LILLOOET LAND and RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN


Table Meeting September 17 & 18, 1999


Lillooet, Royal Canadian Legion


MEETING SUMMARY





Attendees:


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


Public Participants:  Norma Wilson, Sue Duxbury (alt.), Tom Nichols, Bill Wareham (alt.), Sylvia Waterer, Kevan Bracewell (alt.), Janika Wright, Brad Bennett, Dave Dobi (alt.), John Leighton, Jack Carradice, Brian Wood (alt.), Dennis Perry, Greg Dixon


Provincial Government:  Donna Romain, Dave Horne, Rob Gowan, Jim Britton, Dawna Harden, Bernie Ivanco, Mike Hanry, Graham Strachan, Jacquie Rasmussen (alt.)


Local Government:  Russ Oakley, Kevin Taylor, Sheila McLean


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


Guests & Observers:  Leah Hartley, Ted Crouch, Fred Samson, Vic Hamm, Sue Senger, Ron Friesen, Mareen Scott, John Forrest, Ken Waite, John Brett, Marla Matten, Fraser Lang, Chris Spencer, Sierra Wolfe, Jonathan Kerslake, Alison Lang, Nancy Shook, Kathryn Dueli, Trudy Affeldt, Glen Makepeace, Joanne Kimmel, Daniel Kerslake, Gabrielle Mueller, Toby Mueller, Eleanor Wright, Robert Ludtke, Van Andrews, Johnathan Kerslake, Paul Ehni


Documents:


Mailed Documents:


September Meeting Agenda


June 18, 19 Table Meeting Summary


In-meeting Documents:


Yalakom Community Council, “Presentation to the LRMP Regarding Protection for Fred and Antoine Creeks” – Sept. 17, 1999.


Yalakom Community Council – background information, Feb. 1999.


Summary of Action Items:


PST will check on the status of any PA proposals for Pavilion Creek.


PST to send out a response regarding the Stoltmann national park proposal to inform the interested parties that there is an LRMP currently underway (that considers protected areas.)


Donna will include a reference to the Stein in the grizzly section, to formally recognize this as a core security area in the grizzly management strategy.


Bernie and Sylvia will integrate the definitions between recreation and tourism and where appropriate, edit the objectives to complement the other section.


Bernie will ensure that the maintenance of ecological characteristics is covered under the recreation section (as an objective).


Recreation/Tourism - ensure that wildlife objectives are considered overriding where the goal is to maintain a certain level or quality of experience.


Recreation and Tourism groups to get together to develop an air access policy (or ensure that this is covered off in each section).


Tourism section (opening text) - change “significant potential for growth” to “potential..”


Those who are submitting proposals to write up a description of the RMZ that would complement the proposed PA’s (if applicable).


The conservation sector will send their linework to the Analysis Subcommittee for consideration of the items that need to be analyzed.


Data Management Team to provide maps of the PA units to those developing scenarios.





Start:  8:40 am





Introduction 


Agenda Review - Phil - general management text requires review to determine where the working consensus exists, and where non-consensus items exist - what are the alternatives?


need to prioritize items for negotiations - which ones are fundamental vs. Interpretive (wording changes)


Phil outlined the process steps outlined by PST to move towards agreement.





Process Letter - Brad Bennett read the letter from Chris O’Connor and others on the process.  The process outlined in the letter is not entirely different than PST’s.  


One difference (from PST’s direction) is that the process discussed in the letter includes introduction of a mediator to resolve non-consensus items.  (Trevor reminded the Table that in order to have a mediated session, the Table needs to define some options…”something to mediate.”) .  Phil mentioned that under Sect. 18 in the terms of reference, the Table committed to work toward consensus without relying on a neutral facilitator.


Membership on working groups needs to be looked at - better representation from the public on working groups.





Table discussion of resolving protected areas prior to the continuation of working group efforts on general management text


Betty suggested discussing protected areas with the responsibility that members of working groups offer insight on how certain issues are addressed in general management.  (Goals and objectives can be discussed within the context of protected areas.)  Bernie mentioned that special management should be considered as an alternative to protected areas where appropriate. 


John Courchesne asked whether any Table members are willing to live with a 12% protected area target (don’t have a number to work toward at present.)  Bill mentioned that this would preclude some decisions (i.e., Spruce Lake).


Trevor mentioned that a mediator does not make a consensus-based decision; Phil added that a mediator’s decision would not represent Table endorsement.  Brad has concerns with government making a decision (if consensus cannot be reached). 


Decision to start with Spruce Lake - develop alternatives for Spruce Lake (in consideration of general management).  Jack has concerns with not having read the Recreation section (not a real understanding of the implications).


Trevor reminded Table members of the need to build consensus when developing options.  Greg Dixon expressed concerns with dealing with protected areas - without agreed-to objectives.


Jim suggested a “high-fly” review of objectives - to allow everyone to get a better idea of the intent of the various goals and objectives in the various sections.





Rumour Check - Brad questioned whether there is a PA proposal at Pavilion Creek.  


Action:  PST will check on the status of any PA proposals for Pavilion Creek.





Bridge Delta - heli-ski-refueling site should be discussed during discussion of this PA proposal.





Phil mentioned that Gordon Weetman had questioned whether the table was familiar enough with the timber supply - suggested 10-year modeling.  Letter sent to Chief Forester regarding this - Phil asked the Table whether they would like to have the Chief Forester come to a future Table meeting to discuss timber supply.  Decision to come during next steps.


Phil introduced Ken Waite - new Lillooet Forest District manager.





Sue Senger - introduced the framework for community/LRMP open houses to involve and inform the public further about the LRMP.  Sue mentioned that the open house would provide an opportunity for sectors to develop visual displays to present to the public.  Sue is looking for volunteers, coordinators and a date for the first public open house.  (December 11 was suggested initially but this is also Ken Waite’s birthday and the anniversary of the Delgamuukw decsion.)  Adequate time is needed to prepare for this and pull together the necessary information.





John Courchesne mentioned there is an Ontario politician looking to create a national park (Stoltmann) which takes in part of the Lillooet LRMP, and asked whether the table wants to respond to this.  Phil mentioned there’s a letter for resolving protected areas that may be used or PST can draft a letter to inform the interested parties that there is an LRMP underway.





Action:  PST to send out a response regarding the Stoltmann national park proposal to inform the interested parties that there is an LRMP currently underway (that considers protected areas.)





3.	Editorial Committee Update on Text Issues – Phil reviewed the various sections of the plan to summarize the status of each.  A large number of these require more review and discussion with some requiring the measurement of impacts to the forest industry.





Introduction of Unit Summaries - Phil reviewed the intent of the unit summaries.  Marc mentioned that these management unit summaries are intended to bring together the Table’s discussions from previous Table meeting discussions on working units, values in each area and access implications or vision for each area.  Marc is looking for feedback from the Table on whether this is a worthwhile exercise to continue with.


Concerns were expressed with continuing to develop these when the vision statements have not all been agreed to and there is no working group established to review these.  (Time does not permit members to review these along with all the other material.)  Concern with the level of detail in the summaries.





Other comments were that this format could make things easier to implement in the long run, and make the plan clearer.  This approach may be useful for the implementation phase (to distill information from the plan) or for summarizing special management areas (after PA negotiations.)


Decision to revisit the management unit format once the plan is further along.





Yalakom Community Council Presentation - handouts provided.


sustainable living and commitment to the future is important to consider in the use of land and resources


raised funding for Ecosystem-based analysis - will be developing an economic plan based on the sustainability of the area’s ecosystems


displayed map of the Yalakom Landscape Unit – which extends to the confluence of Yalakom Creek and the Bridge River; includes Fred and Antoine Creeks


Slide presentation - discussion of local ecosystem types, Ponderosa Pine, Interior Douglas Fir and Alpine Tundra.  There are aboriginal interests in Fred and Antoine Creek - continuous occupation and use over many years; culturally modified trees present along Fred & Antoine Creek; high recreational potential within the area.


Asking for PA status for Fred & Antoine Creek areas.  None of the Camelsfoot area is protected at present.  Under-represented ecosystem (little protected).  Unique - hottest & driest portions of the area.  


Characterized by steep, mountainous terrain (greater than 60% grade) or complex terrain (mix of varying slopes).


Many characteristics that contribute to biodiversity; climax sites that contribute to mule deer winter range, mountain goats, bighorn sheep.  Blue-listed species present - rubber boas, fisher.  Peregrine falcons also present.


Miners have used the area; aboriginal, archaeological - arrowheads - dated to 5,000 years ago and to time of contact; food gathering.


St’at’imc people have not ceded their rights to the land in this area; RPAT had this area identified as a priority 1 area





The Yalakom Community Council is looking for protected area status for the Fred and Antoine Creek watersheds. (7,400 ha)





Question of what values are at risk - recreational potential, wildlife values, and migration corridors, dry biogeoclimatic subzones.


Brad mentioned the eco-certification aspect - question of how to use the ecological plan (in consideration of the LRMP)?  The ecological plan is in its first stage where and there needs to be some more work and cooperation; concern with another planning process undermining what was agreed to at the LRMP Table.  Response:  the LRMP table is the legal plan that would take precedence - the ecological analysis is a more detailed landscape unit-level plan.


Bill mentioned that the LRMP needs to affirm that ecosystem-based planning can be carried out for specific areas - for landscape unit level planning.


Plans moving ahead to develop in these areas - no current range plans or mineral interests in the area.  Fred Creek is fully recorded for water interests, Antoine Creek is not recorded.





Yalakom Community Council is requesting that development plans not go forward.





Question of Applespring - many important values, but working closer with the Bridge River Band.  The cultural values could be considered higher than Antoine and Fred Creeks.





Siska Presentation - Fred Samson


CP 140 has been issued.  Letter from John Michael Forester - avalanche risks, engineers have indicated that road work should not occur in this area


Complete data sheet on this area; Siska Creek has higher water quality than Mohokam Creek.  The bridges do not have silt barriers on the culverts - gravel problems, standing water in the alpine - silty and muddy.  


Fred expressed appreciation for previous support from the LRMP.  The Siska Creek - PA proposal requires discussion.  The Fall hunt in the area has been cancelled due to the activity.  There will be a feast, media next weekend.  The Siska Band is still standing in good faith.  There are no moratoriums on the Siska watershed.


Potential problems with glacial till material.  Fred mentioned that there was a letter that went to the acting district manager requesting that no activity occur in Siska until the LRMP makes a decision.





Table Discussion of Alternative Solutions for Protected Areas - Spruce Lake


Sylvia expressed concerns with changing the agenda at the last minute (some people not present who should be.)  Sylvia disagrees with discussing Spruce Lake without having had the opportunity to have a Tourism, Recreation, Visuals meeting.


Trevor reviewed the protected areas working group map on Spruce Lake.





Bernie reviewed the summary tables on proposed protected areas.  It is intended to show key features of conservation and recreation.  The shading of the subzone variants shows the dry ecosystems.





There are 15 units within the Spruce Lake study area that were summarized in the table.  (Slim and Bonanza are not within the approved study area.)





The study area boundary was drawn on the overhead showing the 15 units.  Bill Wareham reminded the Table that there was interest at a past meeting in the inclusion of Taylor and Cinnebar basin.





Question of which unit (out of the 15) is the most important (from a provincial representation point-of-view.)  Bernie mentioned he doesn’t have all the data to categorically state which is the most important.  





The interest of retaining wilderness and wilderness recreation opportunities – conservation view that this is not met by the current study area boundary.  How wilderness opportunities are addressed across the whole district needs further consideration.





Tom - IDFdk2 is considered under-represented - Spruce Lake contributes the most to the representation of this type of ecosystem (when compared with other study areas).





Spruce Lk./Taylor/Cinnebar/Slim Ck.


Considerations in the recreation section: reference to objective 1.1.1 in the Recreation section.


Non-consensus:  not sure of the impacts of the 42% figure.  Jack feels that the recreation goals and objectives seem to give preference to semi-primitive non-motorized recreation.  





Proposal from the beginning of the Goal 2 process – Taylor/Cinnebar basin - interest is rare plants, easy access for the elderly.


Jack mentioned that his sector feels that once the level of protection reaches a point over 13%, then his interest is not being represented.  Question of whether the existing road networks satisfies the interests of their members.  Bill W. - mentioned that roads that are considered deactivated, may be accessible to two-wheel drive vehicles.  Dave D. clarified that the level of deactivation varies - deactivated roads are not intended to restrict access.





Objectives exist for inventorying roads and trails - this may serve to inform access restrictions.





Interests that contribute to the case for a larger (+) vs. smaller (-) PA at Spruce Lake:


(+)  the interest of providing wilderness in a specific area is not addressed by the Recreation objective (1.1.1) (the objective implies this would move over time).


(+)  another interest which would be better served by having additional areas would be more effective management of recreation (by BC Parks) - inclusion of access points in the PA.  


(-)  erodes the timber harvesting landbase; removes it from 5-year development planning


(-)  good timber values in this area - readily accessible.


(+)  Slim Creek is considered a high value area for grizzly habitat; having a larger area would serve grizzly interests; for watersheds with grizzly present:  seeking road densities < 0.5 km2





Question of whether the Slim Creek road were blocked below the alpine - how would this affect the habitat needs of grizzly?  If general management objectives were applied effectively, then this would allow for grizzly.





Cinnebar - Dennis mentioned that Lorna Lake, possibly Spruce Lake, and the Tyaughton trail are important for primitive recreation.


Bonanza/Lower Tyax - if there were roads into Bonanza, this would bring impacts to within 2 miles of Spruce Lake.


Slim - has been logged, but VQO’s on this road are critically important.  Dennis felt it’s important to maintain visuals along this corridor and along the Gun Creek Trail.


Phil - reminded the Table that they need to consider what they can live with if a consensus is to be reached.





Dennis - including Cinnebar and Taylor has no impact on the timber resource.  Would have impacts on mining.  This area could be managed through a management zone - with direction on restriction of cabin tenures.





Bonanza


Brad asked about the interest of upper Bonanza - for protection.  Section 105 exists on upper Bonanza.  There would still be opportunities for recreational access.


Dennis - visual interests, wildlife interests that are not addressed.  Closing the road and getting out for 30 years or so may be a potential solution.


Snowmobile, horseback and other use - would inevitably increase. 





Dennis - question of what the cost is of putting Bonanza Basin into a PA would be (what are the impacts?).  Bill W. - representation and wildlife considerations in Bonanza - wilderness interests for recreation.  Unique experience - unroaded watersheds.


Brad mentioned that First Nations interests create defacto deferrals.  





Interest is wilderness recreation and unique wilderness experiences.  


Jack - Spruce Lake is considered a beautiful piece of wilderness.  Jack - asked what is wrong with providing access so that more people can visit Spruce Lake.  Bill W. mentioned that there are already enough drive-in recreation opportunities nearby and in the province.





Betty - discussed some options with Spruce Lake.


Upper Relay - mid-Tyaughton - option of leaving Leckie out does not meet wilderness requirements (significant wilderness values in Leckie)


Lower Tyaughton - interest in this area for recreation; Nine Mile ridge and Yalakom Creek were also discussed as PA proposals.





Timber Interests


Dave D. - proposal excluded Taylor, Cinnebar, and Eldorado, but the timber sector is prepared to discuss options here.  Spruce, Upper and Lower Gun – Recreation zone, with mining exploration; no harvesting.


Slim - Zone 2 for visuals, Leckie - harvesting in a one-pass system possible.  


Tyaughton - plan to decide how harvest will occur through resource board with defined timelines and mandate.  Bonanza, Relay, and Paradise - access management to act as a buffer to the core area.   The entire area would be managed for various resource values through Forest Resource Board. 


Note:  See original timber proposal.





Bill W. asked about forest certification standards - is this an alternative to address other interests?  Dave D. mentioned that for intense conflict areas - this may be an option.





Note:  FPC was amended to include submissions from groups to provide for options other than Code in certain areas.





BC Wildlife Federation Interest


Jack clarified that his sector’s interest considers Spruce Lake an important area.  


Preference that the area immediately around Spruce Lake be designated as a park.


Surrounding portion could be managed under special management.  


Wildlife and wilderness concerns need addressing through access management.  


Road access could be restricted along the height of land between Gun and Tyaughton.


Eldorado and upper Gun, lower Gun and Spruce - option that this be left unroaded.


Leckie – no concerns expressed.





Jack’s interests include - wildlife conservation, hunting, fishing, and motorized recreation.  The access restrictions need to be sorted out for the various wildlife options.





-  Dennis asked about the BC Wildlife Federation’s interest in Spruce Lake - Jack mentioned that the Wildlife Federation is looking at the level of protection necessary in Spruce Lake.





Mineral Interests


Jim - mentioned that Spruce has high value for multiple users.  Potential for integrated uses - another option for management in this unit.  Suggestion that the area surrounding Spruce Lake be managed as a multiple use.  Example given:  Taseko (from Cariboo-Chilcotin Land Use Plan) – Special Management Zone within a mineral Resource Management Zone.  Jim mentioned that he could write some objectives for management of the surrounding zone.  This area has effectively been an enhanced zone for mineral development over the years.    





Access management is common to all proposals.  This needs to be clarified.  Visual quality also needs to be clarified (zone 1, zone 2) to inform the management of this area.





6.	Visuals - Betty


Zone 1 - mainly travel corridors and around settlements.  Minimize visual impacts to those areas.  This zone has the highest requirements for visual management.  Analysis required - no exemptions from VQO requirements.  Visually important areas, to be managed under the Code. Visual inventory (VQO) in zone 1, but some flexibility remains.





Spruce Lake - visuals for zone 1 will not work here - intended for travel corridors.  Site-specific developments would do visual impact analysis (licensee responsibility - review by MoF).





Zone 2 - No designated VQO, but manage for the visual resource (more flexibility.)  Visual impact assessments required.  District manager has flexibility to modify VQO’s to manage for visual resource.  





Zone 3 - everything else - acknowledges that visuals are part of the whole TSA - shape and design are important.











Discussion of Visual Zones


Dave Dobi suggested that:


Tyaughton drainage and Spruce Lake be designated as zone 1.


Upper Relay and Slim Creek be designated as zone 2.





Visuals Zoning maps - some non-consensus items on the zone 1 maps.  





Kamloops District – included a target impact for VQOs.  Non-contributing tree types and non-contributing landbase can limit the impacts to AAC.  Visual design can allow for visual objectives without impacts to the AAC.  Visual quality objectives may be dependent on terrain - whether it’s feasible to meet those VQOs.  





Spruce Lake will require a master VQO.  There is a public input component to VQO designation.  





Dinner Break:  5:30 p.m.





7.	Grizzly Strategy Overview - Donna - 7:15 p.m.


Recovery population units have less than half their population potential.  Recovery plans are developed for populations in recovery status.


Intent is to apply the objectives and strategies to all the population units (regardless of whether they’re in recovery or not.)


Identified watersheds (18) are being used - for the application of a number of objectives and strategies.  The identified watersheds are smaller than the landscape units.


Question of population data for Stein-Nahatlatch - Tony Hamilton provided some information to the Table on the population numbers in the Stein.


Graham mentioned that there might be a need to include the Stein as part of the management regime.  Direction from the Table could be included in the park management plan for the Stein.  The Stein should be recognized as a core security area in the management strategy.


Action:  Donna will include a reference to the Stein in the grizzly section, to formally recognize this as a core security area in the grizzly management strategy.





Question of how to determine the population that an area will support?


Capability - shows whether the land will support bears; Suitability - includes the existing conditions (roads, rail, community development, etc.) to further refine capability.


Road density lowers the suitability of an area.


The target population numbers are based on what the population units can support; also existing populations are being summarized based on sightings.


Midpoints are being used now as an average (for populations).  


Question of whether there are targets that override?  Yes, this is written into the objectives/strategies.  


Question of whether road density restrictions would be adequate to protect grizzly - core security areas - no open roads - are proposed to provide security for female grizzlies.


Question of how long core security areas will last - length of these will vary.  Core security areas will move across the landscape as the habitat changes over time.  The intent is that there will be a certain percentage of closed roads across the landscape.





Question of seasonality - main haul roads will likely not be deactivated - these are the main roads used for winter motorized recreation.


Seral stage objectives exist for this section of the plan.  Rotation periods may be extended to 220-240 years (based on a theoretical 100 hectare unit).  Dan Peterson is working on this concept further.  Seral stage distribution targets are also applied to the non-timber-harvesting landbase - landbase outside the THLB can contribute to biodiversity.





Question of whether there is priority of seral stage over access management - how is this dealt with for grizzly.  In certain identified watersheds there is flexibility to identify some priorities.


Question of how protected areas would affect the grizzly strategy - protected areas would further limit access.  Some objectives apply only at certain times of the year.





Road Densities – Impacts on Grizzly


Road densities over 0.5 km/km2 - are considered to begin to impact bears (mortality, displacement.)  The identified watersheds are being used to apply this - a test run is being used to determine whether this is possible.  50% of an area in a non-roaded state seems like it would work for the protection of bears.  


Tom mentioned that there are studies that state that 50% unroaded and the remainder approx. less than 0.5 km/km2 is considered adequate.





Question of whether each adult female requires own home range.  Yes - each adult female is considered to have own home range.





Application of identified wildlife strategies - includes the establishment of WHAs for red and blue listed species.  





8.	Tourism/Recreation: 


Sylvia described front/mid/backcountry.  The level of use is important to tourism.  The tourism sector is interested in getting some agreement on the percentage of front/mid/backcountry that should occur.





Bernie clarified that the range of primitive - urban (from a recreation perspective) is dependent on access and type of terrain (not just distance from roads).  Level of use is important to ROS categories.  The level of signs and infrastructure affects the category of ROS.





Bernie feels that there are some dramatic similarities between recreation and tourism. 





Satisfactory user day opportunity - similar definition for recreation and tourism.  





Discussion of Recreation - goal 1.1: “Provide a full range of opportunities for all activities across a full range of ROS settings and high value Recreation Settings (Rivers and Flood Plains, Valley Bottom Lakes, Grasslands, Upland Lakes, Rolling Subalpine-Alpine).  


Concern with levels of use (combined use) of all users.  Capacity needs to be outlined further.  Bernie clarified that this goal is intended to provide opportunities for a range of recreation users across the landbase.  Site-specific prescriptions (for user levels, etc.) can be defined further.





Bill W. - important to clearly state that users need to have compatible use, wildlife considerations need to be considered.  A certain level of commercial tourism tenures - to allow for quality user satisfaction days - this should be covered in the tourism section.


Dennis - mentioned that a management plan can identify how to deal with conflicts between tourism and recreation users.  





Vic mentioned that BCAL is responsible for allocating tenures - levels of use will change over time; Ministry conducts studies on level of use.  





From the objective:  question of the 42% primitive and semi-primitive - where does this come from?  This is a projection based on the ROS inventory of the Lillooet district.  Demand statistics do not exist at present for each of the ROS classes.





There are implications for tourism businesses on the level of use - dependent on the number of users.  Question of how to control the independent users.  Bill W. - satisfaction user days - should apply to both tourism and recreation that could limit the level of use.  There are opportunities to manage users (with fees, lotteries, etc.).  


The maintenance of satisfactory user days should be an overriding objective.





Question of whether the objective applies to roads for timber development (open road) or access management on forestry roads.  (Bernie - could be both; the level of open roads could stay the same, but move across the landbase over time.)





Dave H. - expressed concerns with fees, permits for recreational use; access characteristics of various areas - may serve as a more effective control (ease of access vs. difficulty.)





Norma - air access needs some consideration (in areas other than Spruce L.); asked whether the criteria would be useful to have as an appendix to explain terminology.





Suggestion that the definitions between tourism and recreation be linked further.  ROS definitions need to be reviewed





Action:  Bernie and Sylvia will integrate the definitions between recreation and tourism and where appropriate, edit the objectives to complement the other section.





Bill - asked about objective 1.1.2 in Tourism - what is the level of consultation?  As tourism grows, there will be a need for tourism to be a greater voice in land use decisions.  Dave H. - if consultation means face-to-face meeting (goes beyond referral), that should be adequate direction.  (“Referral” would mean mailing lists for informing stakeholders.)





Question - referral and consultation process.  Dave D. expressed concerns with the tourism objectives being recorded as 3s (for 1.1.1 and 1.1.2).  A mailing list was discussed as part of the referral process.  If there is a need to refer to interested parties, people can access a web site that will list the parties that need to be referred for developments in certain areas.


Transition strategy to address these interests.








Saturday, Sept. 18





1.  Review of Evening Meetings


Tourism/Recreation - some more work to be done to make these sections more integrated; Sylvia mentioned that allocation needs further discussion - at a strategic level to identify priorities or an indication of balance.  BC Wildlife Federation and tourism operators/guide outfitters and the province go through a process of allocation of animals to be harvested.





Sylvia is interested in having a similar type of allocation for recreation and tourism.  The level of use in an area is important to the preservation of the experience.  Norma mentioned that the recreation group does not feel that back-country tourism should be excluded - regardless of the user, the level of use is important to manage.  The limits of acceptable change need to be determined.





Sylvia mentioned the importance of deciding on a representative mix.  The differences between backcountry-frontcountry differ in tourism.  Norma mentioned that the number of other users seen is part of the recreation spectrum.  Donna mentioned that environmental damage is an important part of the equation.  Bernie mentioned there is a long-term study underway in Spruce Lake to determine the long-term impacts to trails, erosion, loss of native plants.  





Action:  Bernie will ensure that the maintenance of ecological characteristics is covered under the recreation section (as an objective).





Sylvia felt that the Grizzly strategies do not provide opportunities for back-country recreation.  Dawna - with environmental impacts, one option is to limit use, another is to take some areas out of use if the impacts get to a certain point.





Action:  Recreation/Tourism - ensure that wildlife objectives are considered overriding where the goal is to maintain a certain level or quality of experience.





Bill W. - Beyond identifying acceptable limits, the table can consider defining a process.





Bill S. - need to identify how to deal with impacts from individual users (garbage, etc.) - expensive and time-consuming to deal with these impacts.  Limited gov. funds to enforce. 


Tom - mentioned that putting trails to rest where impacts reach a certain level could be included.





Graham - the LRMP can give some strategic direction to deal with these issues:


maintenance of a certain level of experience


limitation of ecological impacts


allocation of use of recreation tourism resource


enforcement of the desired level of use





There was general agreement between recreation and tourism on providing the mix - how much of each and where it applies has yet to be addressed.





Air Traffic in Spruce Lake


Question of how air traffic changes the rating for an area.  The ROS inventory around Spruce Lake reflects the level of use, cabins and air traffic - classified as rural.  (primitive and semi-primitive non-motorized are in the upper portions of the valley)





Management of the use includes limiting levels of users and days that users can go into an area.  Sylvia suggested that allowing a certain number of flights into an area - differences of opinion in the industry.  Sylvia mentioned that flights are difficult to manage - mix of private.  The level of air access could be covered in general management or in an RMZ. 





Where air access is identified as an issue - identify a process to manage the level of air access.  Bill W. - mentioned that a preference level could be specified to give direction to a management plan.  Question of what historical use or “grandfathering” means for the plan.  The table can identify some issues that need to be dealt with after the plan is signed off…table keeps in touch with what’s happening as a monitoring committee.





Brad - vision for the area should give direction - days per week is getting too operational.  





Action:  Recreation and Tourism groups to get together to develop an air access policy (or ensure that this is covered off in each section).





Bill - asked that a consensus decision be made based on some of the discussion.  Mike H. - aircraft use is mentioned. Noise level is addressed under the tourism section.





Summary of discussion


project for implementation and monitoring - priority areas will need more attention than others


definition of level of roading/access - define the vision to the area.


need to tie this to certain areas - (e.g., recreation management zone)





In the new tourism section - room for growth is mentioned, need a decision on identifying where growth potential is (so that experience is maintained); Sylvia mentioned that there are few tourism operators across the TSA (however, higher numbers in Spruce Lake)





Bernie - mentioned that growth potential for tourism needs further clarification (specific areas)


Action:  In tourism section (opening text) - change “significant potential for growth” to “potential..”





Jack mentioned that there are economic impacts from the level of tourism - suggestion that the community group be involved.  Donna mentioned that managing for large carnivores and conservation can actually increase economic stability.


Fred mentioned that, from a First Nations perspective, the direction should come from Environment to set the direction on the level of use, air traffic in areas where wildlife concerns exist.





Break  10:15-10:30





Working Group Meetings:


Tourism/Recreation/Conservation/Visuals - Oct. 5 - 9:00 - LFD - Marc to facilitate


Red/Blue - Oct. 4 - LFD - 8:00 am


Ungulates - Oct. 8 - 8:00 am


NDT 4 - TBA





2.  Spruce Lake Vision Exercise





A.  Bernie Ivanco


Slim Creek - roaded up to the end of existing access road, mainly non-motorized.


Lower half of Taylor Unit - maintenance of existing use.


Upper Relay, lower Tyaughton - wilderness experience area.


Spruce Lake unit - rural area, manage for visitors and impacts.


Upper Gun, Bonanza - manage visuals and road access; set limits for visitor numbers - Bonanza would have timber harvesting with restrictions to access on new roads.  


Leckie - primitive, wilderness experience


Lower Tyaughton - unroaded with more trail development.


Upper-mid Tyaughton - more primitive.


Fair amount of traditional use at outside edges moving to a primitive core at the back end.  Range of use with varying duration necessary for trips.


Mountain biking - access through Taylor, Cinnebar, some opportunities in Eldorado with access from Gun Creek trail.  Area above Spruce Lake (Upper Tyaughton) would be off-limits to bikes.


Air traffic restricted to Gun Creek drainage into Spruce Lake.  Upper Relay would have somewhat more use with some road.  Interest in restricting mountain bike use to certain areas due to a differing experience (different than spiritual, emotional experience.)  Other areas to provide mountain biking areas outside of backcountry areas.  


Norma mentioned that there are interested parties in wilderness riding.  


The area around Taylor and Cinnebar basin requires more fine-tuning.  There are currently road restrictions in Taylor/Cinnebar - opportunities to refine motorized/non-motorized.


There is a strong interest in reasonably accessible wilderness experience.  There is a need to make decisions on the accessibility of good wilderness experiences.


Mountain bike use in Deer Pass seems to be an incompatible use which may change.  Helicopter use into Warner Lake should be limited as well.


Sylvia is looking for similar to existing use with a lid on use in some areas; nothing quantitative that’s not consistent with Bernie’s vision;





B.  Dave Dobi


Lower Gun, Upper Gun and Spruce – Rec/Tourism use.  No timber harvesting.  


Tyaughton - timber development over a time scale that preserves the recreation and wildlife characteristics of the area.


Bonanza - different than Bernie’s vision of Bonanza in that this area would be FPC with visuals and access restrictions.  Intent was to have more user group influence over Tyaughton as opposed to Bonanza.


Relay - access (special) management to retain the recreation/tourism backcountry wilderness experience.  Visuals and access management that use control points to limit access into key areas.  Control access to areas that are not harvested.  In the upper and lower Relay areas, the planning would be under Code situations.  


Slim Creek - visuals management zone 2.


Leckie - similar to Relay category.  Still need to create a vision for Taylor/Cinnebar/Eldorado.  The harvest plan for Leckie and Relay has yet to be determined.


Recommendation for management decisions by a resource management board.





C.  Kevan Bracewell


Tourism operators require a base to use for access; horses require a summer range - spread out levels of use and access to limit impacts.  Some trade-offs are necessary for all users so that everyone is not doing everything, everywhere.


Pearson Creek, Little Paradise and Big Paradise - needs good access management.  Recreation site placement, trailheads.  


Tyaughton Creek down to Tyaughton Lake - visuals considerations.  High value tourism, recreation areas - need to be managed at the perimeter to make Spruce Lake a more backcountry area - requiring an overnight.  


Suggestion to remove access from Taylor/Cinnebar to the main logging road.  Everything to the west of the study area boundary would be considered backcountry.


Bridge from Paradise valley should be pulled - limit access at the junction of Paradise and Relay Creek.  Could be a blending zone.


The lower Relay boundary area needs to be managed (logging could still be allowed if access and wilderness is managed properly.)


Decision to be made on retaining one-day trip from edge (at Jewel Bridge) or moving to a two-day trip.  The traffic on all roads require management to preserve the hiking experiences - restrict access to the fringe.


Interest in managing the resource users to provide a larger wilderness area.


Cinnebar and Taylor - should be deactivated.  Eldorado is considered some of the best country in the Spruce Lake area (sandy shales, etc.).  In certain areas, winter motorized recreation is allowed.


Tyaughton - access needs to be managed for timber extraction; high value area that needs to be managed. 


Eldorado is a key area for wildlife, scenery, tourism retention of wilderness in this area important to the vision.


Designation for certain resource values (e.g., grizzly, recreation, etc.) can determine whether or not timber harvesting would occur.





Clarification Discussion


Question of whether established users would be impacted by this vision (existing use with Jewel Bridge) - management plan can address impacts from users, opportunities for users.


Jack asked whether relatively easy access could be provided in this vision.  Water quality concerns with Pearson Creek - Cinnebar, Pearson Creek road could be removed with people walking up from Tyax Road.


Vision does not include the easy access (one hour walk) approach defined in Bernie’s vision.


Kevan mentioned that they already operate in logged areas - level of access and use seems to be a more critical concern. 


Sue is concerned with closing the access up Taylor basin. 


Brian - agrees with Kevan’s vision but does not have confidence in access management.  Question of how to manage the area with the resources available.


Trails and camps can be moved to accommodate logging.


Question of mineral values - how would this be managed?  Need to look at high value areas to determine the management.





Lunch





Spruce Lake Vision Exercise (cont.)


D.  Bill Wareham 


Cinnebar/Taylor - maintain watersheds in a natural state, meadows, wildlife species - maintained over the long-term.  


Slim, upper Relay - ecosystem based forestry including road closures and recovery of critical habitat areas - serve as a buffer for remainder.


Upper, lower Gun, Eldorado, Spruce, etc. - backcountry experience that accommodates tourism and recreation at an acceptable level.


Taylor, Cinnebar needs further refinement.


Bonanza - interest in not developing (as laid out in current plans); priority for wildlife conservation;


Spruce Lake - rural area with some restrictions on access (air, other) - similar to Bernie’s vision; needs buffering for day users (day air access);


If recreation, tourism use gets to a point where it impacts wildlife and fish values - then this level of use would be decreased (level of decrease to be worked out by those involved.)


Backcountry heli-skiing use - not as much impact on wildlife - these uses could be permitted


Semi-primitive non-motorized (with the exception of air access).


4-wheel drive interests in Taylor - needs further discussion.





E.  Jim Britton


Opportunities for sensitive exploration (helicopter supported drilling); manage for a mix of uses with forestry and mining as part of the mix.


Development with consideration of wildlife values and connectivity, biodiversity; opportunities to limit access (roads developed only as they are needed.)


The standard of exploration has changed with changing technology; deposit at Warner Lake.  Mineral exploration could follow timber development.  


The level of use would have to be addressed with recreational user groups - tools to address the level of use in an area (reservations, fees, restrictions)


Wilderness in mid, upper Tyaughton and some in Upper Gun - provided in different areas over a given time scale.





F.  Dennis Perry


Referred to South Chilcotins tourism zone map; the study area has been reduced significantly - primitive, backcountry for the entire study area;


Not supporting Bernie’s vision (gradient of use) - more in support of Kevan’s vision.


Would like to include Bonanza and lower Tyax.


Taylor, Cinnebar, lower Relay and Slim managed in such a way that it supports the wilderness, backcountry experience.


No logging or mining in the protected area.


Agree with pushing back the access but may be difficult to agree upon - negotiation required on Taylor, Cinnebar access.





Mike H. mentioned that the focus should be taken off of Spruce Lake (other destination points); focus on South Chilcotins; opportunities to manage people - attract them to areas other than Spruce Lake;


large protected area to the north, connection with this area should be considered


the vision that Kevan presented could work with what Dennis presented, but not necessarily the other way around


Dennis’s vision is essentially the same as the one presented by Bill Wareham.





Bill’s and Dennis’s not compatible with Jim’s.


Jim’s and Dave’s compatible; not clear how much Kevan’s and Jim’s are compatible.





Clarification of Bernie’s vision - no roaded access or mineral development in core habitat areas.  May be opportunities for a Lac du Bois type of approach to recreation (restriction of access).  





Dave - upper Gun - wilderness, but opportunities for exploration.





Taylor, Cinnebar Basin area - implications for access


Tom - mentioned that the level of roads and use planned in Eldorado needs consideration of the impacts on grizzly bear.  Cinnebar, Taylor, and Eldorado - need to be worked through.


Betty - concerned with eliminating opportunities for day use (and economic impacts on Gold Bridge/Bralorne) - would be interested in having a small area of intensive use (along the fringe)





Sylvia - highest and best use is the focus for this area; Cinnebar - watershed used for the community; 


Donna asked about whether Kevan, Sylvia are open to applying the grizzly objectives and strategies; Sylvia mentioned that the working group came to an agreement on the need for some editing of the objectives;





Compatibility With the Grizzly Section:


Bill - the wording around levels of use for recreation/tourism need to be referred back to the wildlife sections to check for compatibility; his vision is essentially compatible


Dennis - essentially compatible


Bernie - wildlife needs to be managed first; some wording changes to be made to the grizzly and recreation sections; Mike - bear inventory could be conducted;


Jim - government policy would be followed (Grizzly Strategy) - there are some mitigative measures to be done; integration can occur to manage for the bears


Dave - compatible with the grizzly strategy; the characteristics can be managed for; if the definition for the roads per square kilometre apply to open roads; 


Brad - agree with the spirit and the intent of the grizzly section - need to know impacts of seral stage


Donna - does not feel that the timber proposal is compatible with the grizzly strategy.





Motorized access


Mel’s claim


accessed by Pearson Creek - 4 wheel drive, ATV road access.


Sue mentioned that the current access into Taylor, Cinnebar is self-limiting since not all 2-wheel (or 4-wheel) drive vehicles can make it up the road; she feels that the existing conditions are adequate.


Sue is content with having access up to the large boulder along this road.





Primitive - little modification of the landscape, responsible for own welfare, no infrastructure, some distance from roads, communities - does not require a park; mineral and timber development can create impacts that detract from this classification.





Bill - restoration in Slim Creek and Lower Relay area (in Bill’s proposal) - may be opportunities for further development; need to look at impacts on tourism zones.  Proposals need to consider the other resources - flexibility to allow for some performance-based development.  The buffer areas can consider modified management.  Ecosystem-based planning - could be used as a tool for managing the perimeter areas.





Donna - mentioned that if there were an RMZ to plan for wilderness area - enhanced grizzly bear objectives and enhanced riparian protection would be needed;


Also, zone 2 visual management; access management would be an important part of managing this RMZ.  Recreation needs to be managed - level of use and distribution.  Production of eco-certified wood could be an end-product for timber development in the area.





John Courchesne - mentioned that Slim Creek should be managed under general management with access restrictions





Dave D. - concerns with RMZ - departures from original timber proposal made back in March.


Janika - mentioned that the IWA has not yet agreed to the application of an RMZ around a protected area.  Brad - still need to meet some basic objectives (affordability, etc.)


Disagreement with the application of an RMZ - relate to economics (may be agreeable once this receives some analysis.)





Suggestion that the Spruce Lake PA proposal description - include reference to an RMZ to buffer the PA.


Dave D. - mentioned that there are visions (past proposals) that do not include a resource management zone.  





The objectives and strategies for a resource management zone need to be developed.





Action:  Those who are submitting proposals to write up a description of the RMZ that would complement the proposed PA’s (if applicable).





3.	Next Steps:


Gordon Weetman - request to have Chief Forester come to explain TSR - not considered necessary by the table - this will not be scheduled.





Open house dates - looking for some time around the middle of January 15, 22, 29 (or other).





John C. - significant part of the timber harvesting landbase in the Spruce Lake area - impacts on the community; forest health aspects need consideration in the table’s deliberations on Spruce Lake; philosophical differences exist on how to manage for forest health.





An analysis subcommittee needs to be re-visited to determine which items need to be measured:





Analysis Subcommittee:


Dan Peterson, Will Robbins, Brad Bennet, Chris O’Connor, Bill Spencer, Norma Wilson, Donna Romain


Analysis Subcommittee Meeting - October 6 - LFD - 8:30 am





Trevor reminded people of the summary tables that were presented - numbers can be looked at for the various protected area options; Dan can run some numbers on objectives and strategies that people develop as part of their scenarios.





Visions:


Tourism


Timber


Mining


Recreation - Bernie


Conservation - Dennis P., Bill W.





Bill W. - some of the lines have been revised on the digital lines for a number of PA’s - this could be analyzed for impacts on timber.  The revisions came from a meeting that was held with the Conservation, Recreation sector members.





Phil suggested that an order of magnitude impact may be determined without doing GIS analysis.  It’s possible to get an idea of impacts through professional judgement.





Bill W. - suggested that this linework be analysed.  Dave Dobi requested that this mapping be provided to the LRMP table so they have a chance to view this.





When people are developing scenarios, they should be considering the numbers for each area.





Action:  The conservation sector will send their linework to the Analysis Subcommittee for consideration of the items that need to be analyzed.





Scenario Development


Question of whether the Data Management Team - will provide an updated map with the updated units.


Action:  Data Management Team to provide maps of the PA units to those developing scenarios.





Scenarios:


Bill W. - conservation (wildlife)


Recreation, Tourism


Timber 


CRB





Trevor reminded people of the guidelines (proposal development guidelines) handed out at the previous session.


Note:  Spruce Lake discussion - should inform the development of proposals.  Potential imbalances in one area should be balanced out across the TSA.





Bernie reminded the Table of some data on the types of use at Spruce Lake; also there are some summaries of user satisfaction, etc.





Next Meeting:  October 29, 30





Thursday, October. 28 - Recreation, Tourism, Visuals Scenario Meeting - 1:00 - 9:00





Question of whether letters written to table members will be copied to table members.  Phil asked whether this is needed (or did this come out in the presentation?)  Bill Spencer asked that the Table members read these letters (as opposed to copies being sent to everyone.)





There were approximately 60 letters from local residents which should be read by Table members (copies of these letters will be brought to the LRMP meetings.)





Meeting Adjourned:  4:30 p.m.
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