LILLOOET LAND and RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN


Table Meeting December 15 & 16, 2000


Lillooet, Royal Canadian Legion


MEETING SUMMARY





Attendees:  (BW Note: not reviewed by Sue O who keeps a complete listing)


Community Resources Board:  Karl Delling, Mike Nikkel, Chris O’Connor, Betty Weaver, Bill Spencer, John Courchesne, Allison Arthur (alt.), Mike Kennedy


Public Participants:  Norma Wilson, Desiree Mou (alt.), John Edgar, Sue Duxbury (alt.),Tom Nichols, Bill Wareham (alt.), Brad Bennett, Jack Carradice, Sylvia Waterer, John Leighton


Provincial Government:  Dave Horne, Dawna Harden (alt.), Mike Hanry, Phil Belliveau, Roger Wysocki (alt.), Jacquie Rasmussen, Bruce Madu (alt.), Matthew Simons


Federal Government:  Dean Watts


Local Government:  Russ Oakley, Kevin Taylor, Sheila McLean


Staff:  Cindy Pearce, Bruce Walter, Michael Burwash, Susan Omelchuk, Marc Imus, Dave Tudhope


Guests & Observers:  Vic Hamm, Susan Senger, Dave Dobi, Doug Radies, Rudy Durfeld, Mel Stewart, Dale Douglas, Andre Panteleyev, Warren Mitchell, Lenny Hurst, Barry Menhinnick





Documents:


Mailed Documents:


·	Listing available on request (1st week of Jan)


In-meeting Documents:


§	Listing available on request (1st week of Jan)


Start:  8:40 am


1. 	Introduction - Bruce reviewed meetings held over the last month and that IAMC/government continues to support the framework approach.  Mineral representation at LRMP processes is a concern.


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


Trevor Jones has prepared a paper about the challenge Ainsworth has in meeting their annual allowable cut.  This document available at the meeting.


Conservation sector comments do not reflect the BC Wildlife Federation’s views and BC WF is a sector concerned with conservation, therefore need to clarify (be specific) about who is making comments or proposals.


Action:  Working group coordinators to check their sections and make the appropriate changes.  Comments should be attributed to an individual or group.  (Example:  Comment from person’s name, organization, date of submission).


Economic development - CRB has done some work on this topic; broad support for economic development strategy for plan area communities.  


Recommendation:  Incorporate Economic Development text into the LRMP – probably as part of the Transition section.


Mike Burwash was successful in a job competition with the Ministry of Environment and will be starting his new position in January as a Senior Habitat Biologist.


Dave Tudhope will be temporarily filling in for Mike to fulfill the Ministry of Environment contribution to the PST.


An updated Timber & Silviculture section is available, as a result of the last working group meeting.  Marc has an updated copy of Recreation & Visuals - due to a result of late comments.


3. 	Provincial mining interests at LRMP tables –


Speaker - Warren Mitchell, Land Use Coordination Office (LUCO) director of the Thompson-Okanagan Region for the past year.  Discussion of the LUCO letter from David Johns, Assistant Deputy Minister about the unique situation in LRMP processes due to the lack of mineral sector representation.  That industry has chosen to move away from the process, regardless of encouragement to return to the planning tables.  Regardless of the mineral sector’s withdrawal from the LRMP process, the government still has an obligation to ensure that the subsurface resource values are considered in land use planning processes.  The desire of government in Victoria is to have discussions and consideration of the subsurface resource values at the LRMP planning tables as opposed to having these discussions at Cabinet in Victoria.  Andre Panteleyev was identified as an individual who will work independent of government to bring subsurface resources forward to the planning table discussions.


This was the best solution that government could arrive at to address the lack of mineral representation at planning Tables.  Warren asked the Table for their support and ideas about any other possible solutions to the problem.


Andre Panteleyev introduced himself to the Table and gave an overview of his background and experience.  Andre stated that he has been given the mandate to negotiate and is to act independently of government.  Andre’s constituency is the people of the province and he said that he is not here to block consensus but is here to work with the Table to find a consensus solution.  It was made clear that Andre is here to apply for a seat at the Table (which will be formally dealt with at the January meeting as per established procedures).


Questions:


What is the public policy perspective on minerals? 


§	Minerals are a public resource on Crown land, which can generate wealth.  The interest is that mineral exploration and development can occur wherever possible (subject to environmental reviews, etc.)  Bruce Madu said that the general policy is maximizing mineral values while considering other sustainability and environmental considerations.  Anyone has the ability to stake a claim (to be filed with the Ministry) on Crown land which makes the mineral resource different than timber, tourism and other resource values.


Jim Britton and Bruce Madu have done a good job of representing mineral values.  The Table needs to understand what’s different about Andre relative to existing staff?


§	Andre, as an independent person, can make agreements with the Table members and is not subject to executive pressures that staff may be subject to.  Andre is not here to discuss tenures (represent industry), but is here to discuss the public’s value for the subsurface resource.


Recognizing the need to have mineral interests represented, but concern that the mining sector’s pulling away from the process has not resulted in any consequences (seem to be having it both ways).  Question of whom Andre has spoken to (as it relates to representation)?


§	Andre said that he is here to work with the Table members and to represent the provincial interest in subsurface resource values.  The intent is to find agreements at this Table and bring these forward to government (to ensure that the resource has been considered).  Warren said that the mining community would not necessarily stand behind whatever Andre negotiates with the Table.  There is still a need to consider the resource values that relate to the public interest.  Andre said that exploration is a sustainable activity (as long as there is money and ideas).


Andre’s constituency seems to be the executive of government and the Deputy Minister of Mines.  Non-government Table membership provides for the ability to block.  Question of what the value is for the Table to accept Andre as a new member.


§	Warren cannot provide assurance that Cabinet will sign off on Table recommendations, but where the mineral resource values have been adequately considered at the LRMP table, this dramatically improves the ability for Cabinet ministers to accept and approve the land use plan.  Warren also said that Andre is here to help find agreements and recognizes that the Table is under tight timelines.


Question of whether the mining industry is behind this solution or not?


§	The value is that the public mineral resource values can be addressed.


Accepts the argument for having Andre at the Table.  The forest sector has seen a reduction in the ability to participate; question of whether there is a similar solution?


§	Warren said that the forest sector has not formally withdrawn from public planning processes, so the solution for this problem would likely be different.  


§	The Table is under a very tight timeline and ability to participate in meetings is often difficult for the timber sector representatives.


Questions of whether LUCO is supportive of Phase 2, if mineral resources are to be adequately addressed will Andre be involved in Phase 2, this will have to be considered prior to the completion of Phase 1?


§	Warren said that this is a very good concern; that Andre should be available for Phase 2 and only being available for Phase 1 does not seem worthwhile.


§	LUCO & government do not want to undermine the real strength of LRMP’s -, which is solutions developed locally at the planning tables.  


Mining should not be considered special (or different than other sectors).


§	Warren reiterated that the difference is addressing the public interest in mineral resources.  


Action:


PST will ensure that membership is on the agenda for the January meeting.


In summary - LUCO & MEM are recommending Andre as a Table member; however, this is only the beginning of the conversation.  The Table will be asked for recommendations about Andre’s Table membership at the January meeting.  People need to discuss their questions & concerns with Warren, Andre and the mining sector observers.  In the meantime Andre will be present at small group meetings in January (as part of becoming familiar with the process).


Break:  10:10- 10:25


4. 	Review of draft Framework Plan - Brief overview and question and answer period.


Dave Tudhope reviewed the draft framework plan and said that there were a number of problems with editing functions.  The Timber section was not included since there was a working group meeting on December 6.  There is a DUC version available; the framework agreement version will be sent in the next mail-out.  Note, editorial comments in square brackets - marked with DT.


Comments on the draft Framework Plan:


Introduction:


Question of whether the Table would be able to re-visit issues or ratify recommendations from small groups along the way.  


Action:  Dave T. to clarify the connection between the LRMP Table & the Implementation & Monitoring Committee.


Action:  Dave T to clarify the progression of the Table from 1995 until now so that it is clear that while the start date was November 1995 it took some time before the Table participation issues were resolved (January 12, 1997 & beyond)and the Table was truly up and running.


Creating Greater Certainty:


Agreed to impact on interests:  other sectors need to develop agreed to impacts.  Need to balance the impacts (community & water, etc.).


Action:  Dave T to clarify that “agreed to impacts” relates to trigger points where items would be re-opened in Phase 2 if a certain threshold is exceeded.  Link the agreed to impacts part with the triggers for re-opening bullet.


Section E.: the ability to lobby government section needs to be discussed further.  The title needs to be improved and contradictions should be removed.  Question of whether lobbying government following the framework plan should be cleared up (different than the terms of reference for conduct in Phase 2).


Action:  Cindy to clean up Section E (remove contradictions); ability to lobby government is not consistent with the terms of reference for conduct in Phase 2.


Community and Provincial Sustainability


Action:  Sue Senger will  follow-up with working grou members (including. Jack)  to discuss content and location of various community topics in the framework agreement.


Concern about moving Community up into this section (seems to give a level of importance to this section over others such as Water).  


§	Note, the general management section was organized alphabetically, but as per directed at the last meeting there was a conscious effort to give a higher profile to the Community section.


Public and Community Interests could be the replaced with the Community general management material moved back into the body of the document.  One preference is to ensure that the community is recognized as an important element and is different than the resource sections.  Another suggestion that water be highlighted as a critical part of community.  Final statement that the order of the document should not be the major concern - all resources in the document are important.


General Management – 


Recommendation:  Have an outside person brought in to tidy up the text.


Indicators are missing from the document; this needs to be included for each goal and objective; it’s in everyone’s interest to have indicators spelled out in the document.


In the Kamloops LRMP, the development of indicators was done during the implementation stage.  Note that there are a number of indicators already developed.  Note that the population targets for wildlife populations relate to this in some respects.


Solid, measurable indicators are a critical part of a consensus agreement.


Decision:  Indicators will be included in the next draft of the Framework Agreement.


A number of the goals and objectives do not provide adequate direction to government on how to implement decisions.


Action:  PST to determine how to include in the Framework Agreement a summary of recommendations or a clear summary of what is being asked of the government.


Concern that separating the issues from the goals and objectives makes things confusing.  Suggestion to duplicate the issue statements.  Some concern that duplication will make the document wordier.


Action:  PST to determine how to structure the  Framework Agreement to satisfy the concerns about separation of issues from associated goals and objectives.


Resource Management Zones - 


Action:   Dave T will add a general statement about how Resource Management Zones are different from general management.


Action:  Marc to add a statement that clarifies the status of RMZ’s.


A number of details need to be worked out for general management and PA’s in Phase 1.  RMZ’s could be dealt with in Phase 2.  


Concern noted but no action recorded.


Phase 2 


What to do with the conflict resolution section.  This was an orphan from the Implementation & Monitoring section.  


Concern noted but no action recorded.


Phase 3 - Implementation, Monitoring and Adaptive Management


no preliminary comments


5.	Integration Project Update - Test Watershed Overlap and PA analysis


Cindy - the first phase of the overlap analysis is complete.  The integration group met to develop the test watershed THLB impact trends (first cut based on existing maps).  This table was made available as a handout.


Cindy reviewed the Test Watershed THLB Impact Trends table:


The numbers in the table for old growth management areas may underestimate the overall values across the district.  There is a certain percentage of overlap that occurs naturally for the values that were examined.  The degree of overlap for riparian is not enough that it creates much opportunity to reduce timber supply impacts across the landbase.


There is roughly a 2% overlap if OGMA’s are moved onto grizzly habitat areas.  The amount of overlap that was found was not as substantial as was hoped.


Questions:


Question of the degree of overlap between values (two values as opposed to all three).


§	The numbers shown in the table are the maximum overlaps for two or more values.


Question of the buffer around avalanche chutes for grizzly bears.  There may be opportunities to reduce impacts if avalanche tracks are looked at closer.?


§	Tony had tried to combine avalanche chutes as critical habitat where they were found together.


Spotted Owl - Kwoiek


Greg Dixon & John Surgenor discussed management options, and although there is greater understanding of each others interest, no agreements were reached.  Alternatives were defined for spotted owl.  There was a great deal of overlap between deer and spotted owl.  John Surgenor is compiling information on spotted owl management.


There is some Forest Renewal money to have the person who worked on the Coast come to discuss approaches for Lillooet.


Riparian – 


Substantial agreement for S2 (under FPC), and S4 (good work was done) but things seem to fall apart for S6 streams.  The classification of S6 streams needs to be looked at closer.


Areas for Further Discussion: Deer and Riparian need further discussion.


Action:  Spotted Owl discussions will focus on Copper Creek for creative solutions (as opposed to further discussion on Kwoiek Creek).


Lunch 12:15 - 1:05


7.  Integration Project Update (continued)


Riparian recommendations may need to form part of the Certainty section in the draft framework agreement.  Riparian management section requires some further discussion.


Discussion of difference between Base Case Timber Supply analysis and LRMP stream classification.  Cindy said there are differences between the classification of streams for the TSR and those that were used for LRMP purposes.  Riparian net-downs account for approximately 2% of the THLB.  Keith Blom has done a preliminary stream classification for the District; Brian Chan and Dean Watts will check this from a biologist’s point of view.


The discussion of minimizing impacts and implications for conservation & timber values raised the question of implications from visuals management.  Although the LRMP visuals recommendations are not much different than what is in the TSR, there may be opportunities to have some flexibility with timber supply if the base management is changed.


Visuals management applies to 20% of the landbase.  Cindy reviewed the sensitivity analysis that Dan Peterson ran.  If visuals management were to be moved up or down, the majority of the impact is in the mid to long-term impacts.  The short-term is not affected to any great extent.





Action:  Cindy


Integration Next Steps/Tidying Up:  


§	Discuss grizzly management further with Tony Hamilton


·	Riparian alternatives


·	OGMA candidate analysis.


·	PA alternative analysis


·	spotted owl approaches


·	think more about deer and timber implications


·	Dispute mediator


·	Plan-wide timber supply analysis


§	Old Growth Site Index (added)


Dan Peterson will be working on plan-wide analysis in January (once a “ball-park range” has been defined to cut a file for GIS analysis)


Question of deer winter range


§	Cindy reviewed the graph produced by Dan Peterson - 20% reduction of existing Fir volumes reduced by 20% for deer winter range.


Action:  Cindy to produce a summary table of timber supply impacts based on the integration project and a summary of the graphs produced by Dan Peterson.


Question of what the growth projections are for managed stands.  There may be some upward movement of this for old growth site index.


Action:  Add Old Growth Site Index to the list of Items to analyze for the Integration Project.


6. 	Understanding the Relationship of Actual Harvest & AAC  - Brad Bennett & Dave Horne


Brad - said the presentation is intended to show the “habitat needs” of timber; strategic elements of timber supply & harvest.  Brad will discuss the Ainsworth components and Dave will cover the Small Business Program.


Land Use Issues: pre-1990, the actual cut and AAC were the same; this has changed due to the following.


a) 	Protected Areas Strategy - developments were lost due to proposed study areas.  Also, concentration of cutting in certain areas has led to some problems.  The Stein Park, for example, led to an immediate reduction in the THLB.  Initiation of the LRMP process was supported by industry.  The study areas retained their interest from the forest sector. Areas under consideration by the LRMP have increased over time.


b) 	First Nations Issues - Delgamuukw decision affirmed aboriginal rights but did not define those rights or entitlement.  The Crown’s obligation is to consult with First Nations, but First Nation’s interest in a number of areas does create challenges for licensees.  Co-management is a common goal for finding a compromise.


c) 	Forest Practices Code - introduced in 1995.  The executive members of industry were supportive of the Code; offered a higher level of environmental protection, but does create higher costs.  The Code has increased the cost of delivering wood to the mills.  Brad said that the result was approx. $15-17/cu.m in the Interior (originally $11/cu.m) and approx. $25 on the Coast.


Map Showing the Constraints in the TSA:


Question of why economic risk and study areas were lumped together.  


§	The map is only intended to represent a concept of overlapping constraints.  The risks also change over time.


Two biggest components driving the timber industry:


a) Costs 


b) Marketplace


Brad reviewed the elements that have changed the economics of the Lillooet District.  The LRMP can add additional constraints (grizzly habitat, old growth mgmt, and parks); with more constraints, the actual cut would go down and costs would likely go up.  When the markets are down, there is only access to a much smaller portion of the TSA.  


Review of total log costs in Lillooet: comparison of Lillooet with Interior average and Sweden, since Lillooet must be able to compete in the world market.  Cost-driver initiatives have resulted in a lowering of costs in the Cariboo.


The only way to improve the situation for Lillooet is to reduce costs or have an improvement in the market.  Subsidies come from other parts of the industry.  There has been an increase in administrative costs.


Where do woodlots fit into the picture?


§	Woodlots are generally in the lower cost area (do not require networks of new roads).  


Would lower stumpage have any positive results?


§	This would have a positive effect, however, other costs are very high.


FRBC - Five-year consolidated development planning - will this result in a lower level of cost over the next five years? 


§	Brad - said that this will help over time, but there will be a need to incorporate LRMP recommendations.


Profile on the landbase - dependent on access to lower cost areas.  Question of whether road building is the main cost factor and whether costs would drop once these were developed. 


§	This is true, except where logs are being moved by helicopter to existing roads.


Cut Control:


All licensees are required to balance between 90% and 110% of their basic AAC over a five-year period.


Failure to achieve 90% of the basic AAC can result in a permanent reduction in the AAC - known as “use it or lose it”.


Cut control - the terrain of the District does lead to isolation of wood if there is not the infrastructure to be able to access the wood.  In 1995, the actual cut was quite high in order to address the end of the cut control period.  Chip prices at this time were quite high, which helped offset the low market at the time.


Small Business Forest Enterprise Program - Cut Control: Dave reviewed the table showing the cut control over the last four years.


1996 Cut Control - A Possible Alternative?


Review of lost work in a number of areas and Regional Manager letter on cut control.  In 2001, there are more areas where work was lost (for land use, First Nations or other reasons).  


Market forces resulted in reduced log requirements.


Log costs made some areas marginal.


Capital upgrades reduced mill availability.


The cost of lost development has had an effect on profitability.  The LRMP can remove uncertainty and hopefully reduce costs over time.


Will Ainsworth apply for relief from cut control again in the next 5-year period?


§	This has to be dealt with by the Minister of Forests.


Will the AAC would be reduced?


§	The Chief Forester sets the AAC, and may receive direction from the Minister on social and economic reasons for drops in the AAC.


How do the other elements of the industry (softwood lumber agreement, etc.) affect the timber sector?


§	There are economic constraints that make it very difficult to sell product on the world market.  There are other Districts that are having cut control problems (primarily on the Coast).  


Is Ainsworth struggling with any other of their licenses?


§	This is the case, largely due to the softwood lumber agreement.


Conclusions:


It is critical to develop consensus LRMP language which addresses forestry interests for success of both the LRMP and Forest Sector.


Providing certainty to the forest sector is important


Next Steps:


while completion of the LRMP will provide some certainty to forestry interests in land use allocations, there are other issues to be resolved including:


·	LRMP Implementation


·	First Nations concerns


When implementing the LRMP it is critical to provide security to participating interests that their concerns are being addressed on the land:


·	biodiversity


·	land use designation


·	community


·	the list goes on….


How does profitability factor in; would it be more useful to have a profitable business on a smaller landbase?  


§	Profitability is the key concern, and there are things that can be done to make a return on capital.


7.  Framework road map review - Key areas of agreement, non-consensus and alternatives


Protected Areas


Alternatives for grazing in Protected Areas.


Range


Range - alternatives for wildlife and forage needs for domestic livestock; funding for range improvements.  Alternatives for grazing in alpine areas.


A number of comments seem to have fallen through the cracks.  


§	Working group coordinators are tracking what happens with the comments that have been received.


Concern that are a number of new elements (issues etc)  that were added into the framework.


§	Comments have been tracked in the full DUC version text.


Items that need to be flagged:


Access/Transportation - 2.11/2.12 needs a series of steps (not jelled)


-	Concern that the access flowchart be included; the flowchart will be included in the plan schedule for Access.  


Action:  Dave T. to add a statement that refers to the “access” flowchart in the plan schedule.


Other:


Direction to Working Group Coordinators and PST:


Community - some concerns with this section.  Coordinator to review and make changes with group.


Process for Phase 2 - dispute resolution.  Needs discussion by the table at anther date. 


Water, Riparian, Owls, Biodiversity - Sierra Club comments needed


Mule Deer – discussion needed on the alternatives


Moose - discussion needed


Mountain goat - discussion needed


RMZ’s - further discussion needed


Crown Lands - new issue has been flagged for discussion at the working group


Jack - request for clarification items - what happens with these comments?  


8.  Approaches/tools to reach consensus (i.e., how to reach consensus or at least narrow any gaps in agreement)


Cindy reviewed the approach laid out in the terms of reference and PST’s analysis of how sections should be addressed in order to strive for consensus.


An arbitrator has been brought up in a number of cases.  PST considered LUCO/IAMC to be the arbitrator, where agreements cannot be reached.


Need to know what the timber sector needs (in terms of information) in order to be able to negotiate.  


Information is beginning to come together through the integration project which is helping the forest sector understand the implications of the plan.  Certainty on cost and short/long term wood flow and THLB is what is needed now.


There is a need to prioritize the discussions (cannot be available to attend all potential meetings).  There are limitations to what people can accomplish over the next six weeks.  There is a need to focus on how the Table would decide which elements will go into the framework agreement or not.


Frustration with the alternatives that have been presented by the conservation sector & question asked about when this type of alternative will be discussed over the coming weeks.


Will whole sections be taken out in order to keep things at a manageable size?  


§	There is potential for deferral of issues - need to be judicious about which items can be left until later (Phase 2).  


There are few cases where full topics can be deferred until Phase 2.


§	Need to consider which items are considered “policy advice” to government vs. which items will affect management on the ground.


9. 	Converting alternatives to ‘options’/Clarifying how the Table will decide which options will be included in the Framework Plan


PST reviewed some approaches for identifying these items.


a) 	Document options/rationale/how interests are met


·	dissenting partners craft wording


·	options “wizard” crafts/clarifies


·	working group crafts/clarifies


b) 	Record Table support


·	show of hands on scale (strongly support, mildly support, disagree, strongly disagree, don’t care, etc.)


·	silent record


·	‘dots’


If there are disagreements, need to document where the disagreement lies (and indicate how many and who were in support or against each alternative).


Need to have a prioritizing of the issues that are truly important to people.  


Need to narrow the range of alternatives to two (rather than a wide spread of alternatives)


There are a number of items that may have alternatives that will not need a mediated session - will need to have some one-on-one discussions.


Would be useful for agencies to provide some analysis of which items are contrary to existing government policy.  This would help identify new items that may take more effort to resolve at this stage (i.e. have not been through a lot of working group discussion already)..This would help prioritize items for Phase 1 or Phase 2.  


Should not trim out items based on whether or not it goes against policy.  


Individual agreements need to be highlighted for the Table to do a check on.    


Clarification that the policy advice items would be those that do not apply to land and resources.  


Some agreement that the Table was not to be constrained by policy, but if policy were to be changed, the Table would have to reach consensus.  


Action:  IST to (continue to?) identify which components of the Framework Plan text would be considered as contrary to existing policy or legislation.  Because this has been ongoing at working groups this action would be particularly important for any of the newly proposed alternatives.


Meeting adjourned:  5:20


CRB XMAS party – Thanks CRB


Peru Slide Show – Thanks Bruce Madu


Wrap up ~ 9 pm


Saturday, December 16


1. 	Introduction - Bruce reviewed the agenda.  


2. 	Converting alternatives to ‘options’/Clarifying how the Table will decide which options will be included in the Framework Plan (cont.) -  


There is a need to determine how disagreements will be documented for decision by Cabinet once the Table has exhausted the “reaching consensus section” in the Terms of Reference.


Need to ensure adequate support in order to move through the dispute resolution process and further documentation.


There are 3 elements:  a) those that are agreed to, b) those that are discussed and not agreed to, and c) those that we do not get around to talking about.


Need to consider where the items that are not discussed are to be dealt with or recorded.


Need to boil down the areas of disagreement to a more manageable list.


Recording Table support:


Decision:  When recording support for an option or alternative record names, sector or body represented, and why they support a particular alternative or option.


§	Warren Mitchell - If the Table submits an options report, Cabinet may choose an option that is not supported by some or choose another option that is not laid out by the Table.  There is a need for Table members to remain committed to the process in Phase 2.  Cabinet ministers have the ability to make decisions based on other information provided and this may be different than what the Table has recommended.  If the Table presents options for Cabinet to choose from, (there is not unanimous agreement), Cabinet ministers will begin to look at other solutions.


If options were to be submitted, these will likely go forward with a request for commitments from government (e.g., funding).  Government will need to make some firm commitments to the Table in order to provide some security.


What actually goes to Cabinet?  


§	Every LRMP is different, but the recommendations from the LRMP Table are put before the ministers through the approval process (and Approval Support Team, chaired by Warren).  The recommendations are then put before Cabinet along with the supporting documentation.  The full LRMP document is normally summarized to allow Cabinet ministers to expedite decisions.  The ministers also have access to the entire LRMP document but not all of them may read the full document.


Agreed-to Process As Discussed by the Table


·	Narrow the alternatives to two options where possible.  


·	Dissenting partners to craft wording for options (including rationale for each) with help of options wizard from PST.


·	Record the Table support by documenting names, affiliation and reason for support.  


Suggestion to have an indication of what levels of support there is; suggestion to have a roster so that everyone’s support or lack of support is recorded in one way or another.  Absent people should be noted in the roster.


Concern that voting not be done on a scale.


Should either be: support, do not support, or stand aside.


§	Warren - the only other place in the province where an options report was submitted was Robson Valley.  The Table agreed only on the submission of the options report (it is normally obvious who supports one option or another).  Decisions by Cabinet would then come back to the Table.  A rationale has to be included with each of the options put forward.  Ministers will ask who is in support or not in support.  Suggestion that the support for various options be recorded elsewhere.


Concern that options that come in at the last moment are not treated in the same manner as those that have been around for a while…indication of level of support may protect against this.


Concern with the volume of material for the rationale (need to keep this concise).


Reminder that the key focus is on reaching agreement.


Clarification needed on whether government members have the ability to choose an option.  Government members should either indicate consensus or stand aside.  


Government staffs (as representatives of bureaucracies) do not generally sign off on the plan but PST will look into this.  Recognition that there are two levels of government: local and provincial or federal.


A government member feels that IST members would indicate support for one option (or set of options) or another (where there is no consensus).


Some table supports for this and that government members should be able to sign off on the plan.


Action:  PST will sort out the role of government in signing off on “the plan”, signing off on “options” within a plan, and what IST’s role is or may be in mediated negociations.


3. 	Workplan for Completing the Framework Plan


Action:  Bruce / Table members


Bruce will compile the “stickies” into a spreadsheet for distribution and consideration by the table and PST.


Table members will review the spreadsheet (attached document).  Please note that some of the “stickies” may have fell off the chart so check it over.  Please advise Bruce/Cindy asap of any discrepancies or changes/additions that you would like to make.


Note:  Dispute mediation will be used for a number of the inter-related pieces.


Sheep are a concern within the Yalakom; this needs to be considered in the general management for sheep and deer.  However, the seral stage requirements for sheep/deer may address the concern within the Yalakom.


Dan Johnston is available for meetings in January to meet with those interested in working through the items in the mediator column.


Dispute Mediation Advice


Direction:  Dispute Mediation Advice to PST


§	Add Betty Weaver from CRB to mediation sessions


§	Recommendation that a mineral representative be available;


§	Government staff on specific topics be present


§	Add BC Wildlife Federation to mediation sessions


Suggestion that the issues be separated to identify whom should be present for each.


Suggestion that the mediated groups be based on a  topic area.


Concern that as many issues be resolved in the small groups as possible.  


Clarification that government members be brought in for technical advice (they do not act as negotiators in the process).  


The mediated sessions need to be held here in the plan area. 


PST will try to locate the meetings in Lillooet but the location of the meetings may be based on availability of the mediator.


Concern that agreement was not reached during the last off-Table sessions (Dan should not be seen as the savior).


Speaking strictly metaphorically,  during mediation there is a need to “get naked” real fast; and get down to business immediately (should not have to seduce each other out our clothes).  Need to have people there that are capable of making decisions (i.e. those who do not have to leave to find out if they can make a decision).


Action:  Table Members / Cindy


For mediation Table members must make a clear commitment (availability) to the mediation dates (Cindy will distribute dates for consideration).


Concern with government members only being able to act as technical advisors; government members often represent interests of the public.


Government members should be part of the discussions (part of the process to find a consensus).  When discussions take place, government members are there to provide recommendations (whether it’s called “negotiate” or not), in order to find solutions; will not block consensus on the final decisions.  Advocacy negotiating is part of government’s role up until the final decision.  Need to have people there who have the professional expertise.


Should not go into mediated sessions negotiating with government but agreement that government members should be there to provide technical advice to help find solutions.  Reference to letter from Monty Downs to the table regarding IST participation in LRMP.


Who should be at mediated sessions depends on which topics will be discussed.


Action:


PST will ensure that all decisions from the mediated sessions will come back before the Table.





Action:


PST will re-visit the role of government IST members during negotiations.


Break-out groups:  Riparian, Biodiversity & Recreation/Tourism/Visuals


Lunch


Public Review & Open House


Sue Senger reviewed the “Lillooet LRMP Framework Agreement 2001 - Public Consultation Plan, Flyer - Open House - Summary of Public Input”


Discussion of Public Open House date.


Clarification that the public review comments will go with the plan to Victoria.


Action:


PST will develop a work plan and requirements for public consultation considering Table work load and availability of plan products.


January 26 - there will be a summary of impacts.  


Need to ensure that a differentiation is made between theoretical and actual cut impacts.


The level of impacts will be made clear for the public review.


Meeting Dates:


January 3 – Riparian/Fish Conference Call


January 13 – Community Resources Board Meeting – Lillooet Rec. Centre


January 15 – Bendors RMZ


January 26 & 27 – LRMP Meeting


February 16 - LRMP Meeting - preparation for open house


February 17 - Open House date – Lillooet Rec. Centre


March 3 & 4 (& 5?) – LRMP Meeting
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