 LILLOOET LAND and RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN


Table Meeting April 28-29, 2000


Lillooet, Royal Canadian Legion


MEETING SUMMARY





Attendees:


Community Resources Board:  Karl Delling, Chris O’Connor, Linda Hume, Bill Spencer, Mike Kennedy, Betty Weaver, Tim Sampson


Public Participants:  Desiree Mou (alt.), Sue Duxbury (alt.), Tom Nichols, Bill Wareham (alt.), Dave Dobi (alt.), John Leighton, Dennis Perry, Greg Dixon, Jay MacArthur, Sylvia Waterer, Kevan Bracewell (alt.), Warren Oja (alt)


First Nations:  Fred Sampson


Provincial Government:  Dave Horne, Dawna Harden (alt.), Mike Hanry, Phil Belliveau, Jacquie Rasmussen (alt.), Jim Britton, Rob Gowan, Don Meeks; Roger Wysocki


Federal Government:  Dean Watts


Local Government:  Russ Oakley, Kevin Taylor, Sheila McLean


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


Guests & Observers:  Ted Crouch, Susan Senger, Vic Hamm, Chris Bishop, Heather Leighton, Dan Peterson, Doug Radies, Ed Senger, Jonathan Kerslake, Ken Lertzman, Ernie Maynard, Cindy Pearce, Gary Reay, Ken Waite, Maureen, Scott, Lloyd Stock, Brigitte Dorver, Saleen Dar, Claire Hutton, Eric Baron, Audrey Roburn, Karin Bodtker, Eva Boehringer, Geraldine Jorden, Jonathon Stamp, Dave Williamson, Bob Sheridan, Bruce Steel, Dale Douglas





Mailed Documents:


April meeting agenda


February 2000 Table Meeting summary 





In-meeting Documents:


Appendix X Teams and Groups Involved With the Lillooet LRMP (revisions of the Terms of Reference document) 


Draft LRMP Section 12.0 Implementation and Monitoring 


Lillooet LRMP Timeline Proposal


Lillooet LRMP – Proposed Work Plan 


Lillooet LRMP IST Work to Do


Lillooet LRMP Unresolved Areas – Proposed Protected Area & RMZ Options …


Lillooet LRMP Proposed Protected Area – Ranking Criteria/Features – April 2000


Lillooet LRMP Impact Information


Lillooet LRMP Working Group Membership List – 2000/04/26


List of LRMP Table Participants – 2000/04/26


March 29, 2000, letter to Bruce Walter from Chris Bishop, WORCA, regarding WORCA’s application to participate in Lillooet LRMP


March 28, 2000, letter to Bruce Walter from Paul Done, Cycling BC, regarding WORCA’s application to participate in Lillooet LRMP


April 3, 2000, letter to Bruce Walter from Al Grey, PORCA, regarding WORCA’s application to participate in Lillooet LRMP


March 16, 2000, letter to Bruce Walter from Cliff Miller, SORCA, regarding WORCA’s application to participate in Lillooet LRMP


February 18, 2000, letter to Bernie Ivanco from Geoff Playfair, regarding WORCA’s application to participate in Lillooet LRMP


Report on the Public Input Surveys of the Lillooet LRMP Issues


Clipping “Pioneer Makes the Grade” from the April 10 – 16, 2000 issue of The Northern Miner 


February 28, 2000 letter from DFO to Lee Doney 


March 7 letter from DFO to Ken Waite


Lillooet LRMP Yalakom Creek Spatial Planning Pilot Study Proposal to FRBC by LCRB








Start:  8:40 am





Introduction - Phil Whitfield thanked everyone for efforts at the open house(s) in February.  Review of where we are in the process; review of work required in order to define impacts and options before the table with text and area proposals.  More staff support has been committed by the agencies in order for completion of the plan.  It is important to bring the plan to conclusion as quickly as possible.  The issues and impacts related to general management text must be clarified before further changes to wording.





Agenda Review/Summary Review/Rumour Check/Housekeeping - 





Agenda Review - A group of SFU Natural Resource Management students will be coming to learn about strategic planning processes.  One suggested change to the agenda - ungulate working group meeting to be held prior to dinner tonight.





Summary Review - no revisions necessary.





Rumour Check - 


Sierra Club – Presentation of Concerns: Bill Wareham


Handouts:  Presentation summary & tables showing timber harvesting land base within proposed protected areas and breakdown by operators.





Review of concerns with development that has occurred during the LRMP process as well as development that is scheduled to occur in the coming months.


Logging is occurring in 5 of the conservation sector’s proposed protected areas.  A listing of approved cutblocks is provided in the presentation summary package.  





Concern with timeframe needed in order to complete the plan.  Review of Category A cutblocks - certainty for licensees in these areas that tenure is secure; concern from Sierra Club that some of these blocks are found within proposed PA’s.  Bill reviewed the map showing where PPA’s with proposed roads and proposed Category ‘A’ cutblocks exist.





CRII inventory information - letter explaining availability of consolidated forest development plans.  Sierra Club is asking the table to make a formal request for this information.





Options identified:


Reconfigure study areas.


No further cutting in proposed PA’s


No Category A’s be approved in PPA’s prior to completion of the LRMP.


Clearly define the options.





Concern with “slowing” the process - need to deal with “macro” issues in order to reach some agreements.  Problems with progress include a lack of support for working group staff efforts and government work on defining the implications/impacts.  Interested in moving forward with the plan.


Jim Britton - asked about the size of the cut-blocks summarized in the table (as opposed to just # of blocks).  Bill W. mentioned that the size of blocks varies and this level of information was not summarized.


Dean Watts - question of how many small fish-bearing streams are within approved Category A blocks.  Bill W. mentioned this layer was not available but would be useful.





A request for historic logging areas has also been made.  Susan indicated that Lillooet Forest District is currently addressing this project.





Dave Dobi - question of solutions: How does the conservation sector propose to address other interests?  Bill W. mentioned this needs some further discussion.  One solution is to stage cutting so that areas within proposed PA’s are not the first ones to be cut.  Bill W. mentioned that deferrals have been used in the Cassiar-Iskut-Stikine LRMP.





Other Rumour Check Items:


Bill Spencer is concerned that the LRMP Table has not addressed the implementation of the Yalakom LRUP.  Some clear decisions need to be made so that special management can be carried out in the Yalakom area.


Dean Watts - DFO - letters from Department of Fisheries and Oceans - Regional Director General and Regional Manager to Ken Waite (Lillooet Forest District Manager) with respect to logging practices around small streams.  These issues were raised in a fish-forestry technical committee.  The DFO letter reiterates that the federal Fisheries Act applies; review of FPC; interim advice on achieving fish habitat objectives.  The Regional Manager (Gord Kosakowski) letter prescribes some recommendations: retention (100%) on small streams and windthrow protection in order to address fish habitat concerns on small fish-bearing streams.  This is being proposed by DFO to be considered as another option (along with the existing options for riparian in the Fish-general management document).


Bill Wareham mentioned the SPEC letter and package on Melvin Creek.  Copy available in the reading file.





Housekeeping - Sue Senger has summarized the input from the CRB Open House(s).  Summary reports are available as copies.  The full report (75 pages) is in a binder for those interested in more detail.  The summary of findings is also available on the CRB web site:  http://users.uniserve.ca/~ldcrb





CRB Membership - Rod Webb and Earl Holley have resigned.  Tim Sampson has been accepted on the CRB and so is also new LRMP Table member.


Susan – Review of additions to the reading file:  Will Koop letter, newspaper clipping, WORCA letters, various other letters, Dalton MacArthur letter on Phair Creek.  Sign-up for copies.


Phil W. – The Lillooet & District Chamber of Commerce is soliciting comments from the LRMP table on the upgrading of Highway 12.  A press release is available which mentions a Public Forum, to be held at the Lillooet Recreation Center Gym on Saturday, September 30th from 1:00pm to 4:00pm.





Membership - Application for table membership from mountain biking sector - Chris Bishop (president of WORCA) is applying for table membership on behalf of mountain bikers.  Chris and other mountain bikers have participated in working groups (i.e., Spruce Matrix.)  Chris feels that mountain biking is one of the largest recreational groups in the Lillooet Forest District


Dave Williamson is the proposed Table member.  Chris is the proposed alternate. 


Trevor mentioned that acceptance requires consensus of the LRMP Table.  Other options for participation include working group participation or review of LRMP work.  Mountain biking application to be revisited tomorrow for final decision.





Introductions were made around the Table.





Reaffirm Roles & Responsibilities - IST, PST, Working Groups - Cindy Pearce - referred to handout of Appendix X in Terms of Reference.  Interviewed IST members to address who is doing what and who is responsible for specific tasks.  Cindy reviewed the changes in membership to IST and PST.


Clarification that PST members have no line agency responsibilities - remain as neutral members for designing the process.  Mike Nikkel and Karl Delling have been reaffirmed (by the CRB) as PST members.  Bill Spencer is the alternate for Mike or Karl.





IST:  Dean Watts (DFO) and Roger Wysocki (MELP), Don Meeks (BCAL) and Jacquie Rasmussen (MOF - Range) were added. Phil Belliveau (MELP) was added to formally replace Donna Romain.


Tim Sampson is the new CRB representative on the IST.  Linda Hume is an alternate for IST from the CRB.





Cindy reviewed the IST agreements (included in Appendix X of the terms of reference revisions) that were made on how they should conduct themselves.


IST - standing aside on decisions was discussed, where IST members may not support certain Table recommendations.  Creating options and making recommendations were added as responsibilities of IST members.





At the IAMC level, there has also been a commitment that all members of IAMC are not to block consensus recommendations of the LRMP table.


Policing of “adhering to the process”: responsibility of facilitator, working group coordinators and PST.





IST Discussed - Triggers for Going to Options (from flipchart):


all topics explored


all information collected (carefully consider what’s needed)


all approaches have been utilized


when time is short


when directed to do so


The process for dealing with non-consensus items is already in the Terms of Reference.





Refer to page 29 of proposed revisions - statement of IST member responsibility on ‘stand aside’.





Question of how to deal with issues that are already included in the Rolling Duck that may have been proposed by government members or used as a block.  This will have to be addressed by working group coordinators.


Data Management Team - Susan Omelchuk, Chair 





Concerns:


John Leighton - question of IST membership - inclusion of CRB but not other public representatives.  Phil W. mentioned that the CRB was instrumental in government announcing the LRMP.  Gary Reay clarified that the IST is there to provide support to the process.  The CRB members at IST are there as observers (not as members) to provide transparency.  Tom asked whether there was any concern with having other public members present (at IST meetings) to ensure transparency.  Recognition that a level of trust is needed in order to allow IST to do work to support the Table.


Bill W. - question of Bernie Ivanco (MOF - Recreation) involvement.  Mike Hanry will provide support as well as Marc Imus for coordination of the Recreation Working group.





Technical Working Groups - list of working groups and coordinators provided.  





Action:  In Appendix X - add Implementation & Monitoring - Mike Burwash to coordinate.





Break - 10:15





Key Working Groups:


Biodiversity


Fish/Water - Cindy


Grizzly


Ungulates/Predators


Protected Areas


Tourism/Recreation





Key working groups are needed with adequate facilitation support.


Working Group progress - need to make sure key individuals (or alternates) are available.  Other members of the meeting can also help to represent others interests (in an interest-based process such as this).


Technical/agency information gathering/preparation meetings are different than working group meetings.





Susan is keeping track of the “to do” items.





Action:  LRMP members are to contact Susan on various items that need to be carried out.





CRB minutes - John L. suggestion that minutes go out to more people to help with transparency of CRB meetings.  CRB meetings are open to observers/public members.





Action:  All members - let Trevor know if they would like to receive CRB minutes.





Decision - Table Consensus: Adopt revisions of Appendix X (including those made during presentation).





Decision Making Products - Discussion and review of impacts table(s) - 


Cindy - working on summarizing the impacts that are laid out in the Base Case MAA.  Gord Enemark has two consultants working on the Base Case MAA.  The IST reviewed this and comments were provided on the weaknesses.


A copy of the Base Case is available to be viewed in the LRMP resource room (at the District office), however, there are substantial revisions being made to this report.  This describes the current practice in the absence of an LRMP. 





Copies of the Impact Information Table handed out. 


Status Quo refers to existing practice; Base Case Future - when the Code is fully implemented, management in absence of an LRMP; LRMP General Management Text - what is in the current version for the LRMP





Comments:


The impact information is useful.


The current policy is open for discussion in order to find local solutions.  Policy recommendations that run counter to law are less likely to be accepted by government yet it is possible under a consensus recommendation to government (i.e., grazing in PA’s - Kamloops LRMP).  Agree on the best way to deal with an issue and strive for consensus. 


Working groups to describe options to the LRMP Table where consensus is not reached.  Working groups need to suggest when impacts should be looked at separately.  Impacts can be provided as estimates (rather than specific numbers.)


Indicators list - some did not appear in the Base Case.  Also, some working groups did not provide input to Gord for the Base Case.


Impact indicators not necessarily the same as Monitoring Indicators. 


Options for Presenting the Impacts:


Table summary


Okanagan-Shuswap style Base Case MAA report


Full Base Case MAA





Action:  LRMP Table to provide feedback to Cindy on which format they would prefer at next LRMP meeting.





Question of where “trends assessment” came from?  Trend assessment is an assessment of existing practices and is intended to provide clarification of opinions or management practices.





Action:  LRMP Table to provide input/comments on Impacts Table to working group coordinators.





Inventory Audit - Dan Peterson – Ainsworth is currently sampling areas within the TSA in order to improve inventory data.





Using the VRI - vegetative resources inventory; inventory of all forested areas (including parks, Indian reserves and private land).  Goal is to improve accuracy to plus or minus 10%.


On the non-timber-harvesting landbase, there is approx. 40% more volume than originally estimated.


There is no difference in volume predicted on the timber harvesting landbase (THLB).  The THLB is estimated at 296,000 ha or 26% of the TSA.


When averaged over the whole TSA (THLB & non-THLB), 12.5% more volume exists than originally predicted.  


Differences in species were also looked at - differences in volume provided for each category.





Whats next?


More sample plots


Look at why things were netted out





Type 6, inoperable, terrain class 5:  11.6%


Other ownerships 3.5 : 8.2%


Low Pine 1.5:  6.7%


Low Fir 1.5:  4.8%


Low Balsam/Spruce 5.8:  -1%





There is a need for further examination of the sample plots.  Note:  don’t count on any extra volume to result from the volume auditing.


The entire TSA was summarized so that the amount that’s in the non-timber harvesting landbase is considered along with the THLB.  The spruce/balsam areas occur in the THLB & the non-THLB; site indices for the various areas were also looked at.


The samples that are taken are small in number so the level of representation of different species is being looked at.  Question of whether more samples would be done?  Dan mentioned that there is not money to do more sampling.  Regardless of whether more sampling was done this summer and next, the data would not be available for two years.  


The volume that is presented is net volume; need to take advantage of the existing information in order to evaluate further confidence in the data.


For the purposes of the LRMP - the timber volume numbers will not be changed.





Lunch


Protected Area/RMZ Status Summary Table – Marc Imus


Suggested Revisions:








Action:  Marc to make the following changes:


add Melvin Creek as a PA proposal-Conservation Sector (currently shown as part of Cayoosh RMZ)


add Big Bar Badlands – reconfirmation that this PA candidate was dropped from Table consideration, however, the conservation sector would like this to be included in the summary table.


Key Features & Environmental Components – suggest dividing these into two columns.





Proposed Protected Area – Ranking Criteria/Features – April, 2000 – Marc Imus


Marc reviewed a draft list of criteria that is proposed for use by the IST to collect information for filling in the PA/RMZ Status Summary Table as well as for ranking of proposed PA’s.  Looking for feedback on the list of criteria as well as support for IST to do the ranking of PA’s.





Action:  Marc to make the following changes to the criteria table:


Add community watersheds and viewscapes to the criteria list.


Add First Nations values (or change “cultural characteristics” to a separate category)





Implementation and Monitoring - 


Cindy - review of where we are with the text for Implementation & Monitoring; use as a tool for decision-making around Implementation items.





Gary Reay - Provincial Monitoring Framework; used to evaluate implementation & effectiveness monitoring.  Gary reviewed the development of the Kamloops Monitoring Framework, which served as the basis for building the provincial framework.  Gary mentioned that the best way to monitor a plan’s implementation is to have a public monitoring committee.  Normally, the original LRMP table is represented at the Monitoring Table.





Tasks:


provide clarity to the implementation of objectives & strategies - clarity is the key to good implementation


provide advice on the indicators 


provide recommendations to IAMC on effectiveness & achievement of original goals.





Two Main Components


Implementation Monitoring System


Effectiveness Monitoring System





Monitoring relates to the items in the plan that are incremental to existing government policy.


Listing of all the projects defined by the LRMP and a listing of the responsible government agencies.


The majority of projects relate to the Ministry of Forest or Ministry of Environment.


Assessment on implementation - monitored on a yearly basis.  An evaluation of desired outcomes (effectiveness assessment) is reported on every 3 years.





Recommendations from the Monitoring Table can include:


change agency priorities


change effectiveness monitoring


do some things differently in order to achieve plan objectives





Question of how policy elements would be discussed by a Monitoring Table.  Gary mentioned that “existing policy” elements are up for discussion if agencies are not implementing them properly.  Existing methods are in place, however, for making sure that these things are carried out (e.g., Forest Practices Board, Ombudsman’s office, etc.).


Question of how changes are made to a plan if objectives and strategies are found not to be adequate or appropriate.  These aspects are part of the monitoring report - recommendations to IAMC & resultant IAMC recommendations to government.





Plan Amendment Process 


IAMC is tasked with implementing the plan.  The Monitoring Table monitors this progress.  If amendments do not amount to significant changes to the plan, then this can be made through approval of the Monitoring Table.  If an amendment is a substantial change, then this may require government intervention or waiting until the end of the term of the LRMP.  The monitoring process is a way of keeping the plan current.


Note:  the sooner you complete the plan, the sooner you can monitor its implementation.





Indicators - have to be readily available data (can be monitored through existing information and/or readily available measurements).  These have to be defined at the LRMP scale so that these can be monitored over time.  Monitoring data can be provided by census data and timber supply review data.


Monitoring table expenses are approximately $20,000/year.  The number of meetings required for a monitoring table is approximately 4 times/year in the first 3 years and then about 2 times/year following that period.





Interpretation questions - the intent of objectives & strategies is provided in an ongoing basis as government agencies implement the plan, if it’s not clear from the existing wording.


Depending on the importance, some elements can become part of an actual plan amendment.





The Higher Level Plan component only affects the Ministry of Forests.  Gary feels that if one component of a land use plan is put into a legal framework, then the whole plan should be addressed in the same way. The monitoring table is used to reinforce the objectives of the plan through mutual cooperation.  HLP status generally applies to key elements.





Bulkley LRMP - Community Resources Board developed the land use plan in isolation of government and was presented to the Interagency Planning Team.  This was used to develop an LRMP, which was submitted to government.  The monitoring committee is the CRB, the IPT, First Nations and local government.  The CRB represents the public component of the monitoring committee.  It took a long time to approve the Bulkley plan because the CRB worked in isolation.  The Bulkley Monitoring process is consistent with the provincial framework.  The Vanderhoof Monitoring committee is an open group where it is open to newcomers.





Transition - has been dropped as a topic depending on a definition of the impacts resulting from the plan.





Cindy Pearce - Revelstoke Experience - developed during the time period that land use plans were not designated as higher level plans.  The biodiversity and caribou options were developed as HLP, since these were considered either inconsistent with or not addressed through government policy.  Grizzly bears were not designated as HLP since all areas in Revelstoke are considered high habitat.  In cases where recommendations within the plan (e.g., biodiversity recommendations) are contrary to existing law, then HLP status is needed.  The work on biodiversity was done in the absence of policy.  Values exist in long, narrow valleys (steep terrain).  Biodiversity and ungulate recommendations were evaluated using an assessment of relative risks based on the effects of prescribed management.





The community asked to be able to appoint the monitoring committee members.  The process is being linked to the Forest Development Plan process in order to keep the community involved in what’s happening.





Michael Burwash - Implementation & Monitoring Working Group - sign-up sheet available for this group.  A number of implementation items exist throughout the document.  Some options may require working out an Implementation strategy for items that cannot be resolved before the plan is completed. 





Timeline Discussion – Cindy Pearce


Cindy reviewed the timeline proposal flowchart.  By this September, we need a clear documentation of consensus (where it has been reached) and a documentation of the options where consensus has not been reached.  





It’s important to get agreement on issues before revisiting objectives and strategies (e.g., Fish/Water & Biodiversity working groups).  The amount of time required for progress to be made may be problematic for some of the public members (in particular, licensees).  Perhaps the shortcomings of some of the general management text can be alleviated by Implementation & Monitoring text.





Work Plan Thoughts:


information gaps are critical where missing innovative tools (modeling/time) needed;


review what (in general management) is already covered by FPC


“to do” lists from technical working groups – information meetings to be communicated to non-government members of working groups.


all interests need to be expressed at working group meetings;


IST members must be mindful of non-government views/interests in all work (and vice versa)


be present if substantial information changes are suggested


need flexibility with timelines - rushing and missing staff is not the way to go;


start discussing options now


working groups can proceed if there is trust between sectors that interests will be covered


issues may have to be flagged if certain people are not available for working group meetings





Meeting adjourned – 5:00pm; Ungulate Working Group – review of maps





Suggested Working Groups for Saturday:


Recreation & Tourism - checking the issues;


Cayoosh Working Group - Cerise options & discussion of motorized/non-motorized











Saturday, April 29





Introduction





Membership Application - Mountain Biking – 


Discussion of the application included the following points: 


there are existing representatives through the Outdoor Recreation Council of BC


may create an imbalance with “green to brown” representation


disagree with imbalance of “green to brown” being created 


need to resolve the issues in working groups (with mountain bike members present) for site-specific areas


important to ensure that all interests are represented.


one of the reasons the application should be welcomed is recreation is a key interest within the plan; Whistler representation would also be valuable.


at what point do we stop entertaining applications for membership  


how do we accommodate these other interests that are not directly represented at the table


Dave Williamson (suggested Table member for mountain biking interests) - recognition that it is late in the process; became interested because a certain part of the recreation sector was not being represented adequately.  Talked to Bernie Ivanco about their interests, Bernie apologized for the outdated data held by the Forest Service - 10 years old.  The majority of growth in mountain bike interest has occurred over the last five years.  Dave mentioned that his sector is not trying to derail the process, but trying to make sure their interest is represented.  Table membership is better than working group participation because it provides legitimacy and is a first choice for their interest.  Dave W. mentioned there is a gap in the information the Table is working with; this is the only real reason he is asking for a seat at the Table.  Dave also has property up at Gun Lake and has an interest in the area personally.  Dave feels that the mountain biking interests not having a seat at the Table would diminish the process.





It was clarified that the LRMP terms of reference allows for applications up to the end.  It is always necessary to identify other ways in which the “under-represented” voice can be heard in the process.





Test For Consensus:


There was not Table consensus to accept a mountain biking representative as a full Table member at this time.  Sylvia would like to talk about alternate ways other interests may come forward.  This is a key group and we need to decide how to deal with this and other key groups (currently not at the Table).





Table Decision - Small group to discuss ways of overcoming the lack of consensus on the acceptance of a mountain bike representative as a new Table member.  Report back.  





Introductions made around the table.  Tim Sampson - was introduced by Chris O’Connor as the new CRB member.





3.	Yalakom Spatial Planning - CRB has discussed the concept of deferrals and using computer modeling in order to get some comfort around the type of management being sought for in the Yalakom.  


CRB is making a proposal to FRBC, to develop a terms of reference for testing the spatial planning model.


Looking for support from the LRMP table on this proposal.  This would be a CRB project, asking FRBC for $10-$15,000 for a facilitator and definition of the terms of reference for the procedure of this project.





The proposal needs to be fleshed out more.  It could lead to an RMZ proposal that would address the uncertainties around special management.





Discussion: 


Dean Watts mentioned that the Yalakom valley is a priority watershed - question of how this would be addressed in the proposal.  Bill mentioned that DFO would be asked to participate in the development of the terms of reference and these issues would be looked at.  Need a working group to develop the terms of reference and indicators - look at the values in a spatial/temporal model.


If this proposal does not provide the comfort to those involved then the LRMP may have to revisit the Yalakom study area.


The terms of reference for this project are the only thing that the LRMP would have to deal with.  The remainder of the process would be an implementation item.  


One of the options for the Yalakom is a Resource Management Zone - the terms of reference may define what the objectives and strategies would look like for a possible RMZ.  


The area used for this project would be the three landscape units (larger area than is currently within the study area).  The boundary decision and projected timeframe has yet to be worked out.  


How this would apply to other areas in the TSA for forest development?  Brad mentioned that this technology exists to plan for multiple values (visuals, wildlife, fisheries, etc.) and in the future this could be part of standard management to provide strategic direction.


This could help focus where more data is needed.  Need some grizzly bear data from Tony Hamilton for this area.  Chris O’Connor - this process will provide a visual representation of what the forest will look like in the future.  It is important that this proceed.


Concerns were expressed on the timeline around this process.  This needs to be a priority for the implementation & monitoring process.


The objectives and strategies for the Yalakom could be developed regardless of the spatial planning tool; Marc would be willing to sit in on terms of reference meetings to help develop the objectives and strategies in tandem (extract from terms of reference);


These models take a great deal of time and the second phase of this project will not be complete prior to completion of the LRMP.  The clarity of issues is something that has to be done anyway - the implementation aspect is something that needs to be addressed.  Need to consider how good the data is for building the model.  There are other aspects (i.e., bugs, nature) that affect future forest conditions.


There are concerns that this will not be completed and may take a great deal of time to complete.  More useful to identify issues in working groups and objectives/strategies.


This is intended to provide a tool that the LRMP can use for implementation purposes.  Getting on with these discussions is important to reaching some conclusions.  This is not a tool to reach consensus, but rather is an implementation tool.


A reminder that this this is a project being proposed by CRB and Ainsworth, brought to the LRMP Table for expressions of support.


The Spatial Planning text is a draft; members encouraged to write Bill Spencer and Brad to with comments on the proposal.





Next Steps


Agreement to seek alternatives - strive for consensus.  IST to do work on clarifying the general management text.





Action:  LRMP to check IST “to do” list and provide input to coordinators.





IST Ranking of Candidate Protected Areas - Concerns


ranking methodology is a topic for debate; 


suggestion to have conservation & industry do some talking prior to IST doing any ranking of proposed protected areas.


would like to have some discussions without government - test options and see if some common ground can be developed; 


Jim mentioned a similar discussion occurred in the Okanagan-Shuswap and it did help move things along with protected areas, however, mining was not included in the discussions;


need to keep other interests in mind;





The Table agreed that conservation & industry representatives would hold a facilitated off-Table meeting to test options and seek consensus on proposed protected areas.





Any recommendations that would come out of the Conservation-Industry meeting would go forward to the Protected Areas Working Group.  Sorting high value-no or low conflict areas from high value-high conflict areas can help with the ranking of proposed protected areas.





General Management Text - will be defined by September with the alternatives outlined where consensus has not been reached.





Impact Assessment


May - Base Case revisions & risks - fill in impact table.


July - maps of alternatives - working group maps


Need to bring impact information to working groups.





Action:  LRMP to provide feedback to Cindy on the list of indicators and the MAA format.





Tom Nichols – raised the need to have a discussion on category A cutblocks in case they exist within proposed PA’s recommended by the LRMP.  The following discussion revolved around the assessment of immediate threats in the form of proposed cut blocks in areas proposed for possible protection.  The MoF and Ainsworth consolidated plan information may not be of much value since locations of cutblocks have already changed.  These elements need to be considered:  the level of threat to proposed protected areas (existing and proposed cutblocks and date of access); the existence of category A cutblocks in proposed protected areas (a matter of transition); and the prioritization of proposed protected areas.  Concern was raised about discussions of operational issues. 





The issue of category A blocks in proposed PA’s can be discussed by the Implementation and Monitoring Committee around transition issues  Some further discussion with the planners at Ainsworth and MoF would be useful, on the topic of scheduling of harvest.  There have also been special management considerations for certain areas that have implications on harvesting practices.





Suggestion:  Tom Nichols to have a discussion with Small Business program.





Action:  Ministry of Forest to provide hard copy version SBFEP map (1:175,000) to conservation sector/PA working group.





Action:  Ainsworth to provide hard copy version 1:175,000 FDP map to conservation sector/PA working group.





Lunch





Big Bar Badlands – discussion of this proposal being dropped from Table consideration.  


There was an earlier working agreement to remove Big Bar Badlands ASA from consideration as a protected area in favour of an alternate area with similar grasslands value (French Bar Canyon).  This was based on information not available to RPAT (linkage with Churn Creek P.A.) Land Conservancy purchase, etc.)  The Sierra Club is now expressing concerns and would like it included in future considerations of protected areas.  Other would like the working agreement to stand. 





Action:  Marc to revisit past meeting minutes to check for earlier decisions on all proposed protected areas.





Mountain biking application


The small group tasked to try to find grounds for consensus on the mountain biking application for membership reported that it was unable to do so.  There remains a lack of consensus.  A Straw poll indicated that there is a split between those who agree with adding the new member at this time and those who are uncomfortable in doing so.  


It is hoped that mountain biking interests will continue to participate in the working groups that concern them.  





Tourism & Recreation Working Group Session


confirmation of issue statements in both general management sections (tourism & recreation)





Schedule: 





May 4:  CRB & Implementation, Monitoring meeting – 3:30-8:00pm, Lillooet Recreation Centre (rm. 201)


May 15:  Biodiversity Working Group – 9am, LFD


May 26:  IST to provide criteria information for off-table discussion.


May 29:  Fish/Water Working Group – 9am, Kamloops


May 31:  Grizzly Working Group – 9am, LFD





June 1:  Access Working Group meeting – 9am, LFD


Week of June 1st - 9th:  Off-table discussion of interests.  Request Dan Johnston as facilitator.


	Option a) – PA Working Group Ranking of PA’s


Option b) - IST Ranking of PA’s


June 15:   Decision on a) or b)


June 22:  PA Working Group Meeting 


June 23, 24:  LRMP Table meeting with either


	PA working group ranking


	IST ranking





July 21, 22 - LRMP Table meeting (tentative date - depending on availability of information)


September 8 - 9 - LRMP Table meeting (tentative date)


October 13-14 - LRMP Table meeting (tentative date)





Timeline: 





June Table Meeting


Base Case MAA


alternatives from working groups


PA working group or IST recommendations on proposed PA’s


decision on some proposed PA candidates


decision on implementation





July Table Meeting


text and alternatives from working groups


decisions on implementation


decisions on some PA candidates





September Table Meeting


option impacts/choices


public review information


text and alternatives from working groups


decisions on some PA candidates


transition, Implementation & Monitoring





October Table Meeting


public review?





December Meeting


incorporate public comments


last suggested revisions


consider working group refinements


finalize text








Meeting adjourned
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