LILLOOET LAND and RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN


Table Meeting January 26 & 27, 2001


Lillooet, Royal Canadian Legion


MEETING SUMMARY





Attendees:


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


Public Participants:  Jack Carradice, Norma Wilson, Desi Mou (alt), Sue Duxbury (alt.), Tom Nichols, Greg Dixon, Sylvia Waterer, John Leighton, Brad Bennett, Andre Panteleyev, Dennis Perry; Antokh Satwal


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


Federal Government:  


Local Government:  Russ Oakley, Sheila McLean


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


Guests & Observers: Dan Johnston, Warren Mitchell, Susan Senger, Vic Hamm, Doug Radies, Russel Mack, Dan Carson, Trevor Chandler, Dan Peterson, Mel Stewart, Keith Dufresne, Heather Leighton, Kenda Graham





Documents:


Mailed Documents:


January meeting agenda


December meeting summary


Lillooet LRMP Phase 1 Framework Document Draft 3


Provincial Subsurface Resource Representative…Terms of reference


Community and Provincial Interests – Draft 2 (Phase 1 document text


Community Economic Development





In-meeting Documents:


December meeting summary first page amendment


Lillooet LRMP PA Alternative GIS Impact Analysis


Integration Project – Summary of ‘findings to Date January 2000


Lillooet LRMP Framework Agreement 2001 – Public consultation Plan


Timber and Silviculture – Phase 1 Framework Text


Draft 4 - 5.1.7.2 Species at Risk – Spotted Owls


Draft 4 - 5.1.6 Riparian


Draft 4 – 5.1.3 Biodiversity





Start:  8:40 am





Introduction - Bruce Walter reviewed meetings over the last month and welcomed Trevor back from his holidays.  Thanks to Trevor for the post card from India.


Agenda Review/Summary Review/Rumour Check – Bruce reviewed the LRMP meeting agenda. December Meeting Summary - a revised first page is available since not all meeting participants were captured in the version sent out.  No rumours reported.


Housekeeping – Timber Supply Review - Dave Horne mentioned that the Timber Supply Review is moving along, Susan Omelchuk has copies of the Public Discussion Paper and the TSR Analysis Report. 


MELP staffing - Donna Romain has taken a secondment in Victoria; Dave Tudhope is working in Kamloops until the end of March to provide assistance to PST.


Government Staff’s Role in Mediated Sessions – Cindy reported that IST met briefly to discuss their role in the mediation sessions.  Government staff has been actively involved in the mediated sessions.  They are there to provide technical advice and caucus with public Table members as needed or requested by members involved in the mediation groups.  


Government Staff Sign-off on the Final Plan Document:  Cindy mentioned that no other process has had government members sign-off on the document; they have signed the transmittal letter but not the document itself.  More discussion is needed on what the implications may be to agency staff signing the document.  (A signature may be one way of staff acknowledging that the document reflects the discussion and recommendations from the planning Table…as opposed to agency endorsement.)  


Susan – there is an invitation to LRMP Table members from the Federation of BC Naturalists to attend a public meeting on February 12th in Vancouver to discuss the South Chilcotins and other areas in the Lillooet plan area.


Mike N. - there will be a short meeting of the CRB at the coffee break.


Introductions were made around the Table.





Table membership - Provincial mining interest representation - Warren Mitchell confirmed that representation of the subsurface resource is important to the Province and that the land use plan should reflect this.  Andre Panteleyev reported that he has been working with the mediation group on various topics.  Andre mentioned that he has personally bought into the process and feels the LRMP is a real demonstration of democracy.  Andre mentioned that there is a problem of perception from the mining community that this is a “flawed process”; Andre does not agree with this perception.  There has been representation from a number of people on mining issues.  Andre feels that by accepting his membership, the Table has the opportunity to prove the industry wrong in demonstrating that there is adequate representation.  Andre feels he will be able to put forward a reasonable argument and work with the Table members in order to find a reasonable conclusion and agreement.  This provides an opportunity for the Table to find some reasonable solutions with consideration of the mineral resource.





Questions/Comments:


Mel Stewart - welcomes Andre to the process; Mel feels that Andre will be representing his interests as well as those of his children & grandchildren as part of his mandate.


Question (Bill S.) of how Andre would demonstrate his preference (for one option or another)?  


Andre replied that he has a free hand to negotiate and have all the options available as another Table member.


John Leighton mentioned Darrel Drummond (friend of Andre’s) was the Chief Geologist for placer and now works as a consultant.  John described the challenging decisions around the Spruce Lake area and mentioned that Darrel had described the Spruce Lake area as different than Bralorne/Pioneer.  Darrel’s perspective was that if there is to be protection of any kind at Spruce Lake, this should be clear protection with no mineral development, if that is to be the choice of the Table.  


John asked for Andre’s perspective on Spruce Lake.


Andre mentioned that the area immediately around Spruce Lake has lower mineral potential, but the higher value mineral lands are found in the surrounding area.  With respect to Bralorne, there is a belt of mineralization near Spruce Lake (near Eldorado).  Andre is here to make sure that the mineral values are considered.


Chris O’Connor - mentioned that Andre’s view on one particular area of the TSA should not make a difference to his Table membership.  Chris is pleased with Andre’s performance at the mediation sessions and feels that he has contributed positively.





Dispute mediation - Cindy reviewed the sorting of topics from the last LRMP meeting (sticky exercise), PST did a follow-up sort of the topics.  There are roughly three levels of detail in the framework document:  1) mediated session results - strategic level recommendations; 2) Goals & Objectives - like Tourism & Recreation; 3) Reference to a topic for completion in Phase 2.


Chris – has concerns with the appendices & need for discussion on level of detail.


Cindy reviewed sections from the Phase 1 Framework Document to demonstrate varying levels of detail.





Recommendation:  Jim B. – The Minerals section should be moved to Phase 1.





Visuals - depends on whether this comes up in mediation.





Sections that depend on outcome of small group:


Agriculture


Range


Water





Uncertain Areas:


Crown Lands


Fish


Wildlife - moose, mountain goat, predators





Access - Tom N. – Question of whether all the access direction would be incorporated.  


Dave T. - mentioned that the Access section outlines a philosophy; need to be aware of Access direction within other sections of the plan.





Level of Detail & Format for Phase 1 Framework Document


Jack - is glad this topic of “level of detail & format” was brought up; feels that over the last few days, there have been decisions, within the mediated sessions, on the level of detail to go into the Framework document that was not agreed to by the Table.  Jack does not feel that the work coming out of the mediation process is significantly different. There needs to be some serious discussion on the format and level of detail that is to go into the framework document.





Recommendation – Jack C. - The Wildlife section should be a package (moose, deer, sheep, goat & predators).  





Chris - feels that Jack’s concerns are valid.  If anyone feels that a particular topic should be addressed in Phase 1, then that should occur.  The Table should decide where topics will be addressed.  


Jack - question of whether the format being used in the mediation process has enough detail in order to provide adequate direction.


Cindy - the level of detail should be the minimum needed in order for people to reach consensus.  Some sections need more detail if there are land management implications.


The Okanagan-Shuswap LRMP staff has warned PST of the time involved to review text and reach agreement as a Table.





Dan - it may be more useful to have this discussion of format & level of detail once the Table has had a chance to review portions of the text.  There is a need to test how well this Table reviews text.  In order to meet the March deadline, people need to make some choices on what is needed in order to reach an agreement.  


It is important to make sure that people do not believe that the items being dealt with in Phase 2 will be lost or are somehow lower in importance.  The framework is an attempt to reach some agreements and set the stage for detailed work in Phase 2.





Dan - mentioned that since the first draft of the Framework document was not fully reviewed by the Table; and since there was no indication of level of agreement, the PST discussed how to make the document more manageable and concise (in order to be reviewed).





Questions:


Bill S. - asked how the Table would be able to carry on its functions and integrate all the material & the comments on the text.  Commitment from government to provide adequate resources is important. 


Warren - mentioned that government is prepared to support Phase 2, but some decisions are needed in Phase 1 and there is limited time available.





Recommendation – Betty W. – provide strategic direction in Phase 1 for Visuals.





Sylvia W. - agrees with Betty that Visuals should be addressed in Phase 1; as well, Crown Lands & Range should be incorporated with strategic level recommendations.  Sylvia expressed frustration on how the Crown Lands & Range sections were sorted into Phase 2.





Phil B. - the material that really counts is contained within the strategic level recommendations; it would make sense to move some of the other “fluff” text out of the Framework.  There is a need to move forward with strategic level recommendations when there is agreement.


Jack C. - reiterated that he would like to have the Wildlife section put back together.


Chris O. - anything that the Table can get agreement on should go into the final document.


Bill S. - need to make sure that the level of detail can be reviewed by the Table.





What Is Mediation?


Dan Johnston provided an overview of what mediation is from his perspective:


Mediation can be considered a tool or mechanism/approaches used to assist people in reaching agreement.  It is not a decision-making process, but includes attempts to find agreements in order to bring these recommendations back to the larger planning Table.  All decisions have to be made at the LRMP Table.  Mediation should not be considered a “magic bullet”, and should only be considered a tool to resolve some difficult issues.





Dan mentioned that there was a discussion by the mediation participants about whether or not the mediation discussions should be confidential (in order to create a safe place for frank discussions).  It was not felt that the mediation process needed to be confidential and the participants agreed that the mediation process should be transparent.  In this regard, the draft documents are available for Table members to review.





From time to time, mediators may wish to caucus with sector participants or participants may wish to caucus with one another.  These discussions are kept confidential so that a mediator can help people to find some middle ground with others and potentially provide insight as to whether a particular recommendation will be accepted by other parties.


Dan encouraged people to talk with him if they would like to discuss some ideas.





The role of the mediator:


assist parties in communication


assist parties in identifying their interest


help parties identify their best (and worst) alternatives to a negotiated agreement


assist parties in identifying options (to resolve a particular issue)





It is not the role of a mediator to offer his/her own opinion in negotiations.  As well, it is not the role of mediators to find an agreement at all costs.





The role of participants:


to take collective responsibility for the process (e.g., making decisions on what can be achieved)


engage in an interest-based discussion


examine their best alternative to a negotiated agreement (BATNA)





It is useful for participants to take the time to consider what is likely to happen in other forums, in order to make decisions.





Review of mediated sessions to date:


first day - introductory in nature


following five and a half days - strategic level recommendations on a variety of topics including more detailed discussions on Mule Deer & Sheep, Forest Biodiversity, Grizzly Bear, Timber & Silviculture, Riparian Management


topics yet to be covered:  Protected Areas & Resource Management Zones (RMZ’s)


Development of the certainty mechanism in order to provide some comfort to participants on what the implications of the agreement are.  Elements of this include implementation items.





There is no single best approach to mediation: depends on the nature of participants and personality of negotiations.  The approach needs to be adaptive; if the approach is not producing results, there may be a need to change the approach.  Ultimately, the Table retains control of deciding which approach to take.





At present, the mediated sessions have utilized a multiple-caucus approach.  The two separate caucus groups have followed interest lines: conservation and industry.  These groups have worked on separate sections to develop strategic recommendations and then presented these recommendations to the other group.  The process has utilized working on a single document in order to find an agreement.





There is often more progress, collectively, if there is a little progress in a number of areas (rather than completion of a single topic with no work on others)…this can lead to spinning wheels.





Questions/concerns from those involved:


Bill Spencer - would like to have other Table members as connected to the mediation process (as much as possible) to provide them the opportunity to contribute.  Mike Nikkel - Table review would be expedited if other members of the Table were communicated with on results of mediated sessions.  This would hopefully help to reach a consensus document in March.





Action:  PST - to make sure people know when meetings are taking place & which topics are being discussed.





Action:  Mediation Session Participants - to make sure people not present are aware of outcomes of mediated sessions.





5.	Review of Phase 1 (Framework) text for: 





Community and Provincial Interests - Draft 2


Dan Johnston led the Table through the review of the Community and Provincial Interests - Draft 2.  Dave Tudhope tracked revisions.  Dan encouraged the Table to make their concerns known.





Community Economic Development - Dan led the Table through the review of this draft document. Dave tracked revisions.





Recommendation:  CED document – provide reasons for Lillooet unemployment rate.





Lunch 12:00 - 1:15





Community Economic Development - review of text continued by Bruce Walter.


Action Items:


Sylvia and Sue Senger to work on text for 5.3.


Sue and PST to work on wording for residential recreational oportunities;


6.0 - Jack & Bill to discuss “sustainability” further.


Water - John & Betty to develop a new bullet for Water.





6.	Integration Project Update/Implications:


Cindy reviewed the document, “Integration Project - Summary of Findings to Date”


There are a number of items that have timber supply implications that have to be reconciled with other values.  





Action:  Phil B. & Dan P. to discuss sheep and deer timber implications.





Cindy reviewed the Timber supply impact components for each of the values that were analyzed.  The package of impacts is an attempt to summarize what has been done to date, but should not be considered complete or definitive.  There may be other analysis topics that people would like to have considered.  





PA Alternative GIS Impact Analysis


Cindy reviewed the analysis table for Protected Areas and asked the Table for feedback.  Jim suggested adding cumulative totals for metallic and industrial mineral potential.





Action:  Cindy to work with Jim on adding cumulative totals for industrial and metallic minerals.








Decision to move the Access working group meeting up from Saturday to occur this afternoon. 


Access Working Group:  


Dave Tudhope mentioned that the Draft 3 Access framework text (included in the most recent mail-out) was an attempt to shorten the Access section in order to make this easier for the Table to review.  Discussion of whether to split out the issues and context pieces from the Description of the Resource.  





Decision:  Change the heading “Description of the Resource” to “Introduction”.





Action:  Review this with other Table members for changes to all sections.





Bill - need to clarify that appropriation of First Nations lands will not occur.


“this may interrupt public access or alienate lands for public use”








Saturday, January 27





Introduction/Housekeeping - Susan announced that there is a Robbie Burns dinner tonight downstairs that everyone is invited to.  There are also copies of the government publication, “Higher Level Plans – Greater Strength for Land Use Objectives”.


Bruce Walter mentioned that facilitation of LRMP Table meetings would be using the existing PST and Dan Johnston when available.  Trevor Chandler will continue to facilitate the CRB meetings and will attend LRMP meetings and will be available for help with the mediation sessions if necessary.





Table Membership - 


Decision:  The LRMP Table accepted Andre Panteleyev as a Table member - subsurface resource (mineral) representative. 





Report from Tourism & Access Working Groups – from Friday


Tourism - Marc I. reported that the working group reviewed goals and objectives last night.  There was a larger group present at the meeting last night.   The group realized that the text is not quite as close as was originally thought; there was still some work to do, once identified by the broader group.  Marc mentioned the value in having broader representation and input on the review of text.  It became clear to the group how much time is needed in order to review goals and objectives.


Access – Dave T. reported that the working group reviewed the draft text for Access.  Some changes yet to be made and a number of people to do some further work. 





Review of Recreation text & Front/Mid/Backcountry Zone Descriptions


Marc reviewed the changes to the Recreation section and tracked further changes to the Recreation text.  Some further wording to be developed by select individuals.


Marc reviewed the concept of the Front/Mid/Backcountry zones and the attributes or characteristics of each.





Phase 1 Level of Detail - Table members outlined what they’ve learned from the review of text to date.  


Comments/Concerns - recorded on flipcharts


What We’ve Learned:


can lose sight of substantive issue in word


productivity declines after 9pm


get frustrated with people who haven’t read beforehand


goals/objectives approach


Level of Detail


uncertainty of Phase 2 approach


integrating all interests


government resources


would like strategic direction in Phase 1 for Visuals, Crown Lands and Range


Table to formally address proposed strategic level format


consider only including strategic level recommendations - cut description, etc.


put wildlife section back together





Decision:  


Phase 1 document to include, at a minimum, strategic level recommendations for all sections excepting:


Community/Crown Interface


Cultural Heritage


Energy


NDT 4


Paleontology


Goals/objectives may be included if working groups and the Table have time to complete and review.  (Strategic level recommendations would then be used as a minimum fallback in case time does not permit detailed review of goals & objectives.)





Discussion of how to craft a document for Phase 1 with the minimum number of pages that still meets the level of detail needed in order to provide comfort to all participants.





Lunch





Phase 1 document sections to include the following headings:


Introduction


Key Issues


Strategic Level Goals


Strategic Level Recommendations


Written very concisely





Warren Mitchell commended the Table on their work and emphasized that the Table does need to focus on concise recommendations.  Warren also mentioned that this Table exhibits a good level of energy and commitment in order to produce the Phase 1 document.  Now is the time to stay on task.  Warren encouraged the PST to keep the Table on task in order to keep things moving forward.  Recognition that there are difficult decisions before the Table; this is a Table that wants to work and find completion - Warren will be taking this message to Victoria.  Good wishes to the Table to complete Phase 1 and move onto Phase 2. 





Betty - mentioned that if the PST needs help in meeting the deadline, government should support this.





What is a Strategic Level Recommendation?


Statements that are absolutely required to:


secure gov’t. decision/direction on key topics to facilitate crafting text in Phase 2;


direct land management while Phase 2 is completed.





Discussion of what level of text is needed in order to find resolution.





Action:  Crown Lands - Sue to do a draft to circulate by e-mail - Thursday


Action:  Range - Jacquie to do a draft & circulate by e-mail





6.	Key Dates:


January:


31	Mediation


February:


Mediation session


3	CRB Meeting:  9-4:30 Lillooet Rec. Ctr.


7	Flyer complete; Conservation session


8	Industry session


12	Public mtg. in Vancouver


14	Mediation mtg.


15	Mediation mtg.


16	Table mtg.


17	Open House in Lillooet


21	Mediation


22	Mediation


23	Table mtg. 


24	Table mtg. 


March:


2	Table mtg.


3	Table mtg.


	


Action:  PST to post the most recent documents on the web site.





Decision:  Maintain a consensus document:  need the date and the time on the document.





Action:  PST to develop a system for tracking level of agreement on Phase 1 document.





Suggestion:


Regular font = agreed to by the Table.


Underlined = still requires work.





Direction to PST:  Type up the “Strategic Level Recommendations” from the break-out sessions (Recreation, Tourism, Visuals, Wildlife (goat & moose), Predators, Fish, Species at Risk (except for grizzly & spotted owl and send out to Table members as soon as possible.





Cindy mentioned that the THLB impact numbers have been resolved.





7.	Public process - Review plans  - Bruce Walter reviewed the document, “Lillooet LRMP Framework Agreement 2001 - Public Consultation Plan Flyer - Open House - Summary of Public Input”





With respect to impacts, these will be presented as best available information.  The flyer will be distributed to communities throughout the District and to nearby communities.  Flyers are also available for sectors (sign-up sheet on the wall for # of copies).  The flyer can also be distributed via e-mail.





John Leighton & Tom Nichols - would like to have an information package and a comment form by February 12th for the public meeting in Vancouver.





Sue Senger has copies of a draft floor plan for the open house.


Summary of Public Input - will be based on comments received from the open house.


Dave - encouraged people to have comment forms filled out on the day of the open house (to ensure that their comments are considered).


Revised copies of the Community Economic Development text is available with edits from yesterday.
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