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McLeod Lake Indian Band/BC/ECCC

MLIB: Lisa Krebs, Brian Toth (Absent: Adele Chingee, Stephanie Rocheleau) Meeting Notes								March 3, 2021	

BC: Ryan Bichon, Russ Laroche, Bryan Williams, Janet Hughes, Loni Arman (Absent: Heather Wiebe, Darcy Peel)
ECCC: Jaspal Aulakh, Ian Parnell, Renée Lapointe

Action Review: Completed – see action log for ongoing actions.
Action
	Date Initiated
	Action/Decision
	Who
	Due Date
	Status

	Feb 18, 2021
	Check with MLIB administration to understand if funding provided to date has been fully utilized (to cover negotiations from June until now)

	Lisa
	“standing item”
	Ongoing

	Feb 18, 2021
	Can MLIB get insight into how herd and tactical planning is under way in particular to relation to Kennedy siding
Need ID next steps (what is needed)
	Heather
	
	Ongoing

	Feb 18, 2021
	Work Plan
· March 3 Lisa provided draft
· Create sm working group to start developing work plan 
· MLIB – Lisa, BC – Heather, Loni, ECCC – Renee will take to her team they have bios that would have an interest.
	Lisa/Heather/ Loni/Renee
	
	Ongoing

	Mar 3, 2021
	Amending Agreement - Lisa will provide an example of something that is similar & how does it differ from a side agreement or amending the agreement. Ask legal for example of an amending agreement that might be suitable (but not draw a new one up).
	Lisa
	Mar 17
	

	Mar 3, 2021
	Bryan will look into elements that BC wants to bring forward or propose that they are using in other places (re: decision making/dispute resolution)
	Bryan W
	Mar 17
	

	Mar 3, 2021
	BC needs to understand what it means legally to make this change to the agreement – SDM, timelines etc.
	Bryan W
	Mar 17
	

	Mar 3, 2021
	Russ to confirm with Heather if we can send out info from Bio’s Re Kennedy Siding
	Russ
	Mar 17
	Complete

	Mar 3, 2021
	Renee – will provide the info on what NRCAN did for their Project (curriculum).
	Renee
	Mar 17
	Complete

	Mar 3, 2021
	Loni Send herd info doc
	Loni
	Mar 17
	Complete

	Mar 3, 2021
	Co draft next agenda and start hashing out the Parsnip proposal 
	Heather/Lisa (Loni)
	Mar 17
	Complete

	Mar 3, 2021
	Renee to confirm if current data sharing agreement with WI is sufficient or if a new one is required
	Renee
	Mar 17
	complete



What is the list  of projects/objectives that the G2G group is working on? Hunting concerns on treaty settlement lands, cow calf allocations, collaboration and conservation, placer mining, training employment – guardian program. Collaboration management, habitat mapping, pesticide use in MLIB territory, cumulative effects assessment, collaborative forest management.	Comment by Lapointe,Renee [PYR]: Can you clarify pls?	Comment by Arman, Loni FLNR:EX: Consultation/impacts from placer mining in the territory. There is actually quite a bit of placer mining in and around the area – the spring is usually quite busy for placer mining consultation as a Notice of Work is usually consulted on every year. 
Funding: The final approval was granted this morning – the transfer should occur ASAP.
Herd Info: Loni provided brief overview of herds – provided document.
Data Sharing Agreement (DSA): BC has approval from the Director to move ahead with a data sharing agreement, is currently with Knowledge Branch to develop document (this should not take long), will be provided to MLIB once it is ready. Canada currently has a DSA with Wildlife Infometrics (Scott McNay) – Renee will confirm via email if it is ok to continue using the same one or if a new agreement is required.
G2G amendment: Lisa
Reached out to Maya (legal Rep). Mechanism is an amending agreement to the G2G. Caribou would sit parallel to G2G. Maya did not find anything in the agreement that would not allow BC/MLIB to amend. At this table we are identifying short/med/long term actions. Caribou work would inform the G2G. Some things may be time sensitive which would allow us (this table) to work through things in a timely manner. The agreement would be parallel to the G2G, the components under # 6 would inform the G2G, some initiatives are not moving at the same pace, not all are clearly defined. Caribou could lend support to G2G to hash some of these out by influencing other tables. 	Comment by Lapointe,Renee [PYR]: # 6 of what?	Comment by Arman, Loni FLNR:EX: #6 of the agenda: 
•	DEFINE HERDS AND VARYING TIERS OF MLIB INDIGENOUS LEAD ROLE 
•	FLUSH OUT THE PARSNIP PROPOSAL 
•	DEFINE GOVERNANCE PROCESS VIA IMA - CRLOUS 
•	DISCUSS TECHNICAL PROCESS 
•	CARIBOU ACTION
MLIB interests – Parsnip (and bringing in LTN as a partner here), Kennedy Siding, the context of the PA and how MLIB can be involved, how they will be consulted/engaged etc, and LUP for the Wolverine – similar to PA, how will they be consulted/engaged and where do they fit in.
We don’t have a clear line of sight of all short-term pieces that would be components of the agreement. Some things need more engagement (ex Parsnip). Starting at operational point to build technical capacity then moving into management then into policy/leg changes. MLIB has interest across all spectrums but there are some time sensitive pieces we need now.
The items from # 6 (Define Herds and varying tiers of MLIB Indigenous Lead role, Flush out the Parsnip Proposal, Define Governance Process via IMA – CRLUOs, Discuss Technical process) is the work that MLIB has to get underway and is what the draft workplan is built on – as we work through these they would help inform the G2G. 
MLIB needs a consultative response with regards to the Wolverine Herd (LUP/ESI) and the herds within the PA. MLIB needs to be able to respond to other work that is underway for caribou and figure out how MLIB fits into each process.
MLIB is very interested in moving forward with the Hart North (Parsnip) and Kennedy Siding and look at what caribou recovery opportunities are there, as well as including partnership between MLIB and  Lheidli-T'enneh (LTN) for the Hart Ranges. 
Jas – is there an example or visual that could help explain the amending agreement - what would such an agreement look like and how it would link to the existing G2G agreement? Lisa will provide an example of something that is similar to what we are asking. (how does it differ from a side agreement or amending the agreement). LK familiar with amending agreement – what the structure is, is not as important as finalizing components of agreement.
BW – Feels we are not far off if we continue to operate the way we did today, it feels like we are already collaborating, we are trying to put a name and process to it. We would need to cover statutory decisions – another opportunity to bring in caribou. How do we close that particular loop (decision making Process)? Opening an agreement for amendment could open the door for everyone to bring something to the table and is counter productive – we need to focus on caribou recovery. A letter of understanding may be a better way.
LK recognizing MLIB has legal interest – at end of day MLIB has Aboriginal Rights not just Treaty Rights - they have not been extinguished they have been modified.
Dealing with a conservation issue which puts in a different legal context. We are talking about conservation and with that there is management and MLIB has been clear that they want to be part of caribou management. Ex LUP wolverine they need an answer on how they’ll be involved. MLIB thinks that looking at parsnip and Kennedy Siding are really good initiatives
We are interested in strategies to benefit caribou and habitat – can we be broader that by saying we want legal objectives that are restrictive, and we want to collaborate on strategies for caribou recovery. 
Collaborative “big C” defined process where MLIB works with the Government partners on how we make decisions and then how they get actioned or kicked up for policy or bigger decision.
Russ - don’t want to tie it to LUO, there are other things to talk about that are beneficial and we can agree on a good process to take that isn’t LUOs. (more to it than legal objectives on land base)
MLIB wants a model for decision making and dispute resolution.
· Look at options to help us get a better understanding of what is being put forward 
· Look at some possible dispute resolution principals (decision making needs to be explored) – caribou recovery is not bound by specific legislation, depending on the recovery action there may be several SDMs – dispute resolution may apply moving forward – decisions trigger all stakeholder engagement and what our impact can be can be quite broad and daunting. Need to tackle how Decisions are made in the indigenous realm of things.
· Task to work plan group – context of decision making – some elements that BC wants to bring forward or propose that they are using in other places (Bryan)
Renee - what is the cross pollination across the G2G – LK BC had interests to bring caribou under the G2G, Lisa investigated the legal mechanism (amending agreement). Now we need to define components then make an agreement.
BW – each agreement has different steps to change BC wants to make sure we cross those legal items. BC needs to understand what it means legally to make this change to the agreement. What’s the process who is the SDM is there a new mandate etc. Also define which ministries as well? How does it get signed etc. 
This might not be a fast process.
Kennedy Siding Living Laboratory: Heather
Heather talked with local Bios of what is ongoing and some ideas to pursue in this area with MLIB. There is a list of 20 items with various funding around it. Can we send out list? Russ to confirm with Heather if we can send out from Bio’s Re Kennedy Siding. Ideas – analyze DNA, collect track and track for future, hire project leader for the feeding station (MLIB member), live stream video, incorporating science and TK for curriculums in school, connections to advance learning for adults, expansion of program in itself, modernizing a bit – scales, measurement tools. Will bring profile and notoriety to caribou and to MLIB. Renee – used to work with NRCAN as a director – a project was initiated that linked between knowledge systems at the university level. 
Real interest in Kennedy Siding living lab, education parameters etc MLIB fully supports and are ready to draw the process out. This fits into the work plan. 
Work Plan: Lisa
Lisa has a draft for discussion pieces. Identified a shared recovery objective - all 3 parties want to see populations stabilized and recovered not extirpated. MLIB has interest in meaningfully practice aboriginal rights. 
Section 1 MLIB technical process – getting to ground zero – PA and G2G are occurring MLIB needs to be on same level field as everyone else so that they can understand current state of caribou populations, summary of management measures, development of plans (impacts – forestry, mines etc) in the near to medium term – this is foundational to MLIB for effective engagement. RL thinks good objective Need to build context of permitted planned etc.. Level playing field.
MLIB doesn’t have in house GIS at this time
RB The Province is working on Forest Landscape Planning – once completed each licensee will have to provide a Forestry Operations Map (FOM) with planning on it for 3 years.
BT – The initial request from Scott (Develop / prepare a current state of disturbance and habitat in relation to caribou habitat suitability for each herd, Summarize near-term (2-3-years) planned/permitted activities that are anticipated to impact caribou habitat range, Develop/prepare a current state of caribou herds (and recent trends), Develop/prepare a summary of management measures employed (habitat protections, restoration, feeding, prey/wolf control, etc.) provide a perspective on the inter-relation between these herds and surrounding herds. This is what MLIB needs to get up to speed with the herds and have a broader understanding – this will help inform MLIB on what they need to participate in Herd Planning and other initiatives to set recovery objectives. 
Start thinking about decision making from a MLIB context, multiple account analysis model, how MLIB can contemplate decision making not just at the caribou table but other tables too. What does MLIB want/need to practice Right – example restoration, or maybe MLIB members are not interest in hunting caribou in certain areas – rather manage for other wildlife (ex Burnt Pine – restoration may help with moose or grizzly populations).
The group needs to think about performance management and how to report on this. 
Discussion around recreation – MLIB is also contemplating how to have discussions with members around rec.
Governance Process – start flushing out Parsnip proposal and how is MLIB responding in context to LUP PA Hart N and Scott herds and bringing in LTN 
Parsnip Proposal - Need to think what recovery we are doing where – What does MLIB want to see with Caribou? Do they want to hunt them??
RL the draft agreement talks about wildlife management – we are specific to caribou we understand that managing for caribou can impact other wildlife negatively as well as there can be positive impacts. 
Can we get a small group to come together to start working on work plan. MLIB Lisa, BC Loni/Heather, Canada Renee will take to her team for initial review they have bios that would have an interest. Canada has interest when interface of other wildlife – looking at landscape level for restoration - may be some areas with regards to restoration and interfacing for other wildlife. Main focus is for SARA wildlife.
Have workplan as subgroup to start flushing these things out – to sequence out specific actions that need to occur to move the actions and table forward quickly
Extirpated herds – what are we going to do with landscape? Suggestion for other land use? RL – we can have a discussion about this – Canada’s expectations for critical habitat may be different – BC/Canada need to discuss. BC hasn’t shown their point of view of what needs to happen – this may be a good place to have those discussions. Burnt Pine in PA so there are some challenges.
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