LILLOOET LAND and RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Table Meeting November 3 & 4, 2000

Lillooet, Royal Canadian Legion

MEETING SUMMARY



Attendees:

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

Public Participants:  Norma Wilson, Desiree Mou (alt.), John Edgar, Sue Duxbury (alt.), Tom Nichols, Bill Wareham (alt.), Dave Dobi, Brad Bennett (alt.), Greg Dixon, Jack Carradice, Sylvia Waterer, Allison Arthur, Santokh Atwal, Dennis Perry

Provincial Government:  Dave Horne, Dawna Harden, Graham Strachan, Mike Hanry, Phil Belliveau, Jacquie Rasmussen, Jim Britton, Matthew Simons, Roger Wysocki

Federal Government:  Dean Watts

Local Government:  Russ Oakley, Kevin Taylor, Sheila McLean, Marg Lampman (alt.)

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

Guests & Observers:  Vic Hamm, Susan Senger, Dan Peterson, Doug Radies, David Tudhope, Peter Jones, John Surgenor, Caryn Stroh, Dale Douglas, Ernie Maynard, Ted Crouch, John Nelson, Kenda Graham

Mailed Documents:

November meeting agenda

September 2000 Table Meeting summary 

In-meeting Documents: 

Forest Industry Interest Statement

Lillooet LRMP DUC Road Map to Alternatives – Addendum

Welcome to the Integration Project ‘Best Efforts’ – What Ifs For Learning

‘What if’ Packages of Alternatives … to learn from

Framework Approach Suggestion

General Management Section 4.16 Timber & Silviculture 

Start:  8:55 am

Introduction: 

From the last LRMP meeting:

Direction to working groups on development of alternatives.

Direction to compile a draft text and distribute to the Table a week in advance

Additional support for the Lillooet LRMP - writer/editor support, much support from FRBC, GIS support from BCAL (Matthew Simons), facilitation support from Andrea Sissons (as Trevor will be taking some holidays and will not be available to facilitate working groups), and support from Dave Tudhope (Okanagan-Shuswap LRMP).

PST strategizing session with Ok-Shu staff & Dan Johnston - developed some strategies on how to move forward.

Introductions were made around the table

Agenda Review/Summary Review/Rumour Check/Housekeeping: 

Agenda reviewed – Access working group meeting scheduled for the evening.

Bruce Madu will be returning to the process (has returned from Peru), replacing Lyle Morganthaler

Action:  Summary amendment from the June meeting needs to be made available.

Jack - mentioned that he and Cindy had a serious altercation at the PA/RMZ working group meeting.  Jack mentioned that Cindy’s explanatory note was two weeks late and was not in an appropriate form (e-mail sent via Marc).  Jack felt that he was called a liar.  Cindy mentioned that over the last two weeks she misjudged the importance of the letter.  The form of distribution was a result of problems with her computer crashing.  The key is the interest of the BC Wildlife Federation in protected areas.  Cindy read the note to Jack.  Trevor mentioned that it is sometimes difficult when people are being challenged to explain their interest.

DUC Roadmap  - Amendment to the DUC roadmap distributed. 

Cindy reviewed the DUC Road Map to Alternatives.

Recreation/Tourism - work ongoing on identifying zones (Front/Mid/Backcountry) that would apply to both sections of Recreation & Tourism.

Riparian Ecosystems - now its own section (too complex to address under Fish or Water - application to both, also unique importance).

Grizzly - complex alternatives - review of columns. Water - a number of alternatives have been identified; 

Wildlife - suggestion to put species at risk under Wildlife section.  Agreed - move Species At Risk into the Wildlife section.

Resource Management Zone - Need to do some editing of these sections.

Protected Area Alternatives - revisions to go to Cindy.  Bill Wareham mentioned that the conservation sector met to discuss an Alternative #7.  The conservation sector would like to put the original Conservation proposal in to the table for analysis.  The interest is in having this put in for information purposes (use as a bookend) - to have impacts analysis completed.  

Action:  Bill W. to send Cindy the conservation sector recommended PA polygon areas (high watermark).

Jim - would like to have copies of the conservation sector polygons for agency analysis.  Jim supports this being done for information. 

Action:  Jim to send Cindy the mineral sector recommended PA polygon areas (low watermark).  

Chris - suggestion that “no new protected areas” be used as the lower end.  Norma - the zero protected areas has been analyzed as part of the Base Case (do not need to analyze this again).

Action:  Cindy - need a qualifier on the PA alternatives list explaining that this is not a definitive list (and should be considered a work in progress) with a clear date at the top.  

Integration - presentation: 

A strategic way of understanding the general trend.

This part of the integration does not include Tourism, Recreation, or Agriculture - desire was to make sure process was workable as a starting point.

Plan-wide

harmonize lines

assess impacts

Test watersheds

examine opportunities for overlapping values

inform plan-wide impact assessment

Impact assessment

indicators

analysis

impact table

Sample Watershed:

Hurley - Riparian Alternatives

1st layer:  Riparian

Riparian best management practices

Riparian Okanagan-Shuswap approach

Riparian buffers defined in the Lillooet text 

2nd layer:  Critical habitats

3rd layer:  Old growth management areas (high emphasis)

4th layer:  Timber harvesting landbase

Retention levels differ between the alternatives (along with riparian buffers).  Bill S. is interested in having the reserve zone width highlighted for each alternative.  Cindy recommended that a task group be set up to look at more detailed implications.

There are overlaps between riparian and critical habitats, as well as overlaps between OGMA’s and riparian and critical habitats.

The OGMA areas are deliberately placed outside of the THLB (as per the FPC guidebook).  Moving the OGMA’s around the landbase could affect grizzly habitat if these areas are being used for both.  Bill S. - the polygons shown are only the critical habitats.  Looking at how much landbase is available for forest harvesting.

Bill W. - question of existing constraints on the timber harvesting landbase.  Areas that are already “netted out” are removed from the THLB.

Dave D. - mentioned that there is area outside of THLB that is harvestable.  Also, streams outside of the THLB may have a bearing on the practices within the THLB.  

Bill S. - question of whether there are other layers that can be looked at.

Some streams have been re-classified based on fish inventories.

Cindy -mentioned that there is often harvesting outside the operability line.  There are differing boundaries on operability.  Need to have the data sets for these areas.

Impacts Analysis - refer to Integration Project ‘Best Efforts’:  What If’s for Learning

Test Watershed Impact Trends - Cindy reviewed the range of impacts for the various alternatives.  

OGMA’s - have not been laid out on the ground yet; would be laid out according to policy & forest cover information.  These would not be done until BEO’s have been set by the LRMP Table.  

Action:  Matthew to send out a table of old growth area overlaps.

Cindy reviewed the What If’s - for Learning.

Refer to “How we made the Plan-wide What Ifs - for Learning”

Alternatives reviewed for Riparian, Grizzly Bear, Spotted Owl and Biodiversity.  For deer, an alternative had to be manufactured (not defined in the text).  This is intended to be a mix & match approach for learning.  Dave Horne, Donna Romain, Keith Blom, Bruce Walter & Cindy worked on this but Cindy stressed that this is owned by her alone.

Brad - need an economic assessment of the constraints in the analysis.  The constraints can create significant effect on operating costs.  Doug R. - mentioned that economics could be looked at from a range of perspectives.  Roger - environmental risk assessment is important as well.

Page 10 - Integration Project - What If’s for Learning:

Old Growth Management Areas were not analyzed at this point.  There was no data available at that time - this is yet to come.

These estimates should be considered a maximum and do not include overlaps.  Bill W. - the %THLB impact should be considered along with timber supply.  Bill W. - where in the analysis does timber supply get summarized?  Cindy mentioned that Dan Peterson will be explaining the timber supply elements.

Dan P. - mentioned that if new data sets are to be generated, Will needs approx. one week to generate a new coverage.

Graph on page 3 - Base Case in the Timber Supply Review.  The report is in Victoria for review; willing to roll in the LRMP recommendations once complete.

The graph illustrates the current practices (Forest Practices Code).

What If #1 - 10% reduction:  333000 (‘000 m3/yr) rather than 368000 (‘000 m3/yr) as shown in the base case harvest forecast.

The first stepdown is significant due to the lapse of Pulpwood Agreement 16.  Doug R. - clarification that these numbers are based on current site indices.

What If #2 - 20% reduction in THLB:  295000 (‘000 m3/yr) rather than 368000 (‘000 m3/yr) as shown in the base case harvest forecast.

Assumption:  PA 16 expires in 15 years - these trees would be available for the regular harvest.  Brad - assuming that the mill in 100 Mile House would lose jobs due to loss in pulpwood from PA 16.  Also, assuming that pulpwood logs would be converted to saw logs after 15 years.

Doug - question of how undercut factors in.  These graphs are based on current assessment of timber availability (previous undercuts do not factor in).

Full biodiversity requirements - there is a significant amount of area available outside of the THLB.  Full biodiversity means mature plus old (lower dashed line).  Medium line is what is mature today.

Grizzly bear - mid seral management:  links to Table 4 for Grizzly.

Graph on page 8 - for existing text in Grizzly section.

Graph on page 9 - timber harvesting landbase decreased by 20% and Existing Fir volumes reduced by 20% for Mule Deer Winter Range.  No effect on PA 16 harvest.  The majority of deer winter range sites are within fir-leading areas.

The current AAC is 661000 (‘000 m3/yr).

Lunch

‘What If’ Packages of Alternatives…to learn from:

Riparian - The risks that are outlined in the table were based on the assessment from the biologists on the Inter-Agency Support Team (IST).

Conservation Impacts:

Value�Base Case�What If #1�What If #2��Riparian�High�Moderate-High�Moderate-Low��Grizzly�High�SN/NC = High

SCR = Moderate�Moderate

Low��Owls�High�Moderate-Moderate/High�Enhance Moderate��Biodiversity�High�??�??��Deer�Moderately High�* Higher�Low�������Timber supply��Maintain for two decades�Approx. 10% initial reduction.��

Brad - need a risk assessment of all the factors (timber supply is one component); question of who is going to do assessment?  Cindy mentioned that a task force could deal this with.

Next Steps for Integration:

finish the OGMA maps & overlays (revised table)

finish Kwoiek & Texas (illustration of what if’s, professional judgement & overlaps)

opportunities for increasing overlaps for one watershed (address multiple values with a common management approach)- assess where alternatives make sense

reconsider “indicators” – BEC representation analysis of PA’s to Table

next round of what if’s & analysis

expand values

Cindy, Matt and Brad will work on the Integration Project

Action:  Table members to ask Mike Burwash for full BEC table if needed.

Note:  timber supply analysis done 15 days before draft agreement.

Dave H. - OGMA’s are not currently defined on the landbase - opportunities to move OGMA’s; however, biodiversity is the broad value:  if old growth areas are moved for grizzly bears, then are the smaller critters (e.g., beetles & ants) taken care of?  (need to keep this in mind when moving OGMA’s.

Bill W. - overlay analysis that goes out to the Table - what prevents people from “shooting at” one set of analysis?  Cindy mentioned that using a range of “what ifs” will provide a range of impacts for people to consider.  Bill W. - there are some inherent restrictions and built-in uncertainties that are part of the decision.  Cindy mentioned that it’s the Table’s duty to deal with those areas of uncertainty.

The task before us….

Trevor reviewed briefly the phased approach developed by PST.

Phase 1 - framework agreement

Phase 2 - completion of the plan

Phase 3 - Implementation & Monitoring Phase

The government is expecting some progress at this meeting and some completion of the plan by March.  There may be a willingness to have the plan completed in a deliberate manner.

DUC alternatives - Visuals alternatives

Action:  discuss zone 3 visual quality checklists at working group



Action:  discuss  visual quality for areas outside of parks with working group 

New alternative for Kwoiek from Greg Dixon - would like to see no visual quality objectives for the Kwoiek Lakes 

Understanding that lakes classification is started for TSA lakes under FPC

Doug - is there a sense of areas with VQO relationships between them and forests types - i.e.  a forest type that lends itself to retention - part of reason alt 2 proposed for south carpenter between of steepness/terrain  would not allow partial retention requirements 

Bill - why hasn’t work been done in Yalakom - lots of residents there that would like VQO’s done.  Marc - zone 3 visual design principles will meet concerns in Yalakom - if Bill feels otherwise, should come to next wg meeting 

New alternative Yalakom residential area:  Bill Sp - there are areas of concern within Yalakom from Yalakom residents that need VQO’s - 

Action – Bill Spencer to put area down on map for digitizing – Yalakom visuals concerns.

Need to have more discussion on VQO guidelines in backcountry areas

Water: 

Recognition that John Leighton (advocate for some of the water alternatives for domestic use) is not present; will have to check with John on any related discussion.  Recognition that there are some rural diversion of water without licenses; any diversion of water requires legislative authority.  The water section deals with licensed water use.

Alternatives summarized in the table on page 15.  Cindy reviewed the alternatives in the table.

There are alternatives around communication with licensees.  Dave clarified that flexibility in choosing qualified consultants is a consideration in one of the alternatives.  There are also alternatives around writing rationales for decisions.  The discretion of the District Manager is an area of alternatives - around Decisions.

Implementation & Monitoring section - may be able to deal with some of the concerns.

Domestic watershed areas of concern:

Fountain Lake

Antoine Creek

Buck Creek - added by Bill Spencer (existing application)

Gun Lake

Gun Creek - Sylvia mentioned that the residents may not want domestic watershed status

Lost Valley Creek - may not have any domestic water use; there is one water license on Lost Valley (uncertain as to whether this is active)

Marshall Lake

Pavilion Lake

Siska Creek - no domestic water use

Tyaughton Lake

Timing of flow - Dave D. mentioned that the alternatives do not accurately reflect his perspective.

Moving Alternatives on Roadmap Toward Agreement:

Alternatives Topic�Integration�Small Groups�Working Group�Other Dispute Resolution��Access��v�v���Biodiversity�v��v���Riparian

management

health�

v��



(v)���Species At Risk

Fisher

Spotted Owl

�

v

v�



MB/DD����Grizzly

access

critical habitat

mid seral

forage�



v

v

v�

v�

v���Rec/Tourism

(2 wks for draft)��Sue, Norma, Jack�v���Visuals��v����Water

forest canopy

committee

domestic ws

community ws��



v

v

v�

v���Wildlife

Moose

Deer/Sheep

cover

block size

min. density�

v



(v)



(v)��





v

v

v���RMZ

Cayoosh

Yalakom��

v

v����Protect Areas

(min/cons mtg.)

�v�

v����Break

Other Approaches to Completion of the Plan

Trevor - reviewed the Framework Approach Suggestion, developed by PST.

Phase I - framework agreement.

Phase 2 - completion of details in the plan.

Phase 3 - Implementation & Monitoring

The framework agreement could include details on Implementation & Monitoring - some elements could move into Implementation while Phase 2 is being completed.

In Phase 2, if partial agreement on PA’s - agreements on any outstanding protected areas.

The phased approach was an attempt to address the interests and concerns around the Table.  Some of the text that is in a state that has reached consensus.  

Sylvia - question of what portions of general management would be dealt with in Phase 1 as opposed to Phase 2.  This would depend on the level of consensus.

Question of “Adaptive Management” - could begin to implement some broader direction and leave details (strategies) to a later date.

An approach to managing based on best available information, modifications to practices based on lessons learned.

Graham - question of what decisions would be carried out by government after Phase 1.  Discussion of which components could be dealt with in the framework agreement - the table would give direction to government.

Jack - question of what is meant by “community”?  Interests of community and provincial interests are a component.  

Action:  Framework editor – change heading to “Community & Provincial Sustainability”.

Sylvia - concern with what is put into Phase 1 and inability to make changes to former agreements.  Trevor mentioned that the integration project could continue and inform the framework agreement.

Betty - the Table needs to make some decisions and complete as much as possible by the end of March.  Bill S. - there are a number of alternatives (some more being identified) which could be considered over the winter.  Bill S. - is interested in running different packages & recording what is important.  Cindy mentioned that the PST scenario does not imply relaxing work on the integration project.  The level of detail that goes into the plan in the end - could be heavily informed on the integration/impacts information.  Need to test our resolve on ability to make a decision.

Dave D. - question of whether the Table should first decide on the timeline.  Cindy mentioned that there are a number of other options to completion.

Question to PST on whether direction could be provided on where there is too much detail.  Cindy/Marc mentioned that the decision remains with the Table.  Jack - there is a collection of good strategic direction, direction that is too operational and direction that is administrative.

Jack - suggestion to cut the document down to the core strategic direction and leave the details to a later time.  Need to resolve the Protected Areas.  Jack feels that getting agreement on the full package would take a year to 18 months.  Getting agreement on a framework agreement should take 3-4 months.  First inclination is to complete the full package (great deal of work), however, he’s flexible in trying to reach a conclusion.  

Bill W. - mentioned that there are no guarantees that another year’s worth of time would not necessarily remove all the alternatives.  Bill W. felt that the Table had agreed to defining the alternatives where there is disagreement.

Suggestion that where objectives cannot be agreed upon, there should not be negotiating on strategies.  Where there are disagreement on alternatives, pull up the level of detail to form an agreement; remove alternatives where possible.

Bill W. - interested in having the core pieces of the LRMP addressed and capture as much as possible prior to the end of March.  It would be impossible to run the entire range of alternatives.  

Dave D. - there is a terms of reference to deal with non-consensus items where alternatives have been identified.  Different understanding than Bill W. on the reason of packaging alternatives.  Dave D. - it is not in the timber sector’s interest to go to options at this point.  If the Table is going to options at this point, then this changes the direction from this point forward.

Betty - the intent was not to develop alternatives to go to government; the intent was to have something for analysis & integration.  Dave D. - the Table signed on for a consensus process.  Chris O. - the framework agreement would allow for reaching consensus (consistent with the terms of reference).

Trevor reviewed the terms of reference on non-consensus items.  Mediator or defer to a later date - require a consensus decision.

Bill W. - there will likely be some areas where disagreements remain; feels that the Table can go a long way toward agreement, to develop a broad package of agreement.

The terms of reference provides for documentation of the non-consensus items; develop options for solutions if possible; recommend the best solution to the Table/working group.

Dave D. - the Table can decide how to deal with non-consensus items.  Trevor mentioned that a number of people are not willing to work through alternatives.  Some alternatives are still presented with the idea of leaving the decision to someone else.  Greg mentioned that you cannot always meet halfway on all issues.  

John Edgar - there is a great deal of good work in the DUC, but much work to be done.  John - agreement on the core parts of the plan is critical; then work on the finer details.  There are some things that can be agreed upon firmly.

Roger - the level of detail is important for clarity when agencies go to implement.  The Table needs to adopt a sense of urgency.

Chris - question of whether the framework would be the minimum level of agreement.  

Bill W. - need a decision on this discussion rather than just a record of the discussion.  Question of whether the Table would be willing to consider extra deferrals, as part of the agreement.

Decision:  Move forward to the end of March with deliberate haste in order to produce a product for the end of March.

Access meeting to start at 6:30 - 8:30, to give people time to get over to the ice rink by 9pm.

Timber Interest:

Cindy mentioned that the timber interests summary is available for people to read and discuss with members of the timber sector.

Meeting adjourned:  5:10pm

Saturday, November 4



Introduction:

Introductions were made around the Table.  

9.	Agenda Review & Decisions Needed:

Decisions Needed:

Clear direction on next steps - phased approach

Public Review

Check in on “non-alternative” text

Action on “alternatives”

LRMP meeting dates

Clear direction on next steps:

Framework could include implementation direction.  Trevor reviewed the Framework Approach Suggestion from PST & the items needed under “Getting it Done”.

Getting it done:

Need to maintain high level of work on integration & impact work.  How to create single text framework needs to be addressed.

Bill W. - need to discuss the March 31 deadline for review by Cabinet.  Government may need the package by early February.  Where agreement cannot be reached, Bill feels the alternatives should be submitted to government along with the consensus items.

Bill W. - clarification that where there is no consensus between interests (i.e., timber & conservation) this should go forward - continue to seek consensus on alternatives.  Work on objective level to find consensus.

Suggestion to use all the tools in the terms of reference in order to find consensus and document agreements.  Smaller groups utilizing a facilitator may produce better results (rather than strictly discussing within working groups).  Bill W. would like to have alternatives go forward to government in Feb/March rather than having these held back.

Question of what happens if alternatives remain after mid-February.  Meeting the timeline would require exploring all the approaches within the terms of reference.

Question of how much time is needed for government to make a decision?  The government may be able to make a decision between 2 weeks and 1 month.  Cindy - the government has been informed of the framework agreement approach and feels that this is workable if the Table shows significant progress.

Bill W. - if alternatives are to remain, we need to ensure that all the tools have been used to try and find a consensus.  Bill would like to have the alternatives go forward with the package in February/March rather than having things held back.

Individual and collective responsibility & commitment to making this work is critical.

Within the terms of reference, the alternatives need to be documented on how these alternatives address all the interests.  Those individuals putting forward alternatives need to show how these alternatives meet all the interests.  

Dissenting participants should brainstorm solutions - produce recommendations for the Table or working group to consider.  This could include an “options report”.

Tom - question of whether an “options report” would be for decision by government; alternatives should be documented with their associated rationale.

Options - need to document implications of alternatives with impacts & risks and a description of how interests are being met.

The final step in the Terms of Reference includes a clear documentation of how the alternatives were explored in order to attempt to find a consensus.

Framework Agreement:

Trevor mentioned that the framework agreement approach presented by PST is a suggestion - people need to consider what they need to see in the agreement.

Community & Provincial Sustainability - Jack - this section should include the DUC rendered down to its essence.

Jack - suggestion to have the real essence of the DUC boiled down.  Clearly define the Issues, Goals and Objectives.  Before a final decision can be made on some GM decisions, there is a need to resolve RMZ’s and PA’s (not sure which should come first).  

John - need a summary of what the economic implications are of different alternatives.  Tom - also need a risk assessment for species as they relate to the alternatives in the text.

John Edgar - need to generate a second document that includes the consensus portions of the larger DUC.  Start with Description of the Resource, then move to Goals, Objectives & Strategies.  Need decisions on portions of the document.  Presentations to the Table on items that have been concluded at the working group.

Safety Mechanisms within the Framework Agreement:

Cindy - the framework agreement version should only include what people need to have comfort with what is contained.  John - need a public open house to present alternatives with impacts information before it goes to government.

Dave D. - need some language (at a higher level) that the timber interests would be addressed by some limiting factor.  (Do not want to sign a blank cheque for Phase 2.)

Need some assurances in the framework agreement that satisfies the concerns (need a cap or trigger) that later work will not compromise anyone’s interest.  Need security that Phase 2 will be carried forward & concerns are addressed.

Cindy - Agreements that are made - need a clear definition of the understanding of the implications of those decisions at the time they were made.  May be able to change decisions if the implications are different than what was understood.

Dennis - the economic impact study needs to be comprehensive and include wildlife and habitat considerations (rather than just timber, mining, agriculture, tourism).  Need to show that there is a dollar value of wildlife & habitat.

Bill W. - some of the objectives are not written as objectives - these have to be clear and measurable.  Bill would like to see approx. 80% of the DUC put into the framework agreement with approx. 20% of the DUC to be worked on later.  (Phase 2 would be a much smaller element than Phase 1.)

Cindy - need to remember the amount of time needed to review all the text.  Bill W. - reiterated that alternatives be put into the framework agreement.

Jim - may need to have a multiple accounts analysis or impacts analysis for part of the agreements.  Dave D. - the impact information is currently not in a state that provides the appropriate level of detail.

Action:  Form a team to identify what level of detail is needed for impacts analysis.  Revisit indicators list.

Discussion of whether impact analysis be sent as “part of” the framework agreement.

Bill W. - reiterated that the conservation sector does not want to go with this approach and would prefer to have things resolved earlier rather than later.

The Phase 1 framework agreement should include the majority of protected areas (and possibly some deferral areas) so that options are not lost during Phase 2.  

John C. - clear indication of impacts & opportunities for industry (including small contractors) to keep working.

Sue S. - where agreement cannot be reached, it may be possible to agree on a process to resolve conflicts.

Bill W. - continued ability for people to be involved in the planning processes - how are concerns dealt with in the future.  Framework agreement should include recognition of public involvement on future planning.

Government commitments for supporting other phases of the plan.  

Dave D. - PA’s, grizzly bears are highly contentious:  more time should be spent reviewing the highly contentious sections of the plan.  Focus on priority decisions while meeting everyone’s interest.  Doug R. agreed that focusing on the hard stuff is critical.

Ted - need to focus efforts in order to produce results in the next few months.

Break

Jack - may be useful to summarize the issues in point form after the Description of the Resource.  Also, the format seems to complex in the document for submitting edits; like the Okanagan-Shuswap format.  The “key headings” approach makes the document more readable.

Consensus Decision:  Continue to work on a “single text” framework.

Sylvia - need to maintain work at working groups (some are just becoming functional).  Sylvia expressed sincere concern with Bill W.’s notion of submitting alternatives (i.e., Range).

Dave D. - need to document where there are dissenting parties (for non-consensus alternatives); need to get together dissenting parties.  Request support where needed in order to resolve differences.

Need to ensure that text editor (“text guru”) is available for drafting of new text.

Conservation Sector Points (from caucus at Break):

priority focus on difficult issues in the text (i.e., grizzly bear, level of timber impact, spotted owl management options) for use of conflict resolution process; support from the Table on reaching some conclusions on some of the tough issues by February; (it’s time to stop putting off conflict resolution process to resolve these tough issues - need to follow a dispute resolution process)

majority of the DUC to go forward into the framework agreement

additional resources for resolving difficult non-consensus issues

Feb. 1 - option to review the efforts in order to assess comfort levels (with what we have set out to accomplish

conservation interest is being impacted as time goes on - how is this being considered with moving the discussion process out for another year? (clear articulation of how conservation values are considered - this interest is being eroded as discussions proceed)

need Integration & Impact information completed sooner rather than later (this is an important part of resolving issues)

Drafting of Framework - Task Force:

What?: Layout the Framework Document

what is to be included

what order (table of contents/sequence)

one recommended example for each section in the framework (to display level of detail)

what parts of the DUC won’t be in the framework

Who?:

PST & text guru

Jack Carradice (review, edit)

Bill Wareham (review, edit)

Norma Wilson (review)

Chris O’Connor (review)

How Will We do the Framework?

continue working groups where their work contributes to the framework

how will we deal with alternatives where the interest has not been at the working group meetings

dissenting parties to get together to work on where there are alternatives – request support where needed…will need support in some cases

focus on contentious issues…prioritize efforts

Dave D. - need to confirm which dates we are working toward…what is the expectation of what people would like to put forward in the framework agreement.

Bill W. - feels that there is a fair amount of agreement in the DUC that can form part of the framework agreement.  With resolution of a number of tough issues and a review of text.

Dave D. - concerned with February 1 date - what does this mean for assessing where we are at as a Table.

Dave - agree that the Integration & Impacts information is critical.

Question of when alternatives would be brought forward for the current document?

Karl - dealing with the tough issues seems to be moving away from the framework concept - if these are resolved then the plan is complete.  Trevor/Cindy - get agreement on Issues, Goals, and Objectives (with alternatives articulated where they exist)  - where there is disagreement on strategies, these would be resolved in the second phase.

Bill W. - request that if issues do not get resolved through the terms of reference between individuals, the options should come to the Table with a neutral facilitator/mediator.

Dave D. - question of whether all the Issues, Goals, and Objectives could be completed by February.  

Sylvia - we have taken a very difficult Phase and piled it on top of the Phase 1 material.  Question of how we can have the discussion without impacts information.

Bill W. - no faith that there will be resources in the coming year for the process; uncertainty with the coming election.  

Sylvia - working toward a February completion without full impact information (working on tough issues) - would likely lead to Options anyway.

Clarification - longer-term achievements are dependent on full understanding of the impacts and integration.  Interested in having the agreed to parts of the plan rolled into the framework agreement.

Jack - question of how long it would take to resolve Grizzly Bear with all the dispute resolution process.  Cindy - the access issue has been put to dissenting parties and a text guru to come up with a solution.  The timber supply analysis information could be done fairly quickly (once GIS difficulties are resolved).  Some elements of the text require innovative dispute resolution processes - need a few iterations of “what if” scenarios.

Trevor - need an understanding of which alternatives are significantly difficult (require dispute resolution) and which one can be resolved with proper understanding & wording.

Norma - do not want to ignore the sections that are close while dealing with the tough issues.  Need some decisions on packages in order to do analysis.  Dennis - not going to be in a better place to deliver on decisions (given the level of information) a year from now rather than doing it within the next few months.

Dave D. - Is it realistic to assume that all of the work can be concluded by February?  Bill W. - where strategies have all be agreed upon by everyone, it would be ridiculous not to put these forward.  (There is not one level of detail that works for all sections.)

Mike H. - what does the IAMC need by March?  Mike feels that the IAMC would be most interested in a strategic land use plan - PA’s & RMZ’s and an outline of issues that are important to the table.  Also, there is a need to understand the impacts to especially timber and mining, impacts to the communities.  Conservation impacts are a component of this as well.

Chris O. - Get as much done as possible by March that we can deliver.

Cindy - extensive reviews with extensive revisions is important in order to mover forward.  Table members may need to adjust their expectations with the edits to wording.

Dave T. - what you can accomplish over the next few months really depends on whether people can live with it.  

Need to ensure that important issues are not lost.  Jack - felt that Mike Hanry’s words are critical (these words resonant).

Mike H. - the framework agreement should include the elements in the Framework Agreement approach.  Sylvia - asked whether Mike feels that we should get into issues, goals, objectives and strategies?

Trevor - this Table needs to taste some success (making some decisions) in order to move forward in a positive spirit.

Bill W. - question of how we get an agreement around polygons - may only be able to get agreement on principles.

Dave D. - feels that a solution to this was proposed for this during the Off-Table meetings (with a timber impact cap).

Cindy - agree to move forward with a minimum level of content (with varying levels of detail).

Need to ensure that the tougher components of the text be resolved to the best of our ability.  

Marc - need to ensure that comments on existing text are submitted to working group coordinators.

Dave D. - question of whether strategies should be reviewed.  Two types of disagreement at working groups: disagreement with public members & disagreement with government interests.

Disagreements at a working group (between public member & government member):  where there is no resolution at the working group, this is brought to the Table.  If not resolved at the Table (and there are no public opposition to dissenting public member), then the government member will stand aside.

Bill W. - concern with some text not identified on its source.  Bill S. - question of alternatives - how are these identified?  Where alternatives exist, it would be useful to discuss with working group coordinators.  

Dave H. - need to separate the non-consensus alternatives from the consensus items.  Have people submit alternatives.

Jack - there are a number of items in the text that have not been addressed (based on working group decisions).

Decision:  Provide comments/alternatives to working group coordinators on Issues, Goals & Objectives.

Cindy - suggestions for draft framework:

have PST develop a draft framework

task a small group including some of PST to draft the framework

Lunch

Consensus Decision:  

A focused consensus strategic level plan (rendered) framework agreement that is a recommendation to government.

Clear direction for development of strategic planning details to enable government to make a decision by March 31, 2001.

The Table will agree on details after considering the task force report.

John E. - need to get the terminology clear in the document - glossary definitions.

Dennis - clarification that everyone is willing to work on the tough issues to find a resolution.

Action:  PST to provide glossary ASAP - for Drafting Task Force & Table members.

b)  Public Review

Consensus Decision:  Public review to be dealt with as part of the timeline for the framework agreement drafting taskforce.



Check in on “non-alternatives” 

Jack - Recreation section comments have to be incorporated.  Cindy - this section (as well as the Biodiversity section) is an area where some editing is done.  John - agrees that the Recreation section needs some work.

John E. - the latest drafts should be made available on the web site.  

Sections that require further work before comments by Table:

Recreation

Access

Biodiversity

Action:  All table members to provide comments/alternatives within two weeks.  

Reaffirming vision, goals, etc. – see if there is a place for “intent” statements.

Dave H. - if people have concerns with Issues, Goals & Objectives - then they should review strategies in order to indicate where more work may be needed in Phase 2.

Bill W. - some of the objectives & strategies are extremely dependent on one another.  

Phil B. - need some clarification on how text editing will be carried out (objectives have to be clear and measurable).  Need to nail down the objectives to make sure that these are adequate.

Need to have some clearer wording for intent statements.

Jack - need to do some serious editing on the issue statements.  Some small group work may help with this.  Cindy - may wish to decide on either a goal or objective (sometimes are interchangeable).  

Dave T. - it’s important that people become flexible in order to reach some agreements.  

Sheila - should focus comments on the issues, goals and objectives.

Cindy - it’s important for people providing comments to offer solutions or alternative wording rather than just saying, “I don’t like it”.

Clarification:  not all comments are “alternatives” - some are editorial.

Timber section:  needs some work with a broader group.  

Bill W. - feels that the Timber & Silviculture section affects everyone; suggestion that there be a full discussion of timber & community at the next LRMP meeting.  Dennis supported Bill’s point in having a discussion of community economics & timber amongst the LRMP Table.

Norma - would like to have a discussion at the Table (difficult to make it to all working group meetings.)  

Sue S. - the CRB has scheduled a meeting for the 14th - review of Community text.

Consensus Decision:  Timber & Silviculture section to be put into the category of those requiring further work or discussion and discussed at the next LRMP.

Phil B. - need some wording on how the community is affected by wildlife.  

Jacquie mentioned that there are a number of ways that people can provide comments on text and supports Dave in that discussing the Timber text would not be a valuable use of the Table’s time.

Dawna - more work to be done on the Timber text by individuals.

There were no objections to scheduling work on the Timber text in a working group format or other (in order to complete their work).  The Timber group needs to work with a facilitator and a writer.

Action on Alternatives

Cindy reviewed the action needed on alternative text.  Discussion of putting resources into the priority sections.  Some of the differences in the text require further working group discussion.

Bill - concern with having another meeting in 2 weeks when the text comments will not be ready by the working group coordinators.

Betty - would like to have the impacts information available to review; Bill W. - agreed with Betty that in order to maintain our timeline, it’s important to proceed with the meeting in 2 weeks.

Jacquie - feedback on Issue, Goals & Objectives could occur (with everyone present) in two weeks.

Next Meeting Dates

Next LRMP Meeting (Nov. 17&18):

Finish up of overlap information & all 4 watersheds.  

What If information on the landbase - for all of the watersheds (not necessarily analysis) 

Short list of indicators we plan to use to fill in the risks/impacts for all sections.

Refining of overlaps (depends on technological ability) - (opportunities for overlaps can be done manually on the maps with estimation)

Bill W. - would be more useful to have complete information for one watershed.

Action:  Mike Burwash to send a revised BEC representation table to those who are interested.  Mike & Cindy to develop a BEC analysis table for the PA alternative packages.

Dave D. - question of when a timber supply analysis will be done.  

Cindy - Dan Peterson is reluctant to do a full timber supply analysis when decisions are not finalized.  Suggestion that this be done over Christmas.  Use professional analysis as much as possible before doing a full timber supply analysis.

Dave D. - would like to have a deadline for running scenarios.  This will likely be December 10.

Next LRMP Meeting (after the Nov. 17 & 18):  December 15 & 16

Meeting Dates – (subject to change):

Framework Taskforce - November 9

Tourism/Rec - November 10

Access - November 14

Wildlife - November 15

Biodiversity - November 16

Grizzly - November 21 & 22 (Lillooet Rec. Centre)

Rec/Tourism - November 24

Timber - November 29

Action:  Marc to set up conference call work on Recreation text over the next couple of work.

RMZ’s:

Action:  Marc to add Norma to PA/RMZ list.

Conservation & mineral interests meeting to be set.



Consensus Decision:  PST is directed to make decisions on whether facilitation will be provided for Table member requests.  Inform Table members by e-mail ASAP



Bill W. - question of whether consolidated forest development plans will be available - these will be sent to the Forest Service to be consolidated as a plot file.

Meeting Adjourned:  4:15pm
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