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 LILLOOET LAND and RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Table Meeting June 23-24, 2000

Lillooet, Royal Canadian Legion
MEETING SUMMARY

Attendees:  

Community Resources Board: John Courschene, Tim Sampson, Karl Delling, Betty Weaver, Allison Arthur (alt.), Bill Spencer, Mike Kennedy.

Public Participants: Desiree Mou (alt.), John Edgar, John Leighton, Jack Carradice, Doug Radies (alt.), Dave Dobi, Brian Woods (alt), Santokh Attwal (alt), Sylvia Waterer

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

First Nations: Ron Douglas (alt)

Local Government: Russ Oakley, Kevin Taylor, Sheila McLean

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

Guests & Observers: Ted Crouch, Vic Hamm, Heather Leighton, Ernie Maynard, Feisal Sachedina, Ann Zalinkski

Documents:

Mailed Documents:
· June meeting agenda

· April 2000 Table Meeting summary 

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

· Draft Socio-Economic Base Case Summary matrix 

· Summary of Resource Values for Unresolved Areas – Protected Area & Resource management Zone Candidates – June, 2000 

· Lillooet LRMP Socio-economic & Environmental Base Case Report for LRMP Table Review, June 2000 – mailed out by Gordon Enemark
In-meeting Documents:

· Work plan from April LRMP meeting

· Lillooet LRMP – General Management Section – content Description / Definitions

· Memorandum to Lillooet LRMP PST from Daniel Johnston, June 13, 2000

· IST PA Candidate Impacts – IST Package

· LRMP Impact Table – Incorporating the Base Case MAA

· Access Management Underlying philosophy

· Lillooet LRMP Access Evaluation flowchart

· Access Management Issues – June LRMP Meeting

Key Dates
July
?
Off-Table Meetings

5
Biodiversity Working Group

10-11
Grizzly Working Group

13
IST

14
Fish/Water Working Group

19
Off Table & IST reports to PA/RMZ Working Group

20 CRB Meeting 6-9:00pm

20
Community WG meeting (members will be informed)

21-22 Tourism/Recreation/Visuals Working Group

25
Species at Risk

28-29
LRMP

Friday, June 23

Start:  8:40 am

1.  Introduction - Bruce Walter reviewed the meetings that have occurred since the last LRMP meeting.    

Housekeeping - no parking in front of the bakery.
Agenda Review - Trevor reviewed the agenda. One potential change may be to reverse the order of #2 and #3 on Day 2.

Summary Review - Brad Bennett’s name should be added to the attendee list. Page 7 - amend the section on Melvin Creek to explain that the conservation sector’s PA proposal for Melvin Creek should apply to the option of “no ski resort development” (i.e., if the EA process decides against the ski hill development). 

Rumour Check - Bruce Walter mentioned that the mining industry has been putting some pressure on in Victoria to have a mining representative present at the off-Table meetings.  There was no mandate for the mining sector to participate, however, they did have lunch with the off-Table group.  Rudy Durfeld, from the Lillooet Mining Committee attended the last CRB meeting to explain their interests.  Bruce has offered to serve as a contact.

John Leighton mentioned that the Auditor General’s report (1998) is useful for those interested in having discussions on water.  John recommended that everyone get a copy of the report.  John mentioned that he was not able to get a government rate in Kamloops since he is not a government officer.  

· Action:  The coordinators will have a look at this.

Note:  Follow-up from Mountain Bike application for Table membership: the Mountain Biking sector will participate in working groups.

Housekeeping
Brad Bennett and Dave Dobi have traded places – Dave will now serve as the main Table member.

Tom Nichols has appointed Doug Radies as his alternate for this meeting.

Susan reviewed the new maps available and the items on the reading file.

Bruce mentioned that the confidence interval on the Vegetation Resource Inventory is higher than expected, so there will be more sampling done but no changes to the inventory level will be made for the purposes of the LRMP.  If people would like to attend an information session, they can let Bruce know.

Jacquie introduced Allison Arthur, who is serving as an alternate for Linda Hume, Cattlemen’s Association.

Note:  Revisions to Appendix X of the Terms of Reference are available.

Introductions - introductions were made around the Table.

Sue Senger will soon be the liaison to local government to replace Leah Hartley and will be the coordinator for the Community working group.

3.  Protected Areas - 

a)  Off table session - Bill reported that there have been four meetings which have been productive and useful in coming to understand mutual interests.  They have gotten through a good portion of the map, but have not covered the western side of the District.  The off-Table group would like to continue to meet in order to continue to resolve differences and potentially make some recommendations.  Bill believes that there is a need to have 3 or 4 more days of meetings.

Marc gave a brief review of the discussion leading up to the off-Table meetings (from last month) and mentioned that there is support for more off-Table meetings from the PA Working Group (with one stand-aside - Karl).

Questions:
Karl asked about whether there could not be frank discussions at the LRMP Table.  Bill mentioned that the disagreement between their two sectors is blocking the Table’s progress.

Sylvia has concerns with things being put “on-hold” until the off-Table meeting concludes and concerns with these discussions being away from the Table (given the other important interests at the Table).

Sylvia would also like to have “off-Table” meetings with BC Parks in order to come to some common ground.  Mike mentioned that direction of management within protected areas must come from the LRMP Table, rather than Parks or Tourism.

Although Jack has concerns with the off-table meeting, he does not support more discussions on PA’s until off-Table meetings have concluded.  John Courchesne agreed that it would be useful to have the off-Table produce a product before proceeding.

Sylvia is interested in having the “middle-ground” represented at meetings.

Graham would like to see a distinct timeline defined for the off-Table meeting.  Dave Dobi mentioned 4 or 5 meetings and feels that this could be concluded over the next three weeks.  Dave recommended that having discussions on protected areas today at the LRMP would not be productive because the two polarizations would still exist until the off-Table meetings conclude.

Summary of Resource Values:  Sylvia wants another column to summarize tourism tenures on the IST PA summary sheet – re: info/analysis that MELP has on tourism tenures 

IST Sorting of Candidates: Sylvia: Need to watch terminology between recreation and tourism - talking about two different things – different activities allowed; important distinction.   

Dave - re: REC sites - very limited funding for rec sites, areas with no vehicle access would be very primitive - no structures

Bill S  - how do protected areas affect water rights - existing structures allowed, new ones not allowed.  What do people do?  Marc – defined by the LRMP; dependent on the vision for the proposed PA. 

Graham - there are significant flows in French Bar -wouldn’t be acceptable if it became PA without options for future water storage considerations.  Antione/Fred- is there future potential water storage in area - need to consider these things in all PA’s - leave the option - need to have the option to review before door is shut.

Russ - re: maintenance use of power generation on rivers within any new PA’s.   Doesn’t want to preclude the possibility of having future power generation on rivers within any new PA’s -  “green power”.
Need clarity for what the water issues are - IST needs to address.

John L. recreation people at Gun Lake - don’t fit into the format of Sylvia’s of definition of recreation.  They need some distinction as to the different types of recreation

IST PA candidates package:  

· Action:  Marc to add another column to summarize tourism tenures (i.e., angling & guiding).

Jack - distinction of types of tourists also - operators and individuals that are tourists; how do we deal with them in the framework of the LRMP?

Tim S - do we need to deal with?

Ernie - dealt with recreation and tourism grey zone. 

Resolution:  tourism operators and individual tourists must be addressed within the introduction to the tourism section - for clarification to show how we are dealing with it.

Mike H - angling guide licenses are existing - are bonified acceptable use in parks now - - 

and existing range tenures within PA - so sees no impact for either one 

Preexisting use within parks (other than tenures) if they have a bonified, good track record - would be  recognized and honoured within new parks.

· Action:  Marc to change top line to existing tenures and preexisting use. 

Candidate impacts

Bill S/Doug wants site index numbers  (cubic m per ha) for each PA 

· ACTION: Dave to get MoF to generate numbers for - site index for each polygon; as well as volume m3/ha within proposed PA’s

Dave D. - wants mature volume numbers and as a separate column

· Action:  Will Robins & Dan Peterson - check all THLB numbers for IST PA Package.  Make this available ASAP.

Protected Area Candidates:

Phair Creek - Doug Radies mentioned the definition of roadless is no roads at all; not just deactivated/closed roads or no access on existing roads.  Phair Creek is already roaded so can’t be considered roadless.

Decision making steps -

Direction to IST - support gathering more information identified (analysis of PA package).

The off-Table meeting would function as a subset of the PA Working Group to bring recommendations forward to the working group.  The IST information would be useful for off-Table discussions.

Cindy - suggestion that the IST do some more work on understanding the issues in each of the areas.  

Jack - suggestion that the off-Table and IST do more work to bring back to the PA Working Group.

Off-Table Meetings will be supported - expectation of a report on July 19th to the PA Working Group; 


Note:  Karl objects to the off-Table meeting but will not block.

IST Meeting will be supported - expectation of IST having a written report on July 19th to the PA Working Group

PA Working Group Meeting - week of July 24th 

Report:  written report - review of each of the areas and the level of agreement or disagreement reached and the recommendations that go along with that.  A map would be useful as well, if the time exists.

Jack would support the clarity and the brevity of the IST report.

Off-Table Group:  Chris O’Connor, Brad Bennett, Dave Dobi, Tom Nichols, Bill Wareham, Doug Radies, Jay MacArthur

Lunch 12:20 - 1:20
4.  Multiple Accounts Analysis - Introduction/Questions/Understandings with respect to the Impacts Table - Cindy Pearce
The IST reviewed the full Base Case and provided comments in the Spring.  It is important to understand impacts as part of the decision-making process.  Cindy reviewed the updates and areas where more work is needed.  The Base Case is not the IST’s document, but the IST provided input into the development of this product.  Looking for major concerns at this point, to flag for IST and input on format & process for summarizing impacts.  


Socio-Economic Base Case Summary Matrix:  comments are as follows (by section)

Community - population numbers do not include an estimated 1,500 - 2,000 non-resident property owners.  The growth figures in the plan area are negative, while the SLRD is growing (to the south).

First Nations - Restriction of access - “to what”?; five plan area First Nations are in treaty?  Ted felt that this needs to be kept open a bit more.

Employment & Income - last bullet:  “future growth will depend” - intended to illustrate that growth is dependent on growth from outside and plan area potential.

Forestry - Dave Dobi will provide comments.  400 direct jobs may not be accurate or explained.  Connection with Savona needs to be made clear.

Tourism & Recreation - Economic value of public recreation needs to be looked at further.  Sylvia expressed concern with the last bullet: wilderness in park does not include the percentage outside of park.  From tourism’s perspective, the parks do not necessarily mean the best tourism opportunities.  

Need to develop some indicators that there is some confidence and agreement with.

Add a bullet:  there is a quality of life impact for local residents - opportunity for public recreation.

The second to last indicator: undeveloped watersheds - greater than 5,000 ha:  the greater than 1,000 ha watersheds would be more useful.

Minerals & Energy - no concerns, no mining representative present.  Third bullet - question of whether most of the high potential lands would remain available for exploration.  Study areas - correlation with high value mineral lands.  Also, the number of government regulations and investor interest has a relation.  Fourth bullet - depends on the land base available to explore.

Agriculture - question about “outlook is positive” - Sylvia to read the full document and provide feedback to Cindy.  Graham thought that the indicators are more important to understand and agree upon, as opposed to text in the Base Case.  Cindy is more interested in knowing where the document is weak from the Table’s perspective.

Environmental Base Case Summary Matrix: comments are as follows (by section)

Biodiversity - ESSFxc? Is this rare?

Mule Deer - Jack mentioned that the indicators should include population levels (as opposed to just habitat); 

Grizzly, deer, goat, sheep - how much is in protected areas?  It would be useful to know how much habitat is in protected areas?  Predator levels are an important part of the equation to consider.  The level of risk for species is not always low, just because it’s found in a protected area.

There is a relation with the management of habitat - management on Crown lands.

The logic for the risk assessment in the mule deer section is recognized to be not transparent.

Moose - Jack reiterated the same comments for moose as for deer.  Phil mentioned there is a concern with road access increasing the vulnerability near winter range.  The risks associated with the uncertainty due to poor inventory need to be mentioned.

Mountain goats - Jack had the same concerns.  Ted mentioned that the kidding ranges need to be made clear - Siska interests.  The risks associated with the uncertainty due to poor inventory need to be mentioned.  Question of what the risk to population is from timber harvesting?  (Forest management practices or access from forest roads?)  Add a statement that mentions that habitat has declined due to fire suppression.

Bighorn sheep - Jack had the same concerns.  “Risk related to resource development activities” should also include the level of use (by people) in certain areas.  Agricultural is not always a detriment to sheep.

Grizzly Bear - population numbers?  Add a bullet that the grizzly bear is already in recovery.  Lack of direction from a higher level plan does not say what the bears need.  Lack of direction on the type of management needed.

Spotted Owl - second bullet:  6,500ha of habitat; question of whether there is more habitat.  Should clarify whether this is mapped habitat as opposed to potential.

Salmon - “anticipated future risks are moderate” - hypothetical

Trout/Char - Bull trout - inventory needed.  Bull trout populations are depressed? (clarify)

White Sturgeon - Risk: low if current access is maintained; moderate if access increases.

Water - move to the top of the document.  “fully allocated (not committed) future surface water licensing available”; need a statement about the state of groundwater.

Action:  Table members to let Cindy know comments/revisions on the full Base Case MAA.
Clarification:  This document is not accepted by the Table or the IST.  Recognition that this is mostly complete.  

Base Case Table of Impacts:
· intended to serve as a summary of changes from Base Case to LRMP impacts.  The Table agreed that this is a useful tool for understanding impacts.  This can also be used to summarize impacts from protected areas as the Table reaches further consensus around the candidates. 

5.  Working Group Organization & Direction & Incorporation of Public Input - review of suggested amalgamations of working groups to get economy of people involved (not suggesting that text sections be combined unless groups feel this is appropriate).

Recreation, Tourism & Visuals - suggestion to combine since there are similar people involved and similar issues.

Generic Direction to Working Groups:  discussion of issues, work on consensus of issue statements.  

Terminology - have been using the “Guide to Writing Effective Resource Objectives and Strategies”; suggestion that Table members read this to understand content.

Working Group Meeting Schedule - The full collection of working group meetings is in the neighbourhood of 18 meetings per month.  

· Action:  Marc to add Betty Weaver to e-mail distribution list.
Vision Statement:  this may need to be revisited to clarify “motherhood” vision statements further.

6.  Working Group Progress/Updates - 

Implementation & Monitoring - coincides with CRB meeting; Mike will be putting together a draft Monitoring section.  Action items will be available tomorrow.

· Action:  Mike B. to leave copies of Implementation & Monitoring in the client room at the LFD.  

Cindy has also excerpted copies from other plans on community water.

Grizzly Bear - review of issue statements and Tony Hamilton roads & core analysis.  Map of roads analysis available.  Next grizzly meeting:  July 10 & 11.

Biodiversity - May 15 and June 12 meeting.  Work on BEO’s and issue statements.  Discussion of products and incorporation of NDT4 material.  The next meeting is scheduled for July 5.  Draft BEO map is available.  Criteria for BEO’s and list mapped products should be available quite soon.  NDT 4 map is also available.

Ungulates/Predators - Marc mentioned that the issue statements have been reviewed for all sections.  Revised issue statements will be sent out prior to the next meeting (Aug. 2).  The new ungulate maps were also reviewed at the meeting – some minor changes to be made.  

· Action:  Phil Belliveau & GIS shop are to do some preliminary analysis of the strategies for Moose Management Units, as well as shallow & deep snow-pack strategies for sheep & deer. 

Fish/Water - Cindy mentioned that all of the issue statements were reviewed.  There is a new Fish map, which shows the inventory that has been done by Ainsworth and others.  Cindy is working with editing groups - unlike-minded groups to work on specific issues and Community Watersheds. Roger is working on Community Watersheds & water licenses map.  

Access - There is a working group scheduled for tonight – to review products developed by Dave Horne. 

Break
Resource Management Zone vs. General Management vs. Protected Area
· question of whether further direction is needed in addition to existing policy;

Status quo (or current management), general management, RMZ’s, PA’s.  In some cases, existing policy is referenced to provide clarity on how something will be managed.

Graham mentioned that a test was developed in the Kamloops LRMP to determine whether an RMZ is needed:

· value is provincially or regionally (plan area) specific;

· able to mapped at the scale the product will be presented in;

· impact on one or other resource values/users

The vision for each area was defined to explain how an area would be managed to maintain values.

Question of how to assign priority of one value over another?  The level of detail needed was dependent on whether the value needed to be elevated in the plan.  

An RMZ has the potential to bring with it another layer of review to meet the values identified for any potential applications in that RMZ.

Bruce Madu mentioned that minerals would meet the criteria, why could it not be dealt with in an RMZ?  What makes the area different than general management is important to consider.  Overlaps with other values and associated issues identify the need for zones.

Bill mentioned that Goal 2 sites have a particular interest to the local area - may not be considered large enough to deal with as an RMZ.

Focus on the way in which an area should be managed (values) and then decide on appropriate tool or suggest a new one if it does not exist.

Options Map - question of Cayoosh and Yalakom RMZ - are the attributes such that an RMZ is needed?  Jack mentioned that access was a key consideration; if a District access management plan provided the level of detail - this could be dealt with under general management.  Betty - the access, recreation, wildlife and visuals values overlapped such that an RMZ was considered necessary (but may not be necessary given the level of protection in the objectives and strategies).  Doug mentioned that the Cayoosh has a set of values, which sets it apart from general management.

Phil B. mentioned that there is a need to review the objectives and strategies in detail.  John Edgar feels that the Table needs to decide where motorized access is needed or allowed.

Ernie mentioned that the wildlife values will have to be addressed - start with general management.

Cindy mentioned that key drainages can be identified in the Access section for access planning with a timeline.

Action:  Dawna Harden to coordinate the production of a timber map - relative timber values.
Meeting Adjourned

Saturday, June 24
1.  Access - Review of Issues - see Access Management Issues document
· revisions made to issues included in next draft

Review of Access Management Underlying Philosophy - 00/06/22
Note:  Definitions of roads - not mutually exclusive.

Graduated access is a central philosophy.

Trails - does not mean designated trails but implies a narrow passage.

Liability issues - question of how to keep roads open with no budget to maintain; law dictates that these be closed.

John mentioned that there will be a need to review areas as time goes on, however, do not create regulations that create access issues where there are no problems.  The access structure should have a method of control so that problems down the road are revisited.

Categories of Roads and Trails - add definition of “core access roads”

Mainline - if road is to be closed for any reason, it will be closed for all users (origin is from BC Wildlife Federation).  

The BC Wildlife Federation will not support restrictions to recreational access where industrial access is permitted except:

1. where overriding conservation concerns are clearly established; or

2. where public safety is a primary concern

Industrial use & access - develop a definition of this:  

· resource extraction (timber & mining)

· ranching

· maintenance of a recreational experience (with consultation from all users) 

Suggestion:  maintenance of structures (water structure or recreational cabin) - no agreement that this would constitute industrial access.

Example of public safety concerns - winter logging on winter roads.  Mike Hanry mentioned that there are cases where recreational & commercial tourism use may need to be restricted to maintain the recreational experience, while industrial use is allowed.  Jack mentioned that this may be acceptable if all users are consulted.  The main interest is that all users should have access except where there are very good reasons for certain users to be restricted.

Ernie mentioned that remote tourism camps that have access go into an area will lead to increased pressures and may require road closures and reverting to traditional access.

The use of gates and signage can be used where traditional access leads people around newer industrial access roads.  People using industrial access will then know what the level of accepted access is.

Question from Ainsworth:  Is there an expectation that access management or “the access section” will restrict access of forest licensees to their tenures to do harvesting work (and meet their AAC)?  No, access restrictions are laid out in the other sections (i.e., wildlife, water, etc.) of the LRMP.

· Relation to water quality - may be a “conservation concern”.  Concerns with water users & water quality should be identified prior to the road being established.

Limiting access to a lake may lead to an exclusion of roads; access to overall AAC would not be limited.

Dave Dobi mentioned that the access management objectives and strategies (by themselves) should not limit access to timber licensees.

The access section should not be used as a “back door” to limiting commercial and industrial access.

· Action:  Dave Horne to add wording: Tenure holders (which require access) will have access to their tenure maintained.

Traditional access to water works - industrial access cannot remove traditional access:  ensure that ranchers have access along traditional routes.  Traditional access remains in the majority of its state.

Betty mentioned that there is a need to address how risks to environmental values are addressed (precautionary principle).

John Courchesne mentioned that agencies need to consult with user groups before closures take place.

Need to ensure adequate public input & consultation - this must include proper identification of the public; responsibility should remain with the agency to notify the public.

Jack expressed concern with using access restrictions as a substitute for law enforcement.

Lillooet LRMP Access Evaluation Flowchart
Note:  could apply to existing and proposed roads.

Burden of proof (how much proof is needed to close areas):  can be dealt with through the Implementation & Monitoring Committee.

Step 1:  

The access management process could apply to either an industrial proponent or an affected user.  John Leighton is concerned that this process does not put the responsibility on the industrial proponent to answer questions and trigger process as opposed to the affected party having to do so.  John suggested that pre-existing users should have some precedence.  This is a crucial concern from John’s perspective which requires further discussion.

The identification of conflict and the mechanism to address the conflict are two elements.  Phil B. suggested that it may be better to separate the process of identifying the conflict from the means to address the conflict.  John Edgar’s concern is that it should not be the responsibility of the general citizen to address the questions of concern.  Range of concerns with Step 1.

Jack suggested that there should be a “screening” mechanism to identify whether the problem is significant and in the public interest.  The LRMP should not create a bureaucratic nightmare.

Concerns:
· need for a screening mechanism

· filing a concern must be possible for the lay person

· issue must be significant and relate to the public interest

· who has the responsibility to put the access management process in place

· Step 2 - endless “do loop”

Prioritization of access management planning - need to identify which areas require access management planning.  The flowchart is intended to serve as a strategy for addressing the issue of a lack of mechanism address conflicts.

General Management Text:
· reference the access management process in other sections.

· appendix capturing the current thinking on access process

This has to be a readable document.  On the form for identification of the need for an access management process:  make a note of contact people.

Jack questioned whether this process recognizes changes over time - this would be handled in the Monitoring process.  Make note of who needs to be contacted if changes occur over time; justification of change.

Action:  Dave Horne to make note of the application of this process to current access issues and future changes to access on the landscape.

Who manages the process laid out in the flowchart?

· need an Access Management section - objectives and strategies; this flowchart would be tied to the objectives and strategies.

Action:  Editing of the flowchart document will be done by Dave Horne & Cindy.
Action:  Cindy and Dave Horne will work on drafting objectives and strategies.

Development of Objectives & Strategies
· consider compatibility of uses (as opposed to defining commercial vs. industrial)

· after development of general management objectives & strategies, consider direction for Access Management Units to determine whether area-specific objectives & strategies are needed.

· integration of access with other sections - review other objectives & strategies

Decision:  Accept the Access Working Group - Approach (Philosophy) & flowchart
To Do’s:
· IST to fill in blanks on PA’s - ASAP

· check THLB

· add mature/standing volume & MAI

· IST to continue work on sorting PA’s - report by July 19 to PA working group

· Off-Table meetings to proceed - report by July 19 to PA working group 

· Timber values map to be developed ASAP (coordination by Dawna)

· Develop a matrix of values to identify overlaps/conflicts in the objectives & strategies.

· Dave H. to send out an 8.5x11 map of the direction given for the access management units

· Cindy - examples of access sections from other plans to the Access working group

RMZ Objectives & Strategies
· some more detailed (or more site-specific) objectives for managing the values need to be identified;

Action:  Access/Table members to send Dave Horne a list of historical/traditional access routes.

Action:  Dave H. will check with Bernie & Dalton on trails and send out the list of traditional/historical trails & routes.

Tourism & Parks meeting - document what happens with existing tourism operators in new parks.  Sylvia would like to have a documentation of this in the objectives and strategies.

Meeting Adjourned

Next LRMP Meeting:  July 28, 29 – Lillooet; Royal Canadian Legion Hall

June23_2400LRMPmtg_v2.doc

