LILLOOET LAND and RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN


Table Meeting November 26 & 27, 1999


Lillooet, Royal Canadian Legion


MEETING SUMMARY





Attendees:


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


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


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


Federal Government:  Dean Watts


Local Government:  Russ Oakley, Kevin Taylor, Sheila McLean


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


Guests & Observers:  Leah Hartley, Fred Sampson, Vic Hamm, Gordon Weetman, Susan Senger, Doug Radies, Jonathan Kerslake, Trevor Jones, Lloyd Stock, Mel Stewart, Paul Ehni, Dave Lawson, Leo Lindinger 





Documents:


Mailed Documents:


November meeting agenda


October 1999 Table meeting summary


Lillooet LRMP Objectives and Strategies Areas of Non-Consensus


In-meeting Documents:


September 1999 amendments to meeting summary


Upper Bridge River RMZ


4.2 Water – addition; 4.4.1  Moose; 4.4.2 Mountain Goat; 4.4.3 Bighorn Sheep; 4.4.4 Mule Deer; 4.4.5 Predators; 4.5 Red & Blue; 4.5.1 Spotted Owl; 4.5.3 Fisher; 4.5.2 Grizzly


Memorandum from Dawna Harden to LRMP Table – Nov. 25, 1999


Letter to Phil Whitfield from Timber Interests – Nov. 23, 1999


Letter to Phil Whitfield from Susan Gimse, Chair SLRD – Nov. 24, 1999





Summary of Action Items:


Susan to make spotted owl map an LRMP product.


All Table members – send letters of support to Dave Dobi on grizzly population study (FRBC proposal.)


PST to check with Jim Richardson on transportation sites.


Donna Romain and Dave Horne to put together a draft of how the access overlays will be cross-referenced (from various sections in the plan.)


Working group coordinators – if a recorder is needed, please inform PST.


Phil W. & Leah H. - ensure line ministry staff (MoF, BCAL) are available for Dec. 13.


By Jan. 15, Forest Service to send out copies of Visuals mapping to working group.


PA Working Group – do homework through e-mail first (send rationale and vision for PA candidates to Mike Hanry by Jan. 10.


By Jan. 12, Mike Hanry to reformat obj/strats for PA’s & send out to working group.  


Bill Spencer to write up objectives/strategies for Yalakom and Applespring (for consideration by the PA working group.)


PST to compile latest PA/RMZ boundaries (in a format that can be used for discussions by Table members) for entire LRMP area.


Cayoosh - Marc/Bernie - pull together access and PA/RMZ options information for Cayoosh. Send out map to summarize direction/options to date; Marc to coordinate/set meeting date.  


Kwoiek – Greg Dixon, Jim Britton, Dave Horne and Dean Watts to comment on Bernie’s draft by mid-December (no meeting).  


Yalakom - Phil Holman to work on document for the group to review.  (Get map from Bernie.); Susan to format document and coordinate/set meeting date.


Spruce Lake - Marc to coordinate/set meeting date; seek wider input on matrix.


Transition, Implementation and Monitoring – All members - send comments to Phil Whitfield by the end of January.  Phil - bring revised document to Feb. 18 meeting.





Start:  8:40 am


Introduction - Bruce - Some concerns expressed with the comment under #7 in the agenda, “last chance” to provide alternative wording for non-consensus items – this was intended to be the last chance prior to the scheduled open house in February.  Working groups will continue to refine text in order to gain consensus on the full package.  





2.  Agenda Review/Summary Review/Rumour Check


no treaty negotiation update (Phil has not arrived yet)


review of agenda


Final steps - need some extensive discussion for this (may take some time); 1:00 Saturday


Summary Review - amendment to the September summary did not make it into the mail (copies available.)


Review of Action Items from Last Meeting:


MAA - Dean Watts will talk to Gord Enemark regarding the MAA at 10:00 today.


Kwoiek - Bernie did a second draft on Marc’s unit summary and has sent it out for review by Mike, Greg and others.


Blowdown Lake - Discussion yet to occur.


Cerise Creek - Version 5 drafted by Bernie; sent it out to those concerned.  Federation of Mountain Clubs to discuss special management.


Downton Goats – Donna has put together a draft of objectives for this.


Bendors - First draft of objectives and strategies sent out; map was sent out to Sierra Club (including boundary changes).


Antoine/Fred - Yalakom meeting - some review of obj/strats for Antoine/Fred.


Pavilion Lake - Mike H. was unavailable this month to do the work…yet to be done.


Spruce Lake - Matrix developed (copies available.)


Upper Bridge - Bruce did a rough draft (copies available.)


French Bar - Nothing available.


Siwhe - Meeting could occur this weekend.


Horn Mountain - Results inconclusive at this point.


Phair Creek - Bill Wareham did not have a chance to visit the site; discussions have occurred; objectives have been written up for this (relative to Cayoosh.)


Rumour Check - Dawna Harden mentioned that the District has started to do a review of the general management text.


questions and concerns with ability to implement the plan;


letter and e-mail to Phil Whitfield (copies provided) that details concerns;


District staff will be doing a more in-depth review of operational elements.


Question remains as to the best time to do this review (takes time).


Question of what the next steps are before the package goes to Cabinet.  


Some maps missing and some issues yet to resolve.  


A number of questions exist on the level of agreement (on various items) and whether planning work for timber development should proceed in proposed PA’s (i.e., Antoine/Fred).





Consensus vs. Non-consensus Items:


Question to PST: Donna asked about some of the 3’s being moved back to 4’s.  Marc mentioned that the variance issue (recorded as a ‘4’ in the Moose section with both options presented) needs further discussion (seems to be a larger issue from the timber perspective).





Grizzly - Sylvia mentioned that, following the MELP/Range meeting, some of the goals, objectives and strategies appeared to be worse off than before.  The latest draft appears to be better; Jacquie asked why these “changes” were not recorded as comments (rather than changing consensus text.)  One problem was that none of the guide-outfitters were included in the Range-Grizzly meeting.  Request that they be included in any future meetings.  


Graham - subsequent versions of Grizzly need to be dealt with in a clear manner. 





Chris mentioned that some items might go back and forth between consensus and non-consensus (depending on review with constituents.)  Donna has frustrations with things almost getting to working consensus (and now requiring more negotiation.)


Alternate wording must be provided for items that are moved to or left as non-consensus within the text.





Jack expressed concern with one of the Grizzly goals (that has an alternate wording) which was recorded as a 3 (this should be changed to a 4).  Dave Horne mentioned that there are two types of 4s - some which just require wording changes and others that are fundamental differences.  Fundamental differences need to be resolved between key individuals.  Interpretation of the text needs to be made more clear (quality control.)  Good to have people outside the plan review the text to ensure that it is clear.  Trevor - another type of ‘4’ is a reluctance to agree until the cumulative effects of the plan are better understood.


Tom asked how to include others (outside the working groups)?  Comment sheets were established to address this.  Bill Spencer asked that if individuals do some work to come to agreement (in a smaller meeting) - need to make sure that others are aware that these meetings are occurring so that they have an opportunity to comment.





Letter from timber interests:


Looking for direction on how to get to the final plan (conditional package should not be presented as the final plan.)  


Facilitation of protected area discussion is still an issue.  


Time and staff is limited from the timber sector (a lack of comments does not imply agreement.)  


Concerns that objectives and strategies are becoming too operational (for a strategic plan.)


Much work to be done, pressures on process staff to get things completed and sent out to working group members (participants need to be prepared when attending wg meetings.)


Need to identify what we want to see and not how this should happen.


The timeframe to complete the plan appears to be too tight.





Sylvia asked about the Tourism objectives and strategies - indicates working consensus (which is not the case.) 


The Tourism working group needs to meet to review the full text.





Question of what “our interest” refers to in the last paragraph?  Jack mentioned the BCWF interest relates to access implications from a number of the sections.  Question of whether access takes precedent over mule deer (or other) objectives.  The Grizzly section has attempted to address this problem - the solution has been to develop a comprehensive access management plan.  Bill Spencer expressed concern that an access management plan may not occur (CAMP was set aside in the Yalakom for the LRMP to proceed.)  LRMP should provide direction to access planning.


Bernie mentioned that specific information on access could be used in conjunction with reference to general management sections





Brad mentioned that the South Chilcotin Wilderness Society summary (and notice of meeting) does not represent truth from his perspective.  Trevor mentioned that the South Chilcotin Wilderness newsletter should be discussed directly between the concerned individuals.





Treaty Process


Janika mentioned that treaty settlement offers from the Province need some clarification.  Phil mentioned there are two treaty processes in this TSA:  N’Quatqua and Ts’kw’aylaxw.  N’Quatqua - land and cash proposal to the N'Quatqua which includes Wade Creek (approx. 700 ha) near Lost Valley.  Ts’kw’aylaxw process is an accelerated process - chief negotiators have asked that the 12 draft chapters be released for comment.  Phil has copies of 3 chapters, work is continuing on the other 7.  





Housekeeping


Russ Oakley - letter with regard to Gwyneth Lake sent to Phil Whitfield (Aug/98).  Response from Monty Downs (Oct/98).  Russ mentioned that Ministry staff conduct does not appear consistent with the memo.  Russ felt that Monty was rude (in his telephone conversation) and the alternatives suggested did not meet Russ’s interests originally proposed.  Russ mentioned his duty to represent the community’s desire for a provincial park.  Russ feels that government is trying to undermine the Table’s consensus and exclude local government input.





Kevin Taylor mentioned that OCPs are public documents (open to input from line Ministries).  The local governments have to implement OCPs and the LRMP; the motorized recreation opportunities (near Gwyneth) are recognized and accepted and Kevin recommended that the Table accept the community’s recommendation.


Betty mentioned that an individual’s opinion (from a line Ministry) should not be seen to be an attempt to undermine the Table.  Gwyneth Lake is still being considered as a protected area. Sheila mentioned the protocol followed by local government members (contacting Ministers) was related to process.  Tom mentioned that concerns with process should come to the Table.  Chris mentioned that the Table should make the decision on a Park at Gwyneth (regardless of Monty’s opinion.)





Break





4.  Open House Discussion


Options


Go ahead with Feb. 19, 2000 open house.


Wait until agreement is reached before going to open house.


Wait a few months before presenting package to the public.


Allow the CRB to hold an open house (rather than holding an official LRMP open house.)





Sue Senger mentioned that the public is aware of the Feb. 19 open house (and understands that the presentation will not represent full agreement) she supports this going ahead.


Core package elements were identified at the PST meeting.


Text to be available for all sections (at whatever stage).


True value is in bringing the public “up to speed” on the LRMP.


Sue Duxbury has provided an example (for cattle/range)


Impression left with the public by not holding the open house in February would be a negative one.


Dave Dobi mentioned that the only real concern with holding the open house is in how the material is presented; Bruce mentioned that holding the open house might limit people’s time to do other (working group) work between December 10 and Feb. 19.


PST suggested using goal statements as part of the package for open house and constituency meetings.  Core package will be available at the open house for table members to take back to their sectors (there will be no open houses outside the District...only constituency presentations).


Government resources for preparation of the open houses need to be looked at.


John Edgar expressed concern with simply representing goals - may result in further questions.  (Sue mentioned that further explanation is inevitable – need Table members present to answer questions from the public.)


Tom suggested using video screens (more flexible in presenting latest drafts)


Jack asked about how to present protected areas – present options being considered by the Table to the public (for feedback.)  Sue mentioned that representing larger areas (Cayoosh, Spruce Lake, or others) could be used as a way of presenting all interests.


Betty mentioned that public input needs to be on a document that is not “finished”); presentation of where the Table is at is important.  


Bill Wareham mentioned that the presentation should outline where the level of support is within the document and with protected areas; outline who supports various objectives and who objects and why.  


Dennis mentioned there is a need to go to the public.  Dennis also feels that accepting two options (non-consensus) may lead to a conclusion (of the LRMP) quicker.


Phil mentioned that the intent has always been to come to a single plan; need to clearly identify where the points of divergence are in the document.  By building the body of consensus in the text and PA candidates, the broad sense of the package can be shared with the public.  Details of what needs to be filled in later can be identified.


Looking for public input on body of agreement and non-consensus items.


Trevor mentioned that there are concerns with presenting material to constituents - need to keep in mind that the intent is to come to full consensus.  Betty mentioned that it is not useful to be working under the assumption that we cannot reach consensus.





Review of General Management Objectives & Strategies


Review of “Areas of Non-consensus from working group documents” summary:


Forest Biodiversity - Dave D. mentioned that this section is about halfway complete - need to work through BEOs.  The main non-consensus issue is what level of biodiversity should licensees work towards.  The issues can be resolved at the working group level.  Operational elements need to be discussed further (are strategies too prescriptive?)  Impacts on timber supply to be discussed.  Bill Spencer expressed concern that more people are not involved with this group (key concerns with this section.)  Trevor clarified that more work may need to be done with this section prior to an agency review.


Water - There are new Community Watershed objectives and strategies as well as the back half of the document to be reviewed by the working group.  Operational items need to be reviewed by the working group.  Reference to maps - need to get consensus on these as well.


Fish – Riparian protection measures for smaller streams, temperature-sensitive streams and prescriptions for priority watersheds (new material from Dean/Brian) to be reviewed.  Also need to clarify roles and responsibilities for the recommended Fish Technical Committee.


Moose - MMU map - not developed yet.  Stocking standards – table could be developed.


Mountain goat - Natal range and kidding range maps - being developed.  The goat strategies need an operational review.


Bighorn sheep - Some work to do on operational issues; similar issues to deer.


Mule deer - Winter range map, corridor maps are in the system now (updated recently).  Stocking densities - Brad to develop a table for this.


Predators - Has been reviewed and edited by Doug Jury and others.  This section needs to be reviewed by the working group. 


Species at risk - Connected with owls group; dry subzones map available. Some conflicts to be resolved with agricultural interests.  Working group needed.


Spotted owl - Maps or attribute tables - nest sites, critical roost sites.  


Action:  Susan to make spotted owl map an LRMP product.


Attribute table needed for habitats.  Serious issues to be resolved here from timber perspective.


Grizzly Bear - Need some time before another meeting.  The grizzly/range issues should be checked for resolution.  Integration with biodiversity should occur.  Dave Horne mentioned that the analysis would take 2-3 weeks after they get the linework.  Analysis on seral stage options needed; ISIS/MLSIS work is ongoing.  The map of priority watersheds - reasonably accepted.  Air photo interpretation would be useful.  The grizzly section should be workable, according to Brad.  The numbers of grizzlies needs to be finalized.  Dave D. mentioned that there was a FRBC proposal for a population study - there may be money to do a study (need letters of support from Table members.)  Donna - Williams Lake has offered to support with funding.


Action:  All Table members – send letters of support to Dave Dobi on grizzly population study (FRBC proposal.)


Fisher - John S. is doing some work on this.  This can be dealt with under Predators/Ungulates.


Community - New issue proposed.  There’s some re-wording - need another meeting to discuss Karl’s concerns.  No major issues to resolve.


Cultural heritage - Meeting needed to review changes (no substantial issues).


Range - Meeting needed (with wider interests) to confirm consensus levels on some specific issues.  (Permanent range and transitory range are defined in the glossary.)


Recreation - Draft 5 stage - need to have a working group to review.  The non-consensus issues could be resolved through the working group.


Visuals - Meeting needed, however, there is a need to resolve protected areas and RMZs.  The map needs to be reviewed to check for consensus (working map until PA/RMZ designations are complete.)


Transportation - Map of sites needs to be provided to the working group.


Action:  PST to check with Jim Richardson on transportation sites.


Paleontology - Not a “show stopper.”


Agriculture - Grazing in protected areas is an issue - some existing provincial policy on this.  Minor comments on this to be reviewed.


Minerals - Need a working group to review draft document.


Timber - Map: net effective landbase (will fall out of Table negotiations); needs a meeting to review draft; no significant issues to resolve.


Bill Wareham - request for current timber development to be represented on a map (or satellite image) to give an impression of what landbase has been impacted by harvesting.  Seral stage map exists - can be used to see where younger seral exists (rather than generating new map.)


Watershed Assessment - overview assessment has occurred - meeting will occur to do an analysis of the data.  Des Anderson will do a review with Rita Winkler prior to meeting with the larger IWAP group.


Tourism - meeting needed (wider working group);


Key issues:


map of front/mid/back country areas


definition of lines (tourism management zones)


definitions of front/mid/backcountry


check for consensus levels


Bruce/Jacquie mentioned the Tourism section needs to be integrated with the rest of the LRMP document (makes reference to a number of other sections.)


Tom asked about the level of consensus recorded for various sections (a ‘3’ for a given group is not equal to a ‘3’ in another group).  Jim mentioned that the numbers are merely a tracking mechanism and recommended that these not be presented to the public.


Dave D. - concern with duplicating review between various working groups (visuals and tourism-related visual elements.)  May need to reference the Visuals section in the Tourism.


- Tourism - integration with range (bring this up-to-date).


Lands - Community group will review this.


NDT 4 - Suggestion that this be given a more common name (understandable to the public.)  Regional NDT 4 committee set up to provide guidance.  In the absence of a map from the Regional Committee, there is a draft Lillooet NDT 4 map that could be used for the LRMP.  Phil B. mentioned there should be some products coming forward from the Regional committee by February.  Need to have an operational look at this section.


Jack suggested that NDT 4 could be dealt with as an RMZ (unlike resource value sections.)


Access - Much work needed on this section.  There needs to be an integration of the access information with all the other sections of the plan and zones developed.  The general management text could go forward.  John Edgar suggested that the access element is too important to break off into a number of different other sections.  The Table’s direction on access could be integrated with the landscape unit polygons.  Dave Dobi suggested pulling all the various access plans into a visual representation of where access would be allowed or not (and what are the changes from the June discussions.)  Need an overview of the level of access (and type of access) across the TSA.  Need to cross-reference Access with other sections (e.g., grizzly) to show where access is permitted or not (and reasons for restrictions.)


Action:  Donna Romain and Dave Horne to put together a draft of how the access overlays will be cross-referenced (from various sections in the plan.)


Community/Crown Interface RMZ - text is a ‘3’, the map is a ‘4’.  Draft map is available.








Single Scenario Construction


Bendors RMZ - Bill Wareham - Southern RMZ draft description done by Bernie; vision is to manage for wilderness, primitive and semi-primitive non-motorized recreation.  Conserve wilderness character, implement grizzly recovery strategy.  Older age class forest at the north end.  Lower elevation forest types - promote for conservation purposes.  Grizzly bear conservation area and habitat for deer - Bill W. agrees with the objectives for the southern portion.  For northern portion along Carpenter Lake - still support this for protection.  Apply the same objectives for both the north and south areas.


With Antoine/Fred and Bendors - have less than 6% of low elevation forest types in the District.  (Not sure of the provincial number.)  Bill requested that the government provide this information.


Moister IDF is adequately represented in the Stein.  Brad mentioned the grizzly section would address many of the concerns raised - better candidates for protection.  The drier sites should be a priority for protection.


Biogeoclimatic subzones need to be clearly summarized.  Inclusion of this area (under protection) could increase the amount of IDF dk2 represented (below 12% provincially.)





The conservation sector is working toward 12% protection for representation.  There are differences of opinion on how the 12% (for protection vs. representation) should be applied.


Bill W. mentioned that the Bendors could serve as a core habitat area (to be used as part of the recovery program) as well as provide wilderness recreation opportunities (e.g., Keary Lake.)  Betty mentioned that this is an area with difficult access - questioned the need for protection. Chris asked whether representation is the key consideration here.  Bill - combination of interests (representation, wildlife, and recreation).  The conservation sector PA proposals attempt to focus on areas where there are multiple interests.





John C. - don’t understand the logic - mentioned there has been a road up this area for some time.  Sylvia - asked what is the relative priority (given the new boundary).  The area has gone up in priority - increased level of interest (wildlife, representation issues.)  The level of impact from road access is different depending on the type of road.





The objectives include limiting future access but recognize the maintenance of existing access for recreational opportunities.  Doug Radies referred to the Wayne McRory letter - differing views on how to manage for grizzly bear.  Tom referred to Brian Harejse’s review of the Lillooet LRMP grizzly section.





Brad mentioned there is a need to strike a balance with the environment, the economy and the community.  30% protected areas would “shut down” the district from the timber perspective.  There are multiple restrictions (wildlife, First Nations, other) that have a cost to the timber industry.   Phil suggested moving onto other areas to look at options across the TSA.


Trevor Jones mentioned there is a document “The Sky Did Not Fall” from the Pacific Northwest, which discusses timber reductions.





General agreement on options for the Bendors:  Bendors south – RMZ with resource management objectives (as per Bernie’s draft); Bendors north - protection proposal for grizzly core area (dependent on grizzly general management).





Yalakom RMZ - Antoine/Fred - information meeting last night regarding Small Business program; Ron Letham provided some maps on the planning that has occurred for Antoine/Fred.  Small Business would like to adjust the boundary - more information to be used in making a final decision.  Two sets of timber values in the area.


Applespring - Bill Spencer mentioned that the residents of the Applespring area are not sure whether protection is the proper approach.  Statlimx First Nation involvement is important to address cultural values - would like their interests considered for any protection proposal.  Write-up for Antoine-Fred - Bill Wareham would like this applied to Applespring.  Ponderosa Pine in this area (less than 1%) - low elevation dry forest types.  Bill W. asked that government talk to the Band on a government to government basis about this proposal.  Dave mentioned that this should wait until the Table has had a chance to discuss (and make a recommendation.)





Relative Importance of Applespring vs. Antoine/Fred:


Applespring is more important for traditional use (hunting, collecting, water use for ranching or community use) when compared with Antoine/Fred.  Currently, there is less water use in Applespring than there is at Antoine Creek.  The representation of Ponderosa Pine (which is low) is higher in the Applespring than in Antoine/Fred.  The RPAT looked at this area and placed the priority on Antoine (over Applespring).  Antoine has more diversity, better overall representation, more contained drainage and was considered more important for protection.


Question of what the existing water rights vs. potential water rights are in these areas.


Non-consensus: designation of Antoine/Fred and Applespring.





Noaxe - Dave Dobi and Phil Holman (MELP) came to agreement on a boundary.  Candidate for special management or protection to protect the resident sheep population on the north side as well as provide recreational opportunities.  Concerns with road development in this area from Phil Holman (who has spent a great deal of time in the area looking at sheep.)  Noaxe, Red Mountain and the bottom of Yalakom Creek (and corridors between them) are important for the management of sheep.  There are currently limited entry restrictions for sheep at present.


Consensus: address needs of resident sheep and recreation opportunities through PA or RMZ





Yalakom Mtn./Nine Mile Ridge - more work needed.  Bill - the Yalakom Study Area is a key area of importance (the most important) for all wildlife considerations.  The local residents have a high interest in Antoine/Fred/Applespring but this is not at the expense of the Yalakom study area.  The local residents would like to see both areas become protected.


Dean mentioned that the Yalakom is the top priority for the Fish agencies (MELP and DFO).  Riparian management recommendations - looking for feedback from the Yalakom group on Goal 2 or buffering recommendations.  Protection of this area can provide a benchmark for the study of fish populations - PA would work to achieve this objective.





Phil Holman (MELP) suggested a smaller PA at lower Yalakom Creek with a larger RMZ surrounding.  Bill S. mentioned the smaller PA area does not meet the initial RPAT criteria and was a non-consensus item at the Yalakom meeting.  The lower part of the Yalakom Creek was identified for protection as a “choke point” for the preservation of the wildlife populations.


The spatial planning tool was discussed and can be used to manage the area, but still need to resolve the objectives for the area.  Some options (other than PA) can still be considered (such as long-term deferral) which would work well with spatial planning.  If there was a commitment to create habitat conditions over time, Chris asked Bill S. if this would be acceptable.  Bill mentioned this would take a profound act of faith.  Dean mentioned there were no objections to applying the spatial modeling tool.  Chris suggested that the spatial planning tool was one that could be used to replace protected areas.


Trevor suggested that there would still need to be objectives and strategies to direct the application of a spatial management tool.


Consensus:  address the sheep “bottle-neck” at lower Yalakom Creek through special management (access restrictions, etc.) or protection.


Non-consensus: designation (PA vs. RMZ) for Yalakom Study Area (and remainder of Yalakom Creek watershed) – more work in subgroup.





Red Mountain - ATV impacts on sheep; this area is considered another choke point.


Consensus:  address choke point/wildlife values through a PA or RMZ.  





Shulaps/Holbrook - conservation sector would like to see a larger protected area rather than smaller PA’s (but support goal 2 status for lakes.)  There is an interest in providing representation of the ultramafic soils.  Jim mentioned that there are mineral interests in the area that should be considered.  The Goal 2 areas are a separate proposal than the larger RMZ proposal.


Consensus:  Include all five lakes as Goal 2 protected areas.


Non-consensus:  PA vs. RMZ for larger area.





Cayoosh - Donna produced draft objectives and strategies.  


Areas to be addressed through general management:  Blowdown Lake, Gott Creek, Hurley Silver Mine road - permanent access.  Blowdown and Gott are within grizzly management area – road density controls needed.  


Melvin Creek - recreational access.  The Federation of Mountain Clubs proposed this as a protected area at the Cayoosh meeting.  Bill W. mentioned there is a lack of comfort on the reporting of the values and potential impacts to goats, grizzly, etc.  Sierra Club mentioned that the development of Melvin Creek could seriously limit the goat and grizzly recovery values in the area.  Question of how a ski resort (winter recreation) would affect grizzly?  Response was that a year-round resort would affect both grizzly and goat populations.


Phil mentioned that this Table has always operated on the premise that Melvin Creek was being looked at by the EA process.  Understanding that there would be two sets of objectives for this area (PA or no PA) to address goats and high recreation values.  Phil cautioned the Table that we are unlikely to see consensus on this area if it goes ahead as a PA proposal.  There is a need to identify mitigative measures; the task for the Cayoosh group was to identify objectives and strategies for this unit.  Note the Tourism Group has Melvin Creek as a priority area for tourism development. 





The objectives identify motorized access (motorized recreation is not anticipated if a ski resort goes ahead).  Table members should identify what should occur if the ski resort does not go ahead.  The recreational attributes remain (regardless of a ski hill) as well as timber values in the area.





Doug Radies mentioned that he has spoke to a number of people who see this as an important area.  Doug suggested that the Table look at Melvin Creek because it could be seen as negligent (if not considered) because of the high wildlife/conservation values.  Dawna felt that the Table should respect the EA process to decide whether a ski hill should go ahead.  Tom mentioned that even if a ski hill goes ahead, the zoning for the area should be discussed (important to consider the objectives for Melvin, regardless of a ski hill).  


There could be a several options for Melvin (if ski hill does not go ahead): some examples include timber development or recreation/wildlife area or combination.  Where there are differences of opinion on how this area should be managed, these options should be identified.  





Phil mentioned that if the EA process finds in favour of a ski area, it is unlikely that government will make a contradictory decision.  Doug mentioned there are considerable wildlife values in the area (identified by MELP) and the LRMP is the only mechanism to establish a protected area.


  


Chris expressed frustration with the conservation sector continuing to put more and more proposed protected areas on the Table (not negotiating in an interest-based manner) and mentioned he would pull his support for all the other protected areas.





Options have to be developed for Melvin Creek:


Ski resort - decision by EA process


Recreation management zone or other - develop “what if” scenarios





Sylvia mentioned there is a larger line around the area for backcountry recreation (which would be consistent with a ski resort or no ski resort.)





End - 5:15





Saturday, Nov. 27, 1999


Start - 9:05


Introduction/Housekeeping - Trevor acknowledged the level of frustration at the Table (decisions yet to be made, amount of work to be done, preparation for open house, etc.).  There appears to be agreement on what each of the working groups have yet to accomplish.


Phil mentioned that this meeting should not be seen as a “make or break” meeting.  The agenda to finish the plan by the end of the year was the Table’s agenda (not a government agenda.)  There should be a positive reporting of what has been accomplished to date (at the open house) and there is a need for everyone to get a better level of comfort with all the text.  Where there are disagreements, these have been clearly identified with alternatives. There is every intention to meet again (and get more comfort) before submitting a package to government.


Suggestion:  hold a Table meeting on the Friday prior to the February open house.  (It is important for everyone to be familiar with what will go to the public.)





Dennis mentioned that if the LRMP is not submitted by the Spring, then the plan may not be dealt with by the NDP (if they are not re-elected.)  Dennis encouraged everyone to consider this (and work toward completion by the Spring.)





Bill Wareham mentioned that the “stalemate” seems to be centred on the general management objectives and strategies.  Bill suggested focusing on the objectives and strategies (and identify information needs.)  Many of the decisions in areas around the map are dependent on the level of protection, and level of impact with objectives and strategies.


Brad mentioned that there is some good progress being made (and solutions resulting) at the working groups.  The owls are more of a concern than any of the other wildlife objectives, with respect to harvesting landbase.  Concerns with implementation that need to be addressed.





Decision to continue with the map exercise briefly and then discuss tools/text and what needs to occur next (in order to come to consensus.)





2.  Single Scenario Construction (continued)


Cayoosh - Blowdown and Gott - general management.  Melvin Creek - motorized access to the resort or motorized recreation (regardless of resort).  Another option is protection or RMZ (objectives yet to be written). 


Downton, Van Horlick - general management - begin to limit motorized access (industrial access only for wildlife conservation) - would not require anything beyond general management.


Lost Valley - options: motorized access restrictions (industrial only) or protected area


Boulder/Phair Creek - general management - self-closure of motorized access (slides, etc.) after silviculture obligations met.  Another option for Phair Creek is protected area.


Cerise/Upper Cayoosh – 1) PA; 2) RMZ; 3) General management.  Recreation sector – differing opinions on the need for protection in this area.  Watersheds managed for walk-in experience; RMZ - backcountry recreation with industrial use allowed (visuals management.) These may have similar enough values to both be managed as a single zone.


Downton Goats - RMZ or PA for goat management.  Another option is a larger PA.


Blowdown - general management.


Kwoiek - Bernie drafted a zone description for that group to review.  General management or zone for specific values (recreation, visuals, fish, access.)


Devil’s Lake - small Goal 2 and larger zone proposal (including both Siwhe and Intlpalm watersheds).


Thompson River candidates – general agreement as PA’s - potential to explore for gravel (overlap with one of the PA  candidates.)


Siska – Options include: General Management, RMZ, or PA.  Need further consultation.


Marble Canyon - work still needed on northern boundary of PA.


Molybdonite Lake - general management or PA (conservation sector); agreement to leave motorized access.


Horn Mountain - work needed;


Yalakom - boundary not available (could not find Bernie’s map)


Upper Fountain Lake – work needed;


French Bar Creek - general management for adjacent agricultural interests, PA or zone -one of the priority watersheds for fish; deep canyon (overlaps with NDT 4) - need to identify the basis for a decision.


Upper Bridge - RMZ - boundary is unclear (no consensus on objectives), PA proposal or general management (access, grizzly considerations).  Sierra Club agrees with the objectives laid out in the RMZ summary (Nov. 5 draft).  The level of protection needed is dependent on the grizzly objectives and strategies.  Another alternative is a smaller PA with a larger RMZ for grizzly management.  Fish agencies have identified the need for zone objectives or Goal 2 site (one of the priority watersheds).  Tourism, recreation values need to be recognized.


Bridge Delta - part of the decision on Upper Bridge (above)





Break 10:20-10:45





Gwyneth Lake - park or other recreation area or general management;





Spruce Lake - high recreation, tourism, wildlife, mining and timber values; all scenarios had a PA (or SMZ) around the lake and all had PA or SMZ for surrounding areas; SMZ or general management is being considered for fringe areas.  


The matrix was revised on Thursday (copies made available.)  Suggestion to rename as a single scenario matrix.


Taylor, Slim - divided into east and west; Eldorado - divided into north and south.


Taylor boundary - Bill Spencer expressed concern with moving the study area boundary based on Ann Zelinsky’s proposal (boundary needs to incorporate Goal 2 proposal).


Buffer zone was discussed along the perimeter - visuals, access control, wildlife issues; (the forest recreation sites and staging areas are within the buffer.)





Priority Areas:


At the Thursday meeting, the group looked at which “fingers” of timber harvesting landbase are a priority for timber development and wilderness/wildlife conservation.


General agreement on lighter green (non-productive landbase) to have no harvesting (camps located here, high tourism use).  


The matrix needs further refinement and broader input.  Sylvia would like to refine the definitions of activities further in order to make the matrix a more useful tool.  Mountain biking interests were discussed - need to refine this further.  Timber harvesting category - may need some expansion, as well as others - activities to be defined further.  Tom mentioned there is no column for the buffer area (outside of the existing perimeter subunits.)











3.  Next Steps


Sylvia mentioned that the tools and process have to be defined further.  Suggestion to get some outside help and direction - process for linkage of sub-group work with the Table needs some more refinement.  Identify milestones and tools needed to get from point ‘a’ to point ‘b’.  Dennis agreed with Sylvia that other LRMPs must have some tools available to take the Table to the next stage in the consensus-building process.  Brad agreed more clarity is needed.


Bill W. mentioned that utilizing a team of facilitators for negotiations on specific areas would be useful to define the areas of agreement and disagreement.





Phil mentioned that the approach we have been trying to use is: define big picture areas, where the agreements and disagreements lie - what the alternatives (negotiable aspects) are. 





Betty mentioned there is a need to identify how the various groups (text and area) and pieces of the plan fit together; not comfortable with the solution of using outside negotiators.


Phil added that the outside facilitator approach in the Okanagan-Shuswap has not led to a final agreement and the approach of working with key individuals can sometimes exclude other Table members.


Jack mentioned that significant progress is being made; three scenarios quite similar - the tourism/rec. group, the CRB, and the timber group could likely develop a single option.  Ending up with two options (as opposed to four or more) is a significant step forward.  Bill W. suggested that there are professional people who help with decision-making, which may be of value.


Karl and Betty expressed concern with outside influence (do not want a union type of negotiation) and agree with Jack that the stumbling block is that the conservation sector does not appear to be working toward a solution. Karl agreed with Jack that the three scenarios seem to be similar and those groups could likely come to a solution.





Norma mentioned that working group progress has been held up by not having clear direction and when solutions come back to the Table, there needs to be a broader acceptance of what was developed.  Phil mentioned the intent with working groups (and the terms of reference) has been to be inclusive and build on consensus as well as identify areas of disagreement.


Greg - if there are objections to what is brought back by working groups, then all interests have obviously not been considered.  Expectations of working groups should be made clear so it is understood what should be accomplished and brought back to the Table.





Bill S. mentioned there were key problems with the Yalakom meeting - needed a recorder, agenda and better preparation.  The lack of resources being put forth by government seems to be an issue.  If there is a need for a recorder (at any of the working group meetings), this needs to be brought to the attention of the PST.  John Edgar mentioned that teleconference meetings do not seem to be effective (difficult to hear, etc.).


Action:  Working group coordinators – if a recorder is needed, please inform PST.





Lunch 12:00 - 1:05





�
Next Steps (cont.)


Record of Meetings:


DECEMBER


Dec. 13 – Community Meeting – 1:00-4:00 pm Lillooet Forest District (incl. Cultural Heritage, Crown Lands, & Transportation) Note:  input needed from line ministries (other than Agriculture) - MoF, BCAL


Action:  Phil, Leah to ensure line ministry staff (MoF, BCAL) are available for Community meeting on Dec. 13.


Dec. 15 – Biodiversity Meeting – 9:00 am – Lillooet Forest District (LFD)


Dec. ? – Ungulates – Phil Belliveau and Brad Bennett to meet


JANUARY


Jan. 5, 6 – Fish/Water Meeting - 9:00 am LFD (should be complete by early Feb.) – (Note:  regulatory Water management person needed)


Jan. 8 - CRB meeting – 9:00 am, Rec. Centre -  postponed to Jan 15 - purpose is to take all the scenarios to come up with one scenario (open to involvement from Table members) 


Jan. 10 – Species at Risk – (incl. Spotted Owl, Red & Blue, & Fisher) – John Surgenor to coordinate; (should be complete by end of March)


Jan. 15 – Action:  Forest Service to send out copies of visuals mapping to working group


Jan. 20 – Protected Areas, 9:00 am, LFD (to be confirmed)


Jan. 26 – NDT 4, Range and Agriculture – 9:00 am LFD (Note:  Phil B. to report on Regional NDT 4 committee work.)


FEBRUARY


Feb. 2 – Grizzly – review analysis with “roving window” software.


Feb. 3 – Tourism Meeting – 9:00 am, LFD


4 main things to do (this meeting and meeting on 25th):  


tourism map, 


map of tourism management zones, 


definitions of front, mid and backcountry; 


objectives and strategies for tourism management zones.


Feb. 10, 11 – Ungulates and Predators – 9:00 am MELP- Kamloops


Feb. 12 – Access Meeting – 9:00 am, LFD (Note:  may need an earlier meeting)


Feb. 15 – Visuals Meeting


Feb. 17 – Grizzly Meeting – (tidy up any “loose ends”)


Feb. 18 - LRMP MEETING to discuss the presentation at the open house as well as working group reports on meetings to date.


Feb. 19 - Lillooet Open House


Feb. 24 - Gold Bridge Open House


Feb. 25 – Tourism Meeting, 9:00 am, LFD


MARCH


Mar. ?	- Cayoosh Meeting  


Mar. 9 – Access Meeting, 9:00 am, LFD


APRIL


April 14, 15 – LRMP MEETING





Other Text Working Groups (without a date set):


Recreation - meeting needed  (Note:  check for Bernie’s availability)





Discussion of Protected Areas


Action:  PA Working Group – do homework through e-mail first (send rationale and vision for PA candidates to Mike Hanry by Jan. 10.


Action:  Mike Hanry to reformat objectives/strategies for PA’s & send out by Jan. 12.





Note:  PA Working Group Meeting on Jan. 20.


Mike H. mentioned that it’s important to get objectives to a point where the direction for the area is clear.  The PA working group could make a recommendation on whether an area requires protection status or not (define alternatives where appropriate).  Consider the list of alternatives developed on all the PA candidates.


Note:  Horn Mountain not included on conservation map.


Action:  Bill Spencer to write up objectives/strategies for Yalakom and Applespring (for consideration by the PA working group.)


	Tom suggested that the PA working group look at the PA options prior to considering the zone alternatives.  It would be useful to go through the new write-ups first (focus on areas where work is needed.) 





Need to ensure that the wording on protected areas reflects the agreement that has been reached at the Table.  


Priorities:


Write up the options (that are currently lacking text descriptions)


Look at boundaries





Action:  PST to compile latest PA/RMZ boundaries (in a format that can be used for discussions by Table members) for entire LRMP area.





Area Working Groups:


Cayoosh -  meeting in early March (a couple of meeting may be needed)


- already have objectives for Cayoosh goats; discuss all of the options at this meeting.  More work needed on Cerise and Upper Cayoosh (Marriot).


Phair Creek - needs objectives and strategies


Action:  Marc/Bernie - pull together access and PA/RMZ options information for Cayoosh.  Send out map to summarize direction/options to date; set meeting.  


Need a summary of consensus and non-consensus points in the Cayoosh.





Kwoiek – Greg Dixon, Jim Britton, Dave Horne and Dean Watts to comment on Bernie’s draft by mid-December (no meeting).  





Yalakom - Phil Holman was going to collect some information, access and recreation info., tourism zones; LRUP integration information (objectives and strategies for primitive areas.)


Action:  Susan Omelchuk and Phil Holman to work on document for the group to review.  (Get map from Bernie.); Susan to coordinate/set meeting date.


Tourism group - 7 main access points into the Shulaps need to be reviewed.  Susan to coordinate this meeting.





Spruce Lake - Marc to coordinate; continue work on matrix.


Sylvia suggested that a smaller, well-represented group could be more effective.





Transition, Implementation and Monitoring -  substantive meeting in March


Action:  Table members to send comments on Transition, Implementation and Monitoring section to Phil Whitfield by the end of January.  Phil to bring revised document to the Feb. 18 meeting.





Agenda Items for Feb. 18 meeting:


Open House; review work plan and dates


TIM; report on obj/strats (grizzly and others)





Agenda Items for April meeting:


review of objectives and strategies (where are there still options/non-consensus) and negotiation points;


review of geographic areas





The conservation sector requested a summary of wildlife values (and risks associated with ski hill development) in Melvin Creek.  Doug Radies mentioned that Donna would prefer to give an oral presentation on this (as opposed to providing something in writing) but the decision remains with the Table.  Various Table members expressed concern with having MELP staff conduct more work where the information has already come to the Table (e.g., Doug Jury presentations at Table/working group meetings).  Phil mentioned that Melvin Creek is not a “black hole” where there is no resource information available (it appears on all the goat/grizzly/other resource value maps.)  Should also be wildlife information that was collected for Melvin as part of the Environmental Assessment process.  Doug R. and Bill W. mentioned that this information would be useful for the Table to come to an informed decision on the area (regardless of designation.)  There is a lack of consensus on the need for more information on Melvin Creek (request was not supported by the LRMP Table.)





Adjourned:  5:10 p.m.





Next LRMP Meetings:  February 18 and April 14, 15
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