 LILLOOET LAND and RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN


Table Meeting September 15, 2000


Royal Canadian Legion, Lillooet


MEETING SUMMARY





Attendees:


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


Public Participants:  Norma Wilson, Desiree Mou (alt.), Sue Duxbury (alt.), Warren Oja (alt), Tom Nichols, Doug Radies (alt.), Dave Dobi, John Leighton, Jack Carradice, Greg Dixon, Sylvia Waterer


Provincial Government:  Dave Horne, Dawna Harden, Graham Strachan, Phil Belliveau, Jacquie Rasmussen, Lyle Morgenthaler, Matthew Simons, Ernie Maynard. Rob Gowan


Federal Government:  Dean Watts


Local Government:  Russ Oakley, Kevin Taylor, Sheila McLean


First Nations:  Fred Sampson


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


Guests & Observers: Vic Hamm, Heather Leighton, Fred Baxter, Phil Hallinan, Bill Wareham, Donna Romain, Ken Waite, Roger Wysocki, Pete Wallis, Kevin Anderson





Documents:


Mailed Documents:


September meeting agenda


June 2000 Table Meeting summary 


Lillooet Conservation/Timber Off-Table package  (Facillitator’s report 6 version, table, spreadsheets, map) 


Lillooet Conservation/Timber Off-Table package Discussion Final Report 


Memo & Information Bulletin to Table members Subject: Bendors (Tommy) 


In-meeting Documents:


Appendix D – A Bear Management Plan for the Proposed Melvin Creek/Cayoosh Resort: Annotated Outline”


Draft August Work Plan 


Integration Impact Analysis – An approach


Lillooet LRMP Conflict Flagging Matrix


Lillooet LRMP Table of Contents


Start:  8:40 am


Introduction - Bruce welcomed everyone back; reviewed the reason for canceling the July LRMP meeting: significant progress would not have been possible since the off-Table report was not yet ready.  Understanding that the Table is still working on a single option approach.  Bruce acknowledged that there were a number of communication problems (i.e., Tommy Creek) and apologized for this on behalf of PST.  PST is working on finding further technical assistance.  PST has discussed a possible December 15 date for a package to go to the public.  Introductions were made around the Table. 


Agenda Review/Summary Review/Rumour Check/Housekeeping - Trevor reviewed the changes to the agenda resulting from the fact that the PA/RMZ working group has no recommendations yet to bring forward. The LRMP meeting would therefore be limited to one day, with a PA/RMZ meeting on Saturday. Trevor mentioned it is important that people attend the PA/RMZ working group; there is still a great deal of discussion needed in order to understand the off-Table facilitator’s report.  Dave D./Jack expressed concerns with going ahead with the PA working group meeting since the agenda was not sent in advance.


Summary Review - comments will be put on a flipchart.


Rumour Check - update from Tom Nichols on the conservation sector meeting.  The conservation sector expressed deep concerns with the package of areas in the facilitator’s report.  Good work was done in the off-Table meetings, however, agreement was not reached.  RMZ discussion needs to be carried through, THLB budget may be problematic, loss of opportunities in Bendors and Melvin Creek are concerns.  Defining “alternatives” - areas where consensus has not been reached will be important.


Housekeeping - Trevor reminded table members of the code of conduct & terms of reference.  Participatory purpose is an important part of the LRMP & the terms of reference.  The rules apply to all members of the Table; need to attempt to understand and accept the interests of others; need to focus on solutions and not problems.  All members have collective responsibility for the process. By agreeing to participate, we agreed to promote the Table’s interests and outcomes with our constituents.  This is a difficult part of being at the Table because everyone is accountable to both their constituents and to the Table.  Trevor reminded the Table that people need to consider the effect of solutions on other sectors and support them in delivering messages to their constituents. Where differing views occur, people need to attempt to sort these differences out amongst themselves. 


Review of Working consensus:  temporary agreement or working agreement - agree to something on a temporary basis in order to move ahead with the option of improving on earlier agreements where necessary.  Working consensus usually has some conditions - common example is “subject to impacts being reasonable” and is subject to a final consensus decision when the entire package is known.  Agreement on part of the plan as a consensus is acceptable. Improvements to wording and other refinements may lead to the need to “park” some items.


Susan - a number of letters are in the reading file including Sylvia Waterer letter re: wharf tenure at Spruce Lake.


LRMP Implementation - Ken Waite and Fred Baxter discussed LRMP implementation; the objective is to bring everyone up to date on the current practice of implementing land use plans.  


Ken Waite - Ken mentioned that he is relatively new to the District Manager position - challenging to be the statutory decision-maker for the Lillooet Forest District.  Ken is responsible for getting all the information in order to make decisions.  Decisions are often made in conjunction with the designated environment official:  Donna Romain or other person from Kamloops (for water issues).


Overhead:  Steps in the HLP Development and Approval Process.


HLP portion of a plan:  one component of the Land and Resource Management Plan - law to implement changes to existing requirements (e.g. green up, cut block size, etc.).


Non-HLP Objectives - implemented through District Manager policy or through consideration during review of plans.  Ken is looking for direction on access management, wildlife objectives, etc. - this will form District Manager policy.  Forest resource covers a great deal of topics:  biodiversity, fish/water, green-up, cutblock size.  Recommendations on protected areas are important so we know what’s happening on the rest of the land base.  Ken would anticipate policy on wildlife tree patches, biodiversity, BCE objectives (grizzly bear, spotted owl, etc.) and is very interested in having direction on these elements.


Questions & Answers:


Is DM policy is being considered for most of the objectives?  Ken - that this would only be applied where needed. How can we be assured that strategies will be consistently implemented since the objectives seem to have a fair amount of flexibility?  Ken - where objectives are not being met, DM policy may be necessary.  Fred - most of the objectives will go to Higher Level Plan, with strategies being dealt with through DM policy where necessary or new strategies developed to achieve the objectives.  The District Manager policy is a key method of ensuring that the strategies in the LRMP will be carried out.  Objectives that are clear in the LRMP makes the DM job easier in attempting to find a balance between interests.


How  will non-consensus objectives and strategies be dealt with - does the District Manager use direction from government?  If government approves a non-consensus item (if they feel strongly enough about it) then this would likely become part of the Higher Level Plan.


Fred Baxter - has two roles:  Regional Manager for the Ministry of Forests & Chair of IAMC.  Fred deals with issues and problems on a day-to-day basis.  IAMC is made up of regional managers & regional directors and they report to LUCO - set up to guide land-use planning in the province.  The IAMC goal is to carry out government objectives. The LUCO office has an Assistant Deputy Minister that reports to the Deputy to the Premier.  Fred spoke to the ADM for LUCO (David Johns) - completion of the Lillooet LRMP is a high government priority (#4 for the Premier).  Same message from Lee Doney (ADM for Forests) and Larry Pedersen (Chief Forester - Min. of Forests).  It is important for the Table to complete its work by the end of the calendar year.  Fred is pleased with the work that was done by the Table & the off-Table meetings; expects to deal with some conflicts or “hornets nests”.


Fred - HLP’s in their draft form come back to the Table for their comments - this gives the LRMP a chance to provide feedback. The LRMP coordinators attend IAMC meetings to report on the Implementation of the plans.  This keeps the IAMC informed on how well things are going.  The real work is often done in the Implementation stage of the plan - attempts are made to influence management to ensure that plans are carried out.  A plan that is clear, concise and implementable makes the implementation easier.


If the Table could not come to full consensus, the IAMC would look at the options and make a recommendation to government.  Whatever comes from the Table goes directly to government.  It can also have a sidepiece from IAMC. The expectation from LUCO is to get the maximum amount of agreement in the time available.


Direction to other agencies?  Graham mentioned that the Agriculture industry gets involved with issues that rest with other agencies (water - MELP) and (land alienation - BCAL).


Deadline - Fred mentioned that government operates on a fiscal year basis.  The current government is facing an election next Spring.  The government is expecting to report out to the public on how well they’ve done with delivering the land use plan.  There are other benefits (that everyone receives) from a completed land use plan.


Question of the Tommy Creek decision:  Fred attended one of the off-Table sessions to discuss the need for completion of the plan.  Fred provided his observations of where government is coming from; received a phone call to explore a fibre flow study (water vs. land access).  Fred entertained the idea on the understanding that it may help the sectors find an agreement & made a number of commitments without a full set of information.  Fred asked the Small Business program to look into this - the contract for the road was held in abeyance until all the information was considered.  Fred and Ken flew over the Bendors area - discussed forest health concerns, conservation interests, and whether or not the road goes into the area.  It was decided after the review that the road had to go in regardless of whether water transport was going to be used. Fred mentioned it was a complicated set of discussions and offered his apology for not communicating this better.


To what extent does the implementation of the plan rest on Ken’s shoulders vs. assistance to the IAMC.   Will resources be available? Fred mentioned there are always limited resources - the District will do the best they can.  There are a number of things that ensure that Ken does his job: law, other managers, pressure from other ministries, IAMC communications. The CRB made a presentation to the IAMC in the beginning of the process that they expected the community to be involved in implementing the plan. Fred - government is interested in implementing the plan as well (it is an expectation of the public & government involved).  


If we don’t get a consensus plan, and options are defined, whom does Cabinet seek advice from on which option to choose?  Fred - all agencies are involved in providing information on the issues defined - full briefing from senior managers of government.  Cabinet makes the decision.  Cindy - in other land use plans where consensus was not reached, a contractor was used to gather information from the community.


Working Group Progress - updates - 


Fish/Water - Cindy - The Ministry of Environment has taken responsibility for updating the fish map; John mentioned that Walker Lake has fish.  Riparian is a difficult issue to address.  A process has been set up to look at the riparian buffers around fish-bearing streams - looking at 4 watersheds: Texas, French Bar, Hurley, Kwoiek.


Should be able to find some common ground.  


Temperature Sensitive Streams - will be discussing this on Monday:  may either be going into a process or designate known temperature sensitive streams.


District-wide IWAP - a framework will be presented on Monday.


Sturgeon - yet to be addressed.


Bull Trout - text reasonably complete.


Hydroelectric facilities & effects on fish.


Ash - need to find report.


ALR lands - water allocation for agricultural lands - water allocation planning (Roger presented an example of a process being used across the Region).


Fish & aquatic ecosystems - structure set up for dealing with this.


Allocation planning - measuring stations: relates to lack of government resources.


Cumulative impacts of logging - IWAP process could address


Domestic watersheds & community watersheds - separate editing group.  Community watersheds - currently dealt with under the Code.  Primarily looking at domestic watersheds.


Grizzly Bear - Mike apologized for lack of coordination.  Three meetings and sub-group mtgs. over the summer.  


Issues:


Mortality Risks - Jack mentioned that Tony is working on grizzly bear mortality analysis.


Roads and Road Use Impacts - core area analysis by Tony Hamilton


Critical Habitat Maintenance


forage


cover


connectivity


Riparian Areas


Habitat Alteration/Alienation


Lack of inventory information


Working Products:


Core area analysis


Roads analysis


Mapped critical habitat for text watersheds


population unit estimates and status


grizzly bear capability and suitability maps


Identified Watersheds Maps


Final Products:


Grizzly Bear Critical Habitat Map


Core Analysis Map?


Identified Watersheds Map


Text & Implementation/Monitoring Considerations


Trevor mentioned that another way of defining core areas through access management might be an alternative to the present approach to core areas.  


The Melvin Creek environmental assessment report puts expectations on the LRMP process to address impacts beyond the project site. Sylvia asked whether the Ministry of Tourism should be put on the Melvin Creek MOU.  The intent is that it only applies until a planning process is in place.  


Issues that may come back to the Table: decisions around access (roads & associated closures) and mortality risk.


Review of Maps: Grizzly Bear Suitability


Action:  Grizzly working group to look at implications for Tourism.


Biodiversity/NDT 4:


Issues:


Biodiversity Emphasis Options (BEO) Criteria Table


Rare Forest Types Map


Undeveloped Watersheds Map


Biogeoclimatic Subzone Variant Information


transition subzones


rare subzones provincially/TSA - discussion of how this relates to units outside of TSA


Slop-Aspect (Surrogate Ecosystem) Representation


Final Products:


BEO map - concerns from Environment on representation


Fire-maintained Ecosystem (NDT) 4 Map


Text


Implementation and Monitoring Section


NDT 4 Issues - Jacquie mentioned that she has been working on the NDT 4 section, now called “Fire-maintained ecosystems” - inventory, ingrowth, effects on grasslands. Currently keeping the NDT 4 separate from forest biodiversity.


BEO Criteria: - first ten are from Klenner-Huggard, the last four are for Lillooet


Species at Risk/Fisher & Spotted Owl


Issues:


Loss of and reduced suitability of habitats


Loss of suitable fisher habitat.


Lack of management in current forest policies.


Lack of inventory information


Management strategies to incorporate new information.


Working Products:


Rare Forest types map


CDC point locations


Biogeo subzone variant info.


Important fisher riparian areas


Final Products:


Red and Blue species


Michael reviewed the list of Lillooet TSA Species at Risk Table and the maps that have been used by this group.


Question for PST: inventory figures are lacking - is there much point in giving direction?  There are objectives around more inventorying.  FRBC looks for direction in the LRMP in considering applications for funding.  The CRB/Community group should have a look at this - resource inventories.  Recognition that inventories are a critical concern for all fish & wildlife.  


Tourism/Recreation/Visuals Working Group


Marc - editing work on Issue statements over the summer.  Collective vision developed for Tourism & Recreation. Further work to be done on goals/objectives/strategies.  Good discussion on similarities of Recreation & Tourism mapping – looking for ways to integrate ROS with Front/Mid/Backcountry Tourism map.  


There was an “off-Table meeting” between Tourism & Parks - BC Parks staff reviewed the Tourism document; BCAL has yet to do an in-depth review of objectives/strategies.  Looking for broader input on the Tourism Text.


Recreation text is a concern - requires a fair amount of review and editing.





Potential Alternatives:


uncertain, possible alternatives around ROS (Recreation Opportunity Spectrum) numbers


Visuals – Marc asked that all Table member provide comments to Peter Rennie on the text, meeting next week will be re-scheduled.





Potential Alternatives:


Visuals Zoning & VQO designations


Lunch


Ungulates/Predators Working Group


Marc - review of all maps (Deer, Goat, Sheep, Moose) - need for some minor revisions.  Doug Jury & Dave Dobi took a helicopter flight to view some wetland complexes for moose.  They have come up with some working agreements on how to proceed with buffering moose management units.  Also, a unique wetland complex was identified (northeast of Pony Valley) and was discussed as a potential RMZ.


Potential Alternatives:


green-up height


forest cover (for appropriate snow-pack zone)


seral stage requirements


NDT 4 – uncertain as to direction


Predators – discussion of broadening the issues to include human and cattle conflicts (not just threats to wildlife populations.)  No alternatives expected for this section.


Range/Agriculture/NDT 4


Jacquie - review of timeline.  October 15 - finalize documents and map products to submit to PST.


Issues:


inventory; habitat/forage loss


impacts from grazing; noxious weeds


Quality of range - grazing enhancement; Riparian 


Agriculture Issues:


competing uses; crown resource


water for agriculture (may go into water section)


Issues that are outstanding:


grazing in alpine


grazing in parks


Agenda items for the next meeting include final review of issue statements:


Review of goals


Objectives and strategies


Grazing in alpine


Grazing in parks & non-grazed benchmarks


Community/Crown Lands/Transportation - Sept. 5


Crown Lands


text has gone through several rounds of work


Issues:


current practice of BCAL; future planning


private parcels revert to Crown; rec. sites close to settlements that may be impacted by Crown land allocations





Lingering questions:


Do we need to recommend a joint MOF/BCAL study on recreational use or will it come from another section?


Minor word-smithing of the existing text still happening


Will the utilities “stuff” end up in this section? (working on this)


Transportation:


extreme difficulty getting this section moving


there is strong overlap with the wording in access


it is cumbersome to deal with road issues twice


Issues:


infrastructure and planning


impact of maintenance outside of road surface


jurisdiction of some roads


Recommendation:


Transportation wording relative to highways gets moved into access


Dave H. & Sue S. to work on meshing wording


Wording will go back to working group for consideration


Utilities and Energy wording to deal with Utilities:


wording is very similar to existing Crown Lands text 


What is the concern here?


Community:


text is in state of flux


re-sorting of ideas underway


Issues in current text:


coordination of government programs; infrastructure needs and planning


interface issues including fire and hazard management


referral/public input into planning processes; economics


Work still to come:


new description of the resource that fits the current format; work on the vision; continued sorting of ideas


More discussion on referral and public input:


more discussion on strategic economic direction; how do we support our existing businesses


private sector investments are key to sustainable diversification


How do we encourage business investment in our areas that will achieve the diversification needed?


What direction do we need in the LRMP to support diversification?


Dean mentioned that there is transportation text in the Fish section that should be considered.


Action:  Sue S. will have a look at the Fish section - transportation language.


Integration Approach


Bruce Walter - reviewed the handout/overhead on Integration and Impact Analysis.


Two scales of map integration will be used:


Test watersheds were chosen to test out operational implications of proposed Objectives and Strategies from different sections.  Kwoiek, Hope, French Bar, Texas Creek (as initiated by Grizzly Bear and Fish working groups) will be used to get a sense of what objectives/strategies mean on the land base.  


Plan Area Wide Composite Maps will show how different objectives and strategies can be integrated across the land base. An example from Revelstoke was used to illustrate.  After checking the text - PST will determine which combinations of overlay maps are to be used and IST will consider how best to look at and integrate the overlaps


The text must also be integrated. Susan O will look for overlaps and duplications - need to ensure most recent versions to Susan.  


Impacts will be analyzed using the spreadsheet developed by Cindy. Risk analysis will include an IST evaluation of the impacts or risks associated with practices in the absence of an LRMP & with the current objectives and strategies (including alternatives, where possible) for the LRMP.


Discussion


It was suggested that a Dry ecosystem watershed such as in the Yalakom be included as one of the test watersheds. 


Identifying where the overlapping impacts to timber might be would be useful:  Wildlife Habitat Areas (WHA’s), riparian areas, wildlife range, etc. - how do these overlap (i.e., Kwoiek)?  The test watersheds have been chosen because more work is being done in these areas for grizzly.  


Composite map would be developed for the entire TSA.  Agriculture issues may only exist at lower elevation (could be a subset of the whole map).  


What should be used to evaluate impacts; are we looking at timber supply or timber harvesting land base? Evaluation of timber supply should be considered.  Some items would be identified by evaluating through GIS and some through professional judgement. 


Action:  Cindy will develop the short list of indicators.


How would overlaps look?  Cindy referred to the Revelstoke example.  The technical team in Revelstoke looked at how to limit the initial 40% impact.  By reviewing the overlaps, the biologists had to identify how to find a balance.  Rather than having biodiversity (10/45/45) and mountain caribou managed independently, mountain caribou were managed across the land base except where snowmobiling was present.  The resource management objectives were channeled to the best areas.  The other value was harmonizing the lines - when lines were viewed at 1:20,000, there were minor differences that had to be harmonized in order to limit operational limitations to implementation.


Question of whether it’s possible to do something similar to address timber supply impacts.  The public members need to have an understanding of what the impacts are to the community (& timber).  THLB is easier to map; it is difficult to represent timber supply spatially.


Text Conflicts in the Wording:


Susan reviewed the flagging matrix to identify potential conflicts between the various text sections.  This matrix is intended to serve as information for the working groups to consider in their review of text.  The majority of the text has no conflicts with other text (marked with a *).  


Interested in knowing whether this is a useful product - should this be updated over time? 


Tourism/Recreation will be dealt with together in the matrix.


Break


Next Steps/Timelines/Magic


The timeline was reviewed.  There is a need to define areas of agreement and, where this cannot be accomplished, options or alternatives should be identified.  Working groups have been working on this; however, a few groups are still gathering more information.


There was a suggestion to get a final package done by January, by going to the public in late November.  


What should we do in order to get to a final package?  The options could be defined and presented to the public.  Work on text & impact analysis could continue during public review.  The integration exercise needs to be carried through in order to understand what the impacts/implications are and what trade-offs have to be made.  If the Table does not complete its work until some time in the New Year, then that will have to suffice.  There is a need to have an impact analysis done as soon as possible, before going to the public.  Need to identify which items may delay the Table’s progress.  


It would be difficult to go to the public without impact information; we cannot agree to a plan without knowing the impacts. The credibility of the plan, from the local perspective, requires a clear understanding of the impacts.  If it’s possible to get the impacts information available, this should be done. We are getting close to an ending and do not want to try and hurry based on a desire of this government to get through it.  It was proposed that going to the IAMC in March would be more appropriate.


It was suggested that it is not likely that the Cabinet will consider the plan following the announcement of an election.  Some feel that a plan needs to be presented by mid-December (regardless of whether options are included). We could consider a December document as an interim report to government and continue to work on alternatives in the working groups.  


Timber sector is concerned by the reluctance of the Table to address their interests; some numbers need to be run in order for people to have an understanding.  Table members have other job duties but we should be working as fast as reasonably possible.  


We need to get in the “spirit of the Olympics” and work toward completion.  


What are the concerns of a new government vs. the existing government?  The land use planning is a program of the existing government and the opposition has not indicated support for the land use plans or the PAS.  From the conservation interest, it would be high risk to leave decisions to the Liberal government.  Concern with rushing things through for reasons of political expediency was re-iterated.  


Suggestion:


complete the integration project (impacts analysis)


full package of text for the November meeting.


make hard choices of what can be accomplished in the timeframe


Suggestion to PST: If there is not enough information ready for Nov. 3 & 4, then use the time for working groups.  


Discussion of Further Facilitation – Timber & Conservation: Off-Table Facilitator’s Report:


The timber and conservation sectors have asked for further facilitation to articulate their interests & to discuss THLB & timber supply.  The timber sector needs a one-day facilitated meeting to identify a clear (one-page) articulation of their interest.  This would hopefully lead to better productivity at the Table.  


Will another meeting do any good?


Clarification: the Table is being asked for support to spend money on facilitation. There are limited resources; the Table needs to evaluate the collective value of these types of meetings.


There was cautious support if it might help accelerate the process.








Meeting Adjourned: 5:15pm
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