LILLOOET LAND and RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN


Table Meeting November 17 & 18, 2000


Lillooet, Royal Canadian Legion


MEETING SUMMARY





Attendees:


Community Resources Board:  Karl Delling, Chris O’Connor, Betty Weaver, Bill Spencer, John Courchesne, Allison Arthur, Mike Kennedy, Tim Sampson


Public Participants:  Norma Wilson, Desiree Mou (alt.), John Edgar, Bill Wareham (alt.), Brad Bennett, Jack Carradice, Kevan Bracewell (alt.), John Leighton, Dennis Perry, Greg Dixon


Provincial Government:  Dawna Harden, Mike Hanry, Phil Belliveau, Jacquie Rasmussen, Jim Britton, Matthew Simons, Dave Horne, Bruce Madu


Federal Government:  Dean Watts


Local Government:  Russ Oakley, Kevin Taylor, Sheila McLean


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


Guests & Observers:  Vic Hamm, Susan Senger, Dave Dobi, Doug Radies, Rudy Durfield, Mel Stewart, Ken Waite, Kenda Graham


Mailed Documents:


November 17 & 18 meeting agenda	included in last mail out/emailed out


Draft Framework Strategic Plan (Draft, 00.11.10)	included in last  mail out/emailed out


Draft Framework General Management Appendices 	included in last  mail/emailed out


Draft Framework General Management Agriculture	included in last  mail/emailed out


Draft Framework Agreement Protected Areas	 included in last  mail out/emailed out


In-meeting Documents:


Lillooet LRMP Draft Work Plan  November 17 – 18


Protected Area Candidate Alternatives


Preliminary Indicator Shortlist for Selection of Alternatives/”What If’s”


Start:  8:45 am


Introduction 


Bruce welcomed everyone to the second LRMP meeting in November and reviewed the activities that have occurred over the last two weeks.  Introductions were made around the table.


Agenda Review/Summary Review/Rumour Check/Housekeeping 


Brad announced that Ainsworth Lumber Company went through a restructuring of its Woodlands division - affected about 17 people corporate-wide (100 Mile House, Savona, Lillooet).  Brad assured the Table that he remains committed to the process but will be unable to attend many working groups.  The restructuring is due a downturn in the market; Lillooet is a high-cost operator and has been affected more than other locations.  


Susan O. has a copy of the Melvin Creek resort proposal.  


Mike Hanry mentioned that the stromatolites in Pavilion Lake have received international exposure recently. There is a sense of urgency to get a management regime in place (prior to the ice coming off in the New Year) and that Parks were proceeding with park designation.  Jim - mentioned that park at the bottom of the lake would put the total area of parks in the TSA above 18%; Cindy, Jim & Mike to discuss this further.


Cindy - brought a copy of the Kamloops Monitoring Report for those interested.


Discussion of the Table of Contents for the Framework Plan - Dave Tudhope


Refer to items in the mail out.  Where people are putting forth options/alternatives, a documentation of how other interests have been accommodated should also be provided.  Brad - mentioned that the intent is to get a consensus plan utilizing the terms of reference.


Dave reviewed the Framework Strategic Plan (Draft, 00.11.10).  The examples provided for general management and protected areas were provided as an example of what the document may look like.


Bill S. - question of whether the framework would describe gaps if there was not an ability to come to decisions.  Dave mentioned that this is up to the Table.  The Table needs to decide on whether the Table can resolve issues or not.  


Phil B. - question of how to tighten up objectives:  better language so that all objectives read as objectives.  Objectives need to be improved before they go into the framework plan.


Bill W. - question of whether Higher Level Plan objectives would be flagged in the framework document.  Dave mentioned that HLP designation is largely seen as a technical, internal government process:  could either 1) identify which objectives are HLP eligible or 2) seek agreement on objectives and don’t worry about HLP for now.  Dave advises that it’s more productive to focus on writing the best framework plan possible.  (It may be possible to flag HLP items, but don’t spent a great deal of time.)


Dean W. - question of how to deal with overlaps in Issue statements between two sections.  Dave mentioned that a reference could be provided (also see x section).  If there are inconsistencies, this will have to be reconciled (makes it difficult for government to implement).


Jack C. - what do we expect government to do with Phase 1?  The expectation is that government would have something substantial to make some decisions.  There may be a number of items that require decisions before moving ahead.


There would need to be approval for Phase 1 as well as Phase 2.


Bill W. - question of what would happen with those items that do not get a decision in Phase 1.  If the Table feels that an issue is close to being resolved, the government may decide to give the Table more time to resolve the issue.  Need to define a process to deal with items within Phase 2 (so that items are not lost) include recommendations to government.


Jack C. - question of whether it would be unreasonable to write a letter describing what their expectations are with respect to the framework plan.  Dave mentioned that government has already approved the phased approach; main expectation is that there be something substantive that decisions can be made on.


DUC Review by Table Members


Question of what the working group coordinators will be receiving as far as comments go for Issues, Goals and Objectives.


Discussion around the Table of how far along they are with comments:


Bill S. - requested an extension until Wednesday.


John E. - highlighted comments within the text; need time to summarize.


Allison - need an extension until Wednesday.


Mike H. - review of maps & boundaries is needed.


John L. - John is unsure of expectations; Cindy to talk with John.


Bill W. - need more time to review - have a number of people working on different sections.  Before further alternatives can be defined, there is a need for some issues to be discussed further (e.g., Biodiversity, Grizzly, Riparian needs work).  Need another week on this.


Dean W. - overlap issues & tracking of “orphans” need to be looked at.


Jim B. - would like another week to review.


Brad B. - need at least another weekend.


John C. - need a couple more days.


Betty - whenever.


Chris O. - will rely on Dave’s comments.


Norma - has done a fair bit of review.


Phil B. - Thursday, Nov. 23.


Karl - is comfortable with the timeline.


Dawna - need to connect with Dave Horne regarding comments.


Kevan - will submit photocopies of commented pages.


Sections that require more work prior to comments:  Biodiversity, Timber, Recreation, Riparian, Access


Action:  Working group coordinators:  For updates to sections, dates/filenames should be shown in black (not blue) in the footer.


Break


Integration - working with overlaps, opportunity to minimize impacts


Cindy - review of test watershed impact trends.  The old growth management area table is not yet complete due to complexities in the database.  The integration group met last week, but there was not enough representation from Table members.


Classification of the critical grizzly bear habitat is yet to occur, for the four test watersheds.  This includes a better description of the habitat & regrouping of those habitats.


Kwoiek Creek - Test Watershed


Matt/Cindy reviewed the ArcView overlays for Kwoiek.  Review of alternatives for riparian management.  Grizzly bear critical habitats have substantial overlap with riparian areas.  


Clarification:  critical grizzly bear habitats are defined by capability (areas that have the potential to become good bear habitat) - not all of these may be currently suitable.  Critical grizzly bear habitat = 7.7% THLB


Old growth management areas used were the OGMA’s selected by the contractor (not the candidate OGMA’s).


Texas Creek - Test Watershed


Riparian Alternatives:


BMP = 1.2% of THLB for Texas Creek


Ok-Shu = 7.2% of THLB


Alt 2 = 14.6% of THLB


Contractor selected OGMA’s for Texas Creek:  2.04% of THLB in OGMA’s.  No real overlaps with OGMA’s and Grizzly critical habitats in Texas, but there may be some opportunities to move OGMA’s in Texas Creek to limit impacts.  This type of approach can be used to look at impacts on mining or other resources.  Once the overlaps have been finalized for the test watersheds, the plan-wide impacts will be looked at:  “what-if scenarios”.


Bill W. - question of how to apply the test watershed information to the plan-wide.  There is a range of THLB impacts for each set of alternatives.  An average percentage of THLB impact is used to evaluate “what-if” scenarios.  Question of whether “weighted averages” could be used.  


Each of the “what-if” scenarios represents an extreme of the alternatives - there is a range of alternatives within each of these “what-ifs”.  The four watersheds do not represent all of the TSA - first step in the analysis, but can be used for an indication of impacts.  Phil B. - expressed concern with using the four test watersheds as a representative sample of the TSA.  Concern with using numbers within these watersheds.


Phil B. - preference to have plan-wide analysis (rather than test watersheds).  Bill W. - similar concerns with extrapolation of information from test watersheds.  Agree that this is a good process to go through, but not certain how this will help with PA & RMZ decisions.  There needs to be a linkage of how decisions will be made using the analysis.  Chris O. - understanding was that it would give the Table an indication of what the impacts might be.  Jack - not all hectares of THLB are equal - the portions next to riparian areas are often the areas that are discussed.


Bill S. - has reservations about how the numbers are used; statistical methods can be dangerous.  Need to be clear on what the potential impacts may be for various resources at the test watershed level; prefer to stay away from plan-wide impact analysis (with extrapolated numbers).


Cindy - mentioned that Dan Peterson needs a number to use for analysis.  Bill W. - the Yalakom area for example (with or without PA or RMZ) does not account for other potential impacts from incremental requirements.


Norma - understanding was that this was an attempt to understand measurement methodology.  Cindy - need a clear understanding of overall impacts within the plan for Table members to make decisions, for public review and for submission to government.  Not all resources are mapped at the plan-wide level:  riparian is mapped at the test watershed level.  Dean Watts & Keith Blom worked on mapping stream classes for test watersheds.  Tony Hamilton was mapping critical habitat for five watersheds.  Owls - useful to look at overlaps at  plan-wide level.


Eventually, through Implementation & Monitoring - this information will be completed (riparian classification, etc.).  Betty - similar concern to Phil B. in the use of numbers.  There were other values that were also considered for overlay integration.  


Nov. 21 - refinement of critical grizzly bear habitat mapping session - 4 test watersheds; (also, Hope Creek was mapped - Tony and Colin are working on the rest of Hurley).


Creation of new “what-if’s” to be created based on further overlay & consideration of alternatives.


PA Alternatives - review of table of 8  alternatives.  Bill S. - mentioned that Yalakom-Nine Mile (Units Yal 11 & 12) was to be included in Alternative 6 from the last PA working group meeting.  Bill mentioned that the study area was also to be included in at least one of the alternatives.


Action:  Cindy to add Yalakom-Nine Mile (units Yal 11&12) to Alternative 6 & ensure the Yalakom study area is captured in the table of PA alternatives.


Next Integration Meeting:  November 29 (Tony Hamilton may not be available).


Lunch


Integration Project 


Adopt a shortlist of indicators; understand how this shortlist will be used in the impact assessment 


List of indicators for the integration project/impact analysis - (i.e., it’s not the list that will be used for implementation


Cindy reviewed the Indicator shortlist for selection of alternatives/what ifs


Communities: 


Jack - question of whether communities outside the planning area would be considered; 


Betty - job change and lost potential should be separated rather than portrayed as one number.  


Action:  job change & lost potential to be represented as separate numbers.


Action:  recreation & tourism should be included in community job numbers.


Brad - need to understand how the land use plan would affect the actual harvest level.  Cindy - need to understand the connection between forecast harvest level, actual harvest & what ifs.


Action:  Consider & communicate provincial employment numbers for Communities section.


Betty - concern that this be broad-based & not just for one sector or another.  


Bill W. - question of whether there are numbers for hunters from outside the district.  Cindy - there is a collection of this type of information in the old description of the Recreation resource.


Resource Use:


Agriculture


RMZ - differentiation for specific resources.


Access to water - Bill S. expressed concern with this indicator (needs to be measurable); relation to water tenures.  Concern is with land designations (i.e., PA) limiting access to water for agriculture development on ALR.


Action:  Cindy to clear up with Graham whether the access to water is physical or legal limitations or both.


Timber


Action:  unconstrained timber harvesting landbase would be a more appropriate measure.  Connect this measurement to the timber value map.


Cost implications and key sector implications - question of who will provide professional judgement.  Dave Horne to be used as the IST member.  Brad mentioned that Dave Dobi could also be utilized for this.


Minerals


Question of whether the hectares of various potential could be connected with a dollar value.


Action:  Cindy & Jim to consider whether a monetary value could be supplied.


Tourism


Note:  tourism opportunities may not be affected negatively by PA designation.


Question of whether tourism is affected.


Action:  Use hectares of Front/Mid/Backcountry Tourism capability in each of the land designations.


Action:  Client days for Front/Mid/Backcountry to be the primary measure.


Accessibility of area is a concern - hectares available; quota system; quality of different experiences.


Recreation


Jack suggested that recreational users are affected by the Front, Mid, Backcountry zones.  Bill W. - one way to distinguish this is the use of commercial services (guide, motel, hotel, etc.).  Non-resident recreation & resident recreationalists are another measure.  Vic - difference between recreation & tourism seems to be related to the use of professional services.  Norma - interactions between recreation & tourism are not always complementary.


Action:  Norma, Jack, Rob, Dalton & Kevan to further develop the indicators for Recreation.


Range


Range use may not be affected by PA designation.  Protected areas cap the AUM’s at what they are currently.  Foregone opportunities may need to be considered for AUM’s.  


Environmental Values:


Biodiversity 


Phil B. - hectares of BEC representation & old growth should be the primary measures.  Old growth is the limiting factor.  Bill W. - need to know representation of ecosystem types within and outside of protected areas.  Some ecosystems (i.e., grasslands) do not have old growth - not an appropriate measure.  Old growth could be defined as oldest age class.  There are some ecosystem types which are found in Lillooet and are not found elsewhere in the province.


Action:  Use hectares of BEC representation by type of use (for PA’s, high BEO, intermediate BEO, low BEO); hectares of old-growth.


Note:  Species composition make up the grassland measure.


Fish/Water


Action:  Add Risk to Watersheds:  (including water quality, quantity, and timing of flow as measures for water.)


Action:  use IWAP overview as a measure for professional judgment on risk.


Jacquie - need to have a list of criteria for rationale/methodology of professional judgment.


Brad - would like to see some independent review of some of these topics.  Cindy - suggestion that some of the Table members could be used for certain cases.


Question:  Do we have the time & resources for outside professional assistance with some of the professional judgment?


Cindy - need to have some expeditious work done for decisions.


Agreement:  IST & interested stakeholders to be used for professional judgment wherever necessary.


Action:  Add habitat:  Risk to Key species and habitat.


Species At Risk


Fisher


Action:  add hectares of habitat in PA, RMZ, GM, THLB;


Grizzly


Question of how access would be considered.


Action:  Other reserves should be added.


Action:  Grizzly bear working group to resolve indicator list.


Spotted Owl


Action:  Add other reserves to the list.


Tailed Frog


See general text for species at risk.


Moose


Description:  


Action:  Add seral stage, green up and access


Action:  Add other reserves.


Action:  Add predators as a consideration for population risk.


Mountain goat


Action:  Add access to the population risks.


Action:  Add predators as a consideration for population risk.


Mule deer


Action:  Add other reserves.


Action:  Add access and seral stages.


Add migration routes.


Add predators as a consideration for population risk.





Bighorn Sheep


Action:  Add other reserves.


Action:  Add range condition, access & seral stages.


Action:  Add migration routes.


Action:  Add predators as a consideration for population risk.


Predators


No need to analyze this section at present.


Wilderness


Action:  Dalton, Dave Horne - to work on definition of wilderness areas.


Question of moving sheep from the District.  Phil B. - mentioned that sheep have been moved out of Big Bar due to lung worm from a high concentration of sheep (as an alternative to hunting).


Break


Understanding & agreement on the range of alternatives outlined in the road map





Moving Alternatives on Roadmap Toward Agreement:
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Spotted Owl


Mike B. - review of rationale for designation as a Red-listed species.  Four areas confirmed as spotted owl activity centres including  Kwoiek and Enterprise (new area not yet reviewed by the working group).


Much of the spotted owl information comes from the Pacific Northwest; FRBC funding to look at literature review for transition forests.


MikeB  reviewed the alternatives for management of spotted owl:  Four alternative population and management objectives outlined in the table on page 4.15-19 & 20.  Alternative # 4 is essentially the same as alternative #1 except with no timber supply impacts (rather than minimal timber supply impacts).


Chris O. - Kwoiek:  question of whether the inventory from this year (no owls found) would affect the status of this area as confirmed.  The inventory from this year was done later in the year so this may have affected the sampling (confirmed from last year).


John C. - need to be more clear about historic levels.


Discussion of mapped areas; some areas have yet to be added to the map (e.g., Gold Bridge).  John - clarification that this area is the normal extent of spotted owl; question of whether this population is on the end of its range.  Mike - uncertain as to what the population specifics are.


Other Alternatives:


Chris O. - do not clearly manage for the population (alternative #4) with no timber supply impacts;  manage with consideration of other resource values (what are the overlaps with other species such as grizzly bear?)  Manage in conjunction with management for other values.


Solutions for Reaching Agreement:


Bill W. - Lower Mainland management took a moderate risk approach and inventories have indicated losses to populations.  Preference is to have a lower risk approach.  FRBC literature review could give the working group some direction.  Mike B. - would be useful to get the Lower Mainland analysis.


Action:  Mike B. to find out what the strategy is for the Lower Mainland (including the transition zone) and what the outcome is (over the last five years).


Bill W. - preference expressed to the Table is for Alternative 3 (and potentially more) for spotted owl management.  Trevor/Cindy - reiterated that there is substantial work to be done.


Options for Resolution:


Integration project


Discuss with dissenting partners


Other options in the terms of reference


Document options and how interests are met (around the Table)


Bill S. - need to make sure that some progress is being made on non-consensus items.  There may be some way that there can be a reporting back to the Table on progress with removing alternatives.


Cindy - review of chart from last meeting on how to resolve alternatives.


Brief Introduction of Draft Workplan:


Trevor reviewed a draft workplan developed by PST (to be revisited tomorrow).


Brad - concern with getting bogged down on details as we work toward a framework agreement.  Bill W. - agree with Brad; integration information is critical to have.  Prefer to set some deadlines for integration work and then decide when to do PA meetings (with impact information).


Meeting Adjourned:  4:00pm


Saturday, November 18


Start:  8:35am


Introduction - brief introduction by Bruce.


Adopt the Framework Plan table of contents - Dave Tudhope - review of discussion from yesterday; need to ensure a resolution of conflicts.  Looking for agreement on the framework plan table of contents; suggestion that PST do the first draft based on today’s discussion.


Decision:  Agreement on Adopting the Framework Plan table of contents.





Decision:  Agreement that PST develop the first draft of the framework plan including the comments from yesterday.


Questions:


Jack - question of whether the framework plan would be to have a draft ready for public review.  


Bill W. - question of whether the draft would go to IAMC, public & government in February - this was his understanding from yesterday.


Dave - the Feb. 7 deadline is the draft that will be taken to the public; 


Dennis - where there is consensus, submit this; where there remains disagreement, document the options.


Cindy - suggestion that the table will want to take a fairly clean document to the public; the table should be prepared to sign-off the level of agreement that has reached by February 7.


Brad - the terms of reference will be utilized to resolve differences.


Need a discussion on how to resolve differences (creative techniques).


Brad - need to clearly identify which items need a conflict resolution process.  PST/working group coordinators need to know which items are a priority for more work.


Chris O. - question of whether the public review is to provide the table with feedback or whether this is to provide the government with feedback - what is the purpose?  Dave T. - the intent of public review is to give the LRMP Table an indication of public opinion (what the table does with that is up to them) and to provide government with public comment.


Trevor - 90% of the public review could occur at the meeting venue, some more comments could come later (for people who have taken comment sheets home for more thought).


Chris - this public review process will have a much more tangible product.


Norma - the table should consider these comments to ensure that the table is on the right course; the table missing the mark seems unlikely.


Dave T. - the government would prefer the table make the decisions; some further decisions may be considered by government soon after the March deadline.


Bill W. - question of whether there will be time to prepare the public comments for review by the Table.  Cindy - the public comments will likely be summarized in short form (“hot sheet”).


John - should be looking at a cover letter that summarizes the key concerns that have come from the public review (and table’s intent to address the public’s concerns).


Jack - agrees that some things need to be truncated; need to write down decisions so everyone is clear what has been agreed to.  Betty - would like agreement that the table will consider comments.  Cindy - the public comments can be used to revise the final draft (without taking this back to the public again.)


Trevor - review of timeline for advertisement of public review.  Dennis - would like to ensure that the draft document is available for comment in Whistler & Vancouver.  Trevor - need to ensure that people do not think that the public review is a lobbying occasion.


February 7 - draft document & flyer for public review goes out.


Question from Dennis:  Would the LRMP table approve government funding for public review in Whistler & Lower Mainland?


Comments:


Betty - does not agree with spending resources for public review outside of the TSA.  Concern with the influence of the urban centres.


Brad - Savona, Boston Bar, Lytton, Clinton & 100 Mile House are directly affected by the plan.  If there is a decision to go outside of the TSA, then these other communities should be considered.


Chris - Skytrain review does not come to this community; outside communities should be required to come to the TSA for comments.  Karl agrees with Chris’s comments.


Question of how the interests of the Table would be met by going outside of the TSA.


Dennis - people that live in other parts of BC have an influence on this community; John - Dennis has his facts wrong.  Population growth will come from outside of the TSA.


Bill W. - the interests around the table:


Wildlife Federation - membership from outside of the District (more comprehensive input from outside of the district)


Ainsworth - corporate interests from outside the TSA.


Conservation - much of their sector interests are from outside of the TSA.


Tourism & Recreation - much of this interest is from outside the TSA.


Interest is to reach the constituents outside of the TSA.


Sierra Club doing this on its own has less credibility than a government supported public review process.


John L. - has a number of constituents outside the TSA; and will go to his constituents regardless of whether there is support from the Table.


Allison - for those who do live here - they are in contact with those that have lived here for generations.


Tim - is from Armstrong & would like to put Armstrong on the list for review.


Betty - reiterated her fear of being overwhelmed by the influence of sheer numbers from outside of the TSA.  It is important that people within the community feel that this is a plan connected with the community.  Do not believe there are the resources are present to do a public review elsewhere & do not feel that this addresses the fear within the community.


Brad - Ainsworth has 1,100 employees:  interest in other areas; (Ainsworth is more than just a family business).


Cindy - the Table should be thinking of other ways to communicate with other sectors (with support from the Table).


John E. - question of whether notification and public displays could be made as an alternative to doing a full public review (as with last February).


Jack - working on a limited timeframe & resources.  Jack will take responsibility for informing his constituents.  Allison - agrees that the open house be held centrally in Lillooet.


Vic - is an observer that has been here for 3 and a half years; represents a client with direct interests in the TSA.  His client’s interests are world-wide; however, agrees with Jack’s assessment that logistically, review outside of the TSA would be problematic.


Bruce - open houses traditionally held in Lillooet, Lytton and Gold Bridge.  Advertisements generally go to the TSA communities and those within a 50km radius.


John E. - low turnout for Gold Bridge & Lytton - may be better to have a fixed display for a longer period of time.


Test for Consensus:  Is there anyone whose interests are not met by having government resources available for an open house in the following communities?


Dennis withdrew his question for support.


Decision:  There is no consensus for an open house in any community outside of the Lillooet TSA.  Government resources will not be used for open houses outside of the TSA.


Dennis - need to ensure that the draft framework be available for Whistler & Lower Mainland


Bill W. - The conservation sector wants to make sure everyone understands that there is no consensus to limit pubic open houses to the TSA, but will not block the majority on this issue.


Review of the Table of Contents.  Submission of comments from the Table.


Overview:


Action:  Include “agreed to options to go into the framework agreement”.


Creating Greater Certainty:


Action:  Change last major bullet to:  Depending upon the content for the final Phase 1 agreement, the Table agrees to consider the following:


Community and Provincial Sustainability:


- no comments


General Management


Action:  Change last bullet to use:  plan schedule rather than appendix.


Phil B. - concern with the wording of objectives (too loose) and concern that strategies not be incorporated into Phase 1.


Brad - strategies should not be focused on given the timeframe.  Dave T. - if there is an ability to reach consensus on strategies & these are agreed to by the Table, these could be incorporated.


Resource Management Zones


- no comments


Protected Areas


Action:  Add rationale statement for each protected area to the description of values.


Process for Phase 2


Action:  Mechanism to discuss material that not decided by government.


Action:  Timelines for completion of Phase 2.


Phase 3


Much of this relates to the existing Implementation & Monitoring section


Plan Schedules


Impact Analysis - Key Economic and Environmental Impacts/Risk Assessment


Mike H. - should have a section for outlining the outstanding issues for government.  Betty - Where it has been identified that agreement has not been reached, and there is opportunity to resolve these within Phase 2, this should be identified.


Framework Editing Referral:


Follow draft table of contents (as amended)


PST to prepare draft (based on DUC text)


Who will comment?


Norma Wilson


Jack Carradice


Karl Delling


Brad Bennett


Bill Wareham


Review of Draft Workplan


Bill S. - question of whether the RMZ work would be incorporated into the framework text.


Jack - question of when RMZ decisions would be made.


Marc - discussion of whether general management would be adequate has to occur at the RMZ working groups.  Norma - the Table should be able to agree on which RMZ’s should go forward.


Bill S. - the South Chilcotin area should be added to the list (dependent on PA discussions)


Question of whether the Table is willing to consider RMZ text for the four areas:


Yalakom


Cayoosh


Bendors


Siska


Question of whether Kwoiek should be added to the list.  


Decision:  Kwoiek is still on the back burner as an RMZ; will have to come back to this once the integration & impact analysis is further along.


Dennis - South Chilcotin Mountain Wilderness Society newsletter and calendar are available.


Lunch:  12:00 - 1:00


Reporting back from the small group discussions 


Community & Provincial Sustainability  - Bruce reviewed the discussion from the Community & provincial sustainability section


ArcView Interlude - Spotted Owl Habitat overlay for Kwoiek


Discussion of Kwoiek spotted owl habitat.  Greg mentioned that a number of other values (mule deer, grizzly bear, old growth management) may address the needs for spotted owl.  Suggestion that the mule deer winter range could be extended westward to Kwoiek Lake.


The intent is to look at the overlaps of values through the integration project.


Bill S. - will John Surgenor & Greg Dixon be getting together to find a solution; Greg mentioned that the disagreement is around 2,500ha vs. 700-800ha for spotted owl activity centres.


Question of whether the DFO letter was modelled for the Kwoiek.  Cindy mentioned that the Integration group & Riparian group did not agree to use this; do not have linework for Kwoiek.


Relationship to literature for Kwoiek.  The gentleman from the US worked on the President’s taskforce for spotted owls; looking into his references.


Reporting back from the small group discussions - continued


Phase 2 & 3 Approaches - Dave Tudhope


Dave reviewed the different approaches for meeting:  


could meet monthly as we do now


meet quarterly or less frequently (spend energy in the smaller group meetings)


review of new material for resolution of issues within working groups (dissemination of information is important); 


methods of resolving issues other than travel to meetings (conference calls, etc.)


consideration of other dispute resolution processes;


public review process (could occur in either Jan. or Feb.)


clear direction in Phase 1 as to what will be discussed in Phase 2


decision on whether or not agreement can be reached on certain things;


deal with strategies for general management & RMZs


PA strategies generally developed through management direction statements (detail would be dealt with through park management planning process)


Creating Greater Certainty - Cindy Pearce


Government Considerations - Messages to government


Add to the list:


commitment to endorse Phase 2


Inability of government to pick and choose - question of whether entire plan would be disregarded if government didn’t agree with one element of the plan.


intent is that the government leave the decision with the Table;


John E. - if the government is allowed to pick and choose from the plan, this would upset the overall balance that the table has reached.


Dennis - the framework should include consensus as well as options; need clear indication of where the table member differences are & what the implications are.


Jack - main concern is with the government picking & choosing goals & objectives


Cindy - the packages of alternatives need to be defined clearly


�
In the Document:


Question of how we deal with options in the document.  Need to sort out what elements of options remain through to March 9.


Doug - question of what would occur in Phase 2 that would be different


Dennis - agree this is a goal for the framework; concern that this be an absolute stipulation to government.


Suggest Positive Economic Impact be used as the description.


Table Member Commitments to live/die by consensus Table recommendations:


Next Steps


Trevor - review of the draft workplan.


Draft Framework - first draft being done by PST; Dave T. - emphasized the importance of getting comments back from Table members on the DUC text.  The first draft of the framework is intended to be a starting point for discussions (no consensus by Table until discussed at the Table.)


Need feedback from Table members on draft framework.


Narrowing of alternatives - some of this being accomplished through Integration.


Cindy - dissenting parties should contact one another to resolve items and let coordinators know when meetings need to be set up.


Discussion of Strategies:


Dennis - there is a fair bit of detail in the strategies (bulk of disagreement) that has to be discussed; (how to have working group meetings without discussing strategies).  


Cindy - need to ensure that objectives are well written in order to have some agreement.  


Kevan - need to ensure that working group meetings are well attended & people are up to speed.


Key Dates (all are subject to change):


November 


21 - Grizzly small group meetings:  


8:30 - Access


11:00 - Critical Habitat


1:30 - Tourism/Recreation


22 - Grizzly working group


23 - IST


24 - Recreation/Tourism working group


24 - Table member comments on the DUC.


27 - Yalakom RMZ 


27? - Cayoosh RMZ (


29 - Integration meeting


December


6 - Timber working group


8 - Draft Framework Plan - to be received by Table member


4.	Agreement on the range of alternatives outlined in the road map - 


Riparian Alternatives - Cindy Pearce


Review of alternatives in the text for the various stream classes – represent extreme cases  


Examples:


S1 - Fraser or Bridge River


S2 - Yalakom


S3 - Gun Creek


S4 - first part of Hope Creek; Walker Creek


S5


S6


Review of Risk Levels to Fish Populations for the various alternatives.  Top two priority watersheds are Yalakom and Kwoiek.  The risk from various alternatives are defined in the table on page 11.


The risk levels were put together by Dean Watts & Brian Chan - preliminary assessment.  Need to look at where THLB area is with respect to riparian areas.


Greg - leave strips have created problems in the past; the Code has made these reserve zones “fashionable” again.  There is an allowance of 7% for roads & landings - riparian buffers often lead to more roads (which can lead to more sediment due to roads and landings).


Dave H. - question of how sharply incised streams are dealt with in the integration project.  Cindy - in the integration project, looking at which practices would work better on certain pieces of ground than others.  Bill S. - in the integration project, it’s possible to determine where water truly exists on the land; cannot do this on a plan-wide basis.


Greg - any channel that carries water for a portion of the year is considered a stream under the Code.  Difficult to have buffers around all of these channels (too many of them).


In the integration project, need to consider riparian widths and retention levels.


Phil B. - there may be other alternatives to the buffers (other than the Riparian Management Plan) that could address the objectives.  Cindy - there is a need to understand the impacts; difficult section to resolve.


5.	Other Topics:


Jim B. referred to the Southern Chilcotin Mountains Wilderness Society's (SCMWS) Notice of Annual General Meeting.  Jim commented on two statements in the notice: "With the exception of the mining interests, the LRMP Table (including timber interests) is generally in agreement to protect [a large part of the Spruce Study Area]." and "Pressure needs to be brought to bear on the Ministry of Mines and mining interests to support the entire Spruce Lake area as a park." The first statement unfairly characterizes mining interests as the sole and only obstacle to park creation at Spruce Lake. In reality, the LRMP is an integrated plan. Land use designations at Spruce Lake (or anywhere else) are contingent on agreement on zones and objectives for all resource values and interests in the plan area. With respect to the second statement, Jim recommended that SCMWS members engage in constructive dialogue with mining interests rather than pressure tactics. The Ministry of Mines will not entertain "end runs" around an established planning process. Land use recommendations for the Lillooet area will be made in Lillooet, at this planning table, not in Victoria, Vancouver, or Kamloops. Jim encouraged SCMWS members to work with the LRMP table.


Trevor will be gone on vacation until January 18.


Working Group Sign Up List
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Jim Britton
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Next LRMP Meeting:  December 15 & 16
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