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Abstract

Adaptive management is atype of natural resource management that includes anticipating
change, feedback and adjustment loops, and rapid learning for managers. The effectiveness of
adaptive management is examined in three protected areas of the Foothills Model Forest; Jasper
National Park, William A. Switzer Provincial Park and Willmore Wilderness Park. Qualitative
evaluation methods are used, including personal interviews and document review. Results
demonstrate that a region may experience several types of management regimes in its history.
Jasper National Park has gone from practicing reactive management to nearly active adaptive
management. William A. Switzer Provincial Park has employed atype of passive adaptive
management while Willmore Wilderness Park has tended to reactive management. Barriersto
adaptive management include lack of agency vision, insufficient policy structure, political power
and bureaucratic complexity that prevent the free flow of information within and among
organizations. The Foothills Model Forest may offer some hope in reducing these barriers by
bringing together the various agencies.

Disclaimer

The views, statements and conclusions expressed, and the recommendations made, in this report
are entirely those of the author and should not be construed as statements or conclusions of, or as
expressing the opinions of the Foothills Model Forest, or the sponsors of the Foothills Model
Forest.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Overview

The techniques for management of natural resources have been evolving for many years. When
Europeans first arrived on this continent they encountered a landscape that looked quite different
than today’s. Native North Americans had been living in and tending to the earth through
practices that persisted for generations (Anderson 1996). Europeans, with their technology and
conquering spirit, began to exploit the continent’ s natural resources, dramatically altering these
‘natural’ systems. As these early European societies advanced, there was an increase in uses and
pressures on the land. There was timber and game in the forests, minerals in the ground, and
aquatic life in the lakes, rivers and oceans. With these pressures came a need to manage the
different users of the environment. In Canada, environmental management has along history of
conflict and uncertainty within its various resource sectors (Mitchell 1995). Academics and land
managers are continually searching for new ways to address these dilemmas and manage both

natural resources and their users effectively.

A recent addition to the lexicon of natural resource management is adaptive management.
Adaptive management is an evolving concept that has different meanings for different
individuals and agencies. The common thread among the different definitions of adaptive
management is feedback and adjustment (Bormann et a. 1994). The key to adaptive
management is to embrace risk, uncertainty, and active learning in order to break the cycle of the
typical reactive management regime. Adaptive managers set goals for their resource base and
then actively and formally try to learn from the outcomes and improve subsequent policies
(MacDonald et a. 1997). The public isincorporated in the decision process including the advice
and expertise of academics, government officials, industrialists and stakeholders. Adaptive
management should increase knowledge acquisition rates, enhance information flow among
policy actors, and provide opportunity for creating shared understanding (McLain and Lee 1996).

The Foothills Model Forest in Alberta, Canada is interested in determining if the management
unitsin their area have historically and are currently practicing a form of adaptive management.
This report examines the managemert history of three protected areas of the Foothills Model
Forest; Jasper National Park, Willmore Wilderness Park, and William A. Switzer Provincial

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest
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Park. The major question asked in thiswork is: if the policy and management framework is
sufficiently flexible to permit some type of adaptive management. The goals are to investigate
how policy and management has developed in these areas, determine if aform of adaptive
management is practiced, provide a theoretical framework to help understand policy and
management changes, and to tell a story of the development of policy and management. This
report has been adapted from a thesis project at the University of Alberta (den Otter 1999). Itis
hoped that after reading this report, the reader will appreciate the complexity of managing
ecosystems and the difficult decisions that must be made to balance changing social values and

diminishing natural places.

1.1.1. Potential Benefits of the Study

Alberta has arich history of natural resource management with few published accounts of its
development. This text will add to the small body of existing literature that deals with the
protected areas of west-central Alberta. All effort has been made to produce a faithful and
accurate account of those who contributed to the development of the protected areas in this part
of the province. This study will help current managers by illuminating where we have been in
the past. A maor component of adaptive management is active learning. Heeding lessons
learned in the past can be a valuable tool for today’ s manager to avoid the same pitfalls

encountered by others.

Another potential benefit of this study is to shed light on how the different agenciesin the
Foothills Model Forest cooperate and if there are areas where improvements could be made.
The flora and fauna of the region have no regard for the political lines drawn on amap. A key
component of ecosystem and adaptive management is to break down some of the barriers
between resource management agencies to improve management on a landscape scale. The
Foothills Model Forest itself may have arole in unifying these agencies and improving
information flow. No exhaustive list of recommendations and policy implications will be
presented because it is unlikely that one study could have this kind of impact or that there are
simple answers to management dilemmas. Rather, this study’s main benefit is to provide some
perspective on where management in this region has been, where it is now, and where it might

go if the political will exists.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest
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1.1.2. Potential Limitations of the Study

This study cannot be a definitive authority on precisely how management developed and if it was
adaptive. Certain details have been selected for presentation, thereby creating the possibility for
the omission of key elements. While every effort has been made to check researcher bias, there
is always an element of personal opinion that could colour the final interpretation. There are
many people with authority in these regions that were not interviewed and whose opinions could
be radically different than those expressed herein. Because the study has a strong historical
element that spans nearly one hundred years, there is no certainty that the essence of a period’s
management history has been effectively captured. It is difficult to reconstruct attitudes and
beliefs of an era of people who do not have representatives alive today. In addition, the
memories of those who did provide details of past events may have faded or changed over the
years. Despite these limitations, it is believed that this work is accurate and fair. Researcher
biases have been checked concerning management in these areas, the findings corroborated with

key informants, and attempts made to locate disconfirming evidence.

1.2. Study Site

The Model Forest Network of Canada was created through the Canadian Forest Service “to
address the challenge of balancing the extensive range of demands that we place on our forests
today and the needs of tomorrow’ s generations’ (Model Forest Network 1998). The network
encompasses eleven Model Forests from the Western Newfoundland Model Forest in the east to
British Columbia’s Long Beach Model Forest (Figure 1.1, Page 4). Each model forest was
created to bring together and form partnerships with industry, government agencies, academics,
local communities, protected areas, aborigina groups, and any other interested parties. A Model
Forest provides aforum for dialogue among the various stakeholders and also acts as a
laboratory where new approaches to management can be researched, devel oped, applied, and
monitored (Model Forest Network 1998). A Model Forest has no ‘real’ authority for
management in an area but rather acts as a type of think-tank where research is initiated and

stakeholders meet to exchange information and ideas.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest
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Figure 1.1. Canada' s Model Forest Network (Model Forest Network 1999).

The Foothills Model Forest is located in the foothills ecoregion of west-central Alberta, centred
around the community of Hinton (Figure 1.2, Page 5). The mgjor land allocations are the
Weldwood of Canada Ltd. Forest Management Agreement (FMA) Area, Jasper National Park,
Willmore Wilderness Park, and William A. Switzer Provincia Park. The two largest
communities in the Foothills Model Forest are Hinton and Jasper with 1996 populations of 9,961
and 4,301 respectively (Statistics Canada 1999). The sponsoring partners are the Canadian
Forest Service, Parks Canada, Alberta Environmental Protection and Weldwood of Canada Ltd.
(Foothills Model Forest 1998). The Foothills Model Forest is involved in both ecological and
social science projects including studies on wildlife, cumulative effects, landscape disturbance,

community sustainability and non-timber values of the forest.
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Figure 1.2. Map of the Foothills Model Forest (Foothills Model Forest 1999).

Jasper National Park represents the largest area to be considered in this study with an area of
10,878 kn? (Foothills Model Forest 1998). Jasper National Park was created in 1907 and is
currently being managed by Parks Canada, a division of Canadian Heritage. Jasper National
Park is unique among most protected areas in that it has a townsite located within the boundaries
of the park. Every year over two million visitors flock to the area which can cause the townsite
population to swell to over 20,000 on long weekends (Gadd 1995). Jasper Nationa Park is
dtuated in the mountain ecoregion of Albertaand isrich in wildlife species and scenic beauty
that attracts tourists from around the globe. Visitors have an excellent chance of seeing ek,
moose, bighorn sheep, and black bears on expeditions to the park. People aso engage in many
recreational activities such as hiking, water sports, mountain climbing, cycling, and skiing. As
this report will demonstrate, the park is under great pressure from both internal and externa
threats to its biological diversity.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest
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The two other protected areas, Willmore Wilderness Park and William A. Switzer Provincial
Park, straddle the mountain and foothills ecoregions. Willmore Wilderness Park, established in
1958, has atotal area of 4,597 knt and is operated by the Land and Forest Service of Alberta
Environmental Protection (Alberta Environmental Protection 1997). The park is quite remote
and is accessible to only arelatively few visitors on foot or horseback each year. A voluntary
self-registration program in 1998 netted only 274 people, other than outfitters, using the park,
91% of those from the province of Alberta (McFarlane and Watson 1998). William A. Switzer
Provincial Park represents the smallest park in the area with alandbase of 2,688 ha. The park
was established in 1958 and is managed by the Parks Service of Alberta Environmental
Protection. It provides excellent opportunities for water-based activities such as canoeing and
kayaking, with five interconnected lakes (McFarlane and Boxal 1998). A fourth area, the

Y ellowhead Corridor, comprises lands along Highway 16 and buffer zones in some locations
along the east side of Jasper National Park. This area has not been included in this analysis since
it is not specifically identified as a ‘ protected area’ and does not have a similar history of

management by an area-specific agency.

1.3. Study Approach

The basic purpose of this research project is to evaluate the development of policy and
management in the Foothills Model Forest to determine if it has been adaptive. Evaluation
research is a set of sociological methods used to assess the consequences of a set of policies, and
to measure the extent to which goals and objectives are met (Marshall 1994). In order to do this,
one must have a clear set of parameters by which to measure success. The first step in the
process was to review the literature and establish a set of criteria to define what it meansto
manage adaptively. Concurrent with this process, socia theory literature was reviewed that
might help explain why some organizations are able to manage adaptively while others are not.
The next stage was to become familiar with the documented history of each region and produce
timelines of policy development. This was accomplished through areview of published
literature on areas within the Foothills Model Forest and through informal interviews with key
informants. In order to focus the research for the main data collection period, key turning points
were selected from the timelines. These turning points were times of major policy changes or

controversy in the region’s history. The goal was not to limit discussion to these turning points

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest
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but to provide a workable framework for analysis. It is also important to note that these regions
have different spheres of management. For example, the management of Jasper National Park
has bureaucratic levels within the park but also in Calgary and Ottawa. This work focusses most
directly on the management of each specific geographic area but also acknowledges the roles of
provincia (Alberta Environmental Protection) and national (Parks Canada) agencies.

A period of fieldwork, using qualitative evaluation methods, was undertaken to interview people
and locate secondary data sources relating to policy development. Interviews were conducted
with people who had knowledge and experience with the different management zones. These
informal interviews were done face to face without a strict, structured format. Each respondent
was asked a set of questions covering the relevant topics but there was enough flexibility to
allow the session to take whatever turns the respondent desired. While in the field, themes
emerged from the respondent’s interview information that was used to further develop a
theoretical framework. In qualitative evaluation research it is considered acceptable to enter the
field without a theoretical framework in place and ask questions of respondents in order to use
their answers to devel op theories (Patton 1990). Using the devel oping theoretical framework,
interviews and secondary sources were analyzed to assess how adaptive the different

organizations were. The interpretation of those results constitutes the majority of this document.

1.4. Report Organization

The main text beginsin Chapter 2 (Page 9) with the literature review. The chapter commences
with an introduction to the term ‘ ecosystem management’ and the difficulties land managers face
in balancing competing interests. Thisis followed by an in-depth look at a key component of
ecosystem management and the main concept of this report — adaptive management. A closer
examination of protected areas management follows which focusses on the many internal and
external forces that can ater the policy agenda. Thisis further explored in the theoretical
framework that outlines the idea of agency capture and how public policy can be dominated by
powerful congtituencies. Relevant literature from a wide range of disciplines such as rural
sociology, geography, and conservation biology is presented. The chapter concludes with a look
at the internal workings of organizations and how they might be impeded from practicing

adaptive management.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest
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Chapter 3 (Page 27) covers the methods used to collect data. It begins with alook at a definition
and an overview of the types of evaluation research. Thisisfollowed by a more general
presentation of qualitative methods and how this may be an appropriate means of investigating
social phenomenon. The remainder of the chapter deals with specific methods, choices and
strategies such as personal interviews and data analysis. The god is to present areadable
account of the real decisions and struggles a researcher faces in gathering data, not adry

discussion of minute details.

The majority of the actual findings are presented in Chapter 4 (Page 36). This chapter is divided
into sections dedicated to developing a historical profile of each region. Information is presented
through a chronological overview of major changes and periods in the development of the area.
Thisis based on the literature review as well as comments from the interviews. Some initial
conclusions are presented on whether management was adaptive or not. This chapter is intended
to be mostly descriptive and could be compared to the results section as found in most

guantitative studies.

A more thorough discussion of the findings can be found in Chapter 5 (Page 73). This chapter is
more analytical than the preceding chapter as connections are drawn between management of the
various regions. Conclusions are presented as to the effectiveness of adaptive management using
references to the theoretical framework. The final chapter reviews the major objectives of the
project and summarizes the findings. Specific recommendations and policy implications are

included as well as suggestions for future research.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest
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2.LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Introduction

This section provides background on some of the terms used in natural resource management and
in particular, adaptive management. Resource managers have historically used many different
terms to reflect the evolution of management styles with new scientific information and changing
social vaues. Some have suggested that the goals of forest management have gone from
maximizing timber production, to sustained timber yield, integrated forest management and
presently, to ecosystem management (Aplet et al. 1993). Protected areas management has also
undergone many changes. At one time parks were set aside primarily as game reserves to attract
tourists and required few management interventions. As more people flocked to these pristine
areas, there was an increased emphasis placed on managing users. Today most protected areas
managers in Canada are concerned with ecosystem management and maintaining ecol ogical
integrity (Dearden and Rollins 1993).

This chapter begins with a look at the concept of ecosystem management and one of its key
components; adaptive management. Adaptive management requires taking proactive steps to
optimize outcomes in a feedback and adjustment loop. The following section will examine more
specifically the adaptive management of protected areas because the management jurisdictions
covered by thisreport are all protected areas. It should be remembered that the goal of this
report is not to potentially indict those in the past for decisions that may seem incongruous with
today’ s more environmentally driven decisions. Decisions in the past must be judged by the

standards, practices and amassed knowledge of the day.

The final section develops a theoretical framework to help explain the development of
management and policy in the Foothills Model Forest and some barriers that might have
prevented its application. Through the interview process, it became apparent that many forces
have influenced the direction of management in each of the jurisdictions. In this section some
theories are explored as to how agencies can be ‘ captured’ by powerful constituencies who
dominate the policy agenda. Specific examples and literature are presented from protected areas

management to illustrate the theoretical framework. In addition, theories of agency culture and

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest
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bureaucratic slippage are presented to illustrate how policy objectives can be altered and how

adaptive management can be impeded.

2.2. Ecosystem M anagement

Modern land managers deal with many troublesome issues whenthey try to balance the different
uses of the land with the biological requirements of ecosystems. Allen and Gould (1986)
distinguished between what they termed ‘complex’ and ‘wicked’ problems. Land managers are
accustomed to dealing with what they consider complex ecological problems that can be solved
by the application of formulas and equations to arrive at an optimal solution. For example, a
forester may be able to determine the best cutting and regeneration methods to optimize timber
yield in a certain type of stand. Wicked problems are not so straightforward. Thereisno single
solution to these problems, no true or false but rather arange of good or bad outcomes. Wicked
problems are complicated by human values that may run contrary to what appearsto be a
‘rational’ choice (Allen and Gould 1986). Different members of society may have greatly
conflicting views on how the land should be managed and for whose benefit. Allen and Gould
(1986) note that most problems facing land managers today are wicked. Where once a forester
may only have had to consider ecological variables when maximizing timber yields, there are
now other users and values for the forest. Humans and human values are what make these

problems wicked and humans are the ones to solve them.

One framework to deal with these types of wicked problems is ecosystem management. Parks
Canada has adopted this management philosophy as its mandate for administrating the national
parks (Parks Canada 1998). Many other resource managers claim to perform ecosystem
management although the definition of the term is often unclear. Grumbine (1994) performed a
literature review to identify common themes among various authors' use of the term to produce a

working definition. From these themes he arrived at the following definition:

“ Ecosystem management integrates scientific knowledge of ecological
relationships within a complex sociopolitical and values framework
toward the general goal of protecting native ecosystem integrity over the
long term” (Grumbine 1994).

One of the key themes identified in this work was the need for adaptive management. Because

ecosystems are dynamic and constantly in a state of change and renewal, aflexible approach is

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest
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required to address uncertainty. New scientific and social research must be continually
incorporated into management plans to most effectively adapt to changing conditions.
Ecosystem managers must define goals for what they want to accomplish and to anticipate
changes in values, politics, ad biological knowledge in attempting to make the best policy
choices (Agee and Johnson 1988).

2.3. Adaptive Management

Adaptive management has been proposed as a system to optimize the use of natural resourcesin
the face of uncertainty by treating management as an experiment. The term, like ecosystem
management, has different meanings to different people. It first appeared in the literature in
works by Holling (1978) and Walters (1986). These original works propose to more closaly link
management and research by changing the piecemeal approach to gathering data. Managers
have traditionally gathered information by examining various components of the ecosystem and
then integrating them to provide direction for policy. Once these policies are in place, they are
infrequently changed except perhaps for minor aterations. The status quo is maintained. Under
an adaptive management regime, managers would continually monitor the results of their
decisions and seek ways to improve them by searching for other policy directions or changesin
practice. They would not be afraid to take calculated risks in order to improve production but
would view risk as an opportunity to increase yield (Walters 1986). Policy isregarded as one
simple experiment with a continual potential for learning. Adaptive management is away of
planning for unanticipated outcomes by gathering information from every possible source. Often
the most surprising outcomes provide the greatest opportunity for learning (L ee 1993).

More recently, the definition of adaptive management has changed to reflect more broadly
defined management goals (Figure 2.1, Page 12). For example, Haney and Power (1996) define
it as “a heuristic process coupling science and social values to promote the sustainable
management of natural systems.” The President’s Forest Plan in the United States claims that it
is “based on a continuing process of action based on planning, monitoring, evaluation, and
adjustment” (Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team 1993). Feedback and adjustment
are key in both the knowledge and technology available. This plan isthen put into action with
constant monitoring and evaluation. Feedback comes not only from scientists but also through

effective public participation. Alternative management schemes arise from the feedback
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Figure 2.1. The adaptive management cycle (Bormann et al., 1994).

generated by the process that in turn creates new initiatives and therefore, new plans. Adaptive
management should reduce the time needed to fix problems with a policy because it promotes
‘rapid learning’ (Bormann et al. 1994). Problems are recognized quickly and even risky
alternatives may be implemented. This differs from ‘reactive learning’ which is the traditional

method of changing only after lengthy and formal reviews.

There is a strong emphasis on socia values and processes in many definitions of adaptive
management. It is recognized that societies, like ecosystems, are continually evolving and that
management must be adaptive to those processes as well (Haney and Power 1996). The
framework of adaptive management seeks to incorporate societal vaues directly into the
planning stage because without public support, policy directives will be more likely to fail.
Mclain and Lee (1996), based on their review of the concept, state that adaptive management
should increase knowledge acquisition, facilitate information flow, and promote shared
understanding among stakeholders. Information flow is aided by the feedback mechanisms built
into the system, which in turn leads to shared understanding because the various stakeholders
must communicate and work together to try to reach consensus. Mclain and Lee (1996) analyzed
policy and management in three areas where this approach had been implemented using as their
criteria of adaptive management; knowledge acquisition, information flow, and shared
understandings. Their results showed that these criteria are not always improved as interagency
politics can impede effective management.
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There have been other examplesin the literature of attempts to apply the principles of adaptive
management to real world settings. Lee and Lawrence (1986) examined the application and
results of an adaptive management regime in the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife
Program. In astudy of forestry practices, Baskerville (1985) suggests methods of introducing a
feedback loop into the control of wood supply. Other researchers have attempted to use
computer modelling in order to better manage wildlife resources, for example the Northern
Goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) (Dewhurst et a. 1995). There still remains a lack of evidence asto
the effectiveness of adaptive management. There have not been enough agencies attempting to
follow this regime to fully understand how this management method might work. Adaptive
management remains a popular corcept as witnessed by the attempt of the Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources to adopt this approach for forest management (MacDonald et a. 1997).

2.3.1. Types of Adaptive Management

Holling and Walters' original works on adaptive management are both prescriptive and detailed
in their use of statistical procedures. They view adaptive management as a strategy to be
implemented and followed with the use of mathematical models. 1t would be impossible to
analyze historical management of the Foothills Model Forest by these adaptive management
criteria because this type of management scheme has not been in place. In ajoint work, these
authors provide a more useful framework for the purposes of this study. They identify three
ways to structure management as an adaptive process: evolutionary or ‘trial and error,’” passive
adaptive, and active adaptive (Walters and Holling 1990). These categories correspond closely
to those types of adaptive management as outlined by MacDonald et a. (1997); reactive, passive
and active (Figure 2.2, Page 14). These categories, as described below, are used throughout this
report to categorize what type of adaptive management, if any, has taken place in the Foothills
Model Forest.

Under areactive approach to adaptive management, feedback comes from factors that are
externa to the management system such as poalitics, lawsuits and public reaction (MacDonald et

al. 1997). This approach is considered adaptive because there is still a feedback- adjustment
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Figure 2.2. The three types of adaptive management (MacDonald et al., 1997). Each different
letter represents a decision making period while subscripts represent different
possible policy options.

mechanism, athough it is not proactive. Managers would at first make haphazard choices and
then choose from outcomes that proved most successful or the least controversia in the public
eye (Walters and Holling 1990). Thereis o real attempt to anticipate change within the system

but rather the focus is on reacting to outside pressures.

Passive adaptive management uses historical data to construct a single best model from which
policy directions would be established. Managers can learn from this model by clearly

articulating the goals of the program and then monitoring the results. Scientists and other
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members of the public may voice their opinions and be incorporated in the design and
implementation of a monitoring plan. This approach has been criticized because it may fail to
uncover different strategies that could demonstrate better alternatives. There is also the potential
that this strategy will revert to a reactive one when commitment and funding for monitoring

wanes.

The active adaptive management approach should improve on the passive technique by using al
available data to construct arange of aternate response models. Rather then being limited to one
policy, the active adaptive manager has a suite of policies and practices that can be compared in
management experiments (MacDonald et al. 1997). Policy is designed to best reflect the model
that maximizes short and long-term objectives (Walters and Holling 1990). The Canadian
Standards Association defines adaptive management as “a learning approach to management that
incorporates the experience gained from the results of previous actionsinto decisions’ (CSA
1996). There should be a continual collaboration between scientists, resource managers, industry
and public stakeholders. Policy can be atered as new information becomes available through
constant monitoring of social and biological conditions. Lautenschlager (1996) argues for a
predictive adaptive management that embodies the ideals of an active adaptive system. It
requires addressing regional and local concerns to identify management goals and to attempt to

manage ecosystems even in the absence of complete information.

Any type of adaptive management must still deal with complex issues such as balancing human
values and defining who benefits from resource use. Even when an active adaptive management
system isin place, these questions may not be adequately addressed because of complex social
and political factors. In addition, active adaptive management may not be the best aternative for
every organization. A reactive approach may be more effective because of various constraints or

circumstances facing the agency.

2.3.2. Summary of Adaptive Management

The preceding section illustrates the range of meanings and categories that can apply to adaptive
management. The following list condenses these meanings into a series of criteria, presented in

guestion format. These questions were used throughout the research process and in personal
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interviews to analyze whether policy and management were adaptive in the Foothills Model

Forest.

Were many options identified at the time of a major decision?

Was there room for feedback and adjustment?

Were predictive models used?

What was the quality of monitoring?

Was the system flexible and reactive enough to permit rapid change from new learning?
Were risky or experimental options considered?

Did the framework incorporate public participation at every stage of planning,
implementation and monitoring?

Was there good information flow between researchers, policy makers, and the public?

Was there an attempt to manage at an ecosystem level, even with insufficient
information?

Were shared understandings created as a result?
Were there attempts to link academic, government, societal and industry perspectives?

What type of adaptive management (reactive, passive, or active), if any, was practiced?

2.4. Social Forcesin Protected AreasManagement

There has been little social theory produced to explain the implementation and application of

policy in natural resources management (Wallace et al. 1995). Protected areas literature is aso

limited in its scope of analysis. Therefore, different lines of social inquiry were brought into the

project to shed light on what conditions must be met to have an adaptive organization and what

might impede this from happening. De Greene (1982) succinctly describes the ideal adaptive

organi zation:

“An adaptive organization must be flexible and resilient, open to ideas and
perceptions from without, keep an eye on the present and likely future
environmental changes, learn from experience, and be quick in response.
Yet much organizational planning rejects the very features necessary for
viability and survival.”

Organizations are not adaptive if they are not open to new ideas, are captured by only one

perspective, or cannot effectively respond to change due to bureaucratic constraints.
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Ecosystem and adaptive management are often impossible to achieve because they are
constrained by rigid institutional structures (Cortner et a. 1996). Natural resource agencies, like
any bureaucracy, can become bogged down in red tape that prohibits quick feedback and
adjustment. The rules, procedures and routines of organizations have been shown to act as
barriers to learning and adaptive management (MacDonald et al. 1997). Adaptive management
has also failed because managers refused to take into account different worldviews and personal
knowledge of local residents (Stankey and Shindler 1997). When managers are strongly
influenced by only one perspective they cannot respond to the diverse interests of park
stakeholders or complex ecological processes. The following section describes how managers of
protected areas are influenced by different forces and provides an example of how Parks Canada
has been ‘penetrated’ by interest groups. It is important to realize that much of this research
focusses on national parks and does not necessarily reflect the situation in Alberta’ s Provincial
Parks. Differences may be expected as provincial governments have been shown to more
jealoudly guard their natural resources due to their importance in generating revenue for the

province (Cairns 1992).

2.4.1. Politicsin Protected Areas

The term ‘ protected areas, like most other terms in natural resource management, appears to
have many different meanings. In general, protected areas can be thought of as places that are
designated by legidation to ensure the protection of flora and fauna within their natural habitat
(Canadian Environmental Advisory Council 1991). Parks perform several ecological functions
such as preserving genetic diversity, maintaining benchmark protection, conserving critical
ecological processes and protecting unique features (Eagles 1993). Parks also provide
recreational, economic, cultural and spiritual benefitsto individuals and societies (Canadian
Environmental Advisory Council 1991). It is precisely this range of possible benefits that make
managing parks a contentious dilemma because many of the uses are incompatible. The most
enduring debate in protected areas management revolves around the ‘dual mandate’ of parks;
should they be preserved for future generations or used for peopl€e' s enjoyment today (Rollins
1993).
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Expert control over policy

Park Scientists
Resource managers
Provide “ enjoyment” CELL | CELL I “Preserve unimpaired”
(use) (preservation)
CELL IV | CELL I
Park concessionaires Environmentalists
Loca communities Federal park officials
Local government

Palitical control over policy

Figure 2.3. National park policy continuums; based on Freemuth’s (1989) American example.

Freemuth (1989) states that “national park policy continues to be decided in the political arena.
The parks mean too many things to too many different groups and individuals to expect that this
should be otherwise.” To illustrate the different influences of parks policy he has designed a
conceptual model based on the American National Parks Service (NPS). In this model he
hypothesizes that policy is determined on two continuums; expert vs. political control over
policy and ethics of use vs. preservation (Figure 2.3, Page 18). The expert/political dimension
separates those who feel management should be controlled by experts such as scientists,
academics, and park managers from those who believe that politicians should direct policy. The
“preserve unimpaired/provide enjoyment” variable represents the dilemma of the ‘ dual mandate’
of national parks. Are protected areas for the benefit of the ecosystem and future generations

(preservation) or for people to recreate in and enjoy (use)?

In Freemuth’ s study, he found that most park professionals are found in Cell 1I. They believein
preserving the parks for ecosystem benefits and they feel that they possess the necessary skills to
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doit. Local communities and governments (Cell 1V) are the opposite in that they want to use the
park for economic benefits and want politicians to direct policy. With governmenta control,
they have a better chance of applying political pressure to ensure favourable outcomes.
Environmentalists, in his example, are generally represented in Cell 111 where politicians have
control over the resource with a management philosophy that emphasizes preserving the park.

To manage a park adaptively, it is necessary to define an achievable management goal and to
listen to many different voices and perspectives. This model demonstrates how difficult it isto
set goals when there are such different philosophies of management. It also highlights how the
various stakeholders can meet in conflict because their belief systems are so contradictory. As
Freemuth (1989) states, what remains to be seen is whether the park agency “has great autonomy

inits decisions or whether it is subject to extensive externa control”.

Dearden and Berg (1993) propose that in Canada there has been extensive external control of
Parks Canada by several interests. In their model of administrative penetration, they propose that
three different groups, entrepreneurs, environmentalists, and aboriginal peoples, have at different
times greatly influenced Parks Canada policy. These periods are illustrated in Figure 2.4 (Page
20). Business interests were first able to dominate because the national park system in Canada
was originally created to entice tourists and support the developing railway (Lothian 1987). In
the early years of Parks Canada, corporate interests were accommodated with the issue of

logging and coa mining permits. There was some interest in environmental issues in the early

years but this did not really become significant until the 1950s.

Environmental groups finally ‘ penetrated’ Parks Canada in 1971 and proved more powerful than
business interests by protesting and eventually blocking the expansion of the Lake Louise ski
area. Inthefinal and current phase, Parks Canadais captured mainly by aboriginal groups that
have significant influence in the creation and management of new parks (Dearden and Berg
1993). Thereis recognition among park managers and the public in genera of the
disproportionate impacts of protected areas on the native community (Morrison 1997).
Aborigina peoples have a fundamentally different view of nature and use the landscape
differently, a concept that Parks Canada is attempting to incorporate in resource planning. This
is especialy evident in the creation of new national parks such as Gwaii Haanas in British
Columbia and Quittinirpaag in Nunavut.
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Figure 2.4. Administrative penetration model (Dearden and Berg, 1993).

This model supports the idea that national park managers are susceptible to influence by external
forces. Under an adaptive management regime this can actually be adesirable thing. Adaptive
managers need to consider the opinions and views of those affected by management decisions.

A problem could arise however, if only one group is able to dominate the policy agenda.
Dearden and Berg (1993) note that while the influence of these groups may be seen to dilute the
decision- making power of Parks Canada, the overall effect may be beneficia by increasing input

from outside park boundaries.

2.4.2. Agency Autonomy

According to Manring (1994) autonomy for public officials “means the ability to exercise their
professional discretion in making decisions within their delegated spheres of authority.” For
example, the bureaucrat responsible for land management in a province must be able to allocate
permits freely based on what they are legidlated to do. He or she cannot be overly constrained by
other government officials, industry demands, or public lobbying. While various stakeholders

may have their voices heard, the official should be able to make autonomous decisions based on
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what is best for society as awhole. Of course many public officials make decisions based on
what is best for themselves or a specific interest group. Sabatier (1975) states that some public
resource management agencies have “become dominated after a period of time by the very
economic interests they are supposedly regulating.” In other words, the organization is captured
by one group that dominates the agency’s policy agenda.

Agency autonomy and agency capture are well developed concepts in the sociological literature
that mirrors Dearden and Berg's (1993) and Freemuth’s (1989) conceptions of political influence
in national park management. Both state and organizational theorists have commented on the
relationship between an agency and its congtituency. State theorists, for example, have written
extensively on such topics as the role of capitalism, economics, rationality, symbolism, public
policy, and democracy on the development of the state and its relationship to the public (Block
1987; Lindberg et al. 1975; O'Connor 1973). Much empirical work on capture theory is actually
focussed on natural resource agencies and in particular, regulatory agencies such as forestry, oil
and gas, and agriculture. One would expect protected areas to have a very different set of
agency—constituent relations as the regulated body are the users of parks and society in general.
Wheat follows is an overview of the basic model of agency capture followed by a section on the

relative merits of agency autonomy and forms of domination by strong constituents.

State theorists are generaly divided into two camps based on their view of government-society
relations; society-centred and state-centred (Hooks 1990). Society-centred theorists present a
Marxist view where the state is a servant of the ruling class. Policy is decided in a public forum
by interest groups but one set of interests tend to dominate the policy agenda. Change will occur
only when there is a shifting balance of power in society based on who can control the allocation
of resources (Hooks 1990). In contrast, the state-centred view makes the claim that states are
powerful and can maintain autonomy from the capitalist class (Glenna 1999). Policy is

determined by state officials and changes result from atering power balances within the state.

Patrick West (1994) reiterates the analysis of Hooks but discusses comparable perspectives from
organization theory and includes a third notion of state — society relations. West (1994)
demonstrates that the society-centred view is mirrored in organizational anaysis by the

institutional school while the state-centred view is termed the bureaucratic autonomy school. He
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also argues for the existence of athird perspective termed the contingency or relational school
(West 1994). In this framework, the degree to which external domination can occur is dependent
on the relative power balance between the bureaucracy and the constituency. If an agency is
powerful they are ableto resist external domination but if they are weak, they will be captured by
those interests (Perrow 1986). This school most closely captures Weber's (1997) view of the
state and bureaucracy. Weber (1997) believed it critical to examine the historical development
of an agency because relative power balances change over time and place (West 1994). An
agency can have complete autonomy over decisionmaking at one period in its existence but can

lose that autonomy if its power base is weakened.

What then are the implications of agency autonomy and domination to adaptive management?
Katz (1968) suggests that agencies require autonomy to adapt to their environment and have
strong internal controls. Autonomous states can implement policy at will and take a strong
position on their mandate (Hooks 1990). On the other hand, completely autonomous states
“would lack sources of intelligence” and “leave the state incapable of resolving * collective
action’ problems, of transcending the individual interests of its private counterparts’ (Evans
1995). Manring (1994) examined the role of the external environment on bureaucratic autonomy
in the USDA Forest Service. She found that Forest Service employees discovered the necessity
of maintaining professional autonomy by engaging in meaningful negotiations with its
constituents. The real measure of success and autonomy for the agency was in being able to get
things done by adapting to the needs of the public and industry. What is not desirable is when
only one external force dominates the policy agenda through the exercise of power. Thusit
appears that a contingent autonomy where agencies respond to all its constituents is most

desirable for adaptive management.

External constituents can come to dominate a regulatory agency in many ways. Domination is
an imbalance of power that greatly influences social action (McNeil 1978) and can work through
many specific channelsin an organization. Over a period of time, more than one external force
could dominate a natural resource agency by using a number of different means. West (1994)
describes five types of domination that are outlined in Table 2.1 (Page 23). Thefirst three forms
al rest on some type of power sanctions by the external force. External sanctions involve a
constituent applying some kind of direct threat to the agency. An example is amining company
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that threatens to shut down operations if the government refuses to lower environmental
standards. Informal cooptation occurs when an agency internally decides to grant power to an
external constituency without publicly declaring thisfact. This corresponds to the often heard

complaint that some government agencies are merely mouthpieces for certain industries.

Table 2.1. Forms of domination (West 1994).

Domination by... Description

Externa sanctions  Exertion of external power, usually as threats, and if necessary
carrying out those threats; more like Weber’s concept of power
then domination.

Informal Granting real power to external constituency without recognizing
Cooptation responsibility; gives external force an inside track without
publicity.
Power-sharing Sharing of responsibility and perhaps power; example is formal
formal cooptation  advisory boards where powerful local interests can dominate.
Constellation of Influence gained by resource control; those with the greatest
ideas resources can dominate others by their need for them.
Cooperétive This occurs when the interests of the bureaucracy are in line with
domination external pressures and they work together in their domination.

When public advisory boards are given real power to make decisions there is the possibility for
power-sharing formal cooptation. In this case an external constituent is given real power and
can come to dominate the policy agenda. The fourth form, domination through constellation of
interests, occurs when an actor controls a limited resource and can therefore dominate those who
wish to obtain it. Resources need not mean only natural resources but can include such things as
financia assets or monopolized skills. The final form, cooperative domination, implies that an
external congtituent holds similar views to those that are pervasive within the regulatory agency
and can share domination of certain policy outcomes. An example would be an environmental
group who are aligned with the conservation ethic espoused by the managers of a protected area
and are thereby able to influence the policy agenda.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 2: Literature Review Page 24

2.4.3. Internal Institutional Barriers

The majority of this chapter focusses on external impediments to adaptive management but there
are also threats that can come from within an organization. Many natural resource agencies have
had difficulty transforming themselves into adaptive organizations that practice ecosystem
management because organizational changeis very difficult to produce (Kessler and Salwasser
1995). The forms of domination as described by Patrick West (1994) can occur within an
organization as well as from without. Individuals can use power to advance personal interests
that are not in line with those of the agency. Weber’s (1997) famous description of the idedl
bureaucracy includes el ements such as advancement based on a meritocracy, tenure, rules and
regulations to govern behaviour, a hierarchy of responsibility, and specialization of resources.
These things should promote efficiency within a system and minimize the ability of individuals
to impede organizational goals. However, this does not always occur as people use their position
for personal gain that erodes the agency’ s effectiveness. Weber (1997) also warned of the ‘iron
cage of bureaucracy where the increased rationality and specialization of resources turned
people into cogs in awheel (Clegg 1990). Behaviour of people in organizations can get locked

into patterns of rules and norms that impede rapid learning and reaction to change.

One form of failurein internal agency vigilance is through a process called bureaucratic
dippage. Freudenberg and Gramling (1994) used this term to describe the successive watering
down of public policy until it becomes unrecognizable from what was originally intended. The
authors argue that agency capture is rarely a matter of total domination but rather involves a slow
reinterpretation of agency ideals. If a management concern arises and an agency requires a new
policy, thereis usually a period of discussion followed by the formation of a broad policy
statement or guiding principle. As the policy moves toward implementation, forces within the
organization seek to whittle away the strength of an ideato suit their personal construction of
how the policy should look (Freudenburg and Gramling 1994). Each individua in a natural
resource organization may have fundamentally different social constructions of the landscape
and how to manage it (Greider and Garkovich 1994). These constructions will affect the look of
the final policy upon implementation. The process of dlippage can work both up and down
through the hierarchy of an organization. Good policy decisions that originate on the ground-

level can be watered down as they move up through the chain of command when people with
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vested interest shape the policy to meet their needs. This has led some to argue that the adaptive
organization must have greater political decentralization and local autonomy to respond to fast-
shifting environmental conditions (Toffler 1985).

Another ingtitutional barrier to adaptive management can occur when the culture of an
organization insulates it from outside input. The rules and norms of an agency can lock people
into certain modes of thinking and behaviour that prevent them from being receptive to new
information and feedback from the system. Vandlik (1995) found this to be true in the USDA
Forest Service. The organizationwas composed of people with similar educationa backgrounds
and professional experiences. Coupled with the agency’s strong internal controls, there was a
group mentality and narrow way of thinking in the organization. Employment possibilities for
Forest Service employees were limited outside of the agency, which created a virtual monopoly
of opportunities for people with a forestry interest. A hierarchy developed that was based more
on rank than responsibility and performance. These factors led the agency to manage based on
the internal values of the organization rather than looking outward to society’s interests (Vandlik
1995). Theinternal politics of an organization can be a powerful impediment to flexible,

adaptive management.

Haas (1992) developed the concept of an epistemic community to demonstrate how a group of
like- minded people can greatly influence policy decisionmaking. He states thet “an epistemic
community is a network of professionals with recognized expertise and competence in a
particular domain and an authoritative claim to policy relevant knowledge within that domain or
issue-area.” This network has a shared set of normative and causal beliefs, smilar notions of
scientific validity and a common policy enterprise (Haas 1992). An epistemic community can
have a disproportionate influence on policy development because their common views afford
them a significant influence. For example, a groups of scientistsin an organization that are
tightly banded together can show compelling evidence of a problem even if the rest of the agency
does not perceive the issue in the same way. This effect can be especially present in the case of
interagency cooperation (Thomas 1997). Ecologists have long recognized the need to manage on
a landscape scal e because ecosystem boundaries cross political lines. Thomas (1997)
demonstrated that when the Endangered Species Act was passed in the United States, higher
level managers felt aloss of autonomy because the Act required looking beyond their own
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management jurisdiction. These managers had to rely on input from the epistemic community of

scientists who thereby received more political power.

Power can play a significant role in the functioning of an organization. Power is classically
defined as the probability of an actor carrying out their will even when opposed by others
(Marshall 1994). Ideally, power in organizations should come from the ability to perform tasks
but thisis not always the case (Pfeffer 1981). Individuals in an organization may use power in
many ways to further their own status and advantage rather than the good of the agency. People
acquire power by providing or controlling essential resources, being able to cope with
uncertainty, being irreplaceable, affecting the decision process, and employing good political
skills (Pfeffer 1981). This report focusses more on the existence of power in the organization
and where it is situated than with a specific individual’s power. Weber (1997) believed that the
ideal type of rationa-legal domination within a bureaucracy would grant authority to the position
a person occupied, not the individual themselves (Craib 1997). Thisis an important distinction
because it shows the need for power to go with a position in an organization and not with the
individual who happens to be occupying that post. An organization will have difficulty being

adaptive if there is a significant power shift every time an employee changes position.

2.5. Summary

This chapter has reviewed various concepts associated with the adaptive management of natural
resources in protected areas. An adaptive approach to management requires a flexible strategy to
complete a feedback and adjustment loop. Management in protected areas is complicated by the
politics of determining value; are parks for ecological protection, human enjoyment, or some
combination of both? In trying to implement adaptive management in protected areas, managers
face many obstacles because natural resource agencies deal with both external and internal
pressures. External forces are sometimes able to penetrate the agency and capture the policy
agenda. This prevents the fair exchange of information and a domination of policy decisions by
one group. An agency with absolute autonomy is not desirable either because it may manage
resources from the narrow scope of the shared values in the organization. Internal forces such as
bureaucratic slippage, agency culture, and power imbalances may also affect an organization’s

ability to manage adaptively.
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3. METHODS
3.1. Evaluation Resear ch

Evaluation research is defined as “the systematic application of socia research procedures for
assessing the conceptualization, design, implementation, and utility of social intervention
programs’ (Rossi and Freeman 1993). It provides a method for carefully examining public
policy or socia programs to determine how effective they have been. There are practitioners of
evauation from many different disciplines including political science, medicine, policy analysis,
education, and sociology. There has not, however, been extensive evaluation research performed
in the field of natural resource policy. Wallace et a. (1995) reviewed the literature and
discovered that the disciplinary journals are concerned with theory and process whereas the
natural resource journals are usually more applied. Because of the diverse range in policies and
programs, evaluators from different fields have necessarily employed a wide range of social
research methods to investigate their subject. Therefore, there exists no universal approach that
can be taken to study the development of policy, but rather a host of flexible strategies. Each
evauation is unique and many designs could be employed, though none can be perfect
(Cronbach 1982).

One of the most distinctive characteristics of evaluation research isits political nature, a point
widely explored in the literature (Greene 1994; Patton 1997; Weiss 1972). Evaluations often
investigate policies that are in the public domain, which brings in a broad range of stakeholders
with vested interests in the evaluation. The sponsoring agency funding the research has a
particularly strong interest in the work and may try to influence the findings. Even the selection
of criteria on which to base the evaluation has a political component. Different stakeholders may
have contradicting opinions on the standards by which the policy should be judged. The
researcher must be aware that evaluation is “integrally intertwined with political decision making
about societal priorities, resource allocation, and power” (Greene, 1994:531). This study, like
any evaluation, has its political context. The criteria for evaluation, the principles of adaptive
management, have been selected by the Foothills Model Forest. The main subjects of the study,

natioral and provincial government agencies are inherently political organizations that may
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present a biased agenda. To allay these concerns, every effort was made to provide a forum for
all interested parties to voice their views in order to paint an accurate, well-balanced picture.
3.2. Resear ch Strategy

The research plan in this report is based on the steps necessary for effective evaluation as
outlined by Krause (1996). Elements include background research, specifying the program’s

goals, selecting the research design, data collection, analysis, and interpretations.

3.2.1. Background Research

The first task of evaluatorsis to gain an understanding of the programs they wish to review
(Krause 1996). As previously detailed, this meant performing the initial literature review of
adaptive management concepts that are presented in Chapter 2 (Page 9). In addition, a
preliminary investigation of available sources relating specifically to management in the
Foothills Model Forest was initiated to establish historical timelines. These sources included
both historical documents and informal interviews with knowledgeable people. This exercise
helped to provide an overview of how management developed in these areas and to highlight
turning points of major policy or management changes. Turning points were selected to
represent times when major changes or times of controversy took place. These turning points are
meant to focus attention on a few significant events rather then every minor change in policy and
management direction. This was advantageous because the history of this area, Jasper National
Park in particular, is long and complex. These points provided a specific focus to times when
certain issues were at the forefront and that helped to guide an interview. A list of mgor events
and turning points is included in the Appendix (Page 113).

There were times however, that these turning points became cumbersome. When in the field, it
was discovered that many people did not share the same opinion on the significance of certain
historical decisions. Others suggested that completely different times were of greater importance
in determining current conditions. Focusing on turning points also ignored times that were free
of controversy and change. Why certain things did not happen may be just as sociologically
significant and interesting as why others did. Often respondents spoke in generalities about

different periods of management as opposed to one specific event. In the end, the turning points
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concept was used when it was useful and abandoned when it was not. Respondents were
permitted to describe what they felt were significant events and were questioned about the
established turning points later.

3.2.2. Specifying the Program’s Goals

The type and degree of adaptive management is specified as the criteriafor evaluation and is
aready defined elsewhere in this document®. It is also important to look at the goals that these
jurisdictions have set for themselves both today and in the past. Public policy is shaped by
changes in societies and must be judged by the standards of the times in which they were created.
The historical context must be accounted for by not putting unrealistic expectations on the policy
makers of the day (Fox 1987; Wallace et al. 1995). For example, Parks Canada today strives for
successful ecosystem management as their mandate. Has the Park always been successful in
fulfilling this goal or were there other goals that it was able to accomplish? Have they been
adaptive to changes in ecosystems and societies? Were the broader issues of the day reflected in
their policymaking? What were the goals of management in the past and were they successful in
achieving them? One of the greatest challenges in this project is to account for the historical

context of management decisions and not make judgments based solely on today’ s standards.

Using the criteria of adaptive management, a set of questions was created to guide the research
process. These questions were later used in the interview stage of the project. Figure 3.1 (Page

30) outlines some of the types of questions that focus on a specific turning point.

3.2.3. Research Design

Patton (1997) suggests that evaluations must be flexible and adaptive to the situation for which
they are needed. The most effective method of finding relevant information for this project was
through personal interviews and document review. Additional sources of information came from

participant observation and a review of other researcher’s personal interviews.

Purposeful sampling techniques were used to find key informants to interview. Three of these

techniques that are most applicable are snowball, opportunistic, and politically important

! See Section 2.3.2 on page 15 for alisting of the criteria of adaptive management.
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How did you become involved with the issue?

What changes led to this becoming an issue?

What were some of the differing opinions on how to manage the resource at the
time?

What were the different options available at the time?

What information was available at the time of the decision?

Why was the choice made as it was and why were other choices rejected?
Was public opinion solicited before a decision was made?

Were concerns of the public included in the decision making process and
reflected in the outcome?

Did the public fed that their concerns were being listened to?

What was the relationship like between management and field staff i.e.
wardens, interpreters?

Were the views of field staff incorporated into decision making and planning?
Were ground level staff able to make recommendations for changes after the
decision was made?

Were there any other opportunities for feedback and adjustment?

Was consideration made for management decisions in other jurisdictionsi.e.
Switzer, Willmore, or Jasper?

Weas there any coordinated effort among the different jurisdictions to manage
on alarger scale than just their own area?

Weas there effort made to share information?

What was communication like between the different areas?

Who were some of the key people involved at the time of the decision?
Were some people more able to get their viewpoint put into action?

Was the decision made locally or did it come from Ottawa/Cal gary/Edmonton?
How was a decision eventually reached?

Do you think the decision would have been made differently in hindsight?
How did the changes in park policy affect the management decisions?

Did the management choices or new information gathered affect subsequent
policies?

Do you believe the management structure was flexible and responsive to
change?

Was the organization adaptive?

Figure 3.1. Research questions (also used as interview questions).

sampling (Patton 1990). Snowball sampling involves asking each person interviewed to name
others who have firsthand knowledge and specia experiences regarding the issue. Opportunistic

sampling takes advantage of new discoveries whenever they might arise. Contacts can be made
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from chance meetings or by following leads obtained in document review. Politically important
sampling involves questioning those who were key in the policy decision-making process. For
this study that meant people from Parks Canada, Alberta Environmental Protection, local
communities, aborigina groups, environmentalists, business groups, government officials, and

others.

There are no specific guidelines for the size of a qualitative sample, however, it is necessary to
hear the stories from representatives of different stakeholder groups. The researcher knows they
have sampled sufficiently when the same ideas are being expressed repeatedly (Krogman 1996).
One must be cautious, however, to find respondents who express the range of opinions on any
givenissue. For example, the results could be severely biased if only Parks Canada employees
were interviewed. A careful search was made for people who may have had dissenting opinions
from the current resource managers and policy makers. In total, 28 personal interviews were
conducted and are outlined in Table 3.1 (Page 32) by the areas of expertise of those interviewed.
Note that the sample for some regions is considerably smaller reflecting the lack of experts for

that region and a shorter, |less detailed management history.

One way to prevent bias entering the research is to take advantage of al available information
through the process of triangulation. Triangulation means using multiple methods and sources of
information to crosscheck your findings. In a case study framework this allows for flexibility in
data collection and minimizes the chance of misinterpretation (Stake 1994). The more sources of
information used, the more accurate the findings will be. For this reason, document review is
also amajor component of the project. Historical policy documents, governmental publications,
journals, diaries, magazines, newspapers, and other sources were consulted and analyzed. These
documents shed light on what the official policy of the day was, as well as dissenting opinions
and commentaries on their effectiveness. The magority of the literature collected was from the
University of Alberta Libraries, the Parks Canada Warden Library in Jasper, and the Jasper-

Y ellowhead Museum and Archives.
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Table 3.1. Number of interviews (n=28) by primary region of interviewee' s knowledge.
(Secondary column counts those who also had expertise on one of the other protected areas.)

Region Primary Secondary Total
Jasper 19 2 21
Willmore 4 4 8
Switzer 5 5 10
Total 28

3.2.4. Data Collection

The main phase of data collection took place between the months of June and August 1998 from
aresearch base at the Palisades Centre in Jasper National Park. Additional interviews were
conducted through the winter of 1999. The interview process proved to be full of challenges.
The primary target for interviews was the staff of Parks Canada, a group of people who are
extremely busy with the crush of tourists in the summer months. The residents of Jasper also
tend to work long hours in the summer as business in the townsite tails off significantly in the
winter. Often there was great frustration in trying to make appointments to meet with people and
to have them show up at the designated time. Parks Canada staff, however, were very helpful
and accommodating when their schedules permitted. There was also a challenge of distances.
Respondents lived in communities all over the Foothills Model Forest, into British Columbia,
and throughout the province of Alberta. In an effort to interview everyone in person, a great deal

of time was spent travelling to these different locations.

Interviews generally lasted between one to two hours and took place in whatever location was
comfortable for the respondent. The interviews began with general discussion about personal
backgrounds, a summary of the project, and the respondent’ s history in the area. From this point
the interview generally followed the list of questions that are presented in Figure 3.1 (Page 30)
but would often naturally flow to where the respondent would lead. Interviews were often
derailed far off-track when people started to relate stories about their experiences in the area.
Some of these stories provided great moments of insight into how management affected people
on avery personal level. In virtually every interview the full set of questions was exhausted
which helped to compare peopl€e s responses. When contacted for an interview, some people
said they felt they had nothing to offer the study and suggested others who did. When asked
briefly about their views, these people often did have very relevant and valuable information.
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In addition to personal interviews there were other primary sources on which to draw. The
Jasper-Y ellowhead Oral History Project conducted by Vikki Wallace contains valuable personal
accounts of former Foothills Model Forest residents, some of whom are now deceased. Also, a
series of persona interviews with Jasper residents conducted in the summer of 1997 for research
by Tom Beckley of the Canadian Forest Service was made available. This study examined
indicators of community sustainability and some interviews contained information relevant to
Parks Canada’ s relationship to the townsite.

3.25. Analysis

Patton (1990) explains that there are no absolute rules to follow during analysis of qualitative
data, only general guidelines. Each researcher tailors their analysis to fit the type of data
collection methods used. Neuman (1997) outlines many of the technical aspects of qualitative
data analysis including the method of choice used here; successive approximation (see Figure
3.2, Page 33). This method involves beginning with a set of research questions, a framework of
assumptions and concepts, plus a vague of idea of some emerging themes from interviews and

personal experiences. Thisyields Data 1 in Figure 3.2 (Page 33). From this, field notes, tape

recordings,
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Figure 3.2. Path model of data collection and analysis (Data 1 = experience of researcher, Data 2
= recorded data, physical data, Data 3 = processed data in final report) Source:
Adapted from Neuman, 1997.

and summaries of interviews were reviewed to lend evidence to, or find conflicts from, the

assumptions in the first stage. At this juncture evidence from the secondary sources was aso
incorporated. No specific method of coding was used for the interview analysis because
interviews were not transcribed. Rather, both case and cross-case analysis were employed
(Patton 1990). Case anaysisinvolves examining each interview separately to uncover themes
that can be compared with themes from other interviews. With cross-case analysis, each
interview is studied to find references to a particular theme or criteria. An example in this study
was to scan each interview for comments on a specific criteria of adaptive management and then
compare responses. The final stage in the analysis was to sort the data into themes and criteria

and present them in this report.

Data quality is assessed in terms of reliability and validity. Reliability refers to whether the same
results would be produced by a different researcher or research procedure. Validity isthe
property of being genuine in portraying attitudes and characteristics (Marshall 1994). Every
attempt was made throughout the research process to check personal biases and to strive for the
most accurate and truthful product. Patton (1990) suggests several ways of enhancing the
reliability and validity of data analysis. One way isto test rival explanations. This means
looking for individuals who have differing opinions on a specific matter and testing to see if their
idea may be true. Ore can also look for negative cases or instances where the general theory
does not fit as expected. Finaly as previously explained, he recommends triangulating different
sources of information to test for congruency of findings. Perhaps the truest test of the work is
whether the study group themselves concur with the results. As interviewing advanced and
themes emerged, the new assertions were tested by asking respondents if they agreed with the
initial conclusions. This permitted modification of some early ideas based on the continual
feedback. Key interviews with people who possessed arich knowledge of the areain question

were saved until the end of the process to further test results and conclusions.

3.2.6. Interpretation

The interpretation of the research is presented in the following chapters. The main goal of the
report is to evaluate whether adaptive management has been practiced in the Foothills Model
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Forest. However, thereis also a story to be told about policy development beyond whether or
not it is adaptive. Kaplan (1986) writes that in the absence of defining criteria, a narrative can
often be the best way of “imposing order on complexity, considering relevant factors.” Stories
explain changes over time, describing events as many people have experienced them. They are
pervasive in our lives and many people, including political policy-makers, think in these terms.
There are criteria by which they must abide; they must be true in that they account for differing
perspectives and need to accurately reflect these, they must be rich and tell of actors and their
settings, and they must be consistent, congruent, and unified (Kaplan 1986). To achieve this end,
extensive use of quoting of those who participated in the project isincluded. Allowing people to
speak in their own words demonstrates the richness of personal experience asit pertains to their
role in making management decisions. All quotes presented are verbatim transcriptions of
comments from various interview subjects.

3.3. Ethics

One of the prime concernsin socia research isto protect the participants who graciously take
part in the project. People share their stories and expose important details of their lives. Because
this study was also conducted at the University of Alberta, permission to carry out the research
was granted by the Faculty of Agriculture, Forestry, and Home Economics Ethics Committee.
Their guidelines have been strictly adhered to throughout the research project.

Most concern over ethics in social research arises from issues of harm, consent, deception,
privacy, and confidentiality (Punch 1994). There were no concerns regarding harm or deception
in this project. Every participant was informed of the purpose and goals of the research both
oraly and through a written summary. This outline also acted as a written consent form that
informed participants that they could refuse to answer any question or end the interview at
anytime they desired. To respect privacy and confidentiality no individua will be identified in
this report or any other written reports, either by name or by identifying characteristics such as
their specific occupational position or activities. All written summaries of interviews were given
an identifying number that did not carry the respondent’s name. The code sheet for these
numbers was kept in a separate location from interviews and was not kept on file on a computer.
All potentially sensitive computer files were password protected in addition to a hard-drive
password on the research computer. Tapes were kept under lock and key until they were

analyzed and all tapes have now been destroyed.
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4. THE EVOLUTION OF POLICY AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT
4.1. Introduction

This chapter discusses the historical development of policy and management in three protected
areas of the Foothills Model Forest and the Y ellowhead corridor. Each section presents an
overview of the management history of aregion beginning from the park creation, or in the case
of Jasper National Park, even earlier. The story of each protected areais told within its own
section to give a sense of continuity to the account. Comparisons between the jurisdictions,
along with a general discussion appears in the following chapter. The main source of
information for more recent events, those within approximately the last 40 years, is from
personal interviews. Secondary sources are more heavily relied on for periods that are outside
the grasp of memory of those interviewed. Direct quotations are presented in italics and are used
to illustrate a specific point and provide a firsthand account of an individual’ s experience with

management and policy.

The reader will notice a pronounced discrepancy between the length of each account as the
history of Jasper National Park islonger with much more detail than either William A. Switzer
Provincia Park or Willmore Wilderness Park. Willmore Wilderness Park in particular has

relatively very few visitors or major changes in its management direction.

4.2. Jasper National Park

The management history of Jasper National Park islong and complex. The park has seen many
changes over its eighty plus years of development. The philosophy of management has changed
so dramatically that activities once permitted, such as mining and hunting, would no longer
appear to be acceptable. The following section takes a brief ook at life before the formation of
the park and factors that contributed to its creation in order to show the philosophy in which
early parks were grounded. Only management history is discussed in this chapter and not a
complete history of the park or the townsite of Jasper. For example, incidents such as the
internment of Japanese Canadians in the park were not management actions of Parks Careda nor
were changes in the administration of the railway. Therefore these types of issues will not be

presented unless they impacted the management of the National Park.
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4.2.1. Pre-Park Developments and Park Establishment. 1810-1907

The Rocky Mountains of west-central Albertawere likely not used as permanent dwelling places
for aboriginal peoples. The Sekani, Shuswap, Kootenay, Salish, Stoney and Cree seasonally
hunted the rich sources of game such as moose, caribou, bison, mule deer, bighorn sheep, and
waterfow! (Great Plains Research Consultants 1985). These people generally lived outside of the
current park areain places such as the Foothills and the Peace country. Life in the area would
change forever after the first European appeared in the territory. In 1810, David Thompson
became the first European to set foot in what is now Jasper National Park. With the help of an
Iroquois guide, he made the first recorded traverse by a European of the Whirlpool Valley and
Athabasca Pass (Great Plains Research Consultants 1985). Thompson opened the door for
missionaries, fur traders, and explorers to follow his steps and leave their imprint on the
mountains (Lothian 1987).

Developments in the region sprouted not long after Thompson made his legendary journey. A
trading post later to be called Jasper House was constructed at the north end of Brule Lake at the
east end of the park in 1813 (Great Plains Research Consultants 1985). The post was used by the
North West Company to trade furs and barter with the native peoples. At this time there were
mostly Iroquois living in the region and at the post as the other tribes had moved away from the
European arrivals (Gainer 1981). Jasper House was eventually relocated almost 23 km south
along the Athabasca River in 1821. It was quite difficult to eke out aliving at thistime in the
Athabasca Valley. Most travellers were passing through the area, stopping to trade furs, but few
stayed to build homes and settle. Jasper House became run down and was abandoned in 1884 as
no one desired to stay in the harsh and lonely environment. People were waiting for a railway
line to bring prosperity and more people into the remote region as it had in the southern part of

the province.

In the south, a fascinating new discovery had been made by two employees of the Canadian
Pacific Railway Company; a series of natural hot springs that were a prized commodity of the
day (McNamee 1993). People believed that the springs had natural healing properties and were
willing to pay to bathe in them. Exploiting the values of these hot springs became the impetus,
first for creating the Hot Springs Reserve in 1885 -- a 10 square mile area to protect the hot
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springs themselves; then for creating Canada’s first national park in 1887 (Rodky Mountains
Park), later to be known as Banff. The federal government wanted to attract business for its
railway and a national park would motivate people to come and use the hot springs and enjoy the
scenic wilderness (McNamee 1993). The leaders of the day realized that in order to attract
tourists it would be important to preserve or even enhance the natura integrity of the park. Two
years later the Canadian government passed the Rocky Mountain Park Act to firmly establish the
boundary of its new park. This piece of legisation was modelled on earlier actions in the United
States in the creation of their first parks. This act would become an important piece of

legidation in the creation of Jasper National Park years later.

Back in the northern Alberta Rockies, proposals were under way for a railway to cross the
mountains and connect the northern half of the province to the British Columbia coast. In
October of 1902, the National Transcontinental Railway Act was passed enabling the Grand
Trunk Pacific Railway to build arail line that followed the Athabasca and Miette corridors
(Lothian 1987). Three years later the construction of the railway began, opening up a new set of
possibilitiesin the region. In 1911, the Canadian Northern Railway Company commenced
construction of a second line through the park that ran almost side by side with the Grand Trunk
line (Lothian 1976). The communitiesof Brule and Pocahontas were established within the park
to mine coal for the Grand Trunk and Canadian Northern railroads respectively. Both railroads
struggled financially and consolidation of the lines commenced in 1916, eventually to be
completely taken over by the federal government in 1923 and renamed as the Canadian National
Railways (Lothian 1976).

With the railway activity, people were once again inspired to try to make aliving in the area with
the advantages that came with train travel. The federal government, realizing the potential of the
region and mindful of the success of Banff, created Jasper Forest Park to attract tourists and
inject economic resources into the area. The park was officially founded on September 14, 1907
with aland area of 12,950 kn?. The Honourable Frank Oliver, Minister of Interior instructed the
Superintendent of Forestry to create a bill patterned on the Rocky Mountains Park Act to
establish the park. Oliver was informed of potential conflicts with the laws of the newly created

province of Alberta and the Park Act so reservation was actually made under the Dominion
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Lands Act (Lothian 1977). The early establishment history of Parks Canada reveals atrend of

trying to attract tourist dollars that would become pervasive in Parks Canada for many years.

4.2.2. The Early Years of Jasper Park. 1907-1930

In the years after the creation of Jasper Forest Park, the first administrative actions were taken to
set up a bureaucracy within the park. The first acting superintendent, JW. McLaggan was
appointed in 1909. He was succeeded in 1913 by the first permanent superintendent, Colonel S.
Maynard Rogersin 1913. Two game wardens started work patrolling the park for poachers and
other illegal activity in 1910. While there were some conservation measures taken such as
wildlife preservation, the emphasis for management in these early years was clearly to attract
tourists to the park. Colonel Rogers apparently ran his post like an autocrat, forcing his view of
the park on everyone (Great Plains Research Consultants 1985). In the style of many of his
contemporaries, he enforced the park vision of the day by creating trails, roads and new tourist
accommodations. He also illustrated the prevailing philosophy of acting to enhance the quality
of the park, for example stating in 1914: “There is much room for us to improve the condition of
aquatic life within the park, by a definite plan of wild rice planting, thus producing a favourite

food for ducks, geese and swans.” (Department of Interior 1914).

A more profound precedent with long-term implicatiors was also set by Rogersin 1914 when he
advocated a vigorous program of predator control: “Wolves, -- timber and coyote -- are
unfortunately increasing also, and | purpose in augmenting a definite policy of trying to lessen
thisevil. Inthis connection | would suggest that our wardens be permitted to retain the bounty
and aso the hide of all wolves destroyed by them, as an extra inducement to perseverein trying

to destroy them.” (Department of Interior 1914).

There are many points that illustrate the government’ s desire to showcase its new park. The
railway finally opened to passengersin April 1912, creating a need for places where visitors
could stay. The townsite of Jasper was surveyed in 1913 to serve the tourist traffic with enticing
shops and hotels with arustic look that would be visualy appealing and remind the visitor of a
guaint European style mountain village (Davidson 1990). Trailswere cut to scenic attractions
such as Maligne Lake and Pyramid Lake to alow easier access for visitors. In 1915 the first
major tourist accommodation at Lac Beauvert known as ‘ Tent City’ was built under the authority
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of Colonel Rogers (Lothian 1987). There was significant interest in these accommodations in
the early years and the lease was soon bought by the Canadian National Railway Company. In
1922, construction commenced on a set of permanent structures that were renamed Jasper Park
Lodge, afacility that still exists today. One example of political influence that encouraged
development occurred when Agnes Laut tried to open an artist’s retreat on Lake Edith. Local
park officials did not want the facility to be built to protect the |ake and also because the colony
would only be for artists, thereby excluding many other park users. Laut was able to use her
connections with federal politicians to have the lakeshore subdivided and cabin construction
began in 1920 (Buchik and Taylor 1996). Many of the lots on this |ake are still being leased to

the public, a source of contention with some local residents and tourists.

The federal government also undertook to remove any people who were living in various
locations in the park. Most of these families appear to be have been of Iroquois descent (Gainer
1981). In 1910, there were six Metis families, four Moberly, one Joachim and one Finley living
in the park. After the park was established, the federal government and park officials wanted
these people removed because they were regarded as squatters who would detract from the
pristine image that the government had created for Jasper Park (Great Plains Research
Consultants 1985). Only one homesteader was able to secure his property when people were
removed to adjacent lands. Lewis Swift built afarm northeast of the Jasper townsite on an area
called the Henry House Flats. The government attempted to move him off of this land but he
had claims that superseded their authority. His disputes with the government became so
emotionally charged that he actually held off federal and Grand Trunk Officials with arifle for
three days when a disagreement arose over the placement of arail line. This period of time
shows how eager park officials were to preserve a sanctuary for tourists, even at the expense of
individual rights of those living in the area (Gainer 1981).

Not only was tourism promoted in the early parks but also the extractionof natural resources.
The federal government viewed the parks as having many possible sources for economic gain as
long as it did not interfere with the visitor experience. The mountains were a rich source of
various resources such as cod, limestone, and timber. Therefore in 1910 the first mines to
extract coal were established in the east end of the park at Pocahontas (GTP) and 1912 at Brule
(Canadian Northern). Limestone quarrying began in 1911, followed by logging of the Whirlpool
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Valey in 1919. There was a strong feeling among park employees that these activities were
acceptable and even potentially useful for wildlife by opening up forest enclosed habitats. There
were some dissenters who felt that parks should be about preservation and not ecoromic gain
“but public pressure and therefore political considerations had made it impossible for these
idealists to put their ideas into practice” (Gainer 1981). It does appear that these idedlists did not

represent the views of the majority of people at the time.

Figure4.1. Logging at Tie Camp in the Whirlpool Valey (Parks Canadal/Jasper
National Park/Photographer; C.V. Phillips)

There are instances in the early history of the park where officials tried to adhere to a
preservation mandate for the park. While most activity was designed to promote tourism, some
realized that it was necessary to conserve park resources both for future generations and to
ensure that tourists would still come to visit. To meet this end, the Department of Interior
became responsible for administering the recently signed Migratory Birds Convention Act and to
effectively handle this responsibility, they created a wildlife branch to deal with concerns over
wildlife management. This research wing of the Department later became its own agency as the
Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS) in 1966 (Lothian 1977). In 1917, elk were re-introduced into
the park as native animals had been extirpated. Some have suggested that this was most likely

from European’ s over- hunting (Dekker 1988), or as a result of difficult wintersin the late 1800s,
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or possibly aborigina ‘overkill’ of game resources (Kay 1995). Eighty-eight animals were
brought in from Y ellowstone National Park in an effort to reestablish an ecological process that
had been interrupted by European intervention. Another conservation measure was to establish a
warden service to ensure the conservation of wildlife and plants from the pressures brought on

by the growing population. While many in parks administration were promoting tourism, the
warden service was protecting the park from the increased traffic volumes (Gainer 1981). Parks
policy at this time was not clearly written to either enhance tourism or protect resources. In fact
“when the early in-park policies on resource management are corsidered, it becomes clear that a
strain of ambiguity runs through them” (Great Plains Research Consultants 1985). Parks policy,
while focussed on conservation, was dictated largely by political forces rooted in economic and

business devel opment.

One strong personality who imposed his view of conservation minded park management at the
time was the Director of the Dominion Parks Branch, J.B. Harkin. In 1911, the Department of
the Interior recognized the need to have its protected areas managed within its own department
and commissioned Harkin to the task (Lothian 1977). Harkin had an almost mystical view of
nature and felt very strongly about the conservation of parks. He believed that national parks
“exist in order that every citizen of Canada may satisfy his soul-craving for Nature” (McNamee
1993). Harkin realized that because his department was in an agency responsible for overseeing
extractive industries such as mining, he must use economic reasoning to preserve the parks. To
prove his point that protected areas were economically viable, he demonstrated to parliament that
scenic lands were valued at $13.88/ acre while wheatland was worth $4.91/acre (Marty 1984).
Thisis one of the earliest examples in parks where a strong personality was able to direct policy

based on his view of how a park should be managed.

Harkin was also instrumental in resolving boundary changes in the park that were a source of
great political battles. In 1911 the park areawas reduced to 2,590 kn? when the boundaries were
redrawn to 16 km on either side of the railway (Lothian 1987). Appendix 8.2 (Page 118)
presents a series of maps that illustrate this boundary change as well as further changes made
before the boundaries were firmly established in 1930. This action angered private outdoor clubs
such as the Alberta Fish and Game Association, the Campfire Club of Americaand J.B. Harkin
himself because it demonstrated that politicians were mainly interested in using parks for
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revenue generation. They felt that the boundary change did not take into account some pristine
areas of the park but protected only those areas accessible by train. After political lobbying and
protest, the park boundaries were increased in 1914 to encompass an area of 11,396 knf.
Further disputes occurred when in 1927 an additional 2,538 kn¥ of land south of Sunwapta Pass
was added to the park. The province of Alberta protested because the impending Transfer Act
would have given them control over this now excluded piece of land. There was apparently very
little rationale behind the selection of lands to be included in the park (Lothian 1987). Some
believe it was strictly for administrative ease while others feel it was just an example of the
political infighting over the philosophy of what the parks should be (Great Plains Research
Consultants 1985).

In 1930, many of these disputes were settled by decree with the passing of the National Parks
Act and the Transfer of Resources Act. The Transfer Act established the division of federal and
provincia lands and gave power over resources to the provinces (Cairns 1992). With the passing
of the National Parks Act, the boundaries of Jasper National Park were adjusted to include
10,878 kn?, effectively ending dispute over land control with the province of Alberta. The
Transfer of Resources Act also provided an opportunity to adjust boundaries between federal and
provincial lands. For example, the community of Entrance was then the last railway station
before Jasper National Park, the area of which also included Brule and parts of the land east of
Brule Lake. AsT.F. Blefgen, Alberta sfirst Director of Forestry, explained in 1931:

Some time before the transfer of resources ... a survey of the Banff and

Jasper national parks was undertaken with a view to eliminating from the

National Parks, those areas 1. which were, or would likely to become

areas required for industrial development; 2. unsuitable for park

purposes, or 3. for the purposes of establishing a more definite and more

satisfactory boundary than had previously existed.
He noted that in total 1364.46 square miles were added to the forest reserves, and that 821.5
square miles were added to the Parks, particularly from the Clearwater Forest to Banff. His
comments referred to a“ considerable area ... added to the Athabasca Forest in the vicinity of
Brule, and to the Brazeau Forest northwest of Luscar” (Blefgen 1931).

Most resource extraction in parks was ended with the passing of the new Act, likely due to the

mounting political pressure to end industrial development (Great Plains Research Consultants
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1985). Timber harvesting continued in the National Park system after 1930 but this practice was
reduced by the mid-1950's and completely terminated by 1970 (Lothian 1977). Tourists were
becoming more common in Jasper National Park due to improvements in transportation and they
were looking for a more pristine nature experience. The creation of other parks at this time
showed that government felt the political value of all national parks was high, mostly in terms of
commercial gain from tourism but also for preserving wilderness landscapes (McNamee 1993).
The National Parks Act stated that ‘ The National Parks of Canada are hereby dedicated to the
people of Canada for their benefit, education and enjoyment...and shall be maintained and made
use of so as to leave them unimpaired for future generation” (Eagles 1993). This conservation
minded text could have ended the debate over the proper use of the National Parks and Jasper

itself but this discussion was to continue for many years.

4.2.3. The Growing Park. 1931-1960

The period between 1931 and 1960 was a time of growth in Jasper National Park as
transportation and access to the park improved. It was aso afairly quiet time in the management
history of the park as there was very little public controversy or internal debate as to the meaning
of protected areas in general. The park was also relatively remote until the highway from
Edmonton was improved in the late 1940's. The published literature on parks for this time frame
is aso very sparse as most authors concern themselves with the very early or more recent years

of parks management.

The pattern of development witnessed in the formative years of parks continued through the
middle years of the century. Parks managers and federal officials realized the potential
economic gains of the park and strove to increase the ease of access to Jasper Nationa Park.
This was achieved by constructing roads to link the townsite to Edmonton in the east and Banff
in the south. Construction of aroad linking Edmonton with Jasper began in 1928 but was not
completed until 1931 (Lothian 1977). Much of this work and subsequent upgrades made use of
federal work policies to provide employment to those suffering from the economic chaos of the
depression. In an effort to save money, only essential materials were used and no frills were
incorporated in the building of these roads. Much of the road was built on abandoned railway
grades. The Jasper-Banff highway was an extremely arduous undertaking as the road travelled
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through steep, rugged, high-elevation terrain. Roadwork began in 1930 but it took until 1938 to
connect to the Athabasca Glacier and another two years to reach Lake Louise. Life in these work
camps was very rough and parks staff apparently had no sympathy for the workmen'’s conditions.
Workers were forced to stay onsite and were not alowed trips into town without written
permission from their supervisors (MacGregor 1974). Most of these camps had been set up
under an unemployment relief program during the 1930's along with National Forestry work
camps. Those ended with the onset of World War 11 in 1939. With the new roads came a
proliferation of hotels and services, which afforded more than just the hardy traveller an
opportunity to visit the park. Tourism increased dramatically through this period with visitation
rates typically rising more than 10% a year (Davidson 1990).

Figure 4.2. Early years on the Jasper-Edmonton highway (Parks Canada/Jasper
National Park)

In this period park managers were beginning to show more concern for resource management
and not just attracting tourists. However, resource management was very different than today’s
practices which seek to maintain ecological integrity. Managers at that time were more

concerned with reacting to problems that arose and used very different methods of solving these
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predicaments. Predator control programs of exterminating large carnivores continued to
rebalance a system that had been greatly altered by elk reintroduction.

In the 1940’ s the elk numbers were getting huge, the population was up
to 3000. There was a rabies scare in the 1950's and wardens were out
shooting and poisoning all large predators. By the 1960's the elk were
eating themselves out of house and home and were dying beside the road.
We dlaughtered elk straight through into the early 1970's to the tune of
2600 animals. We were always reacting to a change we made earlier.
There was never any foresight into what consegquences our actions would
have.
Parks Canada employee

Some people at this time felt that it was often more important for parks to create an environment
that was safe and pleasant for the tourist than one that enhanced wildlife conservation. Several
former park employees said they were encouraged to hunt as many large carnivores as possible.

The official policy in that time was to shoot all predators. The tourists

wanted to see the Bambi deer beside the road and we were there to keep

them safe. They used any excuse to thin the population of carnivores. Me

and a buddy shot eight grizzlies one year and we thought we were doing

great.
Retired warden

It must be acknowledged that managers in the 1950’ s were dealing with a very different
knowledge base and public values system. While many of these predator control practices are
still acceptable among some biol ogists and managers, they would be almost unthinkable in
today’ s sociopolitical climate. It must also be noted that the animals harvested in these culls
were dressed and the mest distributed among aboriginal peoples.

A trend of reacting to management issues can also been seen in other aspects of resource
administration. For example, the management of aguatic resources by stocking park waters with
non-native fish was largely in response to the poor quality of angling. In an effort to attract
fishers to Jasper National Park, wardens stocked lakes and streams with several species of non
native fish including brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis), brown trout (Salmo trutta), Atlantic

salmon (Salmo salar) and rainbow trout? (Oncorhynchus mykiss). Some watercourses such as

2 Primarily native to the Pacific watershed, a population of native rainbow trout also exists on the upper Athabasca
and McL eod River drainages. The rainbow trout planted in Jasper were obtained from stock outside of their native
rangein Alberta.
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the Maligne, that were previously devoid of fish, displayed spectacular results and provided

tremendous angling opportunities. 1n 1945 afish hatchery was built on the Maligne River to

Figure 4.3. Warden Frank Bryant and cougar (Parks Canada/Jasper National
Park/Source: Mary Haines).

more efficiently raise and distribute fish to all the western parks (Lothian 1981). Fire protection
is another example of the reactive nature of the Park’ s approach to management. One of the
most basic reasons for creating the warden service was to fight forest fires that threatened the
visitor experience and safety in the park (Collados and Duane 1999). Almost all fires were
suppressed and no effort was made to mimic or replace the effects that this natural process has
on the environment. In later policy directions, Parks Canada would come to acknowledge their
own bias for enhancing tourism opportunities at the expense of ecological integrity (National
Parks Branch 1964).

The warden service through the middle decades was focussed on tourist management and
protection of patrol districts. Wardens were selected more for their ability and enthusiasm to
work in the bush than for educational achievements. They did not generally perform research or
help to guide policy directives by providing feedback to managers. Each warden patrolled his

area looking for fires and poachers while also coming to the aid of lost hikers and climbers.
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Often the wardens became very possessive of their area after spending months living alonein

remote warden cabins.

We each became very attached to our particular region. That was your
piece of land and you didn’t want anyone to messit up. It got to the point
that you didn't like to see hikers or horses come into your part of the
world.
Retired warden

Most former wardens speak very highly about this period of time and the great friendship and
reliance they built with their coworkers. Their statements reflect a romantic image of the park
warden that has changed with modernization.

Things were different back then. You had a problem, you got on the radio

and every warden in the park would come help you. There was a great

camaraderie among us. Today they want overtime if their truck isn't in

the driveway at 5:00.
Retired warden

Many interviewees felt that the locus of control for parks management was very much located
within the park boundariesin this period. Only very broad directives came from the head office
in Ottawa as there was no formal, written, national policy in place until 1964. Most
superintendents and chief park wardens were able to manage their park as they saw fit and did
not get much interference or support from the bureaucrats in Ottawa. According to one former
warden, “the administration of parksin those days was definitely autocratic” (Camp 1993). The
superintendents were relatively free to impose their views of management on the staff of the
park. Most respondents felt that this was good because it gave local concerns a higher priority.
When | was a kid the superintendent had all the power and things were

actually better then. You could actually get something accomplished.
Jasper resident

The close relationship of Parks staff with their constituents provided an opportunity for quick

reaction to arising issues.

Sometimes things took a little longer than they do now but that’s to be
understood because of communication differences. You could go to the
Parks office and get an answer from somebody there. He may have to get
some paper work done but you knew right away if you could do something.
The power in those days was in the park and not with somebody in
Ottawa. The buck stopped at the superintendent.

Former Jasper businessperson
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While there were positive aspects associated with a strong degree of local control, there existed
the opportunity for individuals to greatly alter policy based on their personal views. There was
no officia policy to follow except for general direction from the Parks Act. The dual mandate of
preservation and use provided great leeway for an individual to tailor management to suit their
favourite projects. For example, the director of the National Parks Branch, James Smart, was an
enthusiastic golfer. He trandated this interest into the construction of many golf courses in Cape
Breton Highlands, Prince Edward Island, and Fundy National Parks to be managed by the Parks
Service (Lothian 1977). In Jasper National Park, this often meant thet a change in power could
reflect a change in regulations, a complaint often raised by residents. One example of this
occurred in the mid-1950"s when severa business people were having difficulty getting permits
to build new hotels and cabins. In 1957 there was a sudden, unexpected change in park policy
that opened the door to development and permitted new growth and expansion (Davidson, 1990).
One resident succinctly described this phenomenon in the following way:

You never knew which laws would be enforced and which ones would not.

Every time a new superintendent would come in, something would change.

It was all about the personalities.
Jasper resident

Federally, the parks portfolio was frequently shifted to different departments. Some of the major
changes were moves to the Department of Mines and Resources in 1935, the Resources and
Development Services Branch in 1949, and the Department of Indian and Northern Affairsin
1953. Often these departmental reshufflings were initiated to highlight a specific natural
resource sector such as mining (Lothian 1977). Parks do not ever appear to have been aleading
concern of politicians throughout thisera. The public was rarely consulted and had virtually no
input into how parks were run. Management and policy did not create afocus or direction that
parks should take resulting in ad hoc decision-making (McNamee 1993). Thislack of formal
decisionmaking process opened the door for extensive backroom deals between the government
and certain members of the public. For example, some individuals requested additional leases to
be granted at the Lake Edith cottage subdivision. At first parks staff rejected the application but
some of these people had significant influence with federal officials and were able to get this
decision overturned with an amendment to the Parks Act itself (Lothian 1979).
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4.2.4. The Changing Environment. 1960-1972

The sixties in North Americawere atime of great social upheaval and change. People began to
realize the serious impact that industrialization and population growth was having on the earth’s
ecological well-being. Books such as Rachel Carson’s Slent Soring (1962) raised awareness of
the effects of pollution and the shrinking amount of wilderness spaces left untouched. The
environmental movement had a profound effect on the way people thought about protected areas
and their role in global biodiversity conservation and ultimately influenced the managers of
Jasper National Park.

While there had been some talk of conservation measures in Jasper National Park in the previous
decades, the 1960’ s focussed park managers on the growing public support for stronger
protection. A report on the management of the park, prepared by Queen’s University in 1960,
informed managers that while development was possible in the park, it was important to consider
the integrity of the ecosystem (Davidson 1990). It was no longer possible to consider only the
‘use and enjoyment’ half of the Park’s dual mandate clause. Residents of the town were aware
of the changes that were happening.

The atmosphere in Jasper was a lot different through the 1960's. The type

of visitor had sure changed. | used to patrol for weeks and would hardly

see a soul. Now all of a sudden there were all kinds of different people in

the backcountry. They weren't all just long haired hippie types either.

Some of these people were more demanding and didn’t like to see things

like horses. They let us know how they wanted things run.
Retired warden

Federally, the minister responsible for Parks at the time, the Honourable Alvin Hamilton,
passionately pleaded with the people of Canada to band together and petition the government for
more preservation in the national parks (Henderson 1969). He felt that the park system was
largely ignored in the federal cabinet and that without public support the Parks would be
overexploited. By 1963, the National and Provincial Parks Association of Canada (NPPAC)
formed to protect park areas, the first nornrgovernmental association of its kind in Canada. This
organization would become key in lobbying for stricter guidelines, improving regulations, and
watching over government actions in the national parks (McNamee 1993). The NPPAC was
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later renamed the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society (CPAWS), an organization that

remains active in protected areas policy to this day.

One of the great achievements of the NPPAC was pressuring the federal government to create a
management policy to apply in al the national parks. In 1964, the National Parks Branch
designed the first formal policy document concerning park management in the agency’s history.
The purpose of the policy was to clearly define what was acceptable in a national park. The
document stated that “our National Park System has as its basic purpose to preserve, for all time,
outstanding natural areas and features as a national heritage” (National Parks Branch 1964). The
authors acknowledged the excessive development of the parks and the misdirection of recreation
activities. They called for adifferent kind of tourism, one based on natural values and not the
built environment. This policy document clearly emphasized the value of preservation of the
parks for future generations and was a key turning point in park administration. It set out some
clear guidelines and helped to connect the elements of the piecemeal approach to management.
It did not, however, require a specific management plan for each national park. Park managers
in Jasper National Park could refer to this policy and get guidance for management decisions but
they were not required to set goals to achieve and monitor. There was no section in the policy
that dealt specifically with resource management goals. The document helped to clarify the role
of parks but it did not necessarily require individuals to implement precise responses to

management iSsues.

Some of the developments in the park subsequent to the 1964 policy document promoted a
different type of park use. The Urban Development Plan of 1963 was designed as a better
approach to land use in the townsite of Jasper (Davidson 1990). The goa was to make Jasper a
Visitor Services Centre that could guide visitors to the natural and cultural heritage resources of
the park. The plan also recommended that development in the townsite be limited to smaller
shops that dealt in quality merchandise and not cheap, plastic souvenirs. Park interpretive
services originated in the late 1960’ s and early 1970’ s and were designed to promote the natural
features of the park in order to educate people about the value of protecting the park resources
(Lothian 1981). Officials hoped that by getting people directly involved with the park, they

would be more responsible users of its amenities. Educationa values were not the catalyst for all
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growth in the park during this period. The business community was still able to push through

some commercia developments in this time frame such as the Marmot Basin ski areain 1964.

There were some magjor organizational changes in the National Parks Branch through the 1960's.
The increase in tourism had put a strain on park resources and there were many inefficienciesin
the system. A reorganization in 1963 sought to correct some of these problems by decentralizing
operations into district offices (Lothian 1977). A district office was opened in Calgary to unite
the management of the four mountain parks. It was hoped that this would eliminate some of the
overlapping services and consolidate the various components of park management. Some felt
that this succeeded only in adding another layer of bureaucracy with which to deal.

There was a continual battle between the regional officein Calgary and at

the park level. Some of the superintendents didn’t like being told when to

do things and where to spend money. There were a lot of political battles

at the different levels and you were continually justifying what you were

doing.
Parks Canada employee

Many of the inefficiencies of the system were not replaced because management was caught in a
reactive mindset. The Director of the Parks Branch acknowledged that in 1967 they knew very
little about natural resource management and that their “actions were often reactive, with little
capacity to anticipate problems’ (Kun 1981). Management actions were generaly in response to
a specific crisis and were not grounded in scientific information. At this time, quality
information was just starting to become available for managers to use.

We really didn’t think that much about things like ecological integrity in

the 1960's. The warden service was there to protect people from the park

and the park from people. We might identify hot-spots of major concerns

but there was no real consideration for the overall well being of the park.
Parks Canada employee

By the late 1960’ s and early 1970’ s it was growing impossible for Parks managers to ignore the
mounting scientific research and public support for protected areas preservation. The Canadian
National Parks Today and Tomorrow Conference in 1968 defined areal shift inthinking about
the national parks. Participants in the conference highlighted the value of using improved
scientific methods to manage ecosystems (Harvie 1969a), questioned the value of wilderness to
Canadians (Fuller 1969), and talked of the value of education and public participation (Pimlott
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1969). Federal politicians were becoming acutely aware of Canadians desire to have more
parks and ones that were better managed. Elected in 1968, the Trudeau liberals created new
parks at an astonishing rate compared to the previous decades by establishing sixteen new parks
within ten years (Bella 1979). The minister responsible for parks, Jean Chretien, stated at the
National Parks Conference that “if development in the parksis allowed to progress without
proper control, will our parks soon cease to be parks as they were originally intended to be?’
(Harvie 1969b). This statement would be put to the test with perhaps one of the most significant
turning points in Parks Canada history. The 1971 controversy surrounding the proposed
expansion of the Lake Louise ski resort would have a profound influence in the management of

Parks and of the mountain parks in particular.

In 1971, Imperia Oil of New Jersey and Lake Louise Lifts proposed to build a massive ski resort
in the village of Lake Louise. Environmentalists were outraged by the thought of an enormous
structure dominating the landscape in this area and disrupting critical wildlife habitat. Many felt
that the development was a foregone conclusion because of the influence of the business
community in Parks Canada planning policy (Herrero 1970). The NPPAC and other
environmental groups led a massive protest against the government and Parks Canada to defeat
the development. After public hearings involving 190 oral and 2,111 written submissions, park
managers realized that they must consider public input and rejected the proposal (Kun 1981).
This marks the first time in Parks history that environmentalists challenged the power of *big
business' and came out victorious (Dearden and Berg 1993). The power of the decision was felt
throughout the mountain park district.

In my opinion the Lake Louise decision was the biggest turning point in

Parks Canada history. We were caught off guard by just how upset the

public could get. We knew after that point that we were going to have to

consider the public more serioudly. That totally touched off a change in

the way we managed in Jasper.
Former Parks superintendent

Management in Jasper National Park underwent a slow transition in the following decades. The
Lake Louise decision drew attention to environmental problems that were occurring within
Jasper National Park. Park managers were forced to account more for public input and address

critical environmental issues such as increasing pollution levels produced in the townsite.
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4.2.5. A Slow Transition. 1972-1988

In the years after the Lake Louise battle, Parks Canada appeared to become somewhat leery of
consulting the public through hearings. While the agency still maintained an image of openness,

many felt that they did not really consider public opinion.

Parks started do what they called ‘ open houses.” What it really meant was
information sessions. They'd come and tell us what they were going to do,
ask us what we thought, and then do whatever they wanted anyway.

Jasper resident

It wasn't until 1979 and a new policy, that the need for public involvement was given major

recognition.

In 1979, Parks Canada completed the first major revision of its policy (Parks Canada 1979a) that
was later dightly revised in 1985 (Parks Canada 1985a). The year aso marked a move for the
organization into the Department of Environment to highlight the importance of conservation
issues and the role of Canada s protected areas (Parks Canada 1979b). These actions reflected
the desire of the government to improve the image of Parks Canada and to respond to the
mounting environmental concerns of the general public. The 1979 policy document was strongly
focussed on Parks' mandate to protect ecological integrity and manage parks as wilderness aress.
Section 3.2.1. (Page 28) stated that “natural resources within national parks will be protected and
managed with minimal interference to natural processes to ensure perpetuation of naturally
evolving land and water environments and their associated species’ (Parks Canada1979a). The
policy stated that when active management was necessary it should duplicate natural processes
as closely as possible. Other major themes in the policy were improving communication with
external agencies, increasing real public consultation, and implementing new research programs.
Also included in the document was reference to the new federal Environmental Assessment and

Review Process (EARP) thet required environmental impact assessments on all federal lands.

One of the key elementsin the new policy was the requirement of each park to develop a
management plan. The plan was said to “congtitute a framework within which subsequent
management, implementation, and detailed planning will take place” (Parks Canada 1979a). Up
to this point Jasper National Park had no forma management plan in place. There were no
prescribed goals for managers to achieve or a method for monitoring success. A Parks Canada
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planning document acknowledged that objectives must be clearly stated and that “periodic
monitoring and revision are required because conditions inevitably change” (Anonymous 1980).
Park managers were beginning to realize that some of the concepts of adaptive management, like
flexibility and monitoring, would improve the success of the park. Accomplishmentsto thisend
would be sow in coming for Parks in the following years. It took nearly ten years for the
management plan to be written and in those years few changes were made in ground level

management.

While ecological integrity was gaining more attention through the 1970’ s and 1980’ s,
management planning did not change dramatically from the previous decades. In the mid
1970's, Parks began a process of centralization of services where wardens spent less time
patrolling the backcountry and more time implementing management directions. The service
was split into management sections such as resource management, law enforcement, public
safety and backcountry management. Most interviewees felt that at this point, parks
management began to get more fragmented. The different branches of the service did not always
communicate effectively with each other.

The parks were compartmentalized. Everybody had their little kingdom.

Nobody would cooperate or give up the power over their little world.
Retired warden

Many respondents talked of the influence that individuals could have within their sphere of
responsibility. Often an individual with a strong personality or powerful political ties could alter
the direction of management.

Parks were making some attempts to incorporate new ecological information into their planning
during this era. Scientists were discovering that the exclusion of natural fire from protected areas
was dramatically altering ecological conditions. In 1979, Jasper National Park began an active
fire management phase where prescribed burns were initiated to mimic natural disturbance
regimes (Collados and Duane 1999). It was not socially acceptable to let al natural fires burn
freely because infrastructure and human lives could be endangered by an uncontrollable burn.
Burning selected sections of the park was an active measure designed to prevent major burns
from claiming large tracts of land. In response to public concern, active wildlife management by
culling animals and predator control was stopped in the 1970's. Despite implementing these new
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measures, Parks Canada still operated in a very reactive manner. They had poor integration of
the different programs and did not ook at the ecosystem as awhole. There was aso little regard
to consulting agencies outside of the park boundaries. As one longtime employee of Parks
Canada noted:

At that point we were just trying to address problems. We're having

problems with grizzly bears so we'd go do a little study on them. Then

they were forgotten about and we'd go on to something else like

vegetation or horse use in the Tonquin Valley. We'd write a report but

nothing ever really happened. We focussed on hot spot issues all over the

place but did not focus on any type of integrated management. We

continued to put in infrastructure and attract tourists but didn’t account

for their impacts. It was very scattered, ad hoc, and very reactive.
Parks Canada employee

To address these management deficiencies in the mountain region, Parks Canada in 1982 began a
process of creating a management plan in each park (Environment Canada 1988). This process
took over six years and involved active public consultation with every step. The first stage of the
program introduced the purpose and objectives for the process. This was followed by
background data collection and identification of planning options. During the consultation
period, the public was presented a range of management options from which they could choose
those that would be best for the park. In 1986 the document “In Trust for Tomorrow”
(Environment Canada 1986a) outlined a strategy for a new direction in management in the four
mountain parks based on thisinput. Thiswas atime of enthusiasm as both the public and
government were working together to better manage the parks. Many people spoke of the
positive influence of the Honourable Tom McMillan, Minister of the Environment, and his
efforts at strengthening park policy. McMillan felt that parks were an important part of Canadian
heritage and was dedicated to preserving them for their global significance (Parks Canada
1985b). “In Trust for Tomorrow” was a key document for achieving this goal. It stated that
“maintaining ecological and historical integrity is a prerequisite to land use in any park” as the
primary responsibility of Parks Canada (Environment Canada 1986a). The planners felt that
inter/intra-agency cooperation was very important for accomplishing clearly defined
management goals. This document led to the Jasper Core Concept, a plan that identified specific
directions for the National Park (Environment Canada 1986b). The fina step in the process was
to consolidate this information and produce the Jasper National Park Management Plan.
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Nineteen eighty-eight was a key year in the history of management in Jasper National Park with
the introduction of the management plan as well as amendments to the National Parks Act. The
new Act established in law that ecological integrity was to be the chief concern of park
management. The Act established boundaries around townsites, required management plans for
each park, stressed the need for public involvement, and increased fines for regulation violations
(Eagles 1993). The management plan adhered to the Act’s goals with the first principle being
that “resource protection will take precedence over visitor use and facility developments where
conflictsoccur” (Environment Canada 1988). Very specific goals were outlined in the
management plan even including details as specific as trail rerouting. Some felt that this was
actually a drawback with the new plan.

The detail in the 1988 plan was almost too great. We spent so much time

trying to live up to every one of those objectives. It was good to have

clear goals but that was almost excessive. It would have been easier to

have some more broadly defined goals and try to accomplish those.
Parks Canada employee

Despite its flaws, the management plan was a large stride forward in establishing a more
effective, ecosystem based approach to management. Parks managers now had a strong Act and

clear direction from the management plan.

4.2.6. A New Era 1988-1999

Parks Canada entered the most recent era with a clearer vison. However, this vision has not
always been easy to maintain as individuals interpret the park mandate in different ways. Most
parks managers feel that their purpose is to maintain ecological integrity and that there is no
room for debate on the issue.

There isno dual mandate here anymore. People who say that are just not

reading the legislation. The Act of 1988 clearly stated that we are here to

protect ecological integrity above all else.
Parks Canada employee

Some of those interviewed felt that business interests were still able to dominate the policy
agenda at times. They believed developments could still progressfairly easily in Jasper National
Park and it was difficult to decline new business proposals. Environmentalists became

increasingly frustrated by Parks refusal to turn down key developments. 1n 1995 a new piece of
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legiglation, the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAC), dramatically changed the way
that Parks Canada operated and greatly affected management in Jasper National Park.

The Canadian Environmental Assessment Act replaced the old EARP guidelines because the
former legidation had led to uncertainty and had no strict legal interpretation (Canadian
Environmental Assessment Agency 1999). The new Act clearly defined what environmental
impacts must be considered and created a strict code of practice to be followed. Accountability
and an open process are two of the critical cornerstones to the Act and hold agencies and their
employees responsible for environmental effects (Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency
1999). CEAC appliesto all federal lands and therefore has become critical in the management of
Jasper National Park. Every new development is scrutinized under a different microscope where
concepts such as cumulative effects on the landscape have to be considered.

No one paid much attention to the old EARP process but once it became

legislated and people were held accountable, and you have to look at

cumulative effects, some senior managers were held to task; the light

bulbs went on. We realized we better start talking to people in other

agencies around us and developing relationships. If we don’t we might be

held liable. We need to get common land use practices and apply them on

the ground.
Parks Canada employee

Personal accountability and an open process have made parks planners more wary --of quickly
approving new developments. The Act has helped to remove some of the political pressure of
management due to the stringent and clearly defined guidelines.

The CEAC process and the public participation have certainly weakened

the image of us as being in the back pocket of business. We are a political

organization and we have been overturned from higher levels but it is now

much more difficult for that to happen. The openness of the process has

increased the understanding of businesses of why we make certain

decisionsin the park as well as the general public’s awareness
Parks Canada employee

Parks Canada undertook a major update of its policy in 1994, the first time since 1979. The new
policy was based on many of the same concepts as in previous documents; “in the preparation of
a management plan, the maintenance of ecological integrity through the protection of natural

resources and processes will be the first priority when considering zoning and visitor use” (Parks
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Canada 1994). The mgjor difference in this policy was refining the definition and meaning of
ecosystem-based management. Section 3.2 (Page 28) of the document is entirely dedicated to
explaining and developing criteria by which to measure success. It calls for the setting of goals
to be based on the best scientific information available. These goals must be measurable and
monitored over time to see if they are being met. It also directs managers to seek aliances with
universities, conservation groups, adjacent landowners and management agencies to establish

integrated and collaborative management agreements.

There have been some successes in recent years to manage on an integrated landscape scale that
goes beyond the park boundaries. In 1995, Jasper National Park became a partner in the
Foothills Model Forest and collaborated on many projects with other management agencies. The
Foothills Model Forest has helped Parks to open up lines of communication with managers from
other protected areas like Willmore Wilderness Park and with industry partners such as
Weldwood of Canada Ltd.

We're looking at a much broader picture now. To manage this park we

know we have to look outside our boundaries. We're talking much more

with other agencies than we did before. The Model Forest has helped

that. | believe we're doing a much better job at managing this park than

we did in the past. It can be a slow process but the effort is definitely

there.
Parks Canada employee

Many managers and wardens spoke of the changes that have been happening in parks
management and how they were optimistic that things were improving. For example, Parks
Canada has been initiating a series of prescribed burns in the park to reduce fuel loads and
protect key resources. Studies are underway to monitor wildlife movementsin the Three Valley
Confluence area and will help inform management choices. The park is trying to adopt a more
proactive position in its management direction and to anticipate problem areas.

One area of the park that has been the location of much controversy isthe Maligne Valley.
There was growing concern over the reduction in numbers of nesting Harlequin Ducks
(Hidrionicus histrionicus). Harlequin Ducks breed in fast- flowing mountain streams and are
susceptible to disturbance from human activity (Fisher and Acorn 1998). Naturalists noticed that
every year, fewer individuas of this threatened species were returning to breed on the Maligne
River. One potential source of the problem was thought to be caused by white water rafting
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parties that flushed the birds off their nesting territory, thereby reducing fledgling success. To
prevent this from happening, Parks Canada closed the river to boaters during the breeding season
every May and June. Thisdid not satisfy environmentalists who believed the river must be
closed to activity year round. Parks Canada appeared unwilling to close the river completely,
partly out of concern that they may face legal challenges from the rafting community. In the
summer of 1998 the issue was settled when the minister responsible for parks, Sheila Copps,
announced that the river would be closed permanently to allow Harlequin Ducks the space they
need for breeding. The reaction was mixed.

One person wrote one letter (requesting an inquiry into declining duck

numbers) and now we have a perfectly good resource taken away. | don’t

blame the rafters for wanting to sue Parks. For yearswe were allowed to

raft up there and some people have made big investments. Now Parks is

going to take that away, and what for, a few ducks.
Jasper resident

| think it took a lot of guts what Sheila Copps did. Thisis what had to be
done. It's what most people in Jasper want and what almost all
Canadianswant. They realize they’ ve got to listen to us now.

Jasper resident

Some felt that the Maligne decision was a turning point of the magnitude of the Lake Louise ski
expansion rejection. It showed that the government was willing to make difficult choices in the
interest of ecosystem protection. It also revealed the instability in the organization and how
easily policy could be changed by an influential leader. Some questioned the timing of the
decision and whether it was really inspired by ecological concern or if it was politically
motivated. Along with the Maligne closure came a moratorium on issuing new building permits
and an end to any possibility of local government autonomy for the townsite of Jasper. This
angered many residents because they had participated in atown visioning process and felt that
local managers supported their work. The Copps decisions appeared to come from levels outside
of Jasper National Park and discounted their effort.

We worked hard on our town visioning process. People came out time

after time and we were told how our ideas would be listened to. People

didn't have a lot of faith but we worked on it anyway. Then this

moratorium decision comes out of the blue and we felt betrayed. Why did
we even bother?

Jasper resident
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Most people interviewed did acknowledge that the decision to close the Maligne to rafting
improved the image of park managers, and showed that Parks Canada was willing to take the

necessary steps to maintain ecological integrity.

As of this writing, there are several actions to be undertaken by Parks Canada that will influence
the direction of management in future years. A new management plan is being developed that
will include more strongly defined goals to implement and monitor. The management plan
concept is being reviewed through public consultation in the form of open houses and mail-in
comment forms. The new plan incorporates concepts from conservation biology including
biodiversity protection on alandscape, community and species level (Canadian Heritage 1999).
Specific objectives and actions are listed that seek to maintain natural levels of landscape,
community and species biodiversity in the park. The plan discusses the need to cooperate with
provincial governments and industry groups to ensure effective management on a landscape
scale. The proposed management plan addresses problem areas in the park, such as the Maligne

Valley, and provides a clearer direction for management to take in the future.

On December 21, 1998, it was announced that Parks Canada would be granted official agency
status within the federal government (Canadian Heritage 1998). Agency status means that Parks
Canada will no longer be operated as a government department but will conduct operations like a
business and be run by a chief executive officer. The CEO must still report to the Department of
Heritage but will operate the agency at a greater distance from the political process. It remainsto
be seen what effect this will have on park management. There are also pending new
amendments to the Parks Act that could change some policies relating to Jasper National Park.
There are amendments to the Act to legislate townsite boundaries, reduce building developments,

and eliminate the possibility of local governmental autonomy.

4.3. William A. Switzer Provincial Park

Management in William A. Switzer Provincial Park is on a much different scale than in amajor
national park like Jasper. At 26.85 knt the park is much smaller than Jasper National Park (10,
878 kn?) and receives far fewer tourists. Thereis also less opportunity to manage on an
ecosystem level because of its small size and the emphasis on recreation. William A. Switzer
Provincial Park is under the authority of the provincial government and therefore has a different
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set of political issues than the federally run nationa parks. It is these differences that also make

it useful to compare the areas where each can inform the other’s policy situation. Some lessons

learned from management in a provincial park may help to teach managers in national parks how
to more effectively administer their resources and vice versa. Despite their differences, William

A. Switzer Provincia Park and Jasper National Park both face the dilemma of balancing the

forces of use and preservation of parkland.

There was not as much activity in the Jarvis Creek valley of William A. Switzer Provincial Park
before park establishment as there had been in the Athabasca Valley before Jasper National Park.
Early explorers and surveyors passed through the area, often naming the lakes after themselves,
as was the case with Jarvis, Gregg, and Cache. The valley did see some developments such as a
small sawmill run by Albert Garneau, a local individual who settled in the Brule areain 1930
(Hart 1980). The Royal Canadian Air Force established atraining centre on 20 acres of land on
the shore of Jarvis Lake. One adventurous soul, Colonel Francis Hanington along with his friend
Allan Innis-Taylor even tried to start a beaver ranch to produce fur peltsin 1946 (Hart 1980).
This venture was not successful as beavers will not reproduce in captivity and the remnants of
the operation can still be seen on an interpretive trail at Cache and Graveyard Lakes. Some of
the aboriginal people who were evicted from Jasper National Park took up residence in the area
but most had left by the time William A. Switzer Provincial Park was established. A native
buria siteis still maintained and can be seen on the road to Jarvis Lake. It remains a gathering

site for an annual pilgrimage by natives on their way to the healing waters of Lac Ste. Anne.

The provincia park system in Alberta began in 1930 with the passing of the federal Transfer of
Resources Act and Alberta Natural Resources Act. The province had just acquired control over
its natural resources and knew the established boundaries of the national parks. John E.
Brownlee, then premier of Alberta, was key in developing a system of protected areas to be run
by the province. Brownlee realized the value of protecting the diverse and spectacular natural
heritage of the province and stated that Alberta has “the greatest heritage of natural beauty in the
world, a potential source of wealth which, in the years to come, will yield a greater wealth than
we are today obtaining from the flood of grain that is pouring in to our granaries’ (von Hauff
1992). The Provincial Parks and Protected Areas Act was passed in 1930 and had three
purposes; recreation and general benefit for Albertans, propagation, protection and preservation
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of wild animals and vegetation, and finally preservation of objects of interest (Morrison et al.
1980). Thefocusin creating new provincia parks was to promote recreation and enjoyment for
all Albertans. While preservation of natural integrity was considered important, the main
purpose was to provide people a place to enjoy nature in aless restrictive environment than the
national parks. The first provincial park, Aspen Beach was created south of Edmonton, near Red
Deer in 1932.

A new Provincial Parks Act was established in 1951 to provide some stronger guidelines for park
administrators (Morrison et a. 1980). The prime direction of the policy was to create more
protected areas that had fewer facilities than national parks and provided opportunity for
inexpensive, rugged camping (Harvie 1969a). The new act also dealt with the fact that parks
were becoming more popular and required a focussed management direction. Staff from the
Department of Lands and Forests were put in charge of operating the parks. The department had
a broad mandate which included many other land-related sectors besides protected areas -
including Public Lands, Alberta Forest Service and the Fish and Wildlife Division. Some of
those interviewed felt that this was an early signal that the government did not hold parks in high
regard and would shuffle parks on to different departments. In the following years, the parks
portfolio would indeed be handled by many different agencies.

In 1955, 6,000 acres of land were left out of the revised forest management area boundary
belonging to North Western Pulp and Power to be held in reserve for anew park. In 1958 the
new park was created and named Entrance Provincial Park. The park would be renamed William
A. Switzer Provincia Park in 1974 for Hinton's first mayor and liberal MLA. A former World
War |l fighter pilot, Bill Switzer was a very popular local individual and died in office as the
mayor of Hinton. The park was created to provide a place for people in the area to recreate and
camp, and make use of the valley’s interconnected lakes. The impetus to create the park came
largely from a group of local citizens.

A group of citizens in the area looked at the place and thought that it

would be nice to create a park for the people of the Hinton area to

overnight camp. It was a water-based park that was perfect for canoeing.

The people wanted a park that was just for them, with more primitive type

camping. It wasto be for folks who didn’t want the busyness of Jasper.
Provincial employee
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There were few conflicts in the creation of the park, atrend that would be maintained for many
yearsto come. Many felt that North Western Pulp and Power, now Weldwood of Canada Ltd.,
were happy to surrender the land to the province. They supported a provincia park that would
concentrate recreationists and campers in one locale instead of having them dispersed over their
managed forestlands. It was safer for logging operations and for preventing forest fires. The
aboriginal people till living in the area were apparently not bothered by the new park either.
They did not use the area extensively for hunting and the park occupied a relatively small land-
base. Community members were happy to have a place that was closer and less expensive than
Jasper National Park.

There was really no conflict at the time the park was established. Des

Crossley (Chief Forester at North Western Pulp and Power) was happy to

give up the piece of land for the park. There were only a few native

people living in the area and they barely came into the park. Most of their

hunting was in other areas. We actually had a real good relationship with

them; sometimes they’d come work for us and we helped to restore and

protect the gravesites at Jarvis.
Provincial employee

The trend for development of the early park was to build few facilities and maintain a natural,
primitive character to the park. There were few regulations that initially arose from problems
among park users. Management was handled very much on aloca scae, where the park

manager dealt with any issues that surfaced.

| could do whatever | wanted there. We had direction from Edmonton but
we were on our own to manage the park right. The people worked with us
and things went well. We had their respect and they also respected the
park. Enforcing regulations was no problem.
Provincia employee

There was no management plan in place in the early years of the park, nor was there a set of
goalsto attain. Provincia parks policy provided no unified vision for parks and managers dealt
with their areain ways they saw fit. One former manager told of how most local people did not
want high-powered boats in the park but he was unable to prohibit them because this was
handled by federal jurisdictions. To get around this problem he simply did not build major boat

launches when requested, effectively preventing motorboats from accessing the |akefront.
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The first mgjor legidative change for provincia parks occurred in 1964 with the passing of An
Act Respecting Provincial Parks, Historical Sites, Natural Areas, and Wilderness Areas. This act
was a more comprehensive document than previous works and signified a broadening of the
province’' s mandate (Swinnerton 1993). The province was facing similar issues to those
occurring at the same time in the national parks; increasing pressure from recreationists
impacting parkland. The new Act developed different categories for protection to capture the
needs of the many different users. In 1967 the government launched its first policy statement,
one with a much stronger protection clause than seen in previous Acts. The purpose of the parks
was defined to preserve from impairment al significant objects and features of nature within the
park while providing opportunity for recreational activities (Morrison et al. 1980). This policy
was updated in 1973 with a document that called for more parks and more opportunity for
recreation (Alberta, Lands and Forests 1973). The position taken in the policy was to encourage
more nature oriented park use in harmony with the natural ecology and attributes of the region.
The policy also stated that “provincia parks must be more accessible to Alberta citizens and
vigitors’ (Alberta, Lands and Forests 1973). This document helped to create a vision for
provincial parks that protected natural features but also provided places for enjoyment. Thiswas
in keeping with the improved national information exchange through national and provincia
parks conferences.

There were some changes in William A. Switzer Provincial Park throughout the 1970's and
1980’ s that reflected this policy directive. In 1971 the Blue Lake Leadership Training Centre
was built to support the Junior Forest Warden camps, provide leadership training for outdoor
activities and as a place to hold retreats for government workers. The first major campground at
Gregg Lake was built in 1976 and had better facilities than previous, primitive sites for people to
enjoy. Parks staff began presenting an interpretive program to educate and entertain campers.
There was little controversy in the park and not much attention was given to the area. For
example there were no briefs presented on the park or recommendations for management made
during the public hearings on land use in the Eastern Slopes (Environmental Conservation
Authority 1974). The park satisfied local users and managers experienced few difficulties. Park
managers concerned themselves with administrative matters and maintaining the park facilities.

They did not have management plans to follow or any major goals to achieve.
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We didn’t have any type of real management planning in those days. We
kept the campgrounds clean and tried to keep people safe. We didn’t
worry about natural resource management much, except maybe if we had
a bear problem or something. We just tried to keep on top of the things

that needed attention.
Provincial employee

Public participation was through informal contact with campers and interested parties who chose
to speak to parks staff. There were no major open houses or public forums because there was

insufficient interest in park management.

The 1990’ s did bring some changes to William A. Switzer Provincial Park when the government
undertook a decentralization of services and cutback of parks funding. This resulted in the loss
of many specialized programs like interpretive services (Swinnerton 1993). A move from Lands
and Forests Service into the Natural Resources Service and privatization of services furthered
altered the park’s mandate. The changes were made to reduce spending and make the parks
more efficient in their use of resources. Reaction has been mixed.

The biggest changesin this park have happened in the last few years since

we moved into the Natural Resources Service three years ago. It’'s tough

to say if it's been bad or good for the park overall. Some things have

gotten better, others worse. Things are run more smoothly now and we

don’t have time taken up by maintenance and service stuff anymore. We

did, however, used to have much more staff such as more permanent

employees, interpreters and seasonal rangers. The restructuring has

made a much more efficient use of resources. We just need more

I esour ces.
Provincial employee

Restructuring made parks more efficient but the corresponding cutbacks have made management
more difficult. Park workers must be generalists and balance many different roles thereby

limiting their ability to focus on specific management prescriptions.

The environmental movement that so strongly influenced the national parks also affected
management in places like William A. Switzer Provincial Park. For example, environmental
pressure on the government for the creation of more parks resulted in the initiation of the Special
Places 2000 campaign. The goal of this project was to create protected areas to represent the
diversity of Alberta s ecoregions. Another effect of increased environmental awareness was to
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shift the focus for management in parks and department funding to more strongly consider
ecological concerns. WilliamA. Switzer Provincial Park has benefited from this because it is
bigger than most provincial parks and is a valuable ecological site for many species of wildlife.
Park managers are aso looking beyond their borders to collaborative projects with other
agencies.

We definitely deal much more with resource management issues now. We
don't talk about maintaining ecological integrity because of our small
landbase. More of what is happening outside the park effects the integrity
here. Jasper can manage on an ecosystem basis but we can protect
critical habitats. We have smaller ecosystems such as key nesting areas
that are very important. We have to work with other agencies such as
Parks Canada and the Model Forest. Foothills has been really beneficial
to us by providing research and guidance for our management.
Provincial employee

We're trying to work more with industry now. Our relationship with
Weldwood has been really good. They ve done some special landscape
management things for the park. They always come and tell us what they
want to do even though they really don’t have to.

Provincial employee

The public has more opportunity to participate in management directions now with the creation
of the Friends of William A. Switzer Provincial Park Cooperating Association. This group

opens a line of communication between concerned citizens and park managers.

There are pending decisions at the time of this writing that will potentially affect management in
William A. Switzer Provincia Park. A managemert plan is being drafted to provide objectives
and regulations for park management. The plan will be a useful tool in defining the role of the
park and available management options. The proposed Natural Heritage Act may aso affect
management in William A. Switzer Provincial Park (Alberta Environmenta Protection 1998).
This Act proposes to create a unified policy on all protected areas and designated activities
permissible within them.
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4.4. Willmore Wilderness Park

The management history of Willmore Wilderness Park is even less varied than that of William
A. Switzer Provincial Park. Willmore Wilderness Park is unique for a protected area in that
there are very few access points to the park and no motorized vehicles permitted. Willmore
Wilderness Park has very few visitors each year and most of these are outfitters, private horse
parties and backpackers. Historically there has not been much use of the area in terms of
industrial development either. Fur trappers and traders made use of the region’s abundant
wildlife species which they could trade at Jasper House. Many ouitfitters have led travellers
through the rugged terrain especialy in the period after World War |1 (Alberta Wilderness
Association 1973). Today’s travellers can still wander this wilderness area with very few
restrictions or required permits. Managers of Willmore Wilderness Park have intentionally
imposed few restrictions to preserve a sense of freedom for recreationists. Many people spoke of
Willmore Wilderness Park very fondly and were satisfied with the type of experience it offered.

What | appreciate is that you can go in there without a plan and do what

you want; fish, hunt, hike, ride horses. You don’'t need a permit that lets

you stay longer or tells you where to camp. It's a privilege to have this

place.
Willmore user

The area in which Willmore Wilderness Park is located was made a part of the Athabasca Forest
of the Rocky Mountains Forest Reserve established under the Department of the Interior in 1911.
The Dominion Forestry Branch constructed and maintained a network of trails and patrol cabins
within it. During the 1920's a winter trial was constructed past Rock Lake to Thoreau Creek to
enable exploration for coal. A steam boiler was dragged in to power the drills, the boiler remains
as an artifact. After the 1930 Transfer of Resources, the Athabasca Forest was combined with
the Brazeau Forest to the south, administered from a headquartersin Coalspur. After World War
Il it became part of the Edson Forest of the Northern Alberta Forest District. During this time
its wilderness character remained largely unchanged, and the Alberta Forest Service continued

horse patrols.

Willmore Wilderness Park was designated in 1959 with an area of 5,570 knt under the name
Wilderness Provincial Park. The name was changed in 1965 in memory of the Honourable
Norman Willmore, former Minister of Lands and Forests. A resident of Edson, a local merchant
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and avid fisherman, Willmore was a staunch supporter of conservation measures and helped to
establish the wilderness park. To designate the boundaries and regulations of the park, an Act
was designed exclusively for the protected area. The Act permitted hikers and horses to use the
park but excluded motorized transport. Hunting, an activity generally prohibited in parks, was
also permissible. The purpose of Willmore Wilderness Park was to have a protected area that
was free of commercial development where people could pursue traditional outdoor activities.
The Act did not however, prohibit mineral exploration or the development of other industrial
activities (Alberta Environmental Protection 1997). In fact, the government agreed to honour an
oil exploration permit that had been issued before 1959. The subsequent road was largely
located on the grade of the forestry Mountain Trail west from Rock Lake and along the Sulphur
River, and aso up Kvass Creek. At the end of the exploration the roads were alowed to
deteriorate and have since become trails again. Although there was an unwritten policy among
many government officials that the region should not be exploited, this was not formally
recognized in the Act. Management for the park was entrusted to the Department of Lands and

Forests. Thisisthe only mgjor park in the province not administered by the Alberta Parks.

Two boundary changesin 1963 and 1965 reduced the park size by 973 knt to 4,597 knt (see
map in Appendix 8.2, Page 118). Two parcels of land were removed from the park to
accommodate a request to develop coa mining in the region and the townsite for Grande Cache
(Willmore Wilderness Park Task Force 1973). This move angered many environmentalists and
users of the park. The Alberta Wilderness Association generated a petition signed by more than
40,000 Albertans to protest any further development of Willmore Wilderness Park. There were
others who felt that the park should include even more development. The Grande Cache Board
of Administrators presented a brief at the hearings on the Eastern Slopes policy that called for
more access to encourage tourism (Environmental Conservation Authority 1973). The Board
also argued that more mining would help the region and that with more visitors, Grande Cache
might become aresort town. However, the arguments for development of Willmore Wilderness

Park were few and no further leases were granted after 1965.

Lands and Forests did little active management in Willmore Wilderness Park during the 1970’s.
The biggest interventions they made on the landscape during these years was to suppress forest
fires. People began to notice vegetation changes such as meadows becoming overgrown with
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willows. A task force reviewed the state of Willmore Wilderness Park in 1973 and concluded
that fire management would have to be dealt with at some point (Willmore Wilderness Park Task
Force 1973). The report presented arange of options for managers to consider implementing in
the park. The authors also stated that the values of the park were incompatible with industry and
therefore devel opment should be excluded from the region. Management did not change
immediately following this report. It was not until 1980 that there was another call to improve
management and produce some formalized goals and management regimes (Alberta Energy and
Natural Resources 1980b).

In response to the need for a more structured framework, a management plan was produced for
Willmore Wilderness Park in 1980 (Alberta Forest Service 1980). The management plan
included a detailed biophysical classification and scientific assessment of the park (Alberta
Energy and Natural Resources 1980a). Goals and objectives for the park were clearly defined
but these were very much a continuation of the existing hands-off approach. A permit system
was ingtituted to monitor the activities of outfitters and guides leading trips into the park. There
were no restrictions placed on the number of permits nor was there much follow up on the data
collection. The management plan also stated that continued forest protection was necessary to
prevent amajor fire or disease outbreak that would destroy a large part of the park or spread to

adjacent landowners.

Reflecting a change in attitude, perhaps related to the management plan, seasonal horse patrols
were reintroduced in 1982 and 1983. Harry Edgecombe was a retired forest ranger who had
started his career in 1946 doing horse patrols on the Clearwater Forest. Hedid alot to re-
establish a‘forestry’ presence, did repairs to cabins and trails and prepared a report with
recommendations. Among his positive results was cleanup of debris around the numerous
campsites in cooperation with local guides and outfitters. Garbage was burned or packed out in

an extensive volunteer effort (Edgecombe 1982).

After the management plan was released there was very little change in how the park was run.

There has never been much management action in the Willmore. It's
intentionally been left alone. We react to problems if they have already
started but there has never really been active management.

Provincial employee
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In 1984, the possibility of industrial activity was effectively eliminated for Willmore
Wilderness Park. Most of the park was categorized as Prime Protection under the Policy for
Resource Management of the Eastern Slopes (Alberta Environmental Protection 1997). This
designation precludes any extraction or development on those lands. The Willmore
Wilderness Act was amended in 1995 to formalize the prohibition of all industrial activity as

well as motorized vehicles.

The current managers of Willmore Wilderness Park face the same issues as those in the past,
though the situation may be becoming more serious. Numbers of users are increasing dightly
and the vegetation changes are becoming more pronounced. Decades of fire suppression and
horse use have drastically altered some ecosystems. Hiker’s boots and horse feed have
transmitted a series of exotic plant species that have taken afoothold in the park although the
extent of this problem is not yet known. In 1999, there was a minor outbreak of mountain
pine beetle that may become a greater threat in the future. This beetle has had serious effects
on timber in British Columbia and is a concern for forest companiesin Alberta. Weldwood of
Canada Ltd. assisted the managers of Willmore Wilderness Park in removing less than forty
trees that were cut and burned in an effort to contain the problem. Managers have come to
realize that more action will be needed in the future to deal with some of these issues.

There's a requirement to do vegetation management in there whether by

prescribed fire or wildfire management. There are willow meadows that

used to be open that you have trouble finding your horse in now.

Management needs to maintain a range of natural variability, that should

be the goal. We don’'t want to go start implementing regulations all over

the place.
Provincial employee

In recent years, Willmore Wilderness Park managers have taken advantage of the resources of
other agencies through collaborative projects. They have instituted some joint horse patrols with
Jasper National Park and look to William A. Switzer Provincial Park administrators for aid with
enforcement and advice on protected areas management. The Foothills Model Forest has
undertaken studies on wildlife and vegetation changes that will be of great help in managing
Willmore Wilderness Park. Weldwood of Canada Ltd. has assisted with vegetation management
and maintains an interest in the park’s direction due to its close proximity to their Forest
Management Agreement area boundary. Because of its small complement of managers and
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limited budget, collaboration with outside agencies are particularly useful for a place like
Willmore Wilderness Park.
We make use of outside help whenever we can. The Model Forest has
been really good by looking at things that we would never have the
budgets to do. Their work will help us plan future vegetation

management. We have a lot to gain by talking to our neighbours.
Provincial employee

Future management may change if the park is incorporated into the new Heritage Act.
The park would no longer be managed under a separate act and would fall under control of the
Natural Resource Service.
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5. DISCUSSION
5.1. Meeting the Criteria of Adaptive M anagement

This section will review the evolution of the areas described in the previous chapter to condense
the historical information in order that some initial conclusions may be drawn on each region’s
ability to manage adaptively. The regions are considered together in order to make comparisons
on the basis of the defined criteria of adaptive management. Thisfirst section is intended to
cover the basic elements of the adaptive management cycle and does not describe in detail how
management evolved. The following section presents an analysis of the evolution of the types of
adaptive management practiced in each area. Concepts presented in the literature review are
reintroduced to help explain how the current management situation evolved. Section 5.3.
expands this discussion by presenting challenges for adaptive management of protected areas.
The final portion of the chapter considers the role of the Foothills Model Fored in potentially

improving ecosystem and adaptive management.

One of the most basic criteria of adaptive management is setting clear objectives that are defined
in policy and legidation (Lee 1993). Thisisakey component in the planning stage of the
adaptive management cycle (Bormann et al. 1994). The history of protected areas management
reveals that it is often very difficult determining not only short-term management goals, but also
a broadly defined vision. Thisis seen in the classic dual mandate debate of use versus
preservation of parks. In the Foothills Model Forest region, the managers of Jasper National
Park have struggled the most with this dilemma. The early history of the park shows atrend
where legidation called for protection of resources but management sought to promote a
business presence in the park. This trend continued well into the 1960’ s and often led to unclear
management objectives because opposing forces in the park believed in different management
paradigms. There are examples where the park did have clear management objectives such as
with the predator control programs. However, there were few of these examples and there was

little monitoring and assessment of the consequences of these actions.

In the other two protected areas, there were more clearly defined sets of management goals. The
managers of William A. Switzer Provincia Park ran their park in the manner that had been

defined for the entire Alberta provincial park system; the promotion of tourism. This desire was
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tempered by arealization of the value of resource protection but managers knew that they
provided a place for recreation and camping. The vision of an unspoiled wilderness playground
has always been well defined for Willmore Wilderness Park. The park legidation clearly
supported this concept and very few people have argued against it.

Another element of the planning stage of the adaptive management cycle is to examine a host of
options for any management action. As management in Jasper National Park evolved, this
became a more prominent feature in decision-making. The management planning processes of
the 1980’ s outlined a series of options for managers to consider. At the same time, legidation
was strengthened to provide a more defined set of guiding principles. The management plan of
1988 more clearly articulated management goals and strategies to achieve them. The proposal
for the 1998 plan contained an even more comprehensive set of options that managers could
potentially select from after public consultation and scientific assessment. While the provincial
protected areas have enjoyed well-defined goals, there is less evidence that they considered a
range of management options. Managers of Willmore Wilderness Park have been especialy
hands off, until recently expressing little desire to investigate a range of management
aternatives. In William A. Switzer Provincial Park, new management options have rarely been
investigated or rigoroudly tested, largely because managers do not have the resources for this
type of research and because the park is so small. Policy for the park system was defined by the
provincial government but day-to-day management was largely the responsibility of the few
people running the park. These individuals could choose from options that they discovered

based on issues that arose in their jurisdiction.

An important method of identifying management goals for effective adaptive management is to
include the views of members of the general public into planning and decision making (Forest
Ecosystem Management Assessment Team 1993). The previous chapter revealed that Parks
Canada did little public consultation in its early years. There were infrequent public planning
sessions and these tended to inform the public rather than to consult them. After the Lake Louise
ski resort development incident, Parks Canada became more concerned about the appearance of
public consultation and began to host open houses. It was not until the mid-1980"s when many
felt that Parks became serious about meaningfully engaging the public. The Jasper Core Concept
and the Jasper National Park Management Plan are both examples of managers trying to more
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effectively incorporate public concerns. While this trend has continued into the 1990's, some are
still concerned about how the public process can be ignored in the ultimate decision. The most
obvious example of this occurred in 1998 when the two-year town visioning process was
overturned by the federal government when Parks placed a moratorium on new developments.
People are concerned that while Parks Canada does consult the public, thisinput is often
disregarded when decisions are actually being made at the federal level.

There are no formal public consultation schemes in place in either William A. Switzer Provincial
Park or Willmore Wilderness Park. It is quite difficult for members of the public to give
feedback to Willmore Wilderness Park managers unless they write or call their local politicians.
The major incident of public involvement in the region’s history occurred in the 1970’ s when the
Alberta Wilderness Association presented its 40,000 signature petition to keep industrial
development out of the park. It islikely that few people would choose to participate in
management planning for Willmore Wilderness Park as the park receives minimal visitation each
year. Managers of William A. Switzer Provincial Park intend to consult the public formally with
the development of their new management plan although none has occurred in the park before
thistime. Consultation has always been a matter of personal encounters between park staff and
users. One new avenue where the public can be involved in park management is through the
Friends of Switzer Park Society. This group is comprised of interested members of the public
and a representative from William A. Switzer Provincia Park itself. The group meets to discuss

park management issues and provide feedback and ideas to park managers.

Adaptive management should not only consider the public’s knowledge but also that of other
experts. Agencies practicing adaptive management seek partnerships with other organizations to
improve information flow and to manage on an ecosystem scale (McLain and Lee 1996). This
can be particularly critical in protected areas management as these places are islands of
conservation in a mosaic dominated by resource extraction. Historically, the protected areas in
the Foothills Model Forest have not extensively joined together in management planning.
Managers in Jasper National Park for example have not consulted with managers in Willmore
Wilderness Park, William A. Switzer Provincia Park or with local industries such as Weldwood
of Canada Ltd. when planning management actions. In recent years they have come to reaize
the importance of looking beyond their boundaries and have initiated more communication
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through efforts such as the Foothills Model Forest®. The two smaller protected areas have used
and benefited more from cooperative efforts than Jasper National Park. Managers in Willmore
Wilderness Park have pooled resources from different government agencies as well as from
outside industries. They have received research information and support from the Foothills
Model Forest and Weldwood of Canada Ltd.

Once management objectives have been articulated and options researched and implemented, the
results must be monitored to provide an opportunity for feedback and adjustment. This feedback
and adjustment must occur quickly and freely to provide for what Bormann et al. (1994) call
‘rapid learning.” This has often been a stumbling block in the three regions because monitoring
progress is difficult and expensive. Protected areas managers generally deal with insufficient
budgets to have comprehensive monitoring systens. In Jasper National Park, many interviewees
complained about the lack of monitoring throughout the park’s history. Research budgets were
very minimal and could barely cover investigative projects, et aone long-term monitoring.
Some managers fed that research conducted by the Foothills Model Forest may help to remedy
this situation. There is however, a system in place to allow feedback and adjustment from the
field staff. When the public has a concern or wardens discover an issue in the field, the
superintendent has the power to make changes. This can been seen in small-scale management
decisions such as closing a portion of Pyramid Lake to protect a nesting Common Loon or, on a
larger scale, launching an assessment of Harlequin Duck breeding success. The flexibility of this
system has been shown to break down when decisions must go to higher levels of management
or when certain managers do not perceive an issue to be serious. Thiswill be discussed further
in Section 5.3.

Because ecosystem maregement is less of a priority or a possibility in William A. Switzer
Provincial Park than in Jasper National Park, there is less of a need for extensive monitoring.
Managers of William A. Switzer Provincial Park do not deal with many of the major landscape
issues that administrators face in Jasper National Park. Monitoring of park issues and
management actions is done on a much smaller scale through direct observation and public

interaction by park staff. On site managers have the autonomy and flexibility to make changes

3 See Section 5.4 for amore extensive discussion of the value of the Foothills Model Forest in promoting adaptive
management.
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as they see fit when issues arise. Even less monitoring and adjustment takes place in Willmore
Wilderness Park. Managers do not carefully keep tabs on the number of usersin the area or their
effects on the landscape. Until this year there has not been an individual patrolling the park who
could provide firsthand accounts of activity in the region. There have been major vegetation
changes in the park but no one knows the full extent or ramifications of these modifications.
Because of its vast area, there could be many negative changes happening to the wilderness

character of Willmore Wilderness Park that could be addressed with new management options.

This section reviewed how the managers of each protected area have fulfilled the criteria of
adaptive management within their own jurisdiction. Adaptive management schemes could also
be especially useful in expanding the scale of management to look at how each management
zone fitsinto a broader picture (Walters 1997). For example, managers in Willmore Wilderness
Park may make few prescriptions on the landscape but the park itself may be beneficia in
providing benchmark data for surrounding agencies and vice versa. Each management
jurisdiction in the Foothills Model Forest can contribute information by treating their resource as
part of alarger experimental management process. It appears that while the Foothills Model
Forest participants do share information on resource issues, more work can be done to regard the

landscape as a mosaic of experimental opportunities.

5.2. Type of Management Practiced

In Chapter 2 (Page 9), three types of adaptive management as defined by MacDonald et al.
(1997) were discussed; reactive, passive and active adaptive. These three types of management
can be thought of as occurring on a continuum of complexity (Figure 5.1., Page 78). Reactive
adaptive management requires far less resources than active adaptive management because fewer
options need to be investigated and management actions are not extensively monitored. On a
landscape scale, an active adaptive management strategy offers the best opportunity to take
advantage of different resource use patterns. Any one particular resource management agency
wanting to implement a type of adaptive management must choose which strategy is most
effective based on the agency’ s goals and available resources. It may be most effective to

implement reactive adaptive management if there are no great pressures on the landscape or the
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ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

Reactive ::> Passive ::> Active

Figure5.1. Increasing levels of adaptive management

costs of active adaptive management are too high. In this section, each protected areawill be
described in terms of the type of management practiced in its historical development. One region

may go through several types of management in its history as values and resources change.

5.2.1. Jasper National Park

The early management practices in Jasper National Park were quite reactive. From the creation
of the park, the policy and legislation structure did not produce a system that was flexible and
responsive to change. In the early years of parks, this was not necessarily problematic because
there was not the diversity of users or pressures on the landscape. Managers did not have the
wide range of issues to consider that today’ s managers face and could afford to react to situations
asthey arose. Biological study was in its infancy and concepts of landscape ecology did not
exist. The National Parks Act did present a set of objectives for management but these were
largely open to interpretation. While the early legislation appears concise and well written,
managers in individual parks were able to enforce their vision of what they believed their park’s
mandate was. Not only was there room for interpretation within the Act, but there were also no
written, national policy documents produced until the 1960's. It was in these early years that a
pattern began to emerge where different influences were able to steer management directives.
Sometimes this influence came from within park management as people changed positions
within the organization. For example, if a new superintendent felt strongly about horse use

where his predecessor did not, regulations may have changed to benefit outfitters. Positionsin

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 5: Discussion Page 79

the organization were not always clearly defined, thereby opening the possibility for each
individual to greatly change the direction of their portfolio. Whileit is normal and acceptable for
individuals to have discretion over their management decisions, there should be a balance that

reflects the agency’ s mandate.

The ‘provide enjoyment’ and ‘political control over policy’ continuums as described by
Freemuth (1989) were the steering forces in Jasper National Park’s early management. While
there was a strong preservation message in the early legidation, the main focus of politicians was
to generate revenue from tourism. Loca businesses were able to easily influence park managers
partly because of their close proximity to superintendents as they lived together in the townsite.
Dearden and Berg (1993) demonstrated how business interests dominated the policy agenda and
were able to guide management in their favour because their goals were often compatible. This
is an example of what West (1994) terms cooperative domination. The goals of an outside
congtituency, in this case corporate interests, were in line with the governing bodies' goals and
this constituent was therefore able to capture the agency. In the early years of parks thiswas a
less serious issue because so few people had any other suggestions for how the park should be
run. In the following years, as more people became interested in the preservation values of
protected areas, Parks Canada was not able to respond to arising situations with a full range of
management options. Thisis an example of a society-centred view of state autonomy because

the organization had become locked into a pattern of action with the business constituency.

Up until the late 1960’ s, managers mainly reacted to different situations that arose within the
park. There was little effort to make predictive models of how an action might affect future
conditions. Decisions were made without performing research and creating a set of goals and
actions. Thisislargely aresult of the lack of scientific information available in those years.
Managers in the first half of the century did not have the wealth of information that today’s
administrators have at their disposal. They were not concerned with looking beyord their
borders to collaborative efforts with other agencies because they felt no need to do so. Sciences
such as conservation biology and landscape ecology were not even in existence at thistime. In
this era, a reactive management was sufficient to marege the resources of Jasper National Park.
One particularly strong aspect of the structure in those days was that decisions were made much
closer to the park. The superintendent and wardens were able to quickly react to issues because
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much of the political power was located within the park boundaries and not at higher
bureaucratic levels. There was less risk of running into the problem of bureaucratic slippage
because there were fewer steps in the bureaucratic chain where management decisions could be
altered.

One impediment to adaptive management that began to take shape in Parks Canada was the
formation of atype of epistemic community. In Chapter 4 it was shown that wardens became
very possessive of their region and shared great camaraderie and a unified way of thinking.
Superintendents and wardens often came from comparable backgrounds and shared similar
views on how the park should be run. In Haas's (1992) conception of the epistemic community,
members of the community share a similar notion of scientific validity and a common policy
enterprise. In the case of Jasper National Park, managers were unified by what today seems like
aromanticized version of the park warden patrolling the backcountry for fire and poachers. The
formation of this common mind-set, coupled with the external control of business interests made
change very difficult and slow in Jasper National Park.

Management in Jasper National Park was able to move from a reactive framework to a more
passive adaptive approach from the early 1970’ s until the late 1980's. Environmental pressure
began to refocus the organization on a different aspect of what it was legislated to perform;
preserving the park for future generations. The power of local business interests was somewhat
reduced and managers looked to new options. Parks Canada shifted from a society-centred
autonomy to a contingent autonomy where more diversified and nonlocal views were
considered. The organization developed policies that provided a clearer direction and sets of
objectives for managers to follow. Throughout the 1980’ s there was more public consultation
and eventually the creation of management plans. This provided a more structured policy
framework within which ground level management decisions could be made. There was also
more research in the park through those years as scientists tried to understand the ecology of the

park and how humans were affecting it.

Management must still be considered passive in this erafor a number of reasons. There was
little commitment to establish rigorous monitoring as a major component of the system.

Decisions were still made mostly on an ad hoc basis and were reactive to arising issues. Parks
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Canada did not actively try to form alliances with organizations outside their boundaries to
broaden their scope of management. Overall the system remained fairly inflexible because of
established patterns of thinking in the organization. Scientific studies of the park’s resources
were conducted in a piecemeal fashion. Managers were not trying to connect the pieces of the
puzzle and manage on an ecosystem basis nor did they attempt to predict the cumulative effects
of human uses. Park users and managers complained about how one never knew how policy and
regulations would change as individuals changed positions in the organization. In addition, with
the creation of the regional office in Calgary there was another bureaucratic layer where
directions could be changed, increasing the chance of bureaucratic slippage. Former managers
continually spoke of how they tried to move forward on a directive they believed was crucial to
the park only to have their work weakly followed through at a higher level or changed
completely by administration. According to one current employee:

There were some fierce political battles. Decisions were often made at the

regional office. If one of those directors happened to be pissed off at the

superintendent of Pacific Rim for some reason he may not necessarily

have gotten funding to do his research projects. You never knew how any

decision may go because it could be overturned at any time. Too often |

saw good initiatives get slowly changed piece by piece as they went up

and down the chain of command. In the end some things were so whittled

away they were useless or even worse; they were totally opposite to what

they were originally intended to be.
Parks Canada employee

In the 1990’s, while there has been a definite transition in the way Parks Canada is managing the
National Parks, many people are still concerned with the political posturing that has been so
prevalent in the area. It is till possible for programs to be changed by new personalities and
political realties both within Jasper National Park and in the regional and federal offices. Itis
also still difficult for managers to implement effective monitoring schemes due to lack of
funding. Despite these setbacks, most respondents felt that Parks Canada is becoming an active
adaptive organization. With a strongly revised National Parks Act, a nrew management plan, and
CEAC legidation requiring environmental impact assessment, Parks Canada has the tools it
needs to have flexible, adaptive management. The agency is much more concerned with
incorporating public participation into its planning process as well as information from non park

sources. By participating in the Model Forest program, Jasper National Park managers have
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formed new alliances with surrounding protected areas and with industry partners such as
Weldwood of Canada Ltd. Parks Canada now has better scientific information and is becoming

more committed to using this knowledge to manage on an ecosystem scale.

| think we are adaptive; some parks are way ahead of others.
Management is improving here much more. We're now looking down the
road to potential effects of things like the twinning of the Edmonton
highway which may happen within 20 years.* We have the legislation, we
have the policy. It'sall there. It'sjust a matter of getting things done.

Parks Canada employee

5.2.2. William A. Switzer Provincial Park

Management in William A. Switzer Provincial Park, while not fully adaptive, is also not purely
reactive. Managersin William A. Switzer Provincial Park deal with a much different set of
circumstances than do managers in a National Park or other resource management agencies.
Thereisless of an opportunity to design predictive models and monitor their effects because
managers are dealing with a much smaller land-base and a different set of objectives. The most
pressing issuesin William A. Switzer Provincial Park generally involve recreationists and
providing services to them. While managers have not had the opportunity to implement major
research programs, they do react to change quickly and design effective strategies Therefore a
type of passive adaptive management is practiced in the park.

Managers in William A. Switzer Provincia Park have a positive situation for implementing
adaptive management because they have local control over decisionrmaking within a defined
framework of policy and legislation. Provincial Park policiesin Alberta are determined by the
government department responsible for parks with input from ground level workers. The Act
clearly defines what is acceptable and encouraged for management of the parks. The managers
of William A. Switzer Provincia Park are able to take this framework and tailor specific park
policiesto fit into thisvision. Those interviewed did not feel overly constrained by political
influences on their ability to run their park. Thereisfar less bureaucratic slippage in William A.
Switzer Provincia Park’s management than in Jasper National Park’s because local park

managers do not need approval for every management decision. Thereis still a political

* The Jasper-Edmonton highway is afour-lane, divided highway except for the portion within the Jasper boundary
whereit isonly atwo-lane highway.
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dimension to their work, a situation unavoidable in any organization. A key differencein
William A. Switzer Provincial Park from Jasper Nationa Park is that managers have relative
autonomy over management of their park. They can react quickly to arising issues and are able
to anticipate future changes because they are intimately involved in the park setting. They are
also willing and able to maintain relations with other management agencies in the area and

participate in collaborative works.

This autonomy over management is enjoyed not only within the provincial management structure
but also in regard to external influence. Managersin William A. Switzer Provincial Park do not
have atownsite located within their boundaries as Jasper National Park does. They also do not
face pressures from national and international interest groups who want to influence park
management. The management of William A. Switzer Provincial Park has never been captured
by one interest group, a situation that makes management much less complicated. Managersin
William A. Switzer Provincial Park do appear willing to include public participation in their
management decisions to ensure that all interests can be considered. Thisis an example of a
state-centred agency that is willing to accept the views and help of external influences without

relinquishing control over management decisions.

What prevents management in William A. Switzer Provincia Park from being termed active
adaptive is that there is little opportunity to regard many options in a predictive model of
anticipated outcomes. Management decisions must generally be in response to specific issues
that arise in the park. When a decision is made in the park its effects are monitored by field staff
and may be changed at a later date as circumstances change. Managers learn from effects of
their actions and can alter subsequent strategies based on this new knowledge. Thereis
opportunity for ‘rapid learning’ because of the small size of the park and because workers are
there to witness the effects of their actions. This type of passive adaptive management works
well in a park that does not have the resources or size to be concerned with an intensive, active
adaptive management approach. 1n the future, management in William A. Switzer Provincial
Park may become more actively adaptive as a new management plan is being designed. This
plan can outline a more formalized course of action that can be more rigorously monitored.
However, a management plan will not ensure that managers investigate predictive models or
seek public input or external agency collaboration.
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5.2.3. Willmore Wilderness Park

Management in Willmore Wilderness Park must be considered reactive because there are few
measures taken to anticipate change. The management of the wilderness park is very hands-off;
few interventions are made in the park’s ecology or among the users that visit there. The only
management actions that are taken are in response to specific situations such as fire control and
as was seen with the Mountain Pine Beetle outbreak in 1998. The guidelines for managing the
park call for preserving the park with minimal human interference. Beyond this guiding
principle there are few other prescribed goals or sets of management options to consider when
making decisions. There has not been extensive information gathered on the park to assist
managers nor are vegetation and wildlife changes monitored. The basic philosophy of the park
makes attempts at active adaptive management lesslikely. A reactive or passive adaptive
approach works in Willmore Wilderness Park because managers do not face the complexity of
options nor do they have the resources to meet the costs of active adaptive management. This

situation may change should managers decide to reintroduce fire on the landscape.

Of course, managers in Willmore Wilderness Park do take some actions and recently these are
pointing towards a more adaptive approach. The park has greatly benefited from research
conducted by the Foothills Model Forest and its partners. There are continuing studies to
measure vegetation changes and impacts of fire suppression. Plans are on going for the
preparation of a new management plan that should define objectives and actions for the park.
Nineteen ninety-eight marked the first year since 1983 that a ranger again patrolled the
backcountry and could provide feedback for policy makers. While these actions are more in line
with an adaptive approach, it is unlikely that the active adaptive management approach will soon

be implemented in Willmore Wilderness Park.

5.3. Challenges To Adaptive Management

The management history of the protected areas of the Foothills Model Forest reveal that there are
many possible impediments to adaptive management. There are certain conditions and situations
that arise that prevent the successful transmission of information in an organization. There are
also forces acting from outside an agency that may direct policy in a manner beneficial to them

and not a broader congtituent. The following section summarizes some of the lessons learned
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from the study of the protected areas of the Foothills Model Forest to highlight pitfalls that may
be avoided. A summary of the challenges appearsin Figure 5.2. (Page 85).

A primary challenge to an agency’s ability to practice adaptive management will arise if the
organization does not possess a strong vision. The discourse surrounding protected areas

management inevitably turns to the debate over the dual mandate of use versus preservation.

Ten Challenges for Adaptive M anagement

Unclear agency vision
Insufficient policy structure
Closed agency culture

Positional power not well defined
Excessive bureaucratic control
Influence of political forces
Interagency politics

Agency capture

. Increasing pressure on parks

10. Fiscal constraints

©CoNoO~WNE

Figure 5.2. Challenges for adaptive management in protected areas

Parks have many different and often incompatible values for members of society. Freemuth
(1989) demonstrated how various actors believe that parks should be run by either experts or
politicians for the purpose of enjoyment today or future preservation. In Jasper National Park,
for example, many local businesses would like to see local, political control over a park that
promotes tourism values. Park managers would prefer to see their scientists make decisions that
protect the ecological integrity of the landscape. The environmental community generally
prefers preservation values but many people also enjoy the park for its recreational opportunities.
For some environmentalists it is unclear whether expert or political control over policy will
better protect conservation values. One of the unmet challenges to adaptive management is to
find ways of accounting for the multiple benefits that users seek from protected areas. The dual
mandate debate will always exist in parks because people will inevitably disagree over how
protected areas should be managed.
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The problem this may present for protected areas agencies is when people in the organization do
not share a basic vision of the agency’s goals. All three of the protected areas in this study
demonstrated evidence of this phenomenon with managers in Jasper National Park in particular
struggling over the meaning of the park. Many of those interviewed felt that the Parks Canada
had not clearly stated what its purpose was but rather changed direction when it was politically
convenient. Management became quite difficult in this atmosphere of uncertainty, as employees
were never confident how to proceed on a particular issue because they had no clear set of
objectives. In contrast, Willmore Wilderness Park has a very clear vision and employees have
worked to maintain this when managing the park. Ideally, adaptive management should help to
resolve dual mandate issues but it is also important for an adaptive organization to set clear goals
based on a sound vision of the agency’s purpose. Without adequate goal setting it isimpossible

to identify management options, monitor success and subsequently make adjustments.

A second challenge to adaptive management that can result from alack of vision occurs when
the policy and legidation framework is not adequately structured. It is useful when policy and
legislation documents clearly specify management goals, objectives, and potential strategiesto
achieve them. Managers and the general public must know the framework within which they can
work to identify management options. The framework must hold people accountable to the
process and make key elements of the legidation enforceable by law. Through most of Parks
Canada s history there was a lack of enforceable guidelines. Policy ‘suggested’ courses of action
and stated that superintendents and other managers ‘may’ make regulations as they chose. These
types of statements do not enforce courses of action and leave room for loopholes in the
legidation. They may also contribute to bureaucratic slippage because there is room for
subsequent interpretation of decisions by different levels of management. Legislation should
not, however, be so restrictive as to stifle new management options from being uncovered
because managers are forced into only one course of action. The Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act is a good example of legidlation that defines procedures that must be followed
when approving new developments. The possibility does exist for management to be slowed as
this legidation provides fertile ground for litigation as a means to impose conflicting views. This
piece of legidation has had a profound impact on park management by making managers more

accountable for their actions.
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A close- minded agency culture can also inhibit effective adaptive management because it
prevents the organization from responding to new options. When many of the employeesin an
agency share similar backgrounds and values there is a tendency to begin to think in the same
fashion. These groups within the organization may begin to dominate the policy agenda despite
the fact that their values do not represent the majority opinion or the park mandate itself (Vandlik
1995). An epistemic community as defined by Haas (1992) can steer policy in its desired
direction and restrict the development of new policy options. A closed agency culture will not
be receptive to new ideas and could disregard public input gathered from consultation exercises.
It is desirable to have park employees that represent a diversity of academic backgrounds to

inject new ideas into an organization (Chase 1987).

A key challenge to adaptive management in Jasper National Park has been the constant changein
individuals who occupy the same position but who hold very different views on management.
People have been able to change policy direction because power in the organization can be
captured by strong personality and is not tied to a particular position. Numerous examples of
this were presented in Chapter 4 where a new person came into a position and changed the focus
of the department based on their own values. This constant shifting of individuals and power can
increase the likelihood of bureaucratic slippage because it becomes easy to derail policy
decisions. Any individual can attempt to change management based on their ideals or those of

an outside source. This also increases the opportunity for an external constituent to dominate the
policy agenda if they can establish ties within the organization. While it isfair and important
that people have freedom to perform their jobs with a degree of individuality, it can hamper
adaptive management if they are able to alter key management objectives to suit their interests.
One of the great advantages for management in places such as William A. Switzer Provincial
Park and Willmore Wilderness Park is that the local management team have autonomy over
management decisions in their parks. They do not have to filter management choices through a
complex layer of bureaucracy but rather can respond quickly when needed. In these two parks,
there is a legidative framework in which managers must operate and to which they are
accountable, but they can more quickly make changes than managers in Jasper National Park. In
Jasper National Park there is a hierarchy within the park, aregional office in Calgary, and the
Parks Canada branch of the Department of Heritage in Ottawa. This has often reduced the
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effectiveness of management due to bureaucratic dippage. Severa timesin this report it has
been demonstrated that in the span between policy planning and implementation, management
directives can become drastically altered from what they were intended to be. Federa officials
in Ottawa may make changes to a policy created in Jasper National Park to suit their interests
and not those of the park ecosystem. This process of bureaucratic slippage can reduce policy
effectiveness and slow the time of reaction for decision making (Freudenburg and Gramling
1994). The possibility of agency capture also increases with more bureaucracy because there are
more areas where anexternal constituent can try to influence the process. An interest group can
apply pressure or work on political levels that go far beyond a park’s boundary. It isimportant
that local managers have strong input in all management planning because they are most familiar
with the park from personal and professional experience. Thisis not to say that one individual
local manager should be given afree reign because decisions may then be made from personal
bias and not agency goals. Rather, input should come from a diversity of local managers and

employees who work in the park.

The above challenges to adaptive management all relate to internal forces within an organization.
It is also possible that the entire organization itself is used as a political game-piece. Parks
Canada, for example, has been transferred into many different departments in its history,
generally being grouped with other resource agencies that have a higher priority to the
government. Also, with changes in governments there can be drastic changesin park policy as
bureaucrats try to showcase party platformsin the region’s parks. In Alberta, the Progressive
Conservative party has pushed for less government control and decentralization of regulations,
resulting in privatization of some of Alberta’'s protected areas or services within them.
Individuals within the governing party may try to boost their personal image by making bold
changes. Many people felt that the motivation to close the Maligne River to rafting was to raise
the profile of individuas in the federal government. Whether this was the case or not, the
possibility definitely exists for this type of action that can impede adaptive management. If
government leaders use parks as political tools, the ensuing changes in focus will make it

difficult for managersto run their parks consistently.

A key aspect of adaptive management is looking beyond your own boundaries to manage
ecosystems in partnership with other agencies. This has been largely absent in the three
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protected areas of this study. It isimpossible to truly manage adaptively if one does not
cooperate with surrounding agencies because various species travel across political boundaries.
Building collaborative approaches is difficult because many agencies do not want to compromise
their independence in decision making (Cortner et al. 1996). They fear losing power if they get
locked into binding decisions resulting from group negotiation. Many agencies feel possessive
of their resources and do not want to be told by neighbouring, or even competing organizations,
how to manage them. A host of agencies managing alandscape may also increase bureaucratic
dlippage because the various organizations can interpret policy differently. It has been shown in
this report that slippage can occur within a single organization but this can also occur with poor
communication between agencies with different mandates. Breaking down these barriersis one
of the biggest challenges in adaptive ecosystem management because the institutional structures

arerigid and difficult to change.

One of the major themes developed in this report is agency capture which is amajor barrier to
adaptive management. It has been shown that throughout the history of Jasper National Park,
certain interest groups have been able to dominate the policy agerda through political pressure.
The business community has had a large degree of influence not only in Jasper National Park but
in Parks Canadain general because the government enabled them to do this (Dearden and Berg
1993). When an agency is captured by an external constituent, be it corporate, environmental or
other, the agency cannot manage adaptively because it is no longer searching for aternatives. It
does not consider arange of options nor will it meaningfully consult the public. West (1994)
warns that capture through cooperative domination, such asin the case of Jasper National Park,
is especially difficult to penetrate. Managersin William A. Switzer Provincial Park have a clear
advantage over Jasper National Park managers in that they are not constrained by the influence
of any one particular group. Of course William A. Switzer Provincial Park does not possess
nearly the same business development opportunities nor does it have a townsite located within its
boundaries. Many Jasper residents have made significant investments in park businesses and
depend on the flow of tourists for their livelihoods. It is difficult for superintendents and
wardens who live as neighbours with these people to refuse their requests for more
developments. Management decisions must be made in an open environment considering what

is best for maintaining ecological integrity and the diversity of human uses.
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Another challenge to adaptive management is the increasing pressure on protected areas from
human uses. Every year the number of visitors increases in these three parks and the strain is
beginning to show. For example, the cumulative effects of human encroachment in the montane
ecoregion of Jasper National Park is of great concern to park managers and environmentalists.
This valley bottom zone comprises only 7% of the park area and yet is critical habitat for many
wildlife species. Unfortunately this is the zone with the most human development including the
townsite of Jasper, the park highways and many outlying accommodations and campgrounds.
There are pressures from outside these parks as well. Each of the protected areas has, or may
soon have, industrial developments near their boundaries. Jasper National Park does have a
prime protection buffer where no development is permitted. There is concern over potential
pollution of watercourses, disruption of wildlife movements, and loss of aesthetic values for
recreationists. The basic role of managers of protected areas is to deal with this variety of human
use on the landscape. Adaptive management may be an effective way to deal with some of these
concerns but it is also this great demand of human utilization that will challenge their ability to
manage adaptively. It will be difficult for park officials to generate management options when

there are so many variables to consider.

One of the potential difficulties with adaptive management that will challenge many resource
management agencies is coping with fiscal constraint because the cost of experimentation and
monitoring can be quite high (Walters 1997). Most Parks Canada employees in Jasper National
Park complain of inadequate funding for research programs. It has been estimated that budgets
for retional parks management have decreased by 25% from 1994/95 to 1998/99 (Parks Canada
Agency 2000). These cutbacks to the protected areas network make it more difficult to design
experimental programs. An oftenheard complaint is that more money was allocated for road
salt than the entire park’ s research budget. Others feel that too much emphasisis placed on
attracting tourists to the park to generate revenue when that money could be better spent directly
on research. Protected areas managers can take aflexible approach to finding alternate funding
sources and partnerships. Caution must be exercised however, to avoid the possibility of agency

capture as an external constituent gains influence through the control of financial resources.
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5.4. The Foothills Model Forest

To this point of the report, the Foothills Model Forest has not been discussed in detail asa
discrete management unit. This is because the Foothills Model Forest has no management
jurisdiction of its own but is a research organization that brings together agencies interested in
forest management. Yet it isimportant to examine the Foothills Model Forest on its own
because it plays a significant role in resource management in west-central Alberta. The Foothills
Model Forest can do much to advance the practice of adaptive management of all three protected
areas and the industries within its boundaries.

One of the greatest strengths of the Foothills Model Forest is that it brings together many
different government, industry, and community groups. These groups can meet to exchange
information and learn about the management practices of their neighbours. It has been
previously shown here that breaking down borders between agencies can be difficult because of
rigid institutional structures and the unease of some organizations in letting others impact their
resource decision-making. An organization like the Foothills Model Forest can ease this tension
and open the door for collaborative work that broadens any one agency’ s scope to a broader,
landscape level. By working together, the different jurisdictions can set complementary
objectives that account for wide-ranging species or processes requiring vast tracts of land. The
research performed by the Foothills Model Forest can be a benefit to all the agencies, especially
some of the smaller ones with lower budgets than Jasper National Park because they are not able
to do thisalone. Willmore Wilderness Park for example, will benefit greatly from the research

currently being conducted on fire history and vegetation change.

In addition, the Foothills Model Forest provides opportunities for long-term monitoring of the
impacts from different interventions made in the landscape. This can be particularly insightful
when comparing the ecological effects of timber harvesting with the relatively undisturbed
environments of protected areas. One of the strengths of adaptive management is that it
encourages experimental management that makes use of bioregiona diversity. While managers
in the Foothills Model Forest are making efforts at sharing information there appears to be
opportunity for more experimental management that compares protected areas with more

manipulated landscapes. The Foothills Model Forest does offer hope in improving the
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information flow between agencies and advancing understanding of the most effective way to

manage the ecosystem.

While Foothills Model Forest participants are encouraged to adopt new practices, thereis no
commitment required of its members to follow certain courses of action. Thereis no policy or
legidation requiring an agency to adopt codes of practice or agreed upon resolutions. Each
organization is still essentially free to follow its own will and can ignore the research if it
chooses. Thisis however, made more difficult because the Foothills Model Forest opens up the
process of forest management and puts practices more in the public eye. The main benefit of the
Foothills Model Forest, improving information flow, can till be thwarted by any organization’s
refusal to participate. Even though agencies communicate more frequently in this forum, they
may not be willing to make meaningful changes in their practices to incorporate landscape
planning issues. As one participant in the Foothills Model Forest put it:

To some extent, the Model Forest is missing the boat for adaptive

management, largely because we haven't seized the opportunity that it

presents. We have to tie management more directly to the indicators that we

set and the effects of our actions on the landscape. | still don't see this

information being sufficiently incorporated into our management plans. We

aren't monitoring properly. We're doing some things with prescribed fire

right now that present some unique opportunities to integrate research and

direct management action that could incorporate different agencies;
Weldwood, Parks Canada and others. We're not doing it to its potential.

This statement suggests that the Foothills Model Forest does in fact offer much to the practice of
adaptive management, but more work can be done to redlize its full potential.
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6. CONCLUSION
6.1. The Effectiveness of Adaptive Management

Adaptive management is still an evolving concept in the literature but there are severa key
elements common to most definitions. Adaptive managers must try to anticipate future
conditions in thelir jurisdictions and choose from a range of options that will best cope with
uncertainty. Under an adaptive regime, monitoring is built into the management scheme to
provide quick feedback and adjustment in order that changes can be made rapidly. Thisisakey
element of adaptive management, as managers must be prepared to make changes to their
original ideas as new information becomes available. Managers can never have a complete
knowledge of how ecosystems function and must take every opportunity to learn from their
actions. Adaptive managers are not afraid to take risks but will explore every possibility that
may improve resource use. The public is consulted throughout an adaptive process to inform
managers of society’s desires and goals for resource allocation. Ultimately, information flow is
improved both within the organization and with outside agencies as new aliances and
cooperative efforts are made. Adaptive management offers hope in breaking down traditiorel
forms of resource management where administrators are continually reacting to crisis and

changing societal values.

There are however, limitations to the effectiveness of adaptive management itself. Thereislittle
hope that it will succeed without a strong commitment from agencies to make real changes. This
is difficult because traditional forms of management are ingrained within the structure of most
organizations and implementing a new system challenges and may even threaten current
managers. Adaptive management cannot solve many of the ‘wicked’ problems associated with
resource management. Managers and the general public must still confront the value system of
resource decision-making such as the dual mandate debate over protected areas. Another
potential drawback to adaptive management is that it could provide agencies with an excuse to
implement controversial actions. For example, a natural gas company may face opposition in
exploring in an area because it is sengitive wildlife habitat. They could potentially run seismic
lines through the region by claiming it necessary to measure the development effects on wildlife

for adaptive management purposes. Finally, adaptive management risks becoming just another
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buzzword in the resource management vernacular. Agencies may try to justify that just about
any type of management is adaptive because they are getting response from the system and
making changes. Adaptive management must be recognized as a process of anticipating change
and dealing with fut ure uncertainty instead of reinforcing traditional management structures, or
experimenting with park landscapes without thorough consideration of the park’s mandate and

accountability.

6.2. Adaptive Management in the Foothills Model Forest

While adaptive management was never a specific goal for Jasper National Park, William A.
Switzer Provincial Park, or Willmore Wilderness Park, it is useful to look at their history to see if
management was evolving in this direction. Examining historical trends can provide an agency
with the perspective of how current management situations came to be. Managers can see the
direction the organization is taking and what elements of its structure inhibit effective
management. The management history of these three protected areas shows that operations can
change dramatically over time and that certain barriers may prevent adaptive management. Each
region may be able to learn something from the other’s structure to improve management in their
park and in the foothills landscape in general. The following reviews the type of adaptive
management practiced in each region with comments on situations where each type of

management may be appropriate.

The managers of Willmore Wilderness Park have taken a reactive approach to management
because they do not face a multitude of demands on their resources. Willmore Wilderness Park
has intentionally been managed with few interventions and where there is little evidence of
human manipulation. A reactive type of management has been appropriate in the area because
managers are committed to maintaining a wilderness experience for users. Managers do not feel
it is necessary to implement a more active approach just to demonstrate that they do have a
presence in the park. Also, the park does not have a large budget that could be used for
identifying management options or monitoring the results of programs. Therefore, little effort
has been invested in anticipating future conditions or monitoring park resources and the
recreationists that visit there. Managers make very few changes to policy and only when it is

necessary to react to a specific problem. The legidation that was designed specifically for the
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park has ensured its wilderness status with tight guidelines to restrict certain types of access.
Historically any deficiencies in the legislation were accounted for with unwritten policy that
precluded further development. The other protected areas of the study could benefit from the
same type of strong mandate that exists in Willmore Wilderness Park, although in areas such as
Jasper National Park, thisis complicated by the multiple clienteles that must considered.

Willmore Wilderness Park managers have taken some steps that reflect elements of a more active
adaptive approach. They now participate in collaborations with other agencies and this will help
them greatly because they do not have the budgets to monitor their resources. Monitoring will
likely become more important as concerns have been raised about vegetation management and
measures that must be taken to restore a more ‘natural’ condition in some areas of the park.
Managers may be able to use elements of the adaptive management cycle as they explore the
possibility of active vegetation management. Plans are also underway to develop a management
plan for the park that may help to define management objectives and how the park can deal with

its vegetation issues while preserving the wilderness experience.

Managers in William A. Switzer Provincia Park face an amost opposite situation to Willmore
Wilderness Park in that they have a smaller park ecosystem and many more visitors. Yet the
managers of William A. Switzer Provincial Park have taken a similar approach to management
by consistently following a passive adaptive approach. There is not much effort made in trying
to identify many management options because the park is fairly small and managers are less
concerned with ecosystem management than they are with enhancing the experience of visitors.
Managers in William A. Switzer Provincia Park have more opportunity than Willmore
Wilderness Park managers to monitor the results of their decisions because they are close to the
resource and are able to observe the effects of their actions. This qualifies more as a type of
passive adaptive management than the reactive approach found in Willmore Wilderness Park.
This system has worked well because William A. Switzer Provincial Park, like Willmore
Wilderness Park, does not have the resources or the desire to implement a rigorous, active
adaptive management. William A. Switzer Provincia Park is able to use some of the resources
of surrounding agencies to help manage their park. Managers are in the process of writing a

management plan to help clarify the goals and vision for the park.
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One particular strength of the management regime in William A. Switzer Provincial Park that
could benefit managers in Jasper National Park is the high degree of local control. In William A.
Switzer Provincial Park, the level of decisionmaking is much closer to the park than in Jasper
National Park. Employeesin the park have a policy framework in which to work, but they enjoy
less political influence in management choices. Managers are still held accountable for their
actions but they are free to operate in a manner that the local team seesfit. Therefore, local
managers are able to be flexible and adaptive to situations that arise. However, it must be noted
that the there are far fewer demands placed on William A. Switzer Provincial Park managers
than in Jasper National Park because the park is not nearly as heavily visited nor isits basic

meaning so heavily contested.

Through most of its history, Jasper National Park was a reactive organization as park managers
did not look at extensive options when designing plans nor did they monitor their actions. The
legidation and policy framework was not carefully defined and individuals within the agency
often interpreted policy to suit their interests and goals. Parks Canada did not ook beyond their
boundaries to externa influences on the park nor did they try to consult with surrounding
management districts. In the early years of parks, this was not problematic because there were
few demands on the park system. A situation similar to that of Willmore Wilderness Park or
William A. Switzer Provincial Park existed where there were few people contesting the
meanings of protected areas. Park management was solidly grounded in a philosophy of
attracting tourists and considered very little else. The business community consequently

developed a strong influence over policy planning, a Situation that persisted for many years.

With the dawning of the environmental movement and advances in ecological knowledge, Parks
Canada began moving to a more ecosystem and adaptive approach to management. This became
necessary because social and environmental pressures were intensifying and more people were
competing for an increasingly scarce resource. The transition to a more adaptive management
has been dow to happen because the development attitude was firmly ingrained in the
organization and people still had the power to change policy. Efforts have been made to clarify
the purpose of the park and what the management objectives are. Changes such asthe
introduction of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act have helped to make managers
more accountable for their actions. The organization looks for new options by consulting the
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public and other agencies more frequently. Jasper National Park may stand as an example for
managers in William A. Switzer Provincia Park and Willmore Wilderness Park as those parks
become more heavily used. Jasper National Park managers are trying to incorporate more long
range thinking into their planning and connect elements of their research planning. The history
of Jasper National Park has also shown that it is important to consider a diverse range of public
opinion and not to become captured by one interest group. A park must be able to maintain a

sense of its overall purpose while trying to consider the views of all its constituents.

The history of these protected areas has shown that there are many challenges to adaptive
management. One of the most basic concerns is debate over the dual mandate of use versus
preservation. To manage adaptively it is necessary to have achievable goals and objectives for
which management options can be defined. The competition over the meanings of parks has at
times been so dominant that designing goals and objectives has been difficult. Adaptive
management itself may offer hope in resolving some of the uncertainty in management choices
by bringing together stakeholders and designing a range of optionsin a collaborative effort.
Disagreement over the meaning of parksisinevitable and may at times slow the process of rapid
feedback and adjustment. Another significant challenge arises when the policy and legidation
framework is not adequately structured to give managers the tools they require. If policies are
not directed by a park vision ard do not have mechanisms that put responsibility on managers,
they will be less effective. Managers must be accountable for decisions they make but also have

a defined structure within which to work.

Political posturing from the different levels of an organization can be a severe impediment to
adaptive management. In the past, members of federal and provincia governments to make
statements about the party’ s platform have used parks as political games pieces. The number of
political levels in park’ s organizations has been shown to contribute to the process of
bureaucratic slippage. There are al'so examples of individuals within the organization exercising
excessive power over their position and guiding management to meet their own goals. Finaly,
adaptive management is impaired when one group dominates the policy agenda, cutting off
access to decision-making by other groups and limiting policy options. Agency capture restricts

the flow of information and will prohibit the organization from fulfilling its mandate.
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6.3. Policy Suggestions

This section will present some suggestions to enhance adaptive management, particularly in
protected areas. No comprehensive list of recommendations will be provided here for each
management group in the Foothills Model Forest to follow. Rather, this section will examine
strategies for improving flexibility in an organization that could be used by any resource
management agency. The suggestions are based on the experiences of Jasper National Park,
William A. Switzer Provincial Park and Willmore Wilderness Park.

A powerful lesson learned in Jasper National Park is that while the dual mandate debate will
never be resolved, it is useful if a protected areas agency can establish a set of management
objectives. Adaptive management is difficult to achieve if there is no clear focus on which to
base subsequent management actions. Managers must remember that the meanings of protected
areas will always be contested but they must strive to achieve a socially acceptable vision For
example, Canadians may feel that parks should be for preservation and not development yet
within this framework there may be strongly opposed factions of how this should be achieved.
The organization responsible for managing parks must seek a vision for what the park system
will represent based on direction from the legidation, public input, and park managers. Societal
values can be assessed through public opinion polling, open houses, focus groups and interest
group participation. The agency must redlize that this vision may evolve as social and
environmental values change. However, the management actions of an organization like Parks
Canada must reflect the vision the majority of Canadians have of their parks, and not yield to the

pressures of one strong interest group or party politics.

Without proper tools for management, it will be impossible for managers to function within the
agreed upon vision for their park. Often legidation and policy is not worded in a fashion that
provides clear direction for how management should proceed. This situation exists because it
gives managers some flexibility to adapt to issues that arise over time. It would be impossible to
practice adaptive management if a manager must follow arigid course of action. Unfortunately
this flexibility has also permitted interpretation of policy by individuals who choose to steer
parks management in their own favour. It may also leave managers unaccountable for their

actions and not commit them to seeking review of their decisions. Initiatives like the CEAC
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legidation may be effective tools to deal with this issue athough CEAC may leave the door open
for litigation to reduce management effectiveness. This process requires managers to follow a
certain course of action but does not restrict their options for research. Legidation and policy
should be written to provide a clear set of objectives based on the results of the visioning

process. For example, in a place like William A. Switzer Provincial Park this may mean creating
a management plan that presents a set of goals for handling humanwildlife conflicts. The
managers could take these goals and design strategies that are in accordance with what the

legidlation deems acceptable practice for the park.

With a defined set of objectives, park managers must be open to seeking new options for future
management directions. Thisis one of the key steps in the adaptive management cycle because
it sets the stage for subsequent monitoring and feedback. New options can come from a host of
different sources such as the public, other resource management agencies, different government
agencies, special interest groups, and from the park employees. Managers in Willmore
Wilderness Park and William A. Switzer Provincia Park, for example, may find new options for
management by actively seeking public input. This could be done through formal advisory
boards where citizens meet with park officials on aregular basis to discuss park issues. More
frequent public consultation could also serve to reduce conflict and uncertainty among different
stakeholders. Adjacent resource management agencies should also be consulted when seeking

management options as they may share similar concerns.

The protected areas agency must also ook within the organization for suggestions on how to
improve management. Too often, in a park such as Jasper National Park, the views of people
such as wardens who work intimately with the resources are not included in decision making.
The experience of William A. Switzer Provincial Park shows how valuable local managers are in
defining how a park could be managed. Parks Canada would also benefit from hiring employees
from more diverse backgrounds. Currently most managers and wardens posses training in the
physical and biological sciences while few have socia science backgrounds. New options and
ideas could be uncovered if there were more skilled employees who represent a diversity of
interests. Thiswould aso help to reduce the chance of an epistemic community forming that
gets locked in one mindset of management. An additional way to increase the range of
management options is to divert more parks funding into research. Many wardens complained
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that in Jasper National Park there are insufficient funds to understand what issues must be

addressed, let alone monitor the impacts of management decisions.

After options have been identified, management decisions must be made. One effective way to
accomplish thisis through a team management approach. The ecosystem secretariat in Jasper
National Park helps to fulfill this role by coordinating research efforts and informing
management decisions. A team approach may aso help to reduce a persistent problem in Parks
Canada; the switching of a department’s focus each time a new employee takes over a position.
If an employee must report to a team structure, he or she will be less likely to take decisonsin a
completely different direction. This problem could also be addressed by more formally defining
the role of eachposition. Reviews could then be done of each employee to ensure that they are

following their mandate.

One of the great advantages of managing a small-protected area is the local autonomy enjoyed
by park officials. In William A. Switzer Provincial Park, managers do not take every decision to
higher levels of the bureaucracy for approval. They are able to make changes in policy based on
their firsthand experience with the resource they manage. This approach could help managersin
the national parks aswell. The legidlation and policy for protected areas should alow for
decision-making to be performed as close to the park as possible. If there are broadly defined
agency goals it should not be difficult to ensure that management across the network maintains a
high standard. For Parks Canada this would mean a scaling back of the regional officein
Cagary and less influence from Ottawa. Thiswould also serve to build trust with local
organizations, as the public in Jasper National Park feel more confident when decisions come
from the superintendent or others within the park. It would still be important for adjacent parks
such Banff, Jasper, Y oho, and Kootenay to maintain communication in order that they might

consider the larger ecosystem but this could be done on a more consultative basis.

An organization like the Foothills Model Forest can be an excellent forum for the exchange of
information and ideas. The different agencies can coordinate research and monitoring efforts
while broadening their scope of management. This structure can help to reduce inefficiencies by
sharing overlapping services and reducing the costs to any one agency. This type of

organization would be useful in aregion that had no similar medium for agency collaboration.
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Partnersin aModel Forest type structure must be willing to participate in a group process and try
to implement changes that arise from the group’ s research. For example, in the Foothills Model
Forest, more effort could be made in establishing monitoring and feedback directly into
management action. There are great opportunities to observe changes on the landscape resulting

from management actions from a host of different industries.

6.4. Futur e Resear ch

There are a number of avenues that future research could follow to improve the understanding of
adaptive management. This study took a broad historical look at three protected areas but did
not focus intensely on one. Therefore future research could investigate more closely the
management of each of these areas, or one period of time more closely. Thereisaso
opportunity to examine adaptive management in other regions, as the results here may not reflect

thereality of other jurisdictions.

Within the Foothills Model Forest protected areas, the most interesting possibility for future
work may be to examine some of the specific ways in which power is exercised by each of the
organizations. Throughout the data collection period, it was apparent that the political workings
of Parks Canada were quite complicated. Many of those interviewed spoke about sudden
changes in policy, decisions coming from outside the park, and major changes happening
without any prior public knowledge. This report did not cover in depth the channels of power in
the organization or how the system has at times been manipulated. A study that examined these
issues would likely have to expand the study area to include both the regional office in Calgary
and the Parks Canada headquarters in Ottawa.

Future studies could expand on this report by comparing other management jurisdictions to those
covered here. One could investigate if the same types of issues were present in other protected
areas networks. It would aso be helpful to compare adaptive management of protected areas
with other types of resource agencies such as logging, mining, or fisheries. Itislikely that other
organizations face many of the same barriers but new possibilities may also become apparent.
The agencies studied here did not claim to practice adaptive management at any point in their
history. It would be useful to study organizations that are attempting to practice adaptive
management to see if they are successful and compare the challenges they face. This may also
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help to identify how different types of adaptive management may be appropriate under different
conditions. This study showed that in some cases a reactive adaptive approach might be the
most effective route an agency can follow. Future work could examine more closely the

variables and situations that affect the type of adaptive management that can be practiced.

It would be insightful to return to these protected areas in several years to revisit management
practices. Many changes are occurring in all of these parks at the present time. Management
plans will soon be completed in William A. Switzer Provincia Park and Willmore Wilderness
Park. Managers of both parks are becoming much more aware of their role in preserving
ecological integrity and are striving to more actively manage their resources. Servicesin
William A. Switzer Provincial Park were privatized for the first time this year and the effects on
management are still unclear. Jasper National Park is about to launch a new management plan as
well with a much stronger ecological focus than in previous years. Parks Canada has very
recently been granted full agency status and this will likely change the administration of all the
parks. Thereisanew optimism in Jasper National Park about the agency’ s commitment and
ability to adaptively manage the park. Restudying these areasin several years would revedl if
park managers are successful in managing adaptively when they have the tools and the vision

needed to perform ecosystem management.

There are a'so a number of sociological issues that could be further studied. Future work could
investigate how the process of bureaucratic slippage is different in an agency with few coercive
regulations. Most work on bureaucratic slippage has shown how regulatory agency policy is
altered through successive reinterpretation but in a protected area there are few such regulations
in place. Also, Jasper National Park presented a unique set of agency-constituent relations that
could be compared to other regions. The location of the townsite in the park contributed to the
dominance of the business influence on park management. A different set of relationshipsis
predicted to exist when there are no communities within the park and the constituent is the
general public. A particularly interesting example to study would be Gros Morne National Park
on the west coast of Newfoundland. Park boundaries were drawn around local communities
when the park was created, |eaving nodes of inhabited areas surrounded by parkland. The lives
of the citizens in these communities were greatly changed by the park yet they do not live under
Parks Canada control. Investigating the relationship of these communitiesto Parks' decision
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making would be an interesting topic. There may aso be other social factors that could change
the practice of management such as the nature and types of interest groups and features within
the structure of the managing agency. There are a variety of possible organizational factors that

may affect the types of adaptive management that can be practiced in aregion.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 7: References Page 104

7. REFERENCES

Agee, James K. and Darryll R. Johnson. 1988. "A Direction for Ecosystem Management.”
Ecosystem Management for Parks and Wilderness, editors Agee James K. and Darryll R.
Johnson. Seattle, WA: University of Washington Press.

Alberta Energy and Natural Resources. 1980a. Physical Land Classification of the Willmore-
Kakwa Regional Recreation Plan Study Area.

. 1980b. Terms of Reference: Willmore-Kakwa Current Regional Plan.

Alberta Environmental Protection. 1997. Willmore Wilderness Park.

. 1998. Proposed Policy Foundation for the Natural Heritage Act: Summary Report.
Alberta Forest Service. 1980. Willmore Wilderness Park Management Plan.

Alberta, Lands and Forests. 1973. Provincial Parks Policy for Alberta

Alberta Wilderness Association. 1973. The Willmore Wilderness Park. Cagary, AB.

Allen, Gerald M. and Ernest M. Jr. Gould. 1986. "Complexity, Wickedness, and Public Forests."
Journal of Forestry 84(4):20-23.

Anderson, M. K. 1996. "Tending the Wilderness." Restoration and Management Notes
14(2):154-66.

Anonymous. 1980. "Management Planning in Canada's National Parks." 15th International
Seminar on National Parks and Equivalent Reserves.

Aplet, Gregory H., Nels Johnson, Jeffrey T. Olson, and V. A. Sample, Editors. 1993. Defining
Sustainable Forestry. Washington D.C.: Island Press.

Baskerville, G. 1985. "Adaptive Management, Wood Availability and Habitat Availability."
Forestry Chronicle 61(2):171-75.

Bella, Ledlie. 1979. "Partisan Politics and National Parks North of 60." Park News 15(3):6-13.

Blefgen, T.F. 1931. Annual Report of the Director of Forestry. 1930-31 Alberta Department of
Lands and Mines, Edmonton.

Block, Fred. 1987. Revising Sate Theory: Essays in Palitics and Postindustrialism. Philadelphia,
PA: Temple University Press.

Bormann, Bernard T., Patrick G. Cunningham, Martha H. Brookes, Van H. Manning, and
Michael W. Collopy. 1994. "Adaptive Ecosystem Management in the Pacific Northwest."
PNW-GTR-341. Portland, Oregon: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 7: References Page 105

Buchik, Pat and C. J. Taylor. 1996. Lake Edith Subdivision: Built Heritage Resource Description
and Analysis. Parks Canada.

Cairns, Robert D. 1992. "Natural Resources and Canadian Federalism: Decentralization,
Recurring Conflict, and Resolution." Publius 22(1):55-70.

Camp, Frank. 1993. Roots in the Rockies. Ucluelet, B.C.: Frank Camp Ventures.

Canadian Environmental Advisory Council. 1991. A Protected Areas Vision for Canada. Ottawa,
ON: Minister of Supply and Services.

Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency. 1999. "Canadian Environmental Assessment Act”
[Web Page]. Accessed 19 Jul 1999. Available at
http://www.ceaa.gc.ca/act/Introduction_e.htm.

Canadian Heritage. 1998. "New Release: Parks Canada Agency Proclaimed.” .

. 1999. Jasper National Park Management Plan Concept. Canadian Heritage-Parks
Canada.

Carson, Rachel. 1962. Slent Spring. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.
Chase, Alston. 1987. "How to Save Our National Parks." The Atlantic Monthly July:35-44.

Clegg, Stewart R. 1990. Modern Organizations: Organization Sudies in the Postmodern World.
London, UK: Sage Publications.

Collados, Ceciliaand Timothy P. Duane. 1999. "Natural Capital and Quality of Life: A Model
for Evaluating the Sustainability of Alternative Regional Development Paths.” Ecological
Economics 30:441-60.

Cortner, Hanna J., Margaret A. Shannon, Mary G. Wallace, Sabrina Burke, and Margaret A.
Moote. 1996. "Institutional Barriers and Incentives for Ecosystem Management: A
Problem Analysis." PNW-GTR-354. Portland, OR: U.S. Department of Agriculture.

Craib, lan. 1997. Classical Social Theory. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Cronbach, Lee J. 1982. Designing Evaluations of Educational and Social Programs San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

CSA. 1996. A sustainable forest management system: Guidance document. CAN/CSA-Z808-
96. Canadian Standards Association. Etobicoke ON.

Davidson, Lee. 1990. "Park Policy and Development in Jasper National Park." .

De Greene, Kenyon B. 1982. The Adaptive Organization: Anticipation and Management of
Crisis. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 7: References Page 106

Dearden, Philip and Lawrence D. Berg. 1993. "Canada's National Parks: A Model of
Administrative Penetration.” The Canadian Geographer 37(3):194-211.

Dearden, Philip and Rick Rollins. 1993. "The Times They Are aChangin'." Parks and Protected
Areasin Canada, editors Philip Dearden and Rick Rollins. Toronto, ON: Oxford
University Press.

Dekker, Dick. 1988. "The Not-So-Natural History of Jasper National Park.” Park News 23(4):26-
29.

Department of Interior 1914. Annual Report, Superintendent of Jasper Park. Sessional Papers
1913-14, Canada Department of Interior. Ottawa.

den Otter, Michael A. 1999. "The Development of Policy and Adaptive Management in the
Foothills Model Forest." M.Sc. thesis. University of Alberta .

Dewhurst, Stephen M., W. W. Covington, and D. B. Wood. 1995. "Developing a Model for
Adaptive Ecosystem Management.” Journal of Forestry 93(12):35-41.

Eagles, Paul F. J. 1993. "Parks Legidation in Canada." Parks and Protected Areasin Canada,
editors Philip Dearden and Rick Rollins. Toronto, ON: Oxford University Press.

Edgecombe, A.H. 1982. Willmore Wilderness Management Report. Prepared for Edson
Forest, Alberta Forest Service. Alberta Energy and Natural Resources.

Environment Canada. 1986a. In Trust for Tomorrow: A Management Framework for Four
Mountain Parks Minister of Supply and Services Canada.

. 1986b. Jasper Core Concept: Jasper National Park Planning Program. Minister of
Supply and Services.

. 1988. Jasper National Park Management Plan. Minister of Supply and Services.

Environmental Conservation Authority. 1973. Land Use and Resource Development in the
Eastern Sopes: Proceedings of the Public Hearings, Smoky River Basin, Part IX.
Edmonton, Alberta: Environment Conservation Authority.

. 1974. Land Use and Resource Development in the Eastern Sopes. Report and
Recommendations. Edmonton, Alberta: Environment Conservation Authority.

Evans, Peter. 1995. Embedded Autonomy: States and Industrial Transformation. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.

Fisher, Chris and John Acorn. 1998. Birds of Alberta. Edmonton, AB: Lone Pine.

Foothills Model Forest. 1998. Foothills Model Forest Annual Report 1997/1998. Hinton, AB.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 7: References Page 107

Foothills Model Forest. 1999. "Foothills Model Forest Web Page"' [Web Page]. Accessed 23 Apr
1999. Available at www.fmf.ab.ca.

Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team. 1993. Forest Ecosystem Management: An
Ecological, Economic, and Social Assessment. Washington, DC: U.S. Government
Printing Office.

Fox, Charles J. 1987. "Biases in Public Policy Implementation Evaluation.” Policy Sudies
Review 7(1):128-41.

Freemuth, John. 1989. "The National Parks: Political Versus Professional Determinants of
Policy." Public Administration Review 49(3):278-86.

Freudenburg, William R. and Robert Gramling. 1994. "Bureaucratic Slippage and the Failures of
Agency Vigilance: The Case of the Environmental Studies Program.” Social Problems
41(2):214-39.

Fuller, W. A. 1969. "National Parks and Nature Preservation.” Canadian Parks in Perspective,
Editor J. G. Nelson. Montreal, PQ: Harvest House.

Gadd, Ben. 1995. Handbook of the Canadian Rockies. Jasper, Alberta: Corax Press.
Gainer, Brenda. 1981. The Human History of Jasper National Park. Parks Canada.

Glenna, Leland L. 1999. "The Relative-Autonomy State Theory and Emancipatory Strategies.”
Rural Sociology 64(1):174-71.

Great Plains Research Consultants. 1985. Jasper National Park: A Social and Economic History.
Parks Canada.

Greene, Jennifer C. 1994. "Qualitative Program Evaluation: Practice and Promise." Handbook of
Qualitative Research, editors Norman K. Denzin and Yvonna S. Lincoln. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Greider, Thomas and Lorraine Garkovich. 1994. "Landscapes. The Social Construction of
Nature and the Environment." Rural Sociology 59(1):1-24.

Grumbine, R. E. 1994. "What |s Ecosystem Management?' Conservation Biology 8(1):27-38.

Haas, Peter M. 1992. "Introduction: Epistemic Communities and International Policy
Coordination." International Organization 46:1-35.

Haney, Alan and Rebecca L. Power. 1996. "Adaptive Management for Sound Ecosystem
Management.” Environmental Management 20(6):880-886.

Hart, Hazel. 1980. History of Hinton. Hinton, AB: Hazel Hart.

Harvie, C. H. 1969a. "The Provincial Parks of Alberta" Canadian Parksin Perspective, Editor
J. G. Nelson. Montreal, PQ: Harvest House.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 7: References Page 108

. 1969b. "A Review of the National Parks and Tomorrow Conference.” Paper Presented
at the 8th Federal-Provincial Parks Conference; Jasper, Alberta.

Henderson, Gavin. 1969. "The Role of the Public in National Park Planning and Decision
Making." Canadian Parks in Perspective Editor J. G. Nelson. Montreal, PQ: Harvest
House.

Herrero, Stephen. 1970. "New Developments Proposed for Canada's Rocky Mountain National
Parks." The Canadian Field-Naturalist 84(4):333-42.

Holling, C. S,, editor. 1978. Adaptive Environmental Assessment and Management Toronto:
John Wiley & Sons.

Hooks, Gregory. 1990. "From an Autonomous to a Captured State Agency: The Decline of the
New Deal in Agriculture.” American Sociological Review 55(1):29-43.

Kaplan, Thomas J. 1986. "The Narrative Structure of Policy Analysis." Policy Analysis and
Management 5(4):761-78.

Katz, Fred E. 1968. Autonomy and Organization; The Limits of Social Control. New Y ork:
Random House.

Kay, Charles E. 1995. "Aborigina Overkill and Native Burning: Implications for Modern
Ecosystem Management.” Western Journal of Applied Forestry 10(4):121-126.

Kesser, Winifred B. and Hal Salwasser. 1995. "Natural Resource Agencies. Transforming From
Within." A New Century for Natural Resources Management, editors Richard L. Knight
and Sarah F. Bates. Washington, DC: Island Press.

Krause, Daniel. 1996. Effective Program Evaluation. Chicago: Nelson-Hall Publishers.

Krogman, Naomi T. 1996. "Frame Disputes in Environmental Controversies. The Case of
Wetland Regulations in Louisiana." Sociological Spectrum 16:371-400.

Kun, Steve. 1981. "An Overview of Canada's National Parks." Paper presented to the 16th
International Seminar on National Parks and Equivalent Reserves.

Lautenschlager, R. A. 1996. "Predictive Adaptive Management - Applying Natural Resource
Management Research.” Advancing Boreal Mixedwood Management in Ontario,
compilers C. R. Smith and G. W. Crook. Sault Ste. Marie, ON: Natural Resources
Canada.

Lee, Kai N. 1993. Compass and Gyroscope. Washington D.C.: Island Press.

Lee, Kai N. and Jody Lawrence. 1986. "Adaptive Management: Learning From the Columbia
River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program." Environmental Law 16(3):431-60.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 7: References Page 109

Lindberg, Leon N., Robert Alford, Colin Crouch, and Claus Offe, editors. 1975. Stress and
Contradiction in Modern Capitalism: Public Policy and the Theory of the State
Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Lothian, W. F. 1976. A History of Canada's National Parks, Volume |. Ottawa, ON: Minister of
Indian and Northern Affairs.

. 1977. A History of Canada's National Parks, Volume I1. Ottawa, ON Minister of Indian
and Northern Affairs.

. 1979. A History of Canada's National Parks, Volume I11. Ottawa, ON: Minister of
Supply and Services.

. 1981. A History of Canada’'s National Parks, Volume V. Ottawa, ON: Minister of
Supply and Services.

. 1987. A Brief History of Canada’'s National Parks Minister of Supply and Services
Canada.

MacDonald, G. B., Rob Arnup, and R. K. Jones. 1997. Adaptive Forest Management in Ontario:
A Literature Review and Strategic Analysis. Ontario: Queen's Printer for Ontario.

MacGregor, J. G. 1974. Overland by the Yellowhead. Saskatoon, SK: Western Producer Prairie
Books.

Manring, Nancy J. 1994. "ADR and Administrative Responsiveness. Challenges for Public
Administrators." Public Administration Review 54(2):197-203.

Marshall, Gordon, editor. 1994. The Concise Oxford Dictionary of SociologyOxford: Oxford
University Press.

Marty, Sid. 1984. A Grand and Fabulous Nation: The First Century of Canada's Parks Ottawa:
Supply and Services Canada.

McFarlane, B. L. and P. C. Boxal. 1998. An Overview and Nonmarket Valuation of Camping in
the Foothills Model Forest. NOR-X-358. Edmonton, AB: Natural Resources Canada.

McFarlane, Bonita L. and David O. Watson. 1998. Willmore Wilderness Park: Voluntary Self-
Registration System 1998. Edmonton, AB: Canadian Forest Service.

McLain, Rebecca J. and Robert G. Lee. 1996. "Adaptive Management: Promises and Pitfalls."
Environmental Management 20(4):437-48.

McNamee, Kevin. 1993. "From Wild Places to Endangered Spaces. A History of Canada's
National Parks." Parks and Protected Areas in Canada, editors Philip Dearden and Rick
Rollins. Toronto, ON: Oxford University Press.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 7: References Page 110

McNeil, Kenneth. 1978. "Understanding Organizational Power: Building on the Weberian
Legacy." Administrative Science Quarterly 23:65-90.

Mitchell, Bruce, Editor. 1995. Resource and Environmental Management in Canada. Don Mills,
ON: Oxford University Press.

Model Forest Network. 1998. The Canadian Model Forest Network. Natural Resources Canada.

Model Forest Network. 1999. "Canadian Model Forest Web Page" [Web Page]. Accessed 23 Apr
1999. Available at www.modelforest.net.

Morrison, James. 1997. "Protected Areas, Conservationists and Aboriginal Interestsin Canada."
Social Change and Conservation, editors Krishna B. Ghimire and Michel P. Pimbert.
London, UK: Earthscan Publications Limited.

Morrison, Kenneth, Thomas R. Walls, and Janice Bloomfield. 1980. "The Alberta Provincial
Parks System: A Look at Its Development.” Park News 16(3):8-12.

National Parks Branch. 1964. National Parks Policy. Ottawa: Northern Affairs and National
Resources.

Neuman, W. L. 1997. Social Research Methods: Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches.
Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

O'Connor, James. 1973. The Fiscal Crisis of the State. New York, NY: St. Martin's Press.
Parks Canada. 1979a. Parks Canada Policy. Parks Canada.

—— 1979b. Parkscan 1(1):1.

———. 1985a. Parks Canada Policy. Minister of Supply and Services.

——. 1985h. Parkscan 6(4):1.

——. 1994. Parks Canada Guiding Principles and Operational Procedures. Minister of
Supply and Services.

Parks Canada. 1998. "Nationa Parks Policy” [Web Page]. Accessed 13 May 1998. Available at
http://parkscanada.pch.gc.ca/lPC_Guiding_Principles/Park34.htm.

Parks Canada Agency. 2000. Unimpaired for Future Generation? Protecting Ecological
Integrity With Canada’'s National Parks. Ottawa, ON: Report of the Panel on the
Ecological Integrity of Canada's National Parks.

Patton, Michael Q. 1990. Qualitative Evaluation and Research Methods. Newbury Park, CA:
Sage Publications.

. 1997. Utilization-Focused Evaluation. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 7: References Page 111

Perrow, Charles. 1986. Complex Organizations. A Critical Essay. New York, NY: Random
House.

Pfeffer, Jeffrey. 1981. Power in Organizations. Marshfield, MA: Pitman Publishing.

Pimlott, Douglas H. 1969. "Education and National Parks." Canadian Parksin Perspective,
Editor J. G. Nelson. Montreal, PQ: Harvest House.

Punch, Maurice. 1994. "Palitics and Ethics in Qualitative Research.” Handbook of Qualitative
Research, editors Norman K. Denzin and Yvonna S. Lincoln. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

Rollins, Rick. 1993. "Managing the National Parks." Parks and Protected Areas in Canada,
editors Philip Dearden and Rick Roallins. Toronto, ON: Oxford University Press.

Rossi, Peter H. and Howard E. Freeman. 1993. Evaluation: A Systematic Approach. Newbury
Park, CA: Sage Publications.

Sabatier, Paul. 1975. "Social Movements and Regulatory Agercies. Toward a More Adeguate -
and Less Pessimistic - Theory of "Clientele Capture”." Policy Sciences 6(3):301-42.

Stake, Robert E. 1994. "Case Studies.” Handbook of Qualitative Research, editors Norman K.
Denzin and Yvonna S. Lincoln. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Stankey, George H. and Bruce Shindler. 1997. "Adaptive Management Areas. Achieving the
Promise, Avoiding the Peril." PNW-GTR-394. Corvallis, OR: U.S. Department of
Agriculture.

Statistics Canada. 1999. "Community statistical profiles’ [Web Page]. Accessed 23 Apr 1999.
Available at www.statcan.ca

Swinnerton, Guy S. 1993. "The Alberta Park System: Policy and Planning." Parks and Protected
Areasin Canada, editors Philip Dearden and Rick Rollins. Toronto, ON: Oxford
University Press.

Thomas, Craig W. 1997. "Public Management As Interagency Cooperation: Testing Epistemic
Community Theory at the Domestic Level.” Journal of Public Administration Research
and Theory 7:221-46.

Toffler, Alvin. 1985. The Adaptive Corporation. New Y ork: McGraw-Hill Book Company.

Vandlik, John M. 1995. "Voting for Smoky the Bear: Political Accountability and the New Chief
of the Forest Service." Public Administration Review 55(3):284-92.

von Hauff, Donna, editor. 1992. Alberta's Parks - Our Legacy. Edmonton, AB: Alberta
Recreation, Parks and Wildlife Foundation.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 7: References Page 112

Wallace, Mary G., Hanna J. Cortner, and Sabrina Burke. 1995. "Review of Policy Evaluation in
Natural Resources." Society and Natural Resources 8(1):35-47.

Walters, Carl. 1986. Adaptive Management of Renewable Resources. New York, NY: Macmillan
Publishing Company.

. 1997. "Challenges in Adaptive Management of Riparian and Coastal Ecosystems.”
Conservation Ecology 2(1):1-21.

Walters, Carl J. and C. S. Holling. 1990. "L arge- Scale Management Experiments and Learning
by Doing." Ecology 71(6):2060-2068.

Weber, Max. 1997. "Bureaucracy." Classical Sociological Theory: A Reader, editor lan
Mclntosh. Washington Square, NY: New Y ork University Press.

Weiss, Carol H. 1972. Evaluation Research: Methods for Assessing Program Effectiveness.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

West, Patrick C. 1994. "Natural Resources and the Persistence of Rural Poverty in Americac A
Weberian Perspective on the Role of Power, Domination, and Natural Resource
Bureaucracy." Society and Natural Resources 7:415-27.

Willmore Wilderness Park Task Force. 1973. Preliminary Report of the Willmore Wilderness
Park Task Force.

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 8: Appendix Page 113

8. APPENDIX

TABLE OF CONTENTS

8.1. Timelines of Significant Events and Turning Points
8.1.1. Jasper National Park Timeline
8.1.2. Willmore Wilderness Park Timeline
8.1.3. William A. Switzer Provincia Park Timeline

8.2. Maps Showing Boundary Changes
8.2.1. Jasper 1907 to 1911
8.2.2. Jasper 1911 to 1914
8.2.3. Jasper 1914 to 1926
8.2.4. Jasper 1930 to present
8.2.5. Willmore 1959 to 1965
8.2.6. Willmore 1965 to present

The Development of Adaptive Management in the Protected Areas of the Foothills Model Forest



Chapter 8: Appendix Page 114

8.1. Timelines of Significant Events and Turning Points

8.1.1. Jasper National Park Timeline

1810-1811

1813
1821

1884
1886

1893
1902

1907

1910

1911

1913
1914
1915
1917

1920
1922

1927

David Thompson, one of the first to cross Athabasca Pass at the head of the
Whirlpool River. Followed by other missionaries, explorers and fur traders.
Trading post established on Brule Lake, later to be named Jasper House.

Jasper House relocated 22.5 km south after the amalgamation of the North West
Company and Hudson’s Bay Company.

Jasper House abandoned. It had been visited by many of the major early
explorers but had become run-down.

Coal Branch begins.

Lewis Swift built Palisades ranch; traded with Moberly and Cardinal families.
Grand Trunk Railway makes a bid to build railway from Ontario to BC.
Transcontinental Railway Act passed this year. Eastern section of line built by
government while western line built by Grand Trunk.

Jasper Forest Park of Canada founded on September 14; named for Jasper
House; 12 950 kn?-

Honourable Frank Oliver, Minister of Interior, instructed Superintendent of
Forestry to create a bill to protect the area. Reservation made under Dominion
Lands Act and modelled after the Rocky Mountains Park Act.

Two game wardens engaged for fire and game patrols.

Coa mine established at Pocahontas. Closed in 1921.

Aboriginals evicted from park lands.

Grand Trunk Pacific Raillway reached mountains, open to passengers April 1912.
Park boundaries reduced with passing of Dominion Fores Reserves and Parks
Act. Boundaries were lines 16 km on each side of railway; Park area: 2, 590
kmf. Much protest followed from outdoor clubs, railway officials and J.B.
Harkin.

Jasper Townsite surveyed. Only other developments were trail and carriage
paths to Maligne and Pyramid L akes.

First permanent Park Superintendent: Colonel S.M. Rogers.

Minister of Interior convinced park need to be bigger: 11, 396 kn?.

Robert Kenneth started accommodation service at Lac Beauvert known as “ Tent
City”. Taken over by Jack Brewster in 1919.

Elk reintroduced to the Jasper; 88 animals from Y ellowstone NP.

Agnes Laut receives permission to build artists retreat at Lake Edith.

Grand Trunk Pacific Railway acquired lease for “ Tent City” and opened Jasper
Park Lodge.

First car to reach park, was a very difficult journey on cart paths taking 6 days.
2, 538 kn? south of Sunwapta Pass added to park. Protest ensued from outfitters
and Province of Alberta because of impending resource transfer agreement with
Canada. Disputed area incorporated into Rocky Mountains Park in 1929.
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1930
1931

1932
1940
1939-1945
1947

1950s
1951

1953
1957

1958
1960

1963

1964

1967
1968

1969
1970

1971

1972

1973

1976

1979

1985
1986

National Parks Act enacted. Final boundaries established; 10, 878 kn.

Road completed between Edmonton and Jasper. Improvement done between
1948-1954.

Coal lease at Pocahontas surrendered.

| cefields Parkway completed.

POW camps established.

Tourism starts to rise sharply.

Parks Act changed at the request of influential locals to permit more buildings at
Lake Edith.

Predator control programsin effect.

Highway 16 built; Increase in traffic on all roads led to the creation of
campgrounds aong the main highways.

Department had Act amended which permitted Governor-General in Council to
authorise provinces or others to provide services such as power.

Planning Division set up. Staff of 3 increased to 30 by 1969.

Discontinuation of leases in townsite; later reversed by Supreme Court.
Queen's Thesis: Challenged the notion of the purpose of Parks. Represented a
shift in thinking about Parks as recreation sites to more preservation oriented
godls.

Urban Development Plan sets the focus for town development: Town was
supposed to have only minimal facilities and act as a Visitors Service Centre
(VSC).
Active development of Marmot Basin for downhill skiing.

Policies prepared and issued for National Parks.

Hard-surface road from Jasper to Edmonton completed.
A major national conference, The Canadian National Parks: Today and
Tomorrow, defines areal shift in thinking to more ecosystem type management.
CNR negotiated for area of town for accommodation in exchange for land.

Start of the interpretive program to influence people’s perceptions of the Park
and encourage more conservation minded behaviour.

In the early 1970’ s the town started looking for autonomy.

Parks Canada wanted to develop the parks more by building some new facilities
and roads as well as further develop Lake Louise. There were serious objections
at the public hearings by environmentalists and the projects did not go ahead.
Park compound built.
Another big battle at Lake Louise. A toned down version of a development went
ahead.

CNR relocation study recommends against moving CNR out of town because of
its importance to the community.

Parks no longer holds public hearings instead opting for open houses and public
input.

Policy permitting active management and manipulation of the ecosystem.
Beginning of ‘fire management era.

Updated policy for the National Parks.

“In Trust for Tomorrow” document released.
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1988

1994

1995

1998

Nationa Parks Act amended to increase poaching fines, set permanent
boundaries around towns and ski areas and to enshrine protection as top priority.
Mandatory 20 year plans ingtituted.

Jasper National Park Management Plan presented.

Mountain parks started charging user fees internally.

Major national policy review begun.

Four Mountain Parks study.

Passing of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act that requires impact
assessments on new park developments.

Jasper joins Foothills Model Forest asafull partner.

Parks Canada granted agency status within the federal government on 21
December 1998.

Maligne River decision curbs rafting to protect harlequin ducks.

8.1.2. Willmore Wilderness Park Timeline

1959
1963
1965

1977
1982

1995

Willmore Provincial Park created 5 570 knt.

Boundary Change.

Renamed Willmore Wilderness Park.

Second and final boundary change: 4 597 knt.

Eastern Slopes policy.

Horse patrols re-introduced through a seasonal Patrolman in 1982 and 1983.
Harry Edgecombe, former ranger employed to take the assignment.
Amendments to the Act to prohibit industrial activity and mineral exploration,
preclude issuing dispositions, prohibit issuing timber dispositions.

8.1.3. William A. Switzer Provincial Park Timeline

1910

1930

1951
1955

Severa groups of natives move into the area after being evicted from Jasper.
By 1932 most had moved el sewhere.

Rocky Mountain Forest Reserve established to prevent destruction of timber.
Federal Resource Transfer Act passed. Very few provincial parksin existence
in Alberta at this time.

Provincia Parks and Protected Areas Act passed and is administered by
Department of Public Works.

Rocky Mountain Forest Reserve became the Athabasca Forest Reserve, included
JarvisValley. Managed by Alberta Forest Service by wardensliving in
Entrance.

Parks transferred to Department of Lands and Forests.

Twenty acres of land on Jarvis Lake given to Canadian Air Force, still used as
military survival training site.
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1958

1961
1964

1967
1971
1973
1974

1975
1979
1980

1987-1988

Upon request by Hinton Chamber of Commerce, over 6000 acres were
withdrawn from lease by Northwest Pulp and Paper. Declared a Provincial
Wildland Park and named Entrance Provincial Park.

Construction of Entrance Provincial Park initiated.

Parks becomes a division within Lands and Forests.

An Act Respecting Provincial Parks, Historical Sites, Natural Areas, and
Wilderness Areas is passed.

First government policy statement on parks issued.

Blue Lake Leadership Training Centre constructed and opened.

New policy statement on the state of the parks called Position Paper #13.
Provincia Parks Act rewritten.

Entrance Provincia Park renamed William A. Switzer Provincial Park in honour
of Switzer who was a Liberal MLA and the first Mayor of Hinton, aswell asa
long time resident of the town.

Gregg Lake campground constructed — completed 1976.

New classification and zoning system put in place, rescinded in 1983.

New Parks Act passed and amended in 1983.

Also passed were the Wilderness Areas, Ecological Reserves, and Natural Areas
Act.

Major capital upgrading of new administrative site and building, day use area,
Jarvis Lake campground, and Pine Bay day use area.
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8.2. Maps Showing Boundary Changes

8.2.1. Jasper National Park 1907-1911
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8.2.2. Jagper National Park 1911
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8.2.3. Jagper National Park 1914-
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8.2.4. Jasper National Park 1927
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8.2.5. Jasper National Park 1930
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8.2.6. Willmore Wilder ness Park 1959-1965
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8.2.7. Willmore Wilder ness Park 1965
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