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- define parties responsibilities

- decide on confidentiality, data

- establish deadlines.
. Apply consensus tools as appropriate.
. Set out the fallbacks if consensus is not achieved.
. Establish how the outcome will be implemented.

Fallbacks

Dealing with Failure to Achieve Consensus

The parties might choose to hand the outstanding items in dispute to a government authority or some

other entity to determine.

The parties can agree to these kinds of measures at the time the disagreement arises, or establish such

methods when setting the protocols for the consensus process.

Proposed @ July 7th/92 meeting
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P.0. BOX 65, BELLA COOLA, B.C. VOT 1C0 Tel.: 799-5613/799-5959

June 21, 1990

Bella Coola Valley Local Resource Use Planning Committee
c/o Ministry of Forests

Mid-Coast Forest District

P.0. Box 190

Sawmill Road

Hagensborg, B.C.

VvOoT 1HO

RE: POSITION OF NUXALK NATION AND THE OWEEKENO-KITASOO-NUXALK
TRIBAL, COUNCIL (Q0.K.N.T.C.) REGARDING LOCAL RESOURCE USE
PLANNING COMMITTEES. '

Dear Committee Members:

I am sure that you have heard that the 0.K.N.T.C. did not sit on
the Thorsen Creek L.R.U.P. nor did the Oweekeno Nation sit on the
Oweekeno-South Bentinck L.R.U.P. Let me explain our position so
that no misunderstandings may get in the way of proper resource
planning and the future of forestry in the Bella Coola Valley.

The O0.K.N.T.C. 1s not opposed to forest harvesting. The O.K.N.T.C.
is fully in support of developing a sustainable forest concept for
areas accessible from the Bella Coola Valley. (Please refer to the
O.K.N.T.C. brief to the Forest Resources Commission). We too want
a stable economy and jobs for our children while maintaining the
environment of our valley. We would like to see more Jjobs in the
forest industry go to local people and manufacturing facilities
established in the Mid-Coast to stabilize our local economies and
ensure Jjobs for our children's future. However, we have the
following concerns:

1) We believe that the L.R.U.P. planning process is too narrowly
defined in terms of land area. The L.R.U.P. for the Bella Coola
Valley cannot be carried out independently of the rest of the
Timber Supply Area (T.S.A.). For instance, if the timber cutting
levels are too high to be sustained in the Bella Coola Valley and
we need to drop to a sustainable cutting level to stabilize the
Valley economy in the long run, it means that more timber will need
to be cut elsewhere in the T.S.A. to meet the Ministry of Forests



(2)

annual allowable cut commitments. This will therefore affect other
areas of the T.S.A. We believe the L.R.U.P. process must be
expanded to encompass the entire T.S.A.

2) The Ministry of Forests is mandated to manage the timber
resources of the T.S.A. and also 1is responsible to chair and
mandate the L.R.U.P. committees. We see this as mandating some
level of harvesting even in very localized L.R.U.P. groups such as
that in Thorsen Creek. We do not agree with this approach as
"Integrated" Resource Management. Sometimes other resource values
are more important than timber. For these reasons we feel that a

Regional Resource Board with true community and resource management
participation to analyze the 'bigger picture' should be established

and mandated and chaired by an independent group other than the
Ministry of Forests, sanctioned by the Provincial Government or
other government level.

3) The weight of data collection and L.R.U.P. planning cannot fall
on the shoulders of Ministry of Forests personnel who are already
stretched beyond a reasonable level by other commitments. The
Ministry of Forests is too understaffed and overworked to
effectively carry out the L.R.U.P. process. Typically, the
L.R.U.P. process is not allocated a working budget for data
collection related specifically to the L.R.U.P. being studied.
Decisions are based therefore, on the often limited and sometimes
unavailable information which already exists. Without a budget to
collect information for proper and informed decision-making the
L.R.U.P. process is doomed to failure.

4) Lastly, we find it difficult to assist managing the resources
of our province when the agencies we are working with are not
mandated to recognize or deal with our Native Heritage and Land
Claims.

For these reasons and others we have found it difficult to
participate in the L.R.U.P. process to date. Perhaps this L.R.U.P.
group could work towards a more "Integrated" approach and develop
its terms of reference in such a manner as to include the needs of
the native People of the valley. We are as concerned as you are
with proper resource management and environmentally sound
sustainable development for the future of Bella Coola.

Sincerely yours,

NUXALK NATION COUNCIL

Lk

Chief Archie Pootlass

cc: Walter Vohradsky - Ministry of Forests, Bella Coola District
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Province of

British Columbia MEMORANDUM

File: 12600-04/BCLRUP

October 1, 1993

To:  Iim Munn
District Manager
Mid Coast Forest District

Re: Bella Coola Local Resource Use Plan (LRUP)
Harvest Level Recommendation

On the evening of September 23, 1993, the Bella Coola LRUP committee released the
final results of their harvest:level proxy vote.

The result was 87 percent in favour of accepting a harvest level of 269 432 m3/year
plus a provision of 13 percent height class three for the current five-year cut control
period. The harvest level of 269 432 m?%/year accommodates the current development
plans for the LRUP area. I have attached the harvest proposal which details the long
term harvest recommendation.

The total potential votes was 16; however, it was determined that the manufacturing
sector would have its seat nulled for this vote resulting in 15 actual votes. The
committee will seek renewed representation from the local manufacturing sector over
the next few months. Of the 15 proxy votes received, 13 voted yes and 2 voted no.

The recommended harvest level is a level which the committee believes considers the
social, economic and environmental values of the planning area and the community.
The harvest level recognizes the need to reduce the rate of harvest while at the same
time reducing an immediate impact of potential job loss. The committee supports the
concept of managing the forest land base for fish, wildlife, old growth, recreation,
water quality, soil conservation, and timber values. '

.12
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Jim Munn
Page 2

The recommendation is based on a twelve percent reduction for the protection of fish,
wildlife, and old growth areas. The Necleetsconnay and Thorsen Creek drainages were
excluded in the timber supply assessment. All remaining Crown land was included in
the assessment as the committee determined it was important to the community to
include the timber licences into the harvest level recommendation.

The mechanism for partitioning the harvest volume between forest licences, timber
licences and small business licenses will follow the TSA figures for the small business
apportionment of a maximum of 11 percent. The Bella Coola Valley harvest level will
continue to capture approximately 10 000 m3/year.

It was acknowledged by the committee that further work needs to be completed to
upgrade the planning areas timber supply assessment. 1t is important that further
inventory work is completed to determine the actual areas for fish, wildlife, old
growth, soil stability, environmentally sensitive, and recreation areas.

The committee's next task is to complete a management plan for the area. The plan
will include detailed guidelines and management strategies for a variety of resource
units. We are currently delineating the resource units for the entire planning area.

The plan will document the outstanding issues and areas of conflict that the committee
has reviewed in preparing the local resource use plan.

On behalf of the Bella Coola LRUP committee I recommend the harvest figures as
detailed by the attached August 26, 1993, proposal.

The committee's next meeting is on October 28, 1993, and requests your attendance of
the meeting. The committee seeks your acceptance/denial of the recommendation and

your strategy of implementation.

Thank you,

Vl/\/\ ¢ %:(\)
Melanie Milum

Chairperson
Mid Coast Forest District

cc! Bella Coola LRUP Committee Members
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{@ Recycled Paper

Ministry of Forests -

Province of " Mid Coast Forest District

British Columbia P.0O. Box 150, Sawmill Road
Hagensborg, British Columbia
VOT 1HO

Phone: 982-2000 Fax: 982-2090

File: 12600-20

November 29, 1993

Bella Coola LRUP
Committee Members

Dear 'Co'mmittee Members:

This letter is written in response to your harvest level recommendaﬂon to me for the
Bella Coola Local Resource Use Plan (LRUP) area.

The harvest level of 269 000 m3/year for the current cut control period (1992 to 1996)
is a reasonable, sustainable level which provides for the protection of non-timber
vaiues. The harvest level strikes a balance between the need to reduce the harvest in
the study area with the need to reduce the level over time.

I will incorporate your harvest level recommendation as a target when approving
ﬁve—yedr Resource Development Plans for the LRUP area. This target volume will not
preclude future options towards a sustainable harvest. There will be further planning
processes that may impact the harvest level in the future, such as Protected Area
Strategy and Land and Resource Management Plans. |

I wiil ensure that the five-year development plans covering the study area are presented
to you as part of the public viewing process. The viewing of the plans will serve as
one of the opportunities for monitoring implementation of the plan.

Your input and commitment to the Bella Coola Local Resource Use Planning process is

important to me. It provides me with valuable public input into how I manage this
portion of the district.

2



Bella Coola LRUP Committee Members
Page 2

I truly appreciate all your efforts in attending and participating in the BCLRUP
meetings. The harvest level recommendation has been a major milestone in your
planning process. I look forward to the development of the actual plan document.
Thank you for your time and dedication to the committee.

Yours truly,

Byr—

D. James Munn
District Manager

cc: Otto Pflanz, Operations Manager - Harvesting

Ken Ingram, Regional Manager, Vancouver Region
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Distribution;: Ken Cc  2wood, RM, VAN Shawn Hedges SB, MCFD
Jim Langridge, Manager - Timber Tenures, TBR-Harvesting Branch, Vicioria

Doc Name: ghwpdocs\tempitbr\041.doc PS
Contact: Paul Knowles, OM-IRM, MCFD, 932-2000
Date typed: 95/01/17 Date Revised:

File: 12450-40

January 17, 1995

All Established Forest and Replaceable Timber Sale Licensees -

Dear Sir(s):

This letter cancels and replaces my letter of November 1, 1994, on the partitioned
component of the Allowable Annual Cut (AAC) in the Mid Coast Timber Supply Area
(TSA). Five licensees made submissions as a result of that letter, and this revision
constitutes the result of close consideration of each point brought forward. I would
like to thank those of you who gave us feedback and helped in the formation of this
new administration strategy. Although the following strategy will be implemented, we
are still open to suggestions for improvement in the long term. Following are the
principles of the strategy and the definitions of the partition components.

Principles:

1.

Cut Control: ' _ ' ‘

The earliest opportunity to harvest under the expanded partition is -

January 1, 1995. The latest opportunity to harvest under the old partition
definition is December 31, 1996, but only on those areas currently submitted in
development plans which were identified as height class IIl (HCIIT). Partition
component values may be harvested at any time within the five-year cut control
period. Section 55.5(2) of the Forest Act may be applied where 100 percent
performance is not achieved at the end of each five-year cut control period.

Management Plans to be amended. In accordance with Section 3.04(g), 3.05,
3.06, and 3.07 of the Forest Licence documents, Management Plans will be
amended to reflect the partitioned Allowable Annual Cut. In addition, the
District will seek amendments to the licence document for Timber Sale Licence
(TSL) A16868.

All stands must be identified on the ground. In order to be sure that we are in
fact harvesting out of the three forest types in the partition, operational cruise
information and ground truthing will be used to identify appropriate stands. In
addition, the partition volumes can only be utilized on a "whole block” basis.
Credit for partition volumes will not be given on partial blocks.

A2



All Established Forest and Repl'éceable Timber Sale Licensees
Page 2 '

4.

Volumes will be tracked by scale. In order to be tracked by scale, truck slips
and scale summaries identifying the block of origin will be incorporated until we
have arranged for multiple timber marks per cutting permit. A scale summary
signed by the scaler must be submitted to the District Scaling Supervisor. In
addition, as the District will not have the ability to create summary reports
electronically, the licensee will be asked to provide monthly, quarterly, and/or
annual summaries as requested.

All new operating areas will be included in the next Timber Supply Review
(TSR). In addition, the District will be working to quantify the total land base
contributing toward the 1995 partition component prior to the next TSR.

Operability. Operability criteria has been set at 75 percent outside operability
lines for the decadent hembal and non-conventional partition components. This

- allows for a 25 percent flexibility to recognize the operational constraints on the

land base. It will be our intention through the development planning process to
ensure this flexibility is only used where necessary.

Definitions: All stands must meet the following criteria if théy are to be applied to the
13 percent partition component of the AAC:

HEIGHT CLASS 3 DECADENT HEMBAL NON-CONVENTIONAL

Cedar leading stands . Defined by operational - Stands which can only be
T | defined by operational cruise information, yarded by helicopter, or
Y | cruise information as stands which are > 250 by other non-conventional
P | height class 3. Blocks years old, and at least systems. This designation
E | must contain 75% of 75% hembal by net must have District

this type. merch volume. Manager agreement.
O | Regardless of location
P with respect to
E operability lines, _
R blocks may be The block must be at The block must be at least
Al included if they are least 75% outside of 75% outside operability
B | . located within the operability lines. lines.
I Very Wet
L Hypermaritime
I | subzone of the CWH
T | biogeoclimatic zone
Y (outer coast - see
map).

A3




 All Established Forest and Replaéeabie Timber Sale Licehsees
Page 3 '

If you have any questions, please call Paul Knowles our Operations Manager -
Integrated Resource Management at 982-2000. I look forward to your input.

Yours truly,

rian Simpson
District Manager

cc:  Coast Forest Management, Victoria, British Columbia
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The table below outlines the interim allotment of volume for Timber Licences, Forest Licence, and the Small
Business Forest Enterprise Program for the years 1996 through to LRSY. This allotment follows the harvest flow,
based on the TSR constraints, as found in Table 4 of the Harvest Level section; with the exception of the volume

available in 1996. The volumes, in this table, include the 13 percent problem forest type.

A transition period from 269 432 m? to 200 000 m? has not been incorporated into this table. As such, therefore,
the numbers in this table do not correspond with the committee’s 1995 harvest level recommendation . The
figures found in Table 7, of the Allotment section, represent the committee’s recommended allotment of volume,
for the years 1996 to 1999. The table below is presented at the request of committee members; however, it should

be realized that these figures will change at the end of 1999 when the next Timber Supply Review is completed.

Table 1. Interim Allotment of Volume between Forest Licence
Timber Licence and SBEFEP for BCLRUP area from 1996 to LRSY; based o the TSR constraints.

1996 309 458 162 701 127 037 20 109
1997 - 2004 230 000 94 300 120 773 14 927
2005 - 2014 207 000 84 870 108 696 13 434
2025 - 2034 186 300 76 383 97808 | 12 091
2035 - 2044 167 670 68 745 88 044 10 882
2045 - 2054 150 903 61870 : 79 239 9794
2055 - 2064 141 450 57 995 74 275 9180
2065 - 2074 141 450 57 995 74 275 9 180
2075 - 2084 141 450 57 995 74 275 9 180
2085 - 2094 141 450 57 995 74 275 9180
2095 - 2104 141 450 57 995 74 275 9 180
2105 - 2114 141 450 57 995 74 275 9 180
2115 - LRSY 166 750 68 368 87 560 10 822

Legend

SBFEP - Small Business Enterprise Program
LRSY - Long Run Sustained Yield



N S LA CoOoLA LRUP I

APPENDIX 8

Process Outline After 1996 Public Meeting

Aungnst 28, 1996 67






Outline Of Process Followed, After Public Meeting (April 2, 1996) - August 2, 1996

The following timeline outlines the procedures and processes that were followed after the public meeting on
April 2, 1996, until the submission of the plan to the district manager, on August 2, 1996,

April 2
- Public Input was received at the public meeting that was held at the Bay Hotel.
- Approximately 45 people attended the public meeting. _

April 12
- Deadline to the public for written submissions, regarding the BCLRUPlan.
- Four submissions were received.

April 17
- Public mnput, from the public meeting and from written submissions, was summanzcd

April 18
- District manager received "final” version of BCLRUPlan from BCLRUP committee chalrperson

May 28

- Due to other previously scheduled committments for the district manager and the BCLRUP
committee (acting) chairperson, a meeting between the two to determine a date for the district manager to
meet with the BCLRUP committee was finally held on May 28. A date of June 6 was preferred for the -
district manager to meet with the committee to make some comments and ask some questions about their
plan. :

- BCLRUP committee members were called by the (acting) chair and the meeting was set for the
evening of June 6.

June 6

- BCLRUP committee (acting) chair met with the dlstnct manager to go over the evening's meeting
setup. At this time, the district manager mquired of the committee's response to the public's input. There |
appeared to have been some miscommunications with regard to the procedure that was to have followed the
public meeting. The (acting) chair was under the impression that the district manager had already received
the "final" version of the plan and that he would incorporate any changes that should be made to the plan,
as a result of the public's comments, in his approval letter. The district manager felt that the committee
should be made aware of the public's input and should have the opportunity to make any changes they
deemed necessary, to the plan, as a result of the public's input. The district manager then requested that he
receive the final version of the plan with a summary of all of the changes made to the plan. The (acting)
chair was in agreement with this procedure.

- The (acting) chair, with the help of the aboriginal forestry advisor, prepared proposed changes for
pages 4, 6, and 12 to address some of the concerns expressed in the Heiltsuk's letter of April 4, 1996, that
expressed their reasons for not sugnmg the plan.

- BCLRUP committee meeting was held.

The Heiltsuk's letter of April 4, 1996, was passed out and the proposed changes discussed. i
Community Futures Group had a real problem with the wording of "ceremonial activities" in the proposed
change for page 6. Sarah Murdock, Heiltsuk representative, agreed to provide examples, by June 13, of
ceremonial activities instead of using this wording. All members seemed to be in agreement with this
solution.
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June 6 BCLRUP committee meéting (cont.) _

Befla Coola Small Logging Operators' Association's representative, Jim Newkirk, was asked why
he had not signed the recommendations letter or the plan. He stated that he would sign the
recommendations letter but would not sign the plan because of the 6.5% versus 11% issue over small
business' allotment of volume. He was to come in and sign the recommendatlon letter and was to provide a
letter explaining why he did not sign the plan by June 21, 1996.

The public input summary was passed out. The committee was to review the public input and to
decide on whether they wanted to make changes to accomodate the public input or leave any changesup to
the district manager. Comments about this issue were to be received by June 13; otherwise, any changes
would be left to the district manager's discretion.

The district manager raised five different points/issues to the committee. These included:

Problem Forest Types - 13% currently used is an arbitrary number that needs to be
quantified. Once this number has been quantified, the harvest level that is set up as a partitioned cut, in the
plan, may need to be adjusted. RESPONSE The committee was well aware of this fact and completely
understood that adjustments to the harvest level and the plan would need to be made as new information
becomes available. This understanding is implied in statements, in their plan, on pages 8, 15, 16, and 34.

Timber Supply Review - process will start next year and be completed by 1997. Expect
an AAC determmation from the chief forester in 1988; although he has until 2000 to make his decision.
RESPONSE The committee was well aware of this fact and had chosen their harvest level
recommendation with the expectation that the chief forester's AAC determination would be made within the
next couple of years. They also realized that adjustments to the harvest level and the plan would need to be
made as new information becomes available. This understanding is evident, as stated in their plan, on
pages 8, 15, 16, and 34,

Harvest Level - committee to realize that this harvest level will need to be adjusted as new
information becomes available. Adjustments will need to be made likely in 2 years when the TSR is
completed. RESPONSE The committee was well aware of this fact and had chosen their harvest level
recommendation with the expectation that the chief forester's AAC determination would be made possibly
as soon as 1996. They also realized that adjustments to the harvest level and the plan would need to be
made as new mformation becomes available. This understanding is evident, as stated in their plan, on
pages 8, 15, 16, and 34, :

Landscape Unit Planning - committee to realize that MOF is not ready to rush mto -
officially designating landscape units and objectives, under the Code, as recommended. Such establishment
would create great inflexibility and would mean licensees would have to adjust their plans as soon as
landscape units were established. RESPONSE Members present were in general agreement and wanted to
maintain flexibility and recognized the need for transition strategies. The (acting) chair also pointed out -
that ‘no where in the document did the committee recommend the designation of landscape units by the
district manager. The committee did recommend that their landscape units and objectives be incorporated
into the LRMP process for the mid coast. The committee understood that the LRMP process will be
reviewing landscape units for the entire district. This understanding is evident, as stated in their plan, on
page 17. After discusssions with the district manager, it became apparent that he had confused the
Resource Mangement Zones' designation recommendation as being a recommendation to designate
landscape units. This Resource Management Zones' designation recommendation is a part of the
Recommendations letter to the district manager. In this letter, the committee states that they realize that
some of their recommendations are outside of the district manager's mandate.

Silviculture Priority Funding - committee to realize that other places in the district would
rate as a higher prionity for limuted silviculture funds. RESPONSE The committee stated that the intent.

for the funding priorities was to prioritize silvicuiture for the planning area only.
.3
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June 10
- Comments regarding the public input summary were received from two members;
Central Coast Regional District agreed with the First Nations changes but did not think that the
other comments merited change.
Interfor had four comments:
- agreed with the First Nations changes but thought that "ceremonial activities"
should be defined, if possible.
- Landscape Unit 3 should acknowledge Snootli Creek for human water
consumption and water quality maintenance management priorities.
- guidebooks’ references should be changed to "and the spirit of the Guidebooks as
specified by the Ministry of Forests or the LRUP committee"
- a transition period should be stipulated for integration of the LRUP objectives
into the Development Plan Process :

June 12 ' .

- CCRD phoned to find out if any other comments had been received and of the likelyhood of another .
meeting. While on the phone, the (acting) chair discussed the Snootli Creek issue as being one of the
potential changes from the public input. Although, CCRD had initially stated that they did not see any _
need to change anything as a result of the public input, they agreed that Snootli Creek should be included in
the Landscape Unit objectives, as long as, all other community watersheds {Tatsquan, Snootli, and Gibb's
Brook), within the planning area, were also included. -

- Upon reviewing the proposed change for page 6, that contained the "ceremonial activities" wordmg,

the (acting) chair discovered that the statement to which the Heiltsuk had referred to in their April 4, 1996,
letter was in the History section of the plan. Therefore this statement was one of fact and as such the

"medicine and food gathering, ceremonial activities, and other" addition should not be incorporated into this
statement. The (acting) chair contacted Sarah Murdock, the Heiltsuk representative, and discussed this
information with her. Sarah Murdock felt that this proposed change, to page 6, was not necessary and
stated that the statement included in their letter of April 4, 1996, was only an example of the lack of First
Nations concerns and interests in the BCLRUPlan. She also stated that the Heiltsuk Council had probably
looked at this statement out of context, as they had only done a quick review of the plan.

June 13 .

- A cover letter, that stated the cancellation of the proposed change to page 6, went out with the
minutes. Also attached to the minutes of those not in attendance, were copies of the Heiltsuk letter, the
public input summary, and the proposed changes that were discussed at the meeting. The new deadline for
comments, from committee members about the public input, was outlined in the cover letter, as June 20. -

June 20

- Confirmation was received from Sarah Murdock regarding the Heiltsuk doing a technical review of
the plan to facilitate inclusion of First Nations' interests and concerns into future revisions of the document,
within the next few months. This technical review will provide more detailed comments on the BCLRUP -
that could be put into future revisions of the plan. However, the Heiltsuk Tribal Council will still not likely
sign the plan, as the planning area does not include Bella Bella as a benefiting community.

.14
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June 22 :

- The (acting) chair went to see Jim Newkirk, the Bella Coola Small Logging Operators' Association's
representative, about sighing the recommendations letter, as the deadline of Friday, June 21, had gone by
without any communication from Jim. The (acting) chair also took this opportunity to ensure that the Bella
Coola Small Logging Operators’ Association's reason for not signing the plan was the 6.5 % versus 11%
issue over small business' allotment of volume. She wanted to point out to Jim, that if this was indeed their
only reason for not signing the plan, that mathematically what they were stating did not make sense. The
6.5% number reflects the percentage of the entire landbase that is alloted to small business which equates to
11% when the percentage reflects the portion alloted to small business for only the TSA landbase. After,
Jim accepted the mathematics and after stating that he thought that the committee had produced a good
plan, approximately one hour was spent discussing the issue of why the Bella Coola Small Logging
Operators' Association would not sign. The underlying reasons seem to relate to historical issues between
small business operators and the Ministry of Forests; especially the denial of alloting 25% of the TSA to
small business. Jim did sign the recommendation letter at the time; but would not sign the plan. He also
stated that he did not have the time to write up a letter explaining why the Bella Coola Small Logging
Operators' Association would not sign. If the district manager wants to see their reasons for not signing in
a letter, then he is to contact Jim directly. '

June 26

Proposed and editorial changes to the document were attached to a cover letter and mailedto all = -
committee members with the instructions to provide comments to the (acting) chair by July 5 or else
changes would be made as shown. Due to time constraints, all non-local members were faxed this
information. Five proposed changes, based on the public input, and four editorial changes were outlined to
the committee. The proposed changes related to guidebook statements, First Nations objectives, and
community watershed objectives. Editorial changes were mistakes in the March 15, 1996, copy of the plan
that were only found after publication.

- The BC Lands representative phoned the (acting) chair and stated that they had no problems with
any of the changes. '

June 27 _
- Interfor's representative phoned the (acting) chair and stated that they had no problems with any of
the changes. :

July 2 : :

- The (acting) chair received a fax from Timberwest's representative stating their objection to the use -
of "the spirit of the Guidebooks". They wanted all references to the guidebooks removed from the
document. They had no objection to any of the other proposed changes.

July 4 ' . o
- The (acting) chair received a note from MOE's representative stating their objection to the use of "the
spirit of the Guidebooks". They did not want any changes to the wording of "guidebooks" in the document. -
They also stated their agreeement with landscape units/emphasis remaining draft until the LRMP process is
complete. : :

A5
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July 9
- After reviewing and discussing the "guidebook" wording with the LIMP operations manager, the
(acting) chair made the decision to leave the wording as it was in the original, March 15, 1996, document.

The first instance of the word "guidebook" occurs on page 4 under the Committee Objectives. This
objective is simply stating what the committee wanted to accomplish with their plan. They wanted to
ensure that their procedures for development in the planning arca were consistent with the FPC, Regs, and
guidebooks. Therefore there does not s¢em to be the need to change this reference as it does not have any.
bearing on operations.

The second mstance of the word "guidebook™ occurs on page 12, under the Broad Obj ectives. This
reference is not being changed because of timing/logistical concerns and because, at the time of publication
and public review, the concern had not been raised. However, the district manager may choose to address
this issue in his approval letter; as there is more of an issue, with regards to operations, when a specific
guidebook is referenced in such a plan.

A fax that explained the above decision was sent to the three parties concerned; Timberwest, MOE,
and Interfor (they had suggested the new wording because of their concern with the use of "guidebook" in
the document). The other committee members were not informed as they had not raised an issue about the
use of the word "guidebooks" or the use of the new wording, "and the spirit of the guidebooks as specified -
by the Ministry of Forests or the LRUP committee”. No response from Timberwest or Interfor was
received. MOE appreciated that no changes were made.

July 10 _

- The (actmg) chair phoned Timberwest for their comment regardmg the fax of July 9; but thelr '
representative was away on holidays.

- The (acting) chair adjusted the proposed changes to remove the gmdebook changes. The "Summary
of Committee Changes, To the Plan, Based on the Public Input" was finalized. Five changes would be
incorporated into the plan. Two new First Nations objectives would replace the one old First Nations
objective under both the Committee Objectives and Broad Objectives headings on pages 4 and 12,
respectively. One additional objective about community watersheds would be incorporated into the Broad
Objectives on page 12. One additional objective about specific community watersheds would be
incorporated into Landscape Units 3 and 5 on pages 26 and 28, respectively.

July 10/11

The (acting) chair phoned the contractor to have the committee changes, based on the public input,
incorporated into the document. At this time, it was discovered that the BCLRUP document file had been
deleted and that there had not been a backup file made by the publishing contractor.

July 12

Original date, after June 6 committee meeting, for submission of the plan to the district manager, for
his approval process. Due to an incomplete and inaccurate BCLRUP document being received from the
contractor, the submission was delayed.

July 24

Complete BCLRUP document, with committee changes incorporated, was received from the
contractor.

.../6
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July 30

- At the district steering committee meeting, the (acting) chair spoke with Timberwest's representative
about the fax sent to them on July 9 regarding the "guidebooks” changes to sec if they had any further
comment. He said that they are still very apprehensive about having "guidebooks" in a plan that will likely
become policy at the very least, if not part of a higher level plan. They would still prefer that the
guidebooks are not at all referenced i the plan. He also stated that they did not make any further comment
as they had not signed on to the plan anyway, and that this issue had come up after the plan had been
produced. If they werc now writing their letter regarding their reason for not signing the plan, then they
would have definitely included this guidebook issue.

July 29 to August 1

- Pages, with committee changes incorporated on them, were inserted mto a March 15, 1996, copy of
the BCLRUP document for submission to the district manager. '

- Compilation and incorporation of a new cover letter, of the public input summary, and of the letters
of explanation from committee members who chose not to sign the plan, was completed.

- Compilation of backup documentation was completed

August 2 ' _

- While doing the "Process Foltowed After the Public Meeting Summary” , the (acting) chair
questioned whether MOE's representative had seen all of the proposed changes sent out on June 26, as they
had only made comment on three of the five changes. The (acting) chair asked MOE's representative if
there were any problems with any of the other changes, not noted in his note of July 4. "MOE's
representative stated that they had no problems with the remainder of the changes.



