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TGIRT-EIJB CHAPAIS-CHIBOUGAMAU 

TENTH MEETING 
 

ITEM RESULT OR DISCUSSION SUMMARY DECISION 

1. Call to order, 

introductions 

The meeting begins at 1:00 PM. The animator introduces 

himself and asks all participants to also introduce themselves. 

 

2. Reading and approval 

of the agenda 

The animator reads the agenda. The agenda remains open. A 

delegate asks to move up items 8, 9 and 10 in the agenda. 

These items will be placed just before item 4. Item 5 is removed 

from the agenda and will be presented at a later meeting. A 

delegate asks to add an information item at 11: Request for a 

road closure. 

On a motion by Mr. Fernand Potvin, 

duly seconded by Mrs. Doris Paul, it 

is unanimously agreed to approve the 

agenda as amended. 

3. Reading, follow-up and 

approval of the minutes 

of the meeting held on 

November 29, 2017 

The participants at the meeting held on November 29, 2017 take 

a few moments to review the minutes. At item 4, third paragraph 

of the decision column, it should read “... a presentation will be 

made at a future meeting...”. As a follow-up to item 4, a delegate 

from the BGA group mentions that the report on the risk analysis 

is available. He will mention it to the panel coordinator who will 

make it available on the FTP site and advise the delegates.  

Also at item 4, a delegate from the BGA group mentions that, at 

the request of the Nibiischii representative, she now receives the 

weekly schedule of operations of Barrette-Chapais.  At item 10, 

a representative from the BGA group asks if the wildlife 

concerns related to the information from Mr. Stéphan Ouellette 

would come back in the issues grid. The MFFP observer 

responded by bringing the members’ attention to the table of 

VOIC of the Category II lands. The animator indicates that this 

item will be processed in the correspondence. At item 7, a 

participant mentions that in the first paragraph of the column 

“Results or discussion summary”, we should see “... Trap line O-

61)...” A delegate asks for a follow-up regarding the VO Resort 

at item 10. It is necessary to examine the proposed framework 

and the suggested terms, regarding what is already taking place. 

The delegate asks the MFFP to let him know his availability for a 

meeting as anticipated. The idea of forming a technical 

committee is mentioned. The animator suggests resuming the 

discussion on the resort VO at the follow-up on the issues of the 

TGIRT. 

Mr. Arthur Bosum joins the meeting at 1:20 PM. 

On a motion by Mr. Denis Chiasson, 

duly seconded by Mr. Daniel Forgues, 

it is unanimously agreed to approve 

the minutes with the requested 

amendments. 

4. Correspondence A table of VOIC for the Category II lands is presented for 

information purposes. The observer of the Cree Nation 

Government explains the context of this table.  It was developed 

by the TGIRT implemented on the Category II lands. These 

issues are being developed and will eventually be brought back 

to the Chapais-Chibougamau TGIRT. The delegates will then be 

invited to integrate them in their issues chart. 
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ITEM RESULT OR DISCUSSION SUMMARY DECISION 

5. Summary of the three 

fish studies of 

Opémisca Lake  

This item is postponed to a future meeting.  

6. Dead wood issue: 

2018-2023 biological 

legacy retention target 

(MFFP) 

The MFFP planner introduces his presentation by explaining the 

types of logging in the CRV family. He clarifies the context of 

this presentation. He explains the main changes made, 

including in the planning of clumps and the on-site designation. 

Some questions are raised, namely the intensity of the CRC 

and the type of legacy left on site. Among others, there will no 

longer be clusters.  The MFFP observer invites the delegates to 

consult the document on dead wood to understand what 

represents a biological legacy and its usefulness for wildlife and 

vegetation species that benefit from it. 

 

7. Presentation of the 

infrastructures (maps 

of roads to maintain 

and develop) (MFFP) 

The MFFP planner indicates that this item is also related to the 

PAFIT. He states that the roads to develop that are submitted as 

part of this meeting are related to the work for the next five 

years. The MFFP representatives invite the delegates to send 

them their questions and concerns regarding the roads 

presented. 

 

8. Follow-up on the 

issues 

The animator presents the new chart of issues and explains the 

changes made compared to the former chart. The new chart 

does not group the issues that were developed directly at the 

TGIRT. The elements that it includes come from the former table 

of VOIC and the minutes.  Some of the issues of the TGIRT may 

not always become VOIC and are therefore not taken into 

consideration by the MFFP. This does not mean that we are 

removing them from the chart but we will find other ways to 

consider them. 

A delegate wonders about the presence of indicators and targets 

in the chart since it should come from the MFFP. The animator 

replies that it is indeed the case at other TGIRT, including in the 

Abitibi region. There is not necessarily a direction to this effect 

that is applied to all panels and nothing stops delegates to 

propose indicators and targets for values and objectives that 

they have approved. For the MFFP observer, the designation of 

indicators and targets should be done in cooperation between 

the TGIRT and the MFFP. 

The elements in the white boxes are considered by the animator 

as being repeated textually and put back in the same categories 

as in the former chart. The elements in the yellow boxes are 

rewrites suggested by the animator or a classification that is 

different than the former chart. The animator has relied on the 

column of the former chart titled “Retained by the TGIRT” to 

insert or not the various issues and objectives that were 

included. The animator is submitting a preliminary version of the 

chart for validation. The animator wishes to see chart approved 

in its initial form at the next meeting. Afterward, the chart will 
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ITEM RESULT OR DISCUSSION SUMMARY DECISION 

remain dynamic and will be brought to every meeting so the 

delegates can add, amend or remove elements. 

A participant asks if the VO that were previously approved by 

the panel will be discussed again. The animator states that the 

VO that were agreed upon are already in the cart and it is not 

necessary to redo the work that was previously completed. 

The animator proposes to review the issues individually, starting 

by the competitiveness of the forestry industry. This issue had a 

need and two means. A delegate from the BGA group confirms 

the need and the two means, along with their spot in the chart. 

For the MFFP observer, it is important to clarify the wording 

since it has changed from one chart to another, before the 

beginning of the consultations in May. The animator states that it 

is exactly the purpose of this item on the agenda. A delegate 

from the BGA group mentions that the wording of the issue in 

the new chart is more appropriate.  

The issue of the visual landscape was brought up by the 

delegate of the wildlife reserve mangers group. While the 

delegate has changed since, the animator proposes to wait for 

the presence of the new delegate of this group to clarify the 

issue. A delegate expresses his agreement with the current 

wording.  A MFFP representative reports a comment from a 

representative of the outfitters that his concerns were not 

appropriately discussed. The delegate indicates that there is a 

distinction between the punctual harmonisation requests and the 

strategic and generic ones. The difference between the two is 

not always obvious. The users still have a choice to forward a 

concern through a punctual harmonisation or through the 

TGIRT. A delegate from the BGA group reminds that a letter 

from the outfitters group was sent to the TGIRT. He wishes to 

obtain a copy of it to consider it as part of the FSC certification 

process. This letter is available on the FTP site of the TGIRT, in 

the file of the sixth meeting. The visual landscape issue is 

present at several TGIRT. The animator will contact the delegate 

representing the group that raised this issue to ask for some 

clarifications. 

The issue of water quality and its wildlife habitats was already 

the subject of a meeting of the technical committee the previous 

week. This issue includes one need and two means. The 

indicator was questioned during the meeting of the technical 

committee. The participants did not wish to consider 

systematically all watercourses of over 5 metres but to target the 

sensitive watercourses and sites. The MFFP observer needs 

more information regarding this issue. A delegate from the BGA 

group agrees. Another delegate considers that there are 

possibly two issues to distinguish, i.e. the quality of water in 

general and the integrity of wildlife habitats. Regarding the water 

temperature that has a critical impact on the reproduction of fish, 

 

 

 

 

 

In response to the request from the 

MFFP to have issues approved by the 

TGIRT as in the new chart, the 

animator requests the approval of the 

first issue. Mr. Denis Chiasson 

proposes, seconded by Mr. Fernand 

Potvin. 

 

 
The animator will contact the delegate 

of the wildlife reserve managers 

group to clarify the issue of visual 

landscape. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The animator will validate the 

opportunity to merge the technical 

committees covering the strategic 

lakes and the quality of water.  
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ITEM RESULT OR DISCUSSION SUMMARY DECISION 

the current trend would be to expand the riparian strips at some 

locations. Again, it seems appropriate t target the sensitive sites 

instead of applying the terms on a broader scale. According to 

the CNG observer, this issue was also brought up by the joint 

working group. To summarize the discussions, the animator 

asks if it is agreed to maintain the issue, the need and the 

means but to remove the indicator. A delegate from the BGA 

group says he is uncomfortable with the indicator and does not 

remember that it was established by the TGIRT. The animator 

asks if other elements need to be modified and clarified. The 

CNG observer states that at the time the issue was developed 

by the joint working group, there was a concern to protect the 

spawning beds. However, it was not mentioned in the elements 

of this issue. The animator reminds that at the meeting of the 

technical committee an issue related to a disclosure of 

information was noticed between the tallymen who know the 

location of the spawning beds and the MFFP who needs this 

information to consider it. Regarding the second means, when 

the time comes to define the terms, it will then be appropriate to 

analyse the existing terms to know if they adequately meet the 

need. A delegate suggests as wording of the second means: 

“Identify the existing terms for the protection of sensitive lakes 

and watercourses, define others if necessary and implement 

them”. A delegate states that the means seem linked to the 

technical committee on water and not the one on strategic lakes. 

It seems that the issues of both technical committees were 

merged into one. The technical committee on strategic lakes 

was formed regarding a concern by the SÉPAQ (Nibiischii 

Corporation) about the strategic watercourses and lakes for 

fishing. Some delegates say they were never informed about the 

implementation of a committee on strategic lakes and were not 

invited. The delegate that took charge of the committee on 

strategic lakes takes note of it for the continuation of the work of 

the committee. For another delegate, the current wording of the 

issue does not go against a concern on strategic lakes. Another 

delegate mentions that there should only be one technical 

committee. Based on the discussions and after validation by the 

applicants regarding strategic lakes, both technical committees 

can be merged. 

A delegate mentions that there would be a third technical 

committee, related to the resort development. This committee 

would be related to another issue but there seems to have been 

some confusion regarding the implementation of the technical 

committees. Some of these committees were requested by 

delegates but no progress was made, no convocation or follow-

up. The animator reminds the two main reasons for the 

implementation of a technical committee and that, in all cases, 

the final decision belongs to the TGIRT to implement or not a 

technical committee. To get back to the committee on water, the 
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ITEM RESULT OR DISCUSSION SUMMARY DECISION 

MFFP observer asks if there are two issues or only one, to come 

back to the needs and that all people who raised the issues on 

which work was done are associated. 

In summary, the animator suggests the merger of both technical 

committees and the composition of the two committees.  Some 

delegates express their interest to be part of them since there 

are economic implications. These implications and others can be 

taken into consideration as part of the work of the technical 

committee even if all members of the TGIRT are not part of it. 

Finally, the members of the technical must come back to the 

TGIRT with solutions that have the highest probability of 

consensus. 

The CNG observer asks if delays must be followed in the 

development of the issues, especially those developed by the 

joint working group. There is a deadline set at February 28 for 

the issues of the TGIRT to be taken into consideration in the 

next PAFIT but, after this date, the issues of the panel can still 

be taken into consideration through other steps of the 

consultation process, including directly in the PAFIO. 

The issue of conservation of the wildlife habitats was raised by 

the joint working group. The CNG observer indicates that it was 

initially an issue for the conservation of the moose habitat and a 

delegate mentions that this distinction is important. This group 

was initially established to consider the totality of the wildlife 

species that could be the subject of the same issue. Visibly, it 

seems that it was only related to the moose, so the delegate 

from the BGA group suggests a return to the initial wording of 

the issue. Another delegate asks to maintain the more generic 

wording to include aquatic habitats and eventually other species. 

For example, it is possible to have needs related to small game. 

However, a delegate mentions that considering the notion of an 

umbrella species, the protection of the moose also allows for the 

protection of other species. The opinions are divided but the 

majority seem in favour of specifying the moose habitat. A 

delegate joins the majority and suggests that we eventually 

anticipate an issue on small wildlife. 

The issue of access to the territory includes three needs that 

have already been approved by the TGIRT. A regional technical 

committee has been implemented and some work has already 

been started. The animator must produce a map and include the 

road path forwarded by several members of the region’s panels. 

This map could be produced by the end of March.  The latest 

meeting of the committee took place in November. Another 

meeting should be scheduled for March. Parallel work is being 

done for the Category II lands.  A delegate suggests that the 

results should be brought back to the technical committee of the 

TGIRT for harmonisation and to take into account the needs of 

the Cree. For the MFFP observer, it is not necessary to 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Schedule a meeting of the technical 

committee in March.  

Establish a first map of the proposed 

roads for this meeting. 

Specify the mandate of the technical 

committee, including the financial 

aspect. 
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ITEM RESULT OR DISCUSSION SUMMARY DECISION 

associate the two technical committees since they discuss 

specific needs of each group. According to the CNG observer, 

the technical committee held a meeting on November 9 and a 

report should have been brought to the TGIRT, which was not 

done.  During this meeting, he mentioned that for the Category 

III lands, terms are already included in the Paix-des-Braves 

agreement and, if they were fully applied, we would probably not 

need a VO regarding roads. At this time it is necessary to 

specify the mandate of the technical committee as it pertains to 

the needs since, during the last meeting of the technical 

committee, an observer reports that the discussions were 

sidelined and no concrete objective was reached. A delegate 

comes back to the needs in the chart.  He says he is 

comfortable with the first two needs but wonders if the third is 

part of the mandate of the TGIRT. This effectively impacts the 

planned forest management operations and the panel can 

sometimes exceed its initial mandate.  The delegate mentions 

having witnessed the development of road management plans 

on other panels, which used a lot of resources without usually 

bringing results. He considers that the need is legitimate but that 

it is not a part of the panel’s mandate, which some delegates 

disagree with. The members agree to say that it is a legitimate 

concern for the panel but some say that it is not part of its 

capacity for action, especially considering the financial aspect.  

The issue related to the harmonisation of various usages can 

seem to be a catchall issue but it is not the case.  All the needs 

regarding this issue are considered first as harmonisation 

elements.  The participants discuss the validity of the various 

elements of this issue, such as how they were brought up, 

developed, and approved by the panel. The need regarding the 

fertilisation of the logging cutover must be brought back in the 

chart.  For one of the delegates, the harmonisation is not an 

issue but a tool. For the MFFP observer, some of these 

elements were only the subject of harmonisation agreements or 

even simple agreements. Therefore, they should not be in the 

chart, especially the need to know the schedule of forestry work. 

One of the needs regarding the PFNL was removed to maintain 

the confidentiality of some sites appropriate for the PFNL.  A 

delegate of the PRAU group specifies the needs regarding the 

PFNL that should appear in the chart. After discussion, the 

harmonisation is not considered as an issue and, to replace it, 

other wordings of issues are specified by the members.  

Regarding the broadcasting of the work schedule, the following 

issue wording is proposed: “Safety of the users and quality of 

the recreation atmosphere in the forest”.  Nevertheless, some 

members ask to have a definition of atmosphere. Two delegates 

bring some light on this notion.  The needs regarding the PFNL 

could be grouped into a single issue. The first need could be 

considered as the issue.  A delegate suggests the sustainability 
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ITEM RESULT OR DISCUSSION SUMMARY DECISION 

of the PFNL, which seems to be the consensus. A delegate from 

the PRAU group wishes to bring back the conservation of vital 

zones for some PFNL as a need.  Data will soon be available to 

supply the work of the entire issue. The reforestation of the grey 

pine stands is also brought back in the needs. 

Regarding the protection of the off-road vehicle trails, it was 

suggested to designate the issue as follows “Development of 

recreational tourism”.  The MFFP observer reminds the group of 

the basis of the issue and that it should be more related with this 

basic need. After several discussions, based on the clarifications 

made, the wording of the issue remains appropriate. 

The integration of the biomass recovery in the harvest 

operations brings some ambiguity, namely to know if it is a need 

regarding the PFNL or the biomass.  In addition, it is wondered 

in which context it was brought up and if the need is currently 

being met.  The representative who brought the need from the 

beginning has not come back to the panel in a while.  The 

delegates agree to remove this element from the chart for the 

time being. 

The optimisation of the harvest work sites meets some concerns 

for several people but it is more considered as a means to meet 

certain needs.  This element is currently being treated by the 

operational tables.  During a previous meeting clarifications were 

given to the member who mentioned it and he agreed.  At the 

end of the discussions, the animator proposes to remove it from 

the chart. Nobody opposes. 

For the resort development issue, the floor is given to the 

vacationers group delegate. He mentions a perimeter that was 

already defined to protect the resort potential.  He mentions the 

specific nature of the resort sites that exist and their high value. 

He mentions that the perimeter was previously submitted to the 

TGIRT and approved by a resolution. He specifies some of the 

needs related to the development of accesses. In addition, for 

the BGA, some FHVC have already been designated within this 

perimeter.  The MFFP observer specifies that the FHVC 

designation belongs to the BGA and that the MFFP is not legally 

obligated to follow them, although it has a moral obligation, 

when possible, to contribute to the maintenance of forest 

certificates and to respect the FHVC. An initial perimeter was 

established but cannot be supplemented. It may be necessary to 

amend terms based on the specific needs of each site within the 

perimeter.  Some terms are already anticipated as part of the 

FHVC but other terms could be defined more broadly at the 

TGIRT. Two means already are listed in the grid, which is the 

establishment of a resort perimeter and the establishment of 

FHVC-resort. In summary, the delegates agree to add a third 

means, which is the definition of terms that can apply within this 

perimeter. 
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ITEM RESULT OR DISCUSSION SUMMARY DECISION 

Mr. Denis Chiasson leaves the meeting at 4:00 PM. 

The participants come back to the definition of the issue. They 

agree to word it as follows: “Development of the resort potential”. 

The need is also specified: “Protecting the resort potential”. 

The issues grid will be sent by email to the members present for 

validation. At the next meeting, it will be proposed to the 

delegates to approve the grid, in whole or in part. Other issues 

can also be added. 

 

 

Validate the resort issue with the 

delegate representing the vacationers 

group before the next meeting. 

 

9. Operational guidelines   

a. Time and operation of 

the meetings 

The animator discusses the time of the meetings and confirms 

the time initially scheduled: 1:00 PM. A lunch will be included at 

noon. Some participants express their preference for evenings 

while others wish for an alternating time.  A survey will be 

provided to the participants to know their preference for the time 

of the meetings.  

 

b. Addition of items to the 

agenda and tabling of 

documents 

The animator reiterates the requirements of obtaining items to 

add to the agenda and documents ten business days in 

advance. He also reminds that the documents must be 

translated. A delegate asks if the obligation to translate the 

documents applies to all.  In the case of MFFP documents, they 

will handle the translation. For the delegates, the EIJBRG can 

take care of the translation of the documents. 

 

10. Composition of the 

panel 

The animator introduces the updated composition. The merger 

of the two panels brought some confusion, especially regarding 

the doubling of both.  

 

11. Information items and 

delegate requests 

  

11.1. Request for a road 

closure 

A delegate from the BGA group raises an information item 

regarding a road closure. The delegate provides a brief context 

and mentions that he has already contacted the MFFP on this 

issue. This item will be brought to a future meeting for 

consultation. The participants discuss the procedure to follow for 

the winter road closure.  Until then, the animator will verify if 

there is a procedure to follow for the closure of a road. 

Verify if there is a procedure to follow 

for the closure of a road and when it 

applies. 

11.2. Questioning from 

the MFFP 

The MFFP observer asks when the TGIRT can send him the 

issues developed and approved so that he can take them into 

consideration in the PAFIT. He hopes that the technical 

committees will be reactivated as soon as possible and is ready 

and waiting for the VOs of the panel. He mentions, among other 

things, the requests issued by lac Hébert outfitters which are yet 

to be considered by the panel. He reminds the panel of tight 

deadlines, especially the one of February 28.  The delegate from 

the outfitters group mentions that a specific harmonisation 

process was implemented in the Mauricie region, which involves 

the MFFP, the BGA and the outfitters. He invites the 
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ITEM RESULT OR DISCUSSION SUMMARY DECISION 

representatives of the MFFP to examine what is being done in 

this region and to base our actions on it.  The MFFP observer 

will examine what has been done in the Mauricie region and 

understands that nothing more than what was agreed upon 

during this meeting will be sent to the MFFP before the month of 

May.  

12. Adjournment The meeting is adjourned at 4:30 PM. The next meeting is 

scheduled for May 2 at 1:00 PM in Chibougamau. 

On a motion by Mr. Régis Simard, 

duly seconded by Mr. Fernand Potvin, 

it is unanimously agreed to adjourn 

the meeting. 
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ACRONYMS 

 

BGA:  Beneficiary of a supply guarantee 

CNG:  Cree Nation Government 

COMEV: Evaluation Committee (responsible for examining the preliminary information 

provided by the promoter of a project located in the territory administered by the James 

Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement (JBNQA) and located south of the 55th parallel) 

CRV:  Variable retention logging 

FHVC: High conservation value forest 

GIRT:  Integrated of resources and land management 

EIJBRG: Eeyou Istchee James Bay Regional Government 

MFFP:  Ministère des Forêts, de la Faune et des Parcs 

PAFIT:  Tactical plan for the integrated forest management 

PAFIO:  Operational plan for the integrated forest management 

PFNL: Non-wood forest product 

PRAN:  Annual programming 

PRAU: Logging permit to supply a mill 

SÉPAQ:  Société des établissements de plein-air du Québec 
 Nibiischii Corporation 

TGIRT: Integrated land and resources management panel 

VNR:  Non-harvested volumes 

VO:  Value, objective 

VOIC:  Value, objective, indicator, target  
 


