LILLOOET LAND and RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN


Table Meeting February 16, 2001


Lillooet, Royal Canadian Legion


MEETING SUMMARY





Attendees:


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


Public Participants:  Brad Bennett, Jack Carradice, Norma Wilson, Desiree Mou (alt.), John Edgar, Sue Duxbury (alt.), Doug Radies (alt.), Sylvia Waterer, John Leighton, Andre Panteleyev


Provincial Government:  Dave Horne, Dawna Harden (alt.), Mike Hanry, Phil Belliveau, Jim Britton, Matthew Simons, Rob Gowan, 


Federal Government:  Dean Watts


Local Government:  Kevin Taylor, Russ Oakley, Sheila McLean


Staff:  Bruce Walter, Marc Imus, Susan Omelchuk, Dave Tudhope, Cindy Pearce


Guests & Observers:  Vic Hamm, Susan Senger, Trevor Chandler, Mel Stewart, Rudy Durfeld, Ken Waite, Heather Leighton, Leo Lindinger, Ted Crouch, Phil Whitfield, Alice Kidd, Keith Dufresne, Kein Anderson; Dave Chutter





Documents:


Mailed Documents:


February meeting agenda


January meeting summary


February 9, 2001 cover letter for Draft 4 


Lillooet LRMP Phase 1 Framework Document Draft 4 2001/02/09


Lillooet LRMP Framework Plan Update Flyer


In-meeting Documents:


Range & Agriculture Strategic Level Objectives 01/02/15


Lillooet LRMP Information Update – February 2001


Community Open House floor plan


Guidelines for LRMP Members at the Open House


N’Quatqua Nation Initial Comments to the Draft LRMP, December 2000


Environmental Caucus Proposal (Draft 3d) February 15, 2001


Integrated Resource Management (Draft #4) February 15, 2001





Start:  8:40 am





Introduction - Bruce Walter reviewed the meetings that occurred over the last month.   


Agenda Review/Summary Review/Rumour Check - Jack Carradice thanked PST staff for their work on pulling together the draft framework document and expressed enthusiasm for the day ahead.  Jack has some concern that he may not be adequately prepared to review all the framework material (identified in the agenda) at this time.  Some new concepts have been introduced - which requires review with previous drafts to ensure that important pieces are not missing from new drafts.  Jack suggested having the mediation caucus groups get together in the afternoon (as opposed to reviewing text.)  Decision to revisit this question later in the day.  Bruce reviewed the LRMP meeting agenda. A revised first page to the meeting summary is available since not all participants were captured in the version sent out.


Rumour Check - Brad Bennett announced that Ainsworth sold their Chasm & 100 Mile House divisions; essentially no change to the Lillooet operations.  Ainsworth workers are back to work now so that’s good news.


Brad asked for comment on the Sierra Club website posting regarding the letter writing campaign.  Doug mentioned that there is a new staff member at Sierra Club who posted the advertisement without knowing the optics of this (Bill Wareham did not know).  Doug expressed apologies for this oversight.  Brad suggested that the Table send a letter to the Premier’s office to communicate that everyone (at the Table) is still working towards an agreement.  Phil mentioned that the government will recognize the Table - the Table will be copied on any response to the letter writing.  John Edgar suggested that the Sierra Club post an apology on their website (for their affiliation with any letter writing) and recommend to lobbyists to respect the Table.  Doug will take this back to Sierra Club.  John Leighton mentioned that he made a separate presentation to his constituents at the Vancouver meeting on Feb. 12th.  Brad commended the Table members that were present at the meeting in Vancouver and mentioned that they behaved in an appropriate manner, and emphasized that they were looking for solutions.  Kevin Taylor mentioned that a letter should be sent to government that outside influences should not affect the progress of the Table.  





Action:  PST to get a copy of the response letter from the Premier’s office and ensure that this is consistent with the sentiments/message from the LRMP Table.  This will be made available on the reading file.





Ted Crouch mentioned that N’Quatqua has produced a report and encourages Table members to provide comment to him by mail or e-mail.





Housekeeping - Susan Omelchuk reviewed the items that are in the reading file: those items that were in the mail-out; open house floorplan; N’Quatqua report.  Trevor mentioned that the CRB has developed an economic development proposal.  The CRB coordinated the application for some funding from FRBC and the Ministry of Community Development.  This has been granted and should be available before the end of the calendar year.





Dispute Mediation:


Cindy mentioned that Dan Johnston sends his regrets for not being able to be here, as he is needed elsewhere.  Dan communicated to Cindy that he feels the caucus groups are working well together; recognized that this agenda item was only intended as an update to the Table.  Cindy reviewed the shuttle and caucus approach that has been utilized by the mediators in the sessions in Lillooet and Kamloops.  The process has shifted somewhat, from the initial stages, in that the caucus groups are now being utilized to refine proposals.





There are two short documents:  “Integrated Resource Management (Draft #4) February 15, 2001” and “Environmental Caucus Proposal (Draft #3d) February 15, 2001” that are available for Table review.  Cindy emphasized that these are proposals and should be considered snapshots in time (fluid areas of agreement).  Where there is common wording, this represents areas where the two caucus groups have found agreement.





Presentation of Proposals Developed Through Mediation Sessions:


a)  Integrated Resource Management (DRAFT #4) Feb. 15, 2001 - Brad Bennett


Protected Areas:


Fred Antoine


Arthur Seat


French Bar


Gwyneth Lake


Marble Canyon Park addition


Shorthorn Creek


Skihist Park addition


Spruce Lake -


most of Gun Creek


Upper Tyaughton


Upper Relay


Note:  No Goal 2 lakes – manage instead through the lakes classification process.





Total Protected Areas:  14.8% (additional 4.7% PA’s)





Deferral Areas:


Upon government approval of PA’s in Phase 1, all Cabinet approved Study Areas and no-staking reserves (NSRs) will be removed (interim mgmt. no longer applies)


Former gov. study areas - deferral for one year (during completion of Phase 2);


Yalakom Creek - deferral with spatial planning that addresses access, wildlife and related considerations.


Deferrals outside of study areas proposed by conservation sector - all Category A blocks would proceed with deferrals after this period.


Bendors – deferral is excluded due to cost (money spent) and forest health concerns.


Examination of ‘sunk’ costs is required.


Phase 2 will provide direction for ‘ecosystem based’ planning in the Yalakom deferral area;


If Phase 2 takes longer than one year, then the District Manager will provide direction on how development will proceed in these areas.





RMZ Areas:


Spruce Lake RMZs:


Purpose is to integrate mining, timber harvesting, tourism, recreation and wildlife management activities;


A board (‘South Chilcotin Advisory Board’) will be established for the Spruce Lake area to advise and make recommendations to government on the management of the Spruce Lake RMZs and the protected area.


Upper Gun - no logging RMZ (mining permitted)


Slim & Lower Relay Creek RMZ – ‘outer ring’ to be developed first; with access management controls once this activity concludes; 


Leckie Creek RMZ – after the ‘outer ring’ is completed, but within the next 30 years activities would shift to the Leckie Creek RMZ; intent is to harvest in a short time frame and stay out for a long period of time with access control measures to cover the interim. 


Lower Tyaughton/Bonanza RMZ – after activities in the Leckie Creek RMZ conclude, (but a minimum of 30 years from today) this RMZ would be harvested in a manner similar to Leckie Creek RMZ (i.e., getting wood out quickly, staying out for a long time and using interim access management controls).





Bridge River Delta - small ecological reserve - No harvesting RMZ - east side - oxbows.


Yalakom Community RMZ - enhanced referral area - work with community on planning.


Cayoosh RMZ - spatial planning, access management; adopt earlier recommendations for Cerise Creek.


Kwoiek RMZ - recreation RMZ


Siska RMZ - consistent with MOU between JS Jones and the Siska Band.





General Management:


Visuals - requesting that the timber supply impact for Visuals be 0% (with provincial buy-back of ~ 2%).  Recommendation that visuals in the Visual Zone be addressed through visual design as opposed to strict percentages.


Biodiversity - landscape level = 0%; stand level = 2%


Riparian - enhanced budget of 0.5% (in addition to FPC impact of 2.3%);


Wildlife - overall budget of 3.5% of THLB


	Grizzly = 2%


	IDWS/Owls = 0.5%


Mule Deer = 1%





It would be possible to re-allocate these percentages in Phase 2 (however, overall percentages would remain the same).  If wildlife objectives are not being met (as determined through monitoring of the plan) then this percentage could be re-opened.





Adaptive management is an important part of making the plan work over time.


There are also re-openers for tourism and mining - outlined in the proposal.





Access management - temporary deactivation would be followed up on; co-ordinated access planning to be utilized.  Integration of First Nations into the forest sector; spatial planning and providing a competitive cost profile.





Questions:


Matt - question of whether the percentages include the existing protected areas.  Brad mentioned that the TSR recognises existing PA’s but not study areas.  Some question about base case numbers; Cindy mentioned that people should discuss these questions separately.





Brad - with the aggressive cost reduction scenario - forest activity will improve under this scenario.  


Phil - question of what the total incremental impact would be.  Brad replied that this would be approx. 2% more than the Base Case.





John - question of whether community watershed status is considered in the proposal.  Brad encouraged John to bring these concerns forward and put this onto the list.  Some question of what the actual impact would be on the THLB.





Note: The Spruce Lake Advisory Board & the South Chilcotin Advisory Board are the same body.  This advisory board would make recommendations for PA & RMZ management.











b)  Environmental Caucus Proposal (DRAFT #3d):  Bill Spencer





Protected Areas:


Antoine Fred


Arthur Seat


Bridge Delta (with additional area for grizzly bear managment)


Cerise Creek


French Bar Creek


Gwyneth Lake


Lost Valley


Marble Canyon


Pony Valley - unique area identified by Dennis Lloyd


Red Mountain


Shorthorn Creek


Skihist Park ext.


Southern Chilcotins


Yalakom Creek





Deferrals - Category 1 – recommended deferral for one year pending development of (general management or RMZ) objectives and strategies in Phase 2.  If Phase 2 takes longer than one year, then the IAMC will provide direction on how development will proceed in these areas.


Noaxe Study Area


Shulaps Study Area


Applespring Creek


Bendors (excluding Tommy Creek operations)


Siwhe/Intlpalm


Upper French Bar





Deferrals - Category 2 – recommended deferral pending the completion of more detailed planning (not anticipated to be completed within the Phase 2 timeframe).  Any mineral exploration & development related access occurring within these areas prior to the completion of more detailed planning for these areas will be referred to the Access Management Working Group.


Upper Bridge – planning to develop trails (accessing the glacier) and manage visuals from these trails, as well as integrating other values such as timber, wildlife, etc.


Yalakom - Upper Watson Bar & Upper South French Bar – planning deferral pending ecosystem-based spatial planning.





RMZ’s


Yalakom RMZ - spatial planning/eco-system based planning & enhanced referral process


North Carpenter/Relay Creek RMZ - boundary is considered fairly easy to manage to.


Upper Bridge RMZ - old growth areas, wildlife, harlequin duck


Bendors RMZ - interest in keeping this as semi-primitive non-motorized or roadless;


Cayoosh RMZ - all of Cayoosh watershed & Cayoosh Range; Cayoosh Goats - boundary changed as suggested by Mike Kennedy & to incorporate important goat areas.


Kwoiek RMZ – biodiversity, recreation, access, grizzly bear, fishing, etc.


Siska RMZ - consistent with JS Jones agreement & Siska proposal


Pearson Creek Road (not Cinnabar Creek) RMZ – access, water management, rec./tourism


Cayoosh Goat RMZ – management plan for PA-RMZ together; noted that there is a boundary change on the east side (i.e., upper portion of Downton Creek is included.)





Note: Melvin Creek - if a ski resort does not go ahead, recommend that this area be brought back to the Table for any further considerations.





Outside of protected areas, mineral development could proceed consistent with existing legislation and regulations.  





Table 2: Incremental THLB Planning Allowances: summarizes the numbers that would be incremental to the Base Case.  For example, a 15% reduction in THLB could be seen through the graphs provided by Dan Peterson.  Visuals require further discussion.





Re-openers - apply to Phase 2 & Phase 3.





The environmental proposal shares the goal of increasing the actual cut to approximately 550,000 m3.  Bill reviewed the trigger mechanisms in the proposal.  Bill gave an overview of various other considerations in the development of the proposal (Adaptive Management, Economic Transition, Mitigation and Diversification): 


Access management planning and forest road management - important considerations.  


Lowering road costs is a key issue in this district; need to involve all interests.  


Reducing costs through professional accountability - establish a performance-based pilot area.


First Nations’ capacity building - resolve how we can live together & work together in the forest industry.


Spatial planning - full range of interests incorporated.


Community economic development - ensure that community stability is increased; opportunities are maintained.


Tourism - want to ensure that tourism becomes a strong economic driver in the area.





Questions:


Sylvia recommends that tourism be added along with recreation in the Yalakom & Bendors.


Question of why the movement corridors are not included; Bill mentioned that these would be addressed through RMZ planning.  Phil B. - corridors are addressed in general management.


John L. - question of whether community watersheds were addressed (not shown).  Bill mentioned that a number of these issues could be resolved through stream reach plans or through working group discussions - community watershed recommendations.


Brad B. - question of whether the two deferral areas would be available for mineral development.  Bill mentioned that these would be available for mineral development, but that there would be a referral to the Access Management working group in these cases.


Ken W. - question of whether either group considered the “First Nations deferral areas”; Chris mentioned there was recognition of other areas that are not available for industrial development; through the Innovative First Nations Agreement - some of these issues may be resolved.  Brad mentioned that the theoretical models on timber supply do not reflect this reality.  Norma mentioned that there hasn’t been much discussion of First Nations deferrals, since this is not captured in the TSR or Base Case Reports (had to use existing information).





Related Topics:


Dean - congratulated the two groups on their work in the development of the two proposals and the difficulty of this task given the short timeframe.  Dean mentioned that he has attempted to participate actively in various working group discussions in order to develop recommendations for fish & water management.  There are some conflicts that Dean is faced with, from a legal perspective, especially in regard to meeting his agency’s mandate especially as this relates to the management of small streams.  Dean was asked to provide technical advice to the mediation sessions but has not been actively involved in many of these meetings.  Dean feels that there are high risks with the Phase 1 recommendations while there are due diligence matters that must be addressed by the Department of Fisheries & Oceans.  It’s important that Dean tend to these other matters while the LRMP strives for completion.





Dean - mentioned that he would have to recommend to his supervisors that it would not be worthwhile to continue to participate in the process at this point.  There is a concern that there may be a conflict in attempting to meet his agency’s mandate (issue fines, etc.) while still attempting to be a part of the negotiations for Phase 1.  








Discussion of Potential Agenda Change


Bruce - outlined a number of options for the afternoon, including Jack’s suggestion to have mediation caucus meetings.  John Edgar - suggest that any concerns be documented by PST - put on a flip-chart.  Bill Spencer - suggestion that any concerns be brought forward by Table members.  Marc – suggestion that other Table members have an opportunity to join the caucus groups to ask questions and express any interests or concerns with proposals. 





Decision:  Use the afternoon LRMP time for mediation caucus groups to continue work on proposals and have a PST member stationed to receive comments on Draft #4 of the Phase 1 Framework text.





Comic Relief - Alice Kidd - commended the Table on their stamina and dedication to the process.  Alice feels that a number of issues have come a long way and gave a short monologue to the Table to provide some humour.





Discussion about the role of Table members at the Open House - Bruce reviewed the “Guidelines for LRMP Members at the Open House”.





Familiarization with open house materials - Sue Senger reviewed the floor plan for the open house.  Sue encouraged people to move throughout the open house and speak to different people.  Alice mentioned that this is an opportunity for the community (and local businesses) to showcase itself.





Question of Whether Proposals should be made available at the Open House?


Chris mentioned that the map proposals should be made available.


Sheila - concern that the text for the proposals should not be distributed at the Open House.


Bill S. - suggestion to have the framework plan components made available (as opposed to proposal text)


John - suggestion that paper copies with the web site address be made available for the public to pick up.





Decision:  make copies of the mediation proposals available to select Table members (3 copies of each) that they will keep with them (for reference).





Suggestion to develop an appendix of concerns with the framework text (to let people know that things have changed), if comments received are significant.  Dave H. – a statement that things have likely changed already may be useful.





Next Steps & Meetings to Come


Jack - question of when the post-mediation package would be available?  Cindy mentioned that there is not a great deal of time available for mediation sessions.  


Betty - suggestion that next week’s LRMP meeting be used to review text from today’s agenda as well as any text that is reasonably complete from mediation.





Action:  Table members to let Marc or Dave know any concerns and solutions with framework text; these to be summarized so that the Table members present for text review can consider these during review.  





Jack - has a nagging concern with the quality of the text being developed.  Cindy - mentioned that there would be a need to do some prioritizing.





Next LRMP Dates:


February 23, 24 - LRMP at Lillooet Recreation Centre.


March (1), 2, 3 - LRMP meeting at Lillooet Legion





Lunch





As agreed by the Table, the afternoon was used for caucus groups to work on the proposals further in order to seek a higher level of consensus (or refinements wherever necessary).  Comments on the Framework text were provided to PST.





Note:  There was a Water Working Group meeting in the evening – to develop “Strategic Level Recommendations” for the Phase 1 Framework document.
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