integration of Hard Lines and Resource Objectives


Alex suggested that the timber harvesting land base is a logical starting point.  It might also be useful to look at where the timber harvesting land base is and overlay other values onto it.


Negative Impacts on the Timber Harvesting Land Base	THLB:  approx. 275,000 ha


1. Visuals have an impact on the THLB (could go in either direction)


Much of the viewscape does not contribute to the annual allowable cut (AAC)  - opportunity to use area outside the THLB to address visuals.


According to analysis by Peter Renni, there is approx. 2% impact on the THLB from visuals.


2.  Fish habitat, riparian buffers for S4, S5, S6 impact on the THLB


This could be a significant impact.  There are opportunities to mitigate these impacts.  There were concerns that the Code provides bare minimum protection for fish and fish habitat.


3.  Community Watersheds - same concerns as fish habitat, riparian.


This should have a small effect on timber supply.


4.  Recreational historic corridors (wagon trails - buffers for protection) - mitigative ways to address this - could be a recreation trail designation.


This could have minimal effect on timber supply.


5.  PA’s - range of 0 - 20,000 ha


6.  Owls - 0 - 2% of THLB (5,000 ha)


7.  NDT 4 - minor impacts


8.  Deer - low impacts


9.  Grizzly - minor impacts on THLB (from objectives/strategies) open to interpretation


10.  Moose - minor impacts on THLB


11.  Mountain goats - low impacts on THLB


12.  Sheep - low impact


13.  Identified Wildlife - 2,700 ha (1%)


14.  Biodiversity - 10,000 ha (4%) +/-


15.  Roads - low


16.  Community settlement - low


17.  Tourism - low-moderate


18.  Mines - low


19.  Cultural Heritage - low-high


Positives Impacts on the Timber Harvesting Land Base


1.  Volume - re-inventory (higher than previously predicted) - 12%


2.  Site Index (access to the land base) - significant


3.  Green up - could be significant


4.  Visual buy-back?


5.  Other forest types - low-high (example: harvesting re-establishment as in Merritt)


6.  Operability line changes due to economy/technology (positive or negative) - low impact


7.  Draining reservoirs - high impacts


8.  Re-inventory of streams - very low impacts


9.  Wildlife tree patches - low


10. Road rehabilitation - low


Break:  3:05


Negative Impacts on Primitive Recreation Opportunity Spectrum  8 km away from a road


1992 - 58% of the district is within the primitive/semi-primitive zone 


1997 - 50%


2002 projection - 42%


There are a number of areas that will change the primitive ROS rating as road development continues for access to timber.  The forest development plans up to the end of 2002 include most areas except Yalakom, Spruce, Shulaps.


1.  Timber Harvesting - large impact on primitive


2.  Additional Road Development - low-high impact on primitive


3.  Recreation Infrastructure Development - low-high impact (depends on scale)


	- access (even by air) would change the character of the area;


4.  Irresponsible use of motorized access - low overall (locally high)


5.  Air Traffic - not quantified or considered in ROS


Positive Impacts on Primitive/Semi-primitive ROS


1.  Road Deactivation - potentially significant


2.  Non-motorized Legislation - difference in summer winter


3.  Wildlife - grizzly bear management strategy - low


4.  Establishment of PA’s - increase (due to road deactivation and level of visitor use)


Comment: establishment of a park may decrease the amount of primitive/semi-primitive.


5.  Other access controls - may have a varying level of impact


Q:  How much primitive/semi-primitive is desirable?  The amount of primitive is disappearing in the region and the province.  There could be road development in parks if the table decided on the non-wilderness option.  The wilderness type of park precludes road development.


6.	Next Steps/Action Items/Work to follow


Working Group Meetings:  


Mar. 12 - Wildlife (Grizzly, Owls) - 10 am at the Lillooet Forest District


Mar. 18 - PAS - 10 am at the Lillooet Forest District


Mar. 19 - Recreation - 10 am at the Lillooet Forest District


Mar. 19 - Tourism - 10 am at the Lillooet Forest District


Mar. 22 - Timber - 10 am at the Lillooet Forest District


Mar. 23 - Water/Fish - 10 am at the Kamloops Ministry of Environment office


Mar. 23 - Visuals - 10 am at the Lillooet Forest District


Mar. 24 - Access - 10 am at the Lillooet Forest District


Mar. 25 - CRB - 6:00-9:00 pm at the Lillooet Legion Hall


Mar. 25 - Community - 9:00 - 12:00 at the Lillooet Recreation Centre


Mar. 26 (evening) - Transition/Implementation/Monitoring at the Lillooet Legion Hall


Action:  Future planning for Spruce Lake - check on whether this is an option.


Note:  Bill Spencer’s answering machine:  256-4400


Suggestions for Next Agenda


- Duck Review


- Grizzly Map


- Letter of Transmittal - what needs to be analyzed


-Yalakom Eco-forestry  Plan (15-20 min.) - Bill and Rod will give presentation


- Tourism Presentation on Front/Mid/Backcountry


- Negotiations


Meeting adjourned :  4:40 p.m.
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