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ABSTRACT

The study examines the characteristics of, and con-
straints to, regional park development in the regional
districts of British Columbia. The B.C. system of 13,000
ha in 94 parks compares favorably to the other regionally
administered regional park systems in North America,
however, has some shortcomings. The elected Directors of
the regional districts are the decision-makers who direct
the development of functions such as regional parks by
vote. The provincial government initiated a regional park
program in 1965 by legislated funding with requirements for
park plans. A separate questionnaire for the directors and
planners of the regional districts, and unstructured
personal interviews with several senior officials of
relevant provincial ministries were used to assess the
support provided for regional parks.

The provincial government has achieved the development
of a relatively advanced system of regional parks within
the framework of regional govermments. It provided $13
million to 1982 to acquire and develop regional parks, 97%
of which has gone to three regions. Cuts in staff of the
provincial Parks and Outdoor Recreation Division and a
change in policy has eliminated the grants and further
reduced the limited coordinative, technical and
administrative assistance previously offered.

Some regions lack regional park establishment which may
not necessarily indicate a lack of support. The directors
perceive that: (i) the regional park function is costly,
(ii) some regions serve a larger number of non-residents
than residents and want compensation, (iii) provincial and
local parks are insufficient, (iv) operations and
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maintenance costs of parks would consume the majority of
the regionally generated parks budget in low tax assessment
regions, (v) studies of regional needs are required for
which some regions have insufficient resources, (vi) Crown
lands and/or parks of the private sector preclude the need
for regional parks.

Regional support can be inferred from the survey
responses: (i) 20 regions have adopted the regional park
function, (ii) 72 parks existed at the time of the survey
at a regional cost of $26 million, and 24 have been added
since despite the loss of provincial funding, (iii)
Official Regional Park Planning and limited park
development continue despite reduced assistance from the
province in recent years, (iv) the majority of regional
officials state that the regional park function is
moderately high in relative importance. The regions also
express their autonomy along with their support by their
desire to: (i) increase regional coordination of parks and
recreation planning, (ii) continue with the regional park
function as a voluntary one, and (iii) increase the funding
from regional and local sources.

The solutions proposed to further develop the regional
park system include: (i) funding of the regions which have
not been involved, or are only minimally involved, could be
done on a park-specific, or project-specific basis, (ii)
encouraging Official Regional Park Plan preparation by
incentives and technical assistance, (iii) making technical
assistance and interagency communication possible through
provincially-hosted workshops of regional planners and
officials of the various provincial ministries, and/or
annual meetings of regional planners, (iv) clear statement
by the provincial govermnment of its regional park policy,
and an increase in its involvement in making the public,
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elected directors and planners aware of the potential for
regional parks.

Dr. R.J. Wilson

Dr. N.J. mff
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION TO REGIONAL PARKS

1.0 Introduction:

Regional parks constitute, perhaps the least well-known
part of the system of parks in Canada. They lack the
public profile of most national parks and are not generally
developed with the recreation facilities of the familiar
municipal parks. The purpose of all levels of parks can be
understood within a systems concept for land management
initially proposed by Hart (1966):

", ..the traditional approach to parks [is] each one

is a separate, discrete unit in space and time and

is unrelated to other types of parks which may exist
in the same region. Yet every land unit, no matter
how large or small, bears some relation to all other
land units within some logically defined region

around it....Each park within each system bears a

relationship to the other parks in other systems and

to use patterns of the land in which all the parks
are situated"(p.3).

This argument as to the complementarity of parks
within a total system of parks has come to be the accepted
thinking in supplying parks for all purposes. The size,
location and management of parks, is a result of biological
(species or habitat preservation), physical (particular
prehistoric, historic or geological site), and social
(location of potential users and political issues) factors
which qualify the area for park status. The various
jurisdictions have interpreted their relative responsi-
bility within this system in terms of the uniqueness of the
resource, the allowable manipulation to maintain the status
of that resource, and whether the resource is important to
the national, provincial, regional, or local population
(Government of Nova Scotia, Department of Lands and
Forests, 1976). As shown in Fig. 1, local governments
assume the role of providing accessible recreational

opportunities for the local population, while the national
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government aims to protect unique physical, biological and
historic features whose use are not compatible with
development for intensive recreational activities. Since
the objectives of various levels of government are not
mutually exclusive, one finds parks with similar features
and uses overlapping between jurisdictions (i.e. both
regional and local parks provide accessible recreational
opportunities).

1.1 Origin of the Concept of a 'Regional' Park

The earliest description of the regional park
concept is attributed to Frederick Law Olmsted, Sr., the
famous mid-19th Century landscape architect, who in
addition to his contribution in planning New York City's
Central Park, had a vision of a regional park system for
New York as:

'"mutally supplementary series of parks and
subordinate recreation grounds widely dispersed
throughout the metropolitan area and linked together
by a system of connecting parkways of a width,
capacity and scenic quality of which there are no
examples in this country" (Doell, et al., 1954,
p.35).
In 1866, he also publicly urged the preservation of the
hills in the San Francisco Bay area (Trudeau, 1974). Other
figures were also important. Charles Eliot, a business
associate of Olmsted's, proposed the preservation of large
government-owned tracts of land both along the seacoast of
Maine and, in particular, around Boston. His emphasis was
placed on the "location of large public reserves...
determined chiefly with reference to the inclusion therein
of the finest scenery of each region or district" (Doell,
et al., 1954, p.35). He argued that city boundaries should
not limit regional scenic preservation simply because park
boards did not wish to establish open space for the use of
other municipalities. His efforts resulted in the
establishment in legislation of the Boston metropolitan

3



park system in 1892. Soon thereafter a regional park act
in New Jersey set the conditions for the first county park
system in the United States (Doell, et al., 1954). The
history of the concept of regional parks can be traced from
these beginnings. Their evolution and present
administrative framework in American and Canadian regional
park systems is described in Chapter Three.

1.2 Regional Parks Defined

Regional parks have developed under different
administrative bodies in North America with a resulting
array of park types. Those criteria which appear generally
to be used today to determine the nature of a regional park
include:

(i) size: Although the minimum size is variable from
region to region, they are relatively large, in contrast to
the local community park, to preserve certain biological or
physical features of regional interest. 1In the Capital and
Greater Vancouver regional districts of British Columbia, a
desired minimum has been set at 60 ha, however within some
American regional parks authorities, this figure is 200 ha.
providing a buffer zone around features to be protected
(Capital Regional Planning Board, 1969; Greater Vancouver
Regional District, 1980; East Bay Regional Park District,
1980).

(ii) accessibility (or service radius): The commonly
accepted standard used is for a park to be situated within
one hour's drive of the majority of the region's popula-

tion. In one region this has become the primary criteria
(Davy, Commission of Outdoor Recreation, State of Virginia,
pers. comm.).

(iii) state of development: Land and facilities are
to be developed, in general, to a minimum. However,
dependent on the administrative body, this criterion is
less definitive than others. Parks systems in Saskatchewan




and in areas of the United States are established by a
regional administration to serve a regional population but
include a variety of recreation facilities from swimming
pools to amusement parks. Recently, serviced campgrounds
have been introduced in regional parks in British Columbia.

(iv) uniqueness: Many regional administrative bodies
recognize land features which are unique or of special
significance in some manner within that region. This
special attraction is what draws residents from an area
beyond the local vicinity.

Recreational opportunities and facilities develop-
ment between park levels, as envisioned in the ideal park
system, is shown in Table 1. 1In principle, regional parks
provide the area and facilities to meet the need for
regional recreational activities which are largely based on
the natural resources with minimum facility development.
Municipal parks usually do not have the size to provide
facilities for boating and camping, while provincial and
national parks are not as readily accessible to the
majority of the population. The needs of the urban day-use
visitor are thereby often met in regional parks. Although
demands are constantly being made to supply facilities for
recreational interests such as roller skating rinks,
snowmobiling, archery areas and speedways, most regions
maintain primarily the passive recreational activities of
hiking, swimming and boating (East Bay Regional Park
District, 1980; Sheppard, Koch, Mt. Waddington Regional
District, pers. comm.).

The justification then for a regional role in park
planning is to satisfy a need of a regional population and
to preserve regional landscape beyond the municipal
boundaries. As first noted in the 1880s by early regional
parks proponents, municipal governments are reluctant to
spend funds which would satisfy the demand of a large
proportion of users from outside their tax assessment
area. Since the potential for overlap exists between
administrative levels, integration of services eliminates

5
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TABLE 1

JURISDICTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR RECREATION ACTIVITIES AND FACILITIES
Level of Responsibility

Activity of Facility Municipal Regional Provincial National Private
Sports and Games

—children's play area yes incidental

—athletic fields yes incidental

-golf course yes yes yes
-recreation and yes yes yes
cultural centre

-cammercial sports yes yes
sports events
Observation
—rature study same yes yes yes
-sightseeing yes yes yes yes

-pleasure driving yes incidental yes yes
Picnicking/Camping

—picnicking yes yes some some
-group camping sane yes samne
—overnight camping yes yes yes
Beach Use

—swimming and same yes yes

beach activity

Water Sport

-boating, canceing some yes yes yes
sailing

-water sport (other yes yes incidental
than boating
Winter SErt
-skiing little yes yes yes
—winter sport sane yes yes incidental incidental
(other than

advanced skiing)
Trail Use

-stro yes yes incidental incidental
-hiking yes yes yes sane
—mountaineering yes yes some
=trail riding yes yes yes yes
Fishing/Hunting
=sports fishing yes yes yes yes
~hunting in special yes yes yes
areas only

Source: Vancouver-Fraser Park District, 1969.



much of the costs of duplication. The 'regional' concept
for both recreation and preservation has been recognized
and today is implemented by various administrative bodies
including regional governments.

1.3 Purpose of the Study

Regional parks in British Columbia have developed
with the aid of enabling provincial legislation, the Parks
(Regional) Act since 1965. At the same time, the Municipal
Act allowed the establishment of regional administration in
the 28 newly created regional districts (Fig. 2). An
elected Board of Directors governs each district which by
vote assumes various responsibilities or !'functions'.
Among these functions is that of regional parks. The
provincial government maintained support for the develop-
ment of parks through a program offering financial and
technical assistance.

In 1972, Hawksworth (1974) conducted the only
examination of the British Columbia regional park system
since its conception. She determined that:

(i) regional districts do not become involved in

regional parks unless politically motivated to do

so, and

(ii) although regional officials in areas without

regional parks more commonly reported financial

limitations as the single greatest 'hindrance' to
planning for regional parks, this 'should not, and
in fact, does not, constitute a prohibitive

barrier" (p.53).

Other explanations for some regional districts not
participating in developing parks were offered:

(iii) in some regional districts, the district tax

assessment totals were very low,

(iv) regional officials were not aware of low

regional park expenses, and
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(v) residents did not feel parks important enough on

which to spend money.

She proposed that the regional park policy of the
provincial government should be strengthened to preserve
parkland for future demand and to assist those regional
governments which become interested in regional parks.

Several years have passed since these conclusions
were drawn and seven more districts now are responsible for
regional parks . However, almost 20 years after the
drafting of the legislation, five of these regions had not
acquired any regional parks at the time of this study and 9
regions still had not voted to adopt the parks function
(Fig. 3).

This thesis re-examines the question of: What are
the problems which cause some regional districts to be less
active in planning regional parks than others? The results
may be different than Hawksworth's study in that:

(i) 15 years have elapsed since the former study

giving all regions sufficient time to mature in

their administrative role,

(ii) attitudes have evolved with society, and

(iii) the public and regional officials probably

have a greater awareness about regional parks or

parks in general,

(iv) the design of the earlier study has several

shortcomings. The problems include:

- The data collected came from three categories of
officials, planners, directors and secretary treasurers in
each regional district. Despite their differences in role,
their responses were reported and discussed as one
viewpoint from the regional district. As an example, when
asked what problems caused a slowdown in regional park
development, regional planners were concerned about the
"ambiquity of the definition' of regional parks as might be
expected by those responsible for planning them.

Meanwhile, secretary treasurers saw the funding system at



FIG. 3
REGIONAL PARKS BY REGIONAL DISTRICT
IN BRITISH COLUMBIA
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fault. Each group reported based on its role and
experience, so the averaging of such responses could be
misleading.

= No indication of importance nor measure of the strength
of the responses was given. This might have provided a
clear idea of priorities and individual degree of involve-
ment with the issue of regional parks.

- Conclusions were drawn with insufficient support of the
data in at least one case where the residents' views of
regional parks were felt to be the most important factor
impeding regional park growth, although no survey of the
residents was conducted.

Further to the limitations of the previous study,
the greater maturity of the regional districts, and
possible changes in attitudes and awareness of the public
and directors which justify another study of the regional
park system, changes have occurred in recent years in
provincial financial policies. The initiation of the
provincial government's economic 'restraint' policy began
to affect funding for regional parks in the early 1980s.
The time, therefore, was opportune to examine the
provincial and regional priorities in order to provide the
most effective assistance to the regional districts. In
addition to funds, other assistance could be provided. 1In
some regions, this may be more important in creating
regional parks than money.

This study attempts to determine if there are
problems in establishing regional parks, and if so, what
are the problems, and what are the solutions. It was
unknown why regional parks had not developed in all
regions; whether because of primarily a regional lack of
support or whether the provincial involvement or
non-involvement had affected the progress of their
development. It was assumed that if the provincial
government had initiated a regional park program, it had
valid reasons for doing so and, therefore, should provide
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the necessary assistance to the regions to establish them.
The regions determine the development of parks in so far as
the public states the need, the elected officials interpret
this need and decide on the type and extent of services to
the public, and the administration implements the programs
to do so. For this reason, both the provincial and
regional level of government administration responsible for
creating regional parks and the perceptions of those
deciding their fate were examined.

Some of the questions basic to this examination
include:

(1) What has happened in regional park systems

elsewhere in North America?

(ii) what growth of the system has occurred in

British Columbia?

(iii) What assistance has been provided from the

provincial government?

(iv) How effective has it been in creating regional

parks?

(v)What are the factors within the regional

districts which affect the acceptance of the

regional parks as an administrative function?
The context for these questions is developed more
specifically in the following Chapter. The results of the
examination should allow conclusions to be drawn as to the
weaknesses and strengths within the regional park program
in British Columbia based on an analysis of responses from
provincial and regional officials, and other regional park
systems in Canada. Recommendations will be made to refine
the existing implementation of regional park administration
accordingly, incorporating ideas of the provincial and
regional officials and planners.



1.4 Outline of Chapters

In order to examine the components of the basic
problem of regional park development, the context of
regional parks within the political and administrative
framework must be understood. To this end, the following
chapter will describe the regional level of administration
in British Columbia from its conception, as well as how the
responsibilities for parks and recreation resources,
especially in relation to regional parks, are divided
between the regional and provincial government. The
evolution of regional parks in British Columbia will then
be described in light of this relationship and the regional
administrative structure.

Attention then focusses on the principal actors in
controlling regional park development and how they are
characterized according to the roles they play. The
individuals responsible for regional park creation can be
modelled in a typical decision-making system for regional
parks in the regional districts of British Columbia. This
will aid in understanding the importance of interactions of
all actors involved. A review of the literature will point
out the influences on the decision - making process. After
the administrative systems are explained, a conceptual
basis is proposed for the decisions made within the region.

Chapter Three deals with the topic of regional park
administrative systems elsewhere in North America, presen-
ting their common characteristics and outlining trends in
regional park development. This review allows an
evaluation to be made of regional parks here in comparison
to other systems evolving under similar conditions.

Chapter Four presents the results of an examination
of the costs of regional parks because it was reported,
over ten years ago, to be a major cause of a slow start to
their development.
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Chapter Five examines selected indicators of
regional support for regional parks through: (i) the
activities enabling parks through finances and planning and
(ii) the perceptions of regional park importance and public
need of the administrators.

In Chapter Six an analysis of the provincial
assistance is made through the reported intentions of the
provincial government in establishing a regional park
program and from the reports of the regional actors and
provincial administrators.

Chapter Seven presents the summary of major findings
in the three areas of research -~ perceived and actual costs
of parks, indications of regional support in past actions
of the regional district and present perceptions of the
regional administrators and the provincial assistance
programs and perceptions of their effectiveness held by
regional and provincial administrators. It concludes with
recommendations to assist further development of a
provincially supported system of regional parks, notes the
limitations of the study, and suggests further studies
following from this one.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE ADMINISTRATIVE AND DECISION MAKING SYSTEMS
GOVERNING REGIONAL PARKS IN BRITISH COLUMBIA

2.0 Introduction

The regional parks of British Columbia were formed
within the jurisdiction of the regional district level of
government in the mid-1960s. Nearly all functions of the
regional district are voluntary and determined within the
regional district decision-making body. Regional parks are
among those responsibilities taken on as a voluntary
activity of the regional district.

In this chapter, the regional district decision
structure is described in relation to the various
provincial agencies controlling or affecting regional
parks, and to the various intergovernmental and advisory
bodies specific to regional districts and/or regional
parks. Although the interactions with other governmental
agencies may affect regional park development, the
decisions made by the regional district board are critical
to park development and together with the actions of the
planning department and the assistance available from the
provincial government, determine their extent of
development and success. This regional decision-making
structure will be examined in the form of a model developed
to explain the importance of various factors such as
previous attitude development and information flows in
forming the perceptions of the decision makers. The model
is based on relevant findings from the research literature
and describes the elements in political decision-making
relevant to the regional park context. This attempts to
determine the key influences and points within the
decision-making process which may affect,or have an effect
on, the development of regional parks.
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2.1 Administrative System Governing Regional Park
Development

Regional parks are shown in Fig. 4 in relation to
the two ministries, Environment and Parks, and Municipal
Affairs, directly responsible for legislation establishing
them or other voluntary functions of the regional disticts
and within the context of other ministries involved in
recreation planning. The evolution of this administrative
structure and the relative powers of the provincial and
regional governments is described in the following sections
to aid in understanding the interactions of the various
government levels supplying regional parks.

2.1.1 History and Formation of Regional Districts

Regional districts in British Columbia evolved in
response to numerous provincially-granted responsibilities,
many of which were originally the concern of the
municipalities. Many municipalities, however, did not have
sufficient financial and administrative capabilities,
therefore, some services (e.g. school nursing, dental care)
were provided through the aid of conditional grants from
the provincial government and the use of provincial
employees (Swainson, 1983). These services often were
extended beyond municipal boundaries in recognition of a
"regional community of interest" (Ministry of Municipal
Affairs, 1971, p.l1l). Eventually this led to the formation
of such broader administrative units as Boards of Health,
School Districts, and water and sewer districts, formed by
agreement between municipalities (Swainson, 1983). With
this increase in services administered at the local level,
the provincial government needed a regional agency to
coordinate and set priorities to increase the efficiency of
delivery of these various services, and to limit the
growing municipal tax burden (Ministry of Municipal
Affairs, 1971).
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FIG. 4

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE FOR PARKS AND RECREATION IN BRITISH COLUMBIA
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Amendments to the Municipal Act in 1965 provided the
legislative basis for the regional districts (Ch. 290,
Sec.767). By 1968, the Letters Patent approved by the
Lieutenant Governor had incorporated each of the 28
regional districts and defined their mandatory
responsibilities. Further powers may be granted by the
Minister in Supplementary Letters Patent determined by
decision of each regional administering board, according to
public consensus and the particular needs of each region
(Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 1971)

2.1.2 The Provincial-Regional Government Relationship

Through the formation of the Regional Districts, 20%
of the provincial population within the electoral (non-
municipal) areas was removed from the direct responsibility
of the provincial government (Swainson, 1983). In fact,
both municipalities and the provincial government devolved
responsibilities upon the regions.

Certain powers, however, were not delegated since
the provincial government conceived of regional districts
as service 'agencies', not as a fourth level of
government. Certain conditions enforced this:

(i) Regional districts lack the power to tax

residents and must, therefore, requisition the

municipalities and electoral areas for revenues for
services offered;

(ii) The Regional Boards are non-partisan,

amalgamations of members limited strictly by Letters

Patent; and

(iii) The powers of the region are determined by the

interactions of the elected municipal and electoral

area members (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 1971).
Furthermore, the provincial government views the
legislative and administrative importance of regional
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districts as being less than that of the provincial
agencies. Its powers are restricted to human settlement
through preparation of official community plans in
non-municipal areas (Ch. 290, Sec.944-949), and, until
revisions in the Municipal Act in 1983 and 1985, regional
and settlement planning (Sec. 807-809). The commumity plan
may designate environmentally sensitive lands and areas for
protection of the natural environment (Sec. 945(2) and

(4). The provincial government maintains the role of
determining policy for taxation, municipal administration
and the regional district structure and powers, and
management over natural resources, finances, economic
development, social services and transportation.

Although the province emphasizes cooperation with
the regions, it limits the input of the Regional Board in
decision-making in areas of joint provincial-regional
concern. In the past, this was done by the composition of
two committees, the Regional Resource Management Committees
and the Technical Planning Committees which were both dis-
banded in 1983. They are described here due to their
activities at the time of the survey. The former was res-
ponsible for the preparation of regional strategic plans
for natural resources and was comprised of appointed direc-
tors from the natural resource ministries in each of the
established Resource Regions in the province. Local govern-
ments did not participate in this process officially, their
inclusion being on a consultative basis only. Conversely
the role of the Resource Management Committee, in relation
to the local governments, exhibited far greater powers:

"(i) to facilitate the coordination of provincial
and local government land-use and settlement
planning policies and programs, (ii) to review
proposed local government official plans and policy
statements with respect to their effect on
provincial regional plans and on established
provincial land-use objectives and policies, and
(iii) to provide information and technical
assistance to local govermment in the preparation of
official plans" (Government of B.C., 1982,p.7).

19



Where local planning and/or servicing responsibili-
ties of the governments was concerned, the Technical
Planning Committee or regional or local body was contacted
(Government of B.C., 1979, p.3). The Technical Planning
Committees, comprised of the regional planning director,
regional representatives of the provincial ministries of
Municipal Affairs, Transportation and Highways, and those
governing natural resources, among others, provided advice
on planning matters and acted as a liaison between
themselves, the ministries of provincial government and the
member municipalities (Municipal Act, Ch. 290, Sec.815).
This committee was only consultative to the higher
committee.

2.1.3 Regional District Functions

The Regional Board of Directors represents the
electorate of the Regional District . Each is appointed
from a municipal council or elected in the electoral
areas. The votes of each director of the Board are
proportional to the population in each represented area
(Municipal Act, Sec. 778-779).

All regions administer several functions granted
under statute as '"over-all provincial concerns" (Ministry
of Municipal Affairs, 1971). These include regional
hospitals, and regulations governing planning, building,
zoning and subdivision in the electoral areas, local
services in electoral areas, any service to an incorporated
municipality on a contract basis (Sec. 770(2)), the
disbursement of grants-in-aid to organizations benefiting
the region (Sec. 269), and the financing of municipal works
and services (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 1971). Here-in
lies the role of the planning department. Recent changes
include the removal of regional planning, the services of
the advisory committees, and of the regional offices of the
Ministry of Municipal Affairs.
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Additional or voluntary functions are granted to the
regional districts by Supplementary Letters Patent. By
1986, 79 different voluntary functions existed. Among
these are local necessities such as sewer systems, water
supply systems and garbage disposal. Others are of broader
regional importance such as recreational programming and
regional parks. Any one function adopted by Letters
Patent, which stipulates the cost-sharing agreement and the
benefitting member areas of the regional district, need not
be adopted and funded by the entire region (Municipal Act,
1979 Ch. 290 Sec 776(2)). Revenue for a function such as
regional parks is collected by the Regional District
through billing both the participating municipal areas
(cities, districts, towns or villages) of a region and the
province for services to electoral areas. This is in
accord with the mill rate ($ per thousand assessed property
value taxation rate) and the cost-sharing formula for
member areas approved in the Letters Patent (Sec. 767 (6 -
6.1)).

2.1.4 Regional Parks in British Columbia

In addition to the Parks and Outdoor Recreation
Division of the Ministry of Environment and Parks, Fig. 4
indicates that other provincial ministries have a role in
providing recreational opportunities. Historically, the
provincial government provided and maintained the regional
and local recreation sites in British Columbia. The
Department of Lands and Forests in the 1940s originally
created local use parks (Olcay, 1980). The present
Ministry of Forests and Lands, through its Recreation
Management Branch, plans 'recreation sites' on Crown
forested lands as a result of the demand for management
over Crown forested lands used traditionally by locals
(Forest Act, 1979, Ch.140, Sec.3-5, Apt; pers. comm.).

New parks proliferated in the 1950's under the
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management of a parks ministry. Under the Provincial Parks
Act of 1979, provincial parks were grouped according to the
conditions granted for resource-use and by the visitor's
origin into Classes A, B (now Recreation Areas) and C
(Olcay, 1980). Class A provincial parks assist in the
preservation or maintenance of the recreational values of
the parks involved, virtually all of British Columbia's
parks exist in this class. The former Class 'B' parks did
not receive the same degree of protection since permits
could be issued if not detrimental to the recreation values
of the park. Today they are renamed Recreation Areas and
allow resource extraction (Munn, pers. comm.). Class C
parks were largely the product of the forest ministry in
the 1940's and 1950's as '"regional and community' parks.
Today they receive the same protection as Class A parks.
They are, however, small, local parks. The 32 remaining
from the original 78 are being transferred to local
administration. They are administered by an appointed
volunteer park board to develop and operate these parks,
which interact with the administration of other local
parks.

The regional park function differs from other
voluntary functions of the Regional Districts in that a
separate Act of the legislature, the Parks (Regional) Act
(1979), affects the conditions of their establishment. The
Ministry of Environment and Parks administers it along with
its provincial park counterpart, the Provincial Parks Act
(1979). Other regional functions are subject to the
Municipal Act alone, administered by the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs.

The legislation defines a regional park vaguely as
""any area of land set aside and dedicated as a park under
this Act or a municipal park transferred under section 7"
(Park (Regional) Act, 1979. Ch. 310. Sec.l1l). The Parks
Branch elaborates slightly more in its program guidelines
to the regional districts:
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"...a unit of land which may be a natural park, a
trail, or a special activity site (eg. boat launch
site)...to provide day use outdoor recreation
opportunities for the residents of two or more
municipalities, i.e. within about one hour travel
time of most users' homes..." (Ministry of Lands,

Parks and Housing, Parks and Outdoor Recreation

Division, 1980).

Variability exists within each region and between
regional districts as to the nature and definition of a
regional park. The actual parks within the total B.C.
system vary in size from one ha. to 4685 ha., however, a
desired minimum park size of 20 ha. was set in the Capital
Regional District , and a 60 ha. minimum imposed in the
Greater Vancouver region in 1969. Moreover, the definition
in terms of density ratio (total acres of parks to regional
population) is dynamic, responding to the increase in
leisure time, mobility, disposable income and population
pressures of the times. A review of the demands on the
regional system in the Capital Regional District suggested
a change in the density ratio from the minimum 1969 figure
of 17 per 1000, to the assessed need in 1980 of 30 acres
per 1000 (Professional Environmental Recreation
Consultants, 1980) with even more parks targeted for the
system in the future (PRP: Parks, Planning and Research,
1986). At least one regional district views these
standards as obsolete due to the societal differences of
today and the trends of the 1950s and 1960s upon which
these ratios were determined. Guidelines for park
acquisition are more often determined by site qualities and
somewhat by opportunity, as was the case with one
fortuitous acquisition by donation of 4685 ha. in the
Greater Vancouver Regional District (Hankin, 1985).

Most of the regions have not used a consistent
definition in defining a regional park, however, they
generally follow the minimm development, natural feature
'rule-of-thumb'. Exceptions are noted such as a speedway
and serviced campgrounds, a marina and a planned fish
hatchery in three different regions. By 1983, over 8080
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ha. of regional parks, not-withstanding conformity to
definition, were recognized by the provincial government
and protected in 14 regional districts (Fig. 3). Since
that time, additions have included 24 parks in 14 regional
districts, adding 5,325 ha, 88% of which is in one park.

The original purpose of the Regional Parks Act of
1965 proposed regional parks to exist within special
Regional Park Districts managed by Regional Park Boards.
Only one regional park district, the Fraser-Vancouver
Regional Parks District, was formed and operated from 1967
to 1972 (South, pers. comm.). It was dissolved since the
Minister of Municipal Affairs at that time felt that this
function would be better administered within the regional
district framework (Campbell, pers. comm). The original
municipalities on the Fraser-Vancouver Parks Board persist
on the Greater Vancouver Regional Board for the parks
function only, although they may be member areas of
neighboring regional districts. Although conflicting, the
adoption of separate legislation to govern regional parks
occurred because the fate of regional districts was
uncertain (Broome, pers. comm).

Two major sources fund the development of regional
parks. Member areas of the regional district which support
this function are billed according to the mill rate
approved by the regional directors. A mill rate is the tax
rate per $1000 assessed property value and improvements to
the lands, taxable for school purposes. A maximum of one
mill was allowed under the Parks (Regional) Act (Ch. 310
Sec. 9) with a three mill ceiling for all regulatory
functions under the Municipal Act, unless increased by
referendum. After 1984, the taxable values were changed in
the regional districts (eg. from 10% to 100% of property
values of residential properties) and this ceiling changed
to one mill for all functions. A second source of funds
are grants available from the Ministry of Environment and
Parks for one-third of the cost of development, acquisition
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and interest payment on loans, and up to one-third of 40%
of development or maintenance of regional parks (Parks
(Regional) Act, 1979. Ch.310, Sec. 11(2) and 12). Total
provincial grants made available amount to $13 million.
None have been granted since the 1981 fiscal budget. As a
condition of funding assistance, an Official Regional Park
Plan is required within five years of adopting the function
or five years after the legislation was passed in 1971 (Ch.
310, Sec.17).

Other assistance provided by the provincial
government includes the lease and transfer of Crown lands
and of Class C provincial parks. Administrative assistance
came from two full-time staff members in the Parks ministry
until 1984. At present one person provides part-time
administrative assistance on a request basis and processes
ministerial approvals for bylaws such as Official Regional
Park Plans. Planning and technical assistance was also
available from the six regional offices of the provincial
parks program (reduced to three offices after 1984).
Inter-ministry coordination was formerly offered either
from the Regional and Community Parks Program coordinator
or the regional offices of the Parks and Outdoor Recreation
Division.

This summary of the administrative arrangements to
establish regional parks and the history and relative
powers of the provincial and regional governments provided
in this section should assist in understanding the
political setting and, therefore, the complexity of the
role of the actors in regional decision-making. These
interactions will be examined in the following section and
related to the research on decision-making.

2.2 Regional Decision-Making

Decision-making in the regional districts on
regional park matters can be described in relation to the
input of information and the nature and relative role of
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the individuals involved in the process. A simplified
qualitative model is presented in this section, along with
a discussion of the factors affecting political
decision-making as a complex group and individual task.
The Regional District Board of Directors and, in a sense,
the Planning Department, share the responsibility for
regional parks in their region. The former elected for a
two year term, are the legislative arm while the latter,
employed by the regional board, are the executive. This
basically political entity responds to often competing
interests, and its decision-making may be best presented in
the form of a model, presented in Sec. 2.2.2.

2.2.1 General Characteristics of Decision-Making

Several points from the literature on decision
making must be emphasized in relation to the decisions made
by the regional district board to understand the complexity
of the task and, more importantly, the influences which may
limit the present park system.

In the simplest of systems, that defined as
'closed', within which the environment of the decision -
maker and the complexity of the act of choice are given
little weight, it is assumed that a person is ideally
‘rational' in his/her decision-making if he/she:

(i) can clearly formulate goals and objectives in

recognition of the decision problem,

(ii) searches, evaluates and orders all alterna-

tives,

(iii) takes into account the possible consequences

of all actions,

(iv) in view of this knowledge, can choose the

course of action which leads to the best or most

preferred consequence (Alexis, 1967; Scott, 1967 in

Castles, 1971).
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In addition to this rational behavior, ideally the
decision-maker has a complete range of information
available and has the mental capacity to use this
information fully (Castles, et al., 1971).

The decision-maker in an 'open' system is influenced
by the social, economic and political enviromment and is
not assumed to recognize all goals and feasible
alternatives to an action as in a closed system. The
individual is a result of his/her culture, personality and
aspirations, and reacts to stimuli according to an 'image!’
or construct of relationships, experiences, values and
emotions (Alexis, 1967). This decision-maker, although
able to select rationally and order responses to stimuli,
has a limited perspective due to this image. Furthermore,
limitations in computational skills and the individual's
objectives affect the use of information and lead to biases
in the decision process (Alexis, 1967, Downs, 1967 in
Castles, et al. 1971). For example, the individual's
search for alternatives may:

(i) exclude data adverse to his/her interests and

favor data supporting his/her interests,

(ii) result in favorable alternatives being

presented early, when cost and time limit

consideration of alternatives,

(iii) be limited to simple proposals which are

easier to discuss and which lead more easily to

consensus,

(iv) favor the status quo, as often done by

incumbents and those whose interests it supports,

(v) result in 'territorial bargaining' or an

exchange of support on issues (Downs, 1967 in

Castles, et al. 1971).

The course of action leading to the best or preferred
consequence seldom occurs in truth. One view of
decision-making suggests that, in the absence of complete
information and the ability to use it, the decision-maker
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makes an incremental move in the desired direction without
exploring all the difficulties of a solution, disregarding
many of the alternatives because of the cost in terms of
time, energy or money (Lindblom, 1965).

Political decisions are not made by individuals but
rather in the context of the group and the external
reference groups (constituents or clienteles) (Kirkpatrick,
et al., 1976). The process shares characteristics of both
individual and group decision-making in what may be
described as a process of 'mutual adjustment' where no
central coordinator assumes authority (Lindblom, 1965). As
politicians who serve the public interest, their actions
may be partisan in fulfilling their own objectives, apart
from those with whom their decisions are interdependent. A
typical group exhibits collective behavior or a group
"identity", not a summation of individual behaviors, from
its relationships among the interdependent members sharing
a common interest (Fisher, 1974, p.18; Olson, 1965 in
Castles et al. 1971). The communication of information in
pelitical group decision-making plays an especially
important role as the basis for bargaining, negotiation and
compromise (Kirkpatrick et al., 1976).

In addition to the problems expected by those
representing individual interests in a group, are the
normal difficulties of group processes as opposed to
individual processes, i.e. more conflicts, gaining
consensus, greater time required, language constraints in
commmnicating, errors of transmission, and distortion of
data among others (Fisher, 1974). Advantages may exist
affecting the quality of the decision such as greater
efficiency due to larger labor resources and technical
specialization, fairness in careful development and
analysis of alternatives, greater member satisfaction and
morale, better decisions made over time with experience of
the group (Swap, 1984). Some tasks require the critical
exchange of conflicting viewpoints which could not be made
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individually (Fisher, 1974). The quality of the decision
may be determined by factors defining the group such as
group composition, group leadership, nature of work of the
group and its particular decision-making rules and
arrangements (Swap, 1984).

Due to the costs involved in extending the search to
consider all alternatives, and the loss of efficiency in
specialization of members, an outside agency or committee
is often used (Downs, 1967 in Castles, et al. 1971). Such
specialists are free from direct operational responsibi-
lities of the group but knowledgable of its goals, rules,
behaviors and routines. They can undertake the search and
analysis for the decision-makers, who are able to direct
the search for relevant data. These actors cannot provide
any single correct answer either because of the
uncertainties and value judgements involved. However, they
are trained to search and present the alternatives and to
provide a valid evaluation of information, including a
clear statement of the uncertainties involved (Fox and
Dunn, in Neilson, 1977).

The limitations of the decision makers in processing
information must be known to these outside actors, as well
as what content is relevant to their needs in the decision
context. For example, it is important to know that an
individual's capacity to deal simultaneously with numerous
information items is low, yet can be improved by combining
items into larger classes of information (Fisher, 1974).
Yet the flow of information and content should not be
restricted or filtered from the various sources to the
point that the relevant material is not provided. On the
other hand, many groups continue to request additional
information, although beyond an uncertain point new
information is not used efficiently or rationally (Fisher,
1974). The timing of presentation of information is also
critical. If a position has been taken, even the best
quality of new information will have little impact on the

29



decision process (Alexis, 1967, Fisher, 1974). Further-
more, certain types of information are more important at
various stages of decision-making than others which may be
more readily attainable to decision-makers (Skjei in
Kirkpatrick et al., 1976).

Given that attitudes and biases of the individual
predispose him/her in interpreting information, and that
that information, to be useable, must be concise yet
thorough and presented at an appropriate time in the
decision process, it is not surprising to know that the
perceptions of the board directors will vary, and that this
may differ from reality:

" In actual fact the perceived world is fantastically
different from the 'real' world. The differences
involve both ommissions and distortions, and arise in
both perception and inference. ...The decision maker's
model of the world encompasses only a minute fraction
of all the relevant characteristics of the real
environment, and his inferences extract only a minute
fraction of all the information that is present even in
his model." (Simon, 1959 in Castles, et al. 1971,
p.49).

From these perceptions and a list of evaluated alterna-
tives, comes the decision.

Many models in the literature describe the decision
process and/or the decision outcome. They can be
categorized between the extremes of the economic models of
'rationalist man' (structured decision process, clear
organizational goals) and social psychological studies of
the role of personality and social influences on decision
processes (unstructured decision processes, unclear
organizational goals) (McMillan, 1980). The work based on
Herbert Simon's "information processing" school of thought
broke away from the rationalist approach by examining the
constraints on rational choice (eg. incomplete knowledge of
consequences, limited perception of alternatives)
(Kirkpatrick et al., 1976). It emphasizes the importance
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of previous information, the complexity and volume of new
information, the role of existing belief systems, levels of
cognitive complexity, and factors affecting the search
process, the response and perceptions. Recent tendencies
in research have been focussed in social psychology, on
decisional analysis and definition of decision structures,
and in examining decisions made in case studies to
determine what factors can increase the predictability of
outcomes (McMillan, 1980; Hunt et al., 1984; Clarke et al.,
1984). The focus in this study of the regional districts
of British Columbia will be on the importance of the
individual and the input of information as described in the
next section.

2.2.2 Regional Decision-Making Model Relevant to Regional
Parks

The model presented in Fig.5 describes how
subjective factors (eg. conditioning) and objective factors
(eg. information presentation) are likely to affect the
decision outcome in regard to regional park adoption and
development. This study attempts to examine some of these
factors and the perceptions influenced by these factors at
the individual level in greater detail.

The basic policy decisions to be made by the
regional directors in regard to regional parks are whether
they are needed in the region and what degree of support
should be offered. The Regional Districts have ranged in
response from not adopting regional parks, adopting other
functions to reserve lands for parks, to the enthusiastic
extreme of planning a system of regional parks with
adequate staff and funding, and acquiring and developing
lands to complete the objectives.

Decisions about regional parks are the result of a
group decision by vote by the elected directors. Subjec-
tive influences on the vote include the experiences of the

31



FIG. 5
REGIONAL PARK DECISION-MAKING MODEL
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individuals which affect the attitudes formed in general
toward parks. Attitude here is defined as:

"a collection of feelings (affects) and beliefs
(cognitions) which predispose an individual to react in
a certain way to the object of these affects and
cognitions'" (Schiff, 1972, p.8).

Attitudes then are developed as a result of general past
experience. Upbringing, training and education have been
shown to lead to the development of a 'construct' system or
'psycho-specialization' typical of those with similar
backgrounds. As an example, a professional specialist will
reflect the attitude of one who is trained or has been
raised to view the environment selectively. Someone who has
an orientation towards people will more likely be guided by
social considerations in his/her decision-making than
someone with an orientation to physical influences (Little
in Murphy, 1978). In this model, it is proposed that the
board directors likely have developed attitudes towards the
topic of parks, the public views on taxation, the role of
the regional district, and provincial-regional government
interactions.

The objective influences on a decision are the
sources, types and timing of information leading to the
perceptions held. Perception, in this case more accurately
termed 'social perception', is:

""concerned with the impression one has of a social
stimuli, as that impression is modified by the
perceiver's past experience in general, his previous
experience with that same or similar stimuli and the
individual's state at the moment he is [perceiving] the
stimulus of interest" (Schiff, 1972,p.7).

Perceptions differ from attitudes in that they are:
(i) more subject to change with the immediate past
experience and state of the perceiver,
(ii) can be a simple reaction to a stimulus without
an affective and cognitive component, and
(iii) have a behavioral component, i.e. people react
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on the basis of perceptions (Schiff, 1972).
In the context of this study, someone may have an attitude
about the theme of parks in general, but have a perception
causing a response to a proposal to situate a park nearby.

The model presents the relative role of planners,
the public, the provincial government and the directors in
decision-making. "Information'" is the stimulus which is
perceived in light of an existing attitude(s). This
information is usually forwarded to the regional directors
via the regional planning department but may come directly
from the public and less frequently from the provincial
government. Typically the planning department produces a
study or planning document on various topics which could
include the public's views on issues via referenda or
surveys, proposed planning alternatives, and briefing of
the actions and programs of the levels of government which
concern the region. In this study these may include, among
others:

(i) public input in regional planning regarding the

demand for parks,

(ii) a recreational needs assessment and/or

recreation inventory, and

(iii)an explanation of the provincial assistance

available (eg. guidelines, definition, legislation,

financing, land availability) in establishing parks.
The planning department is composed of trained professio-
nals with perhaps a different construct system than the
elected board directors, thus affecting their attitudes and
analysis, and the presentation of information. Some
studies of the perceptions of politicians and planners on
environmental issues show that planners offer significantly
different perceptions than directors and may be more
accurate in their prediction of the public views
(Kamieniecki, 1977, Tabors in Kamieniecki 1977, and
DeGiovanni et al., 1977). In an interpreting and guiding
role, planners may have considerable influence over the
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perceptions and actions of the directors. For example, if
a planner had an interest in developing regional parks, a
favorable attitude could be cultivated over time, and a
specific park proposal advanced at an appropriate time or
nstate of the perceiver''.

The public affects the decision process through a
number of channels, as individuals or lobby groups
interacting with individual directors, and through official
results of surveys of the broader 'public' view presented
as information via the planning department. The strength
of the public impact on the process depends on: (i) the
importance placed by the directors on commnicating with
constituents and on representing the 'public interest!'.
(Depending on the experience of the director this may
change or reinforce attitudes held and affect the recepti-
vity to new or additional information on the public view.),
and, (ii) the interpretation of survey results and the use
made of this information by the planning department.

The provincial government, through setting policy
and administering it, may have: (i) a direct effect on
decision-making at the regional level through making the
regional park function available or not, through providing
assistance, and/or (ii) an indirect effect through written
information or publications available to increase the
awareness of the public, the elected officials and the
administrators in the regions.

The decision-making body is the board of directors,
who are the perceivers of the public view and assimilators
of information relevant to their role and particular
decisions. They may act on all aspects of the decision as
a group or may assign powers to special committees on
specific topics such as regional parks. The dynamics of
the directors' interactions are a reflection of the
differing processes of individual and group
decision-making.

The model described states simply the general
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direction of interactions and the development of
perceptions from the subjective view of the world and the
flow of objective input. The transfer of information and
individual perceptions toward establishing regional parks
will be studied in the following three chapters. The group
interaction is not examined as this would be suited to a
case study of regional park development within each

region. This study does not attempt to examine the
dynamics of each of the 28 regional districts, but rather
to describe the perceptions of, and constraints to,
regional park development indicated by some of the
individuals within the majority of districts. The public
view also is not examined since it affects the decision
only if expressed to the directors and depending on how
this input is used. The directors' interpretation of
information and perceptions alone are critical to the
decision outcome. The quality of decision, affected by the
ability of the decision maker to obtain and process this
information, is also not examined. How this affected the
design of this study is described in the next section.

2.3 Methodoloqgy

Following from the above discussion of the historic
and administrative context for regional parks, and of the
major actors determining the growth of the regional park
system is: (i) a restatement of the purpose within the
decision - making framework of the model, and (ii) a
description of the methodology used to undertake the study.

This examination of the regional parks in British
Columbia will assess the growth of the total system of
regional parks and analyze the problems in administering
the regional park function. This is done by:

(i) enumerating the parks by region and obtaining

other descriptive statistics,

(ii) evaluating the system of parks and administra-

tive structure in British Columbia within the
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context of other systems and structures in North

America, with an emphasis on the Canadian regional

park conception,

(iii) obtaining the perceptions of the major actors

who decide on the fate of regional parks, and

(iv) analyzing the regional-provincial dynamics in

establishing regional parks.

The subjective analysis of the recorded evidence in
regional and provincial files and of the perceptions of
regional and provincial officials, allows a statement to be
made about the support offered for regional parks in
British Columbia. From analysis of other North American
administrative structures and systems of parks, a relative
evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses can be made.

There are four components to the methods used to
perform this examination:

PRIMARY DATA:

1. A separate, but related, questionnaire was
developed and sent, one to the regional directors and the
other to the planners (App. A(i) - A(ii)). This was done
to gain an understanding of the perceptions of the
directors who make the decisions, and of the planners who
analyze and present information vital in the decision -
making process to the board directors. Although a pre-test
was not performed, the basis for this study came from a
similar study of the directors in one of the regional
districts performed several months earlier in fulfillment

of a graduate course requirement (Hnytka, 1982). In total,
the questionnaires were sent to all the directors (335) and
26 planners (26) in the 26 of 28 regions which indicated an
interest in participating in the study in the fall of

1982. These were individually addressed along with a
letter of introduction to the study (App. A (iv)) and
mailed to the regional planning departments which were
requested to distribute them and return them as a group of
anonymous responses. A follow-up letter was sent in the
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case of directors and phone contact was made with the
planners within two weeks of the mail-out date. An update
of new park acquisitions was conducted in January and
February, 1987 by correspondence and follow-up phone
contact.

The following problems were encountered in
conducting the survey:

(i) Obtaining consent to conduct the survey: - Some
Regional Boards awaited questionnaires without sending
their written consent as requested in the letter of
introduction (Appendix A(iii)). They were included in the
study after telephone contact was made. Consequently
questionnaires were sent over an extended period between
early September and early November, 1982.

(ii) The timing of the study: - Municipal elections
held in the fall of the year could have affected the
experience of the director in the case of a new council
member who would be unaware of the problems in regional
park development. This may also have limited the number of
responses due to the extra time spent campaigning by the
candidates/directors.

(iii) Changes within the provincial government: -
The study was designed at a time of many changes in
provincial policy where the future of regional districts
and all regional functions, such as regional parks, may
have appeared unstable to the regional directors, therefore
affecting their responses. Further changes were initiated
in 1983 by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs which
eliminated some of the structures which the respondents
commented on, reducing the value in analyzing this
information.

(iv) Incomplete responses: - Anonymity of the
respondents made follow-up to questions impossible,
therefore, when an interpretation was difficult, the
response was categorized as invalid.

Despite these difficulties, the results,
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nonetheless, contributed meaningful information as a
statement of concerns from 23 of the 28 districts (Table
2). Since the study was designed as a descriptive
examination of the problems encountered in regional park
formation, even a single regional response provided some
description of the problems and issues of the region. The
variation in perceptions within each region were expected
but were not the focus of the study. Each response was
added to the totality describing regional problems. In
some cases it was valuable to examine the perceptions of
the individuals in regions with parks separately from those
in regions without parks since it was possible that they
would present region-specific problems and suggestions for
improvement.

The respondents were 67 directors representing 23
regional districts (20% of the set of directors) and 19
planners from 19 regions. (An additional planner's response
came in the form of a letter not specifically addressing
questions in the survey.) There were five regions for
which there were no reponses. Of the total of 67
directors, 48 voiced the views in the 17 regional districts
with the regional park function (Park(+) regions), and 19
described the conditions and views in the 6 regions without
(Park(=)). Of the 19 planners, 13 were from regions with
regional parks and 6 were from non-park areas. Telephone
contact was made with four of the eight planners in regions
which did not respond to the questionnaire.

These results are a sample of the set of regional
directors and planners in British Columbia. Results are
reported as percentages of directors and/or planners
sharing a particular perception in Figures and Tables in
Chapters Four to Six. Comparisons are made between
differing responses of the two subsets of respondents from
Park(+) and Park(-) areas. Where the respondents are asked
to rank the priority of a selection of choices, a total
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Alberni Clayuquot (11)* 0
-Bulkley Nechako (15) 0
Capital (18) 5
=Cariboo (14)++ 0
Central Coast (5)* 0
Central Fraser Valley (10) 2
Central Kootenay {20)* 0
Central (kanagan 2
Colurbia Shuswap (9) 1
Comox Strathcona (18) b
Cowichan Valley (14) 1
-Dewdney-Alouette (9) 3
Fast Kootenay (13) 5
-Fraser Cheam (12)%* 0
Fraser Fort George (14) 1
-Kitimat-Stikine (12) 0
~Kootenay Boundary (13)* 0
Mount Waddington (9) 3
-Nanaimo (14) 0
North (kanagan (13) 5

3
Peace-Liard (13) 8
Powell River (7) 1
-Skeena-Q.C. (9) ++ 0
-Squanish (9)* 0
Sunshine (oast (8) 2
Thanpson-Nicola (21) 3
Vancouver (24) 2
Unknown 0

TABLE 2

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS TO QUESTIONNAIRE+

REGIONAL DIRECTORS REGIONAL PLANNERS

ional District With Parks Without Parks|With Parks Without Parks
# Directors) Function Function Function Function
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Total (335) 48 19 13 (+1) 6

+

t

*kk

responses received by regions fram September 24, 1982 to Nov. 15, 1982
according to approval fram Regional Districts.

two regional districts did not receive the questionnaire since no approval or
telephone contact was received.

Qontacted by telephone.

Letters of approval mot received; questionnaires sent in response to telephone
contact, Nov. 3, 1982.

3 of the 4 mmicipalities belong to the Regional Parks Board of the Greater
Vancouver Regional District although regional district does not have regional
parks function. Directors state they have the function.

no response to questionnaire, however, letter offering views of planning
department.

Park(-) regions (Bulkley Nechako adopted partial function in 1986); Dewdney
Alouette is acquiring and developing regional parks under a "Parks and
Greenbelt Acquisition" letters Patent, not officially under a "Reg. Parks"
letters Patent.
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score is presented using a summation of weighted values.

2. Personal interviews: - Personal interviews were held

with various provincial officials including the past and
present Assistant Deputy Ministers of the Parks Branch (in
successive order, Mr. Bob Ahrens, Mr. Tom Lee, Mr. Vince
Collins), and of Municipal Affairs and Housing (Mr. Gary
Harkness), and the past Minister (Mr. Dan Campbell) and one
of the early planners (Mr. Don South) of Municipal Affairs
who 'created' the regional districts, and the past and
present provincial directors of the Regional and Community
Park program (Mr. George Broom, and Mr. Gil Scott). This
provided insight into the thinking of the two ministries,
thereby reflecting the government's view on the provincial
- regional relationship since the conception of regional
parks in 1965. Information was obtained along with their
perceptions on:

(i)the history of regional parks and regional

districts,

ii) the importance of regional parks to the

provincial government,

iii) the involvement in regional park development of

the provincial government, historically and at

present,

iv) the future role of the provincial government in

regional parks
The interviews were between one-half to one hour in length
of unstructured and open-ended questions. Some were
general in nature posed to several officials, while others
were specific to their area of concern.

The problems encountered at this phase of the study
included the rapid evolution of changes in provincial
activity in 1983, after the responses were received from
the questionnaires. As an example, the former 'freeze' on
funding for the acquisition of parks became a normal part
of a general restraint policy. These data remain useful as
a statement on the degree and perceived effectiveness of
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past involvement of the provincial government and
statements on the types of assistance most important, still
useful despite the changes. The statements made came at a
time when the officials' views were perhaps more optimistic
than if they were to be sought today. The present economic
reality might have changed attitudes and limited the
perceived options available.

SECONDARY DATA

3. Supportive data: - Governmental files of the
Regional and Community Parks Program were reviewed to
document the activity of the Regional Districts in the
regional park development, and the funding allocated by the
provincial government. Annual financial statements of the
Regional Districts and municipal statistics were made avail-
able in the Ministry of Municipal Affairs which were used
to determine the expenditures on regional parks and other
functions. Continued dialogue with the regional planners
provided clarification of the statistics obtained in their
questionnaires, as well as information specific to their
regional case. Most of this data was used to determine the
actual financial costs of regional parks, their costs
relative to other regional functions and how parklands have
been acquired. This information is a basis against which
to compare to the perceptions of regional park financing
held by the regional directors.

4. Survey of other regional, provincial and state
governments or districts: - Letters were sent to each of
the American states or previously known regional or special
park districts, Canadian provinces and known regional agen-
cies responsible for regional parks. This was done to deter-
mine whether regional parks existed in their state or pro-
vince, under what administrative control, how they were
financed and defined, and related questions. This stage
was necessary to understand the roots of the regional park
movement, and to be able to benefit from the experiences of
other administrations in developing regional parks. It was
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assumed that the problems encountered in B.C. were likely
to be faced elsewhere, and if there were trends in develop-
ment as suspected, this comparison could illustrate direc-
tions to be taken in B.C. policy formulation. These
results are discussed in the following chapter.

The problems which arose included the difficulty of
following up materials received from the American systems
with more dialogue due to the costs. Telephone contact was
made with the Canadian respondents in 1984 and again in
1987 to discuss the materials sent in response to the
general letter. The information compiled from the U.S.
systems represented 40 states and 7 special regional
districts as respondents, as discussed in Chapter Three,
Sec. 3.1. All Canadian provinces responded with results
described in Sec. 3.2.

In the next chapter, the details of the legislative
and administrative framework for British Columbia regional
parks are contrasted with the regional parks systems found
elsewhere in Canada and the United States. Comparisons are
made in the interests of advancing other possible alter-
natives or modifications to the present system in British
Columbia. These will be re-examined after the study of
regional and provincial perceptions of the existing system.
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CHAPTER THREE
REGIONAL PARKS IN NORTH AMERTCA - A REVIEW OF THEIR COMMON
CHARACTERISTICS

3.0 Introduction:

This chapter outlines the historical development and
administrative framework of the regional parks of North
America. At the beginning of this study it was unknown
where the concept of regional parks originated, or why they
came to be. To see if they existed elsewhere in Canada or
the United States, a mail survey of regional park systems
was conducted with administrators of the natural resource
departments. These results were to explain the necessity
for a regional level of parks, to describe any trends in
the development of the administrative structures, and to
allow a sumary of the evolution to present date of the
programs administered. From this, the British Columbian
regional park system could be evaluated within the range of
existing structures. This comparison to other systems
could assist in the primary aim of the study to examine the
British Columbian regional park administration and the
perceptions held by the decision - making officials at the
provincial and regional levels of government, and to
improve the system through innovations from other park
systems.

3.1 Regional Parks Administration in the United States
of America

The concept of regional parks, and the first models
of special administrative districts for regional parks
originated within the American park system. Forty American
states and 7 special districts provided information on the
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existence of regional parks and their administrative
structures. These sources and a review of the park
planning literature allowed a general description of the
jurisdictional levels involved in recreation provision at
the regional level.

No legislated provision exists for regional park
establishment uniformly across the United States (Winters,
pers. comm.). In regional park provision, the federal
government plays an important role in administering grants,
principally the Land and Water Conservation Fund, for state
outdoor recreation planning, and state and local land
acquisition and development (U.S. Department of Interior,
1979). The states exercise control over land use, and act

through their natural resource, conservation or community
development departments to preserve lands and resources,
and to designate recreational uses. Statewide recreation
plans, integrated with local input, are prepared as a
condition for receiving federal grants. Aside from the
federal funds for recreation, states raise supplemental
finances through the sale of bonds, specific tax increases
(eg. sale tax, cigarette tax) and set park user fees to
meet the demands for funding from the lower levels of
government, the local and municipal governments. These
levels must meet the majority of recreational needs and
opportunities in the U.S. (U.S. Department of Interior,
1979) . Many states grant matching funds to the local
governments for recreation planning, and apply for funds
for local benefit.

Among these local governments are the counties which
plan regional parks along with other resources in a general
county plan. Since they serve as a fourth level of
government, similar to regional districts in British
Columbia, they are described in greater detail. Their
importance is seen in serving the unincorporated areas.
Funds for recreation do not come directly from the state
but as an allotment from the general county budget.
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Originally the emphasis of county parks was on the
preservation of a large regional system of scenic natural
areas (Doell et al., 1954). The function of parks then
changed from passive '"‘peaceful enjoyment of an idealized
rural landscape'" to provision of active recreation (Weir in
Doell, et al. 1954, p.13). In theory, when the use or
activity becomes that of a neighbourhood park, the county
park is to be transferred to the appropriate agency of
local government (Government of California, 1974).

Today a range of functions are exhibited; some
counties have a large recreational area, large budgets and
staff, while others have no parks (Nelson, et al., 1983).
Some are involved in resource-based recreation, others in
athletic facilities. Multiple-county unions form to plan
together for recreation and other services. As a result,
vaguely defined county parks have rapidly proliferated.
The county, then, appears most often to fill the
recreational gaps rather than serve as the lead agency in
coordinating the planning of regional recreation
opportunities (Nelson, et al., 1983). These differences
between the counties, and the lack of continuity in the
county role, are due to the different recreational needs of
rural areas, the history of government ownership, the
composition of the executive, and the available land base
(Nelson, et al., 1983).

Aside from the county jurisdictions, various other
regional administrations can be created by the states to:

(i) preserve significant natural resources within

the region that cross established local

jurisdictional lines (such as open space along
rivers in or near urban areas), and/or

(ii) meet the outdoor recreation demands of the

region that can not be met by any one local

government in the region (Winters, pers. comm.).
These regional governments can provide recreation plans for
a region, possibly single or multiple county, which may not
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be limited by county or metropolitan area boundaries.
Instead the boundaries are set by recreational use and
demand patterns in areas where local government agencies
are unable to meet the demand (Government of California,
1974).

Two examples of special regional park districts
describe the progressive thinking regarding administration,
funding and regional protection of park resources in the
United States. The state of California formed the East Bay
Regional Park District by legislation in 1933. It received
federal funds, along with other local governments, and was
authorized to set a regional tax (originally 5 cents per
100 dollars of assessed property value rising to 20
cents). The strength of this regional park district was
indicated by its large budget, its large and influential
lobby of supporters, and its repeated successful court
actions against land developers (East Bay Regional Park
District, 1980). State tax reforms in 1978 cancelled
regional taxation. Despite state funding, user fee
increases and private and public grants, the former
revenues have not been restored. The size of the system is
44 regional parks covering 22,449 ha. with 85 kilometers of
regional trails (East Bay Regional Park District, 1983).

It provides both large natural parks (average size 200 ha.)
and recreation facilities.

Another famous regional park district in Michigan
near Detroit, is the five county park agency, the
Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Authority, established by
legislation in 1939. It has the power to create parks and
open space drives within or outside of metropolitan regions
(Statutes of Michigan, Public Acts of 1939, Act No. 147).
The demand for recreation facilities saw a high taxation
rate imposed of 25 cents per 100 dollars property value.
The preservationist views of the founding members resulted
in 11 day-use parks, each greater than 405 ha. in size.
They are principally located along water bodies within one
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hour's drive of most regional residents (Huron-Clinton
Metropolitan Authority, 1982).

Elsewhere other arrangements for regional parks
occur. One example of a state park district operating in
regional park activity is found in New York. Here an
Advisory Board of appointed members assists a park
commissioner. In South Carolina, regional councils of

government exist which represent numerous counties and
municipalities and undertake studies of recreation needs.
In several states, counties coordinate recreational needs
and create special land reserves in county park districts
(Minnesota, Ohio). Special districts for parks are also
created by township and county unions (e.g. Virginia).
Water districts in some states create recreational
opportunities along rivers or lakes while planning for
other purposes (e.g. Mississippi). The largest amount of
park holdings, budget expenditures and consequent
recreation facility development is generally found within
regional metropolitan park authorities such as described in
the Huron-Clinton system around Detroit and in Boston,
Cleveland and Washington, D.C.

In summary regional parks, first developed in the
United States, have evolved within several administrative
structures to include:

(i) regional park districts

(ii) metropolitan park districts

(iii)counties

(iv) special districts

(v) state districts
From the above analysis there appears to be no generalized
system or typical example of regional parks in the United
States, rather a range of administrative possibilities for
establishing them.
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3.1.1 Contrasts between administration in the United
States and British Columbia

Contrasts between these structures and the resultant
systems of parks, and that found in British Columbia can be
generalized. Federal financial support in the United
States accounted for, on the average, one-third of the
local govermment funding needs for recreation in 1979 (U.S.
Department of the Interior, 1979). In British Columbia
there is limited, special endowment of lands purchased with
federal funds by private conservation organizations (eg.
National Second Century Fund - a $10 million centennial
gift). The state plays a major role in providing technical
assistance to other governments and in preparing statewide
plans which incorporate local government activity.
Financial assistance in many states matches the regional
expenditure on acquisition and development of parks. This
compares to the one-third financial assistance provided by
the provincial government in British Columbia to the
regional districts between 1965 and 1982, and limited
technical assistance.

The counties, like the regional districts in B.C.,
serve the non-municipal population of a region, bill member
areas for services, and share some of the same reasons for
variations in parks (i.e. differing recreational needs of
the rural areas, composition of the governing board, and
the available land base). County parks have evolved to
supply inconsistently defined parks, in reaction to the
gaps in service. This could signal a warning for the
direction in which regional parks in British Columbia may
evolve due to a lack of definition and coordination of
activity, enforcement and monitoring of standards.

The two American regional park districts in the
previous section, with separate legislation and taxation
authorities, were described since the California
legislation was the model used for the original Regional
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Parks Act of 1965 in British Columbia (Broome, pers.
comm.). It similarly allowed the creation of special park
districts and boards with independent taxation authority.
The experiment with one special regional park district
survived only until 1972 in the Fraser-Vancouver region in
British Columbia. The advantages of such an arrangement
include:
(i) the specialization of elected members with the
sole interest in parks, who could use their
influence for this single cause,
(ii) the possibility of regional park districts
forming from electoral areas or municipalities with
common features but from different regional
districts.
(iii) possible use of taxation specific to parks
which may not be restricted by limits set by the
relative importance of other regional functions.
Some of these advantages may be appropriate to reconsider
in British Columbia.

3.2 Canadian Regional Parks

Judging from the assortment of possible
administrative structures governing regional parks in the
United States, it was anticipated that the Canadian
provinces and/or regional governments would have also
evolved a wide variety of possibly similar models. Other
unique models were also expected due to the differences in
political systems and history of the provinces and the
United States. The provinces were surveyed to determine:

(1) whether regional parks existed, and if so, under

what administrative framework and conditions,

(ii) whether features of other administrative

systems might be applicable in British Columbia, and

(iii) what trends in regional park development have

occurred and whether this may be used to predict

changes, and a course of action, if change is
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desired, in British Columbia.

Each of the provincial govermments responded to the
query letter. Follow - up calls were made and information
updated in 1987. General evaluations follow a description
of each provincial or regional system in the following
sections. Comparisons to the British Columbia
administrative structure and analysis of trends in
development occur in Secs. 3.3.2.

3.2.1. Regional Parks in Ontario

In Ontario, the Conservation Authorities and the
Regional Municipalities provide parks serving a regional
population. Many provincial parks established in the 1950s
and 1960s also protected regional landscapes and served a
regional population. The interaction of these regional and
provincial agencies in the provision of regional parks is
complex due to regional variability and the land-use
history.

3.2.1.1 Regional Parks Established by Conservation
Authorities:

Conservation Authorities were created by the
provincial government as composite bodies in 1946 to
operate within regions based on watershed boundaries. The
primary purpose of their formation was:

'"to study and investigate the watershed and to

determine the program whereby the natural resources of
the watershed may be conserved, restored, developed and
managed" (Statutes of Ontario, Conservation Authorities
Act, 1981: Ch. 85, Sec. 21(a)),

In 1954 the Conservation Authorities Act was amended to
allow acquisition for recreational purposes (Richardson,
1974) . Previous parkland purchase occurred in conjunction
with conservation projects such as dams, reservoirs,
reforestation and wetland management.
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There is great variability between the 293
conservation areas in the 39 Conservation Authorities due
to the different cooperative agreements between the private
sector, municipalities and other govermment agencies. No
set of standards existed to define or establish the
conservation areas during the early years when their
greatest development occurred (Richardson, 1974).
Generally, similarities do exist since recreational
facilities are minimally developed and the recreational
activities are of the passive nature. These 'conservation
areas', were the first 'regional parks' of Canada.

However, many of these parks reflect the greater influence
of municipal council members of the Authorities and serve
the local population as shown by their small size (46% were
less than 45 ha. in 1983) and local accessibility.

Payment for services and facilities is made by the
member municipalities, the provincial government and the
park user through entry fees. The members' relative share
is assessed based on the total taxable assessment, the
population, the municipal land area as a percentage of the
total within the Conservation Authority, and the grants
made available from the province (Dickie, pers. comm.).
The provincial government has not chosen to legislate
cost-sharing grants but has made 50% 'transfer payments'
for acquisition, development, maintenance and land taxes
generally available. Supplementary grants made to rural
areas increase this up to almost 80% to help offset the low
tax base. The total funds allotted over the last 10 years
for conservation areas amount to $38 million along with
special grants for priority areas along the Niagara
Escarpment (Dickie, pers. comm.).

These parks did not develop without problems. Their
proliferation at times appeared chaotic with conservation
areas located where the park need was minimally assessed,
whereas, in other Authorities the water reservoirs had per-
haps greater recreational than water management benefits
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(Mungall, pers. comm). At the same time provincial parks
increased, also competing for the same funds and lands.

The future of recreation planning by Conservation
Authorities is being reassessed. Fewer grants have been
issued in recent years (11% of total budget in 1986
compared to 23% in 1976). ‘'Watershed planning', which
includes a recreation component, was initiated in 1984 to
rationalize projects of the Authorities. An inter-
ministerial committee at present is reviewing their role
and relationship to other administrative bodies. Future
funding for conservation areas is not guaranteed.

3.2.1.2. Regional Parks Established by Regional
Municipalities

Other administrative bodies which have the mandate
to create regional parks are the Regional Municipalities.
Seven of the ten Regional Municipalities in Ontario
provided responses to the information request of 1983.
Most Regional Municipalities were formed in the late 1960s
and early 1970s under separate statutes (Richardson, 1974;
Regional Municipality of York, 1979). They have the
authority to pass bylaws to acquire land, to establish,
improve and maintain "public parks, zoological gardens,
recreation areas, squares, avenues, boulevards and drives'"
in the Regional area (Ontario Statutes, Regional
Municipality of York Act, 1970, Ch. 443 Sec. 173).
However, most often these regional lands are owned by the
regional municipality but managed by other agencies.
Typically the Ministry of Natural Resources manages the
forests for preservation, forest products and low intensity
recreation while the Conservation Authorities manage

parklands as conservation areas and 'environmentally
sensitive' areas.

The role of the regional municipalities in park
development is summarized in the eyes of one regional
municipality as '‘partially [as] stimulator, coordinator and
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partially in the area of acquisition and owner' (Regional
Municipality of York, 1979, p.6). A regional plan is
prepared by the Regional Municipality as inter-agency
coordinator, which identifies the acquisition priority and
the existing or potential resource production (e.g.
agriculture, forestry), or area preservation, but makes no
commitment in terms of public access or acquisition
(Regional Municipality of Durham, pers. comm.). But
regional municipalities often decline direct involvement in
regional park acquisition, development and management which
is seen as a role of the Conservation Authorities due to
the history of ownership of flood plains (Regional
Municipalities of Halton and Hamilton - Wentworth, pers.
comm. ; Dickie, pers. conm.). Only in one regional
municipality (Ottawa - Carlton), which owns one regional
park, do regional parks exist under the administration of
the regional municipality. In this case, 75% of the cost
of acquisition and all maintenance costs are shouldered by
the Ministry of Natural Resources (Regional Municipality of
Ottawa - Carleton, pers. comm.). Another regional
municipality shared the cost for acquisition (Regional
Municipality of Halton) while other administrative or
financial agreements may be made. The complexity of
arrangements for 'regional parks' owned by the Regional
Municipalities is highlighted by two examples: waterfront
parks in the Regional Municipality of Halton are funded by
the provincial government and the Regional Municipality,
acquired and developed by the Conservation Authority, but
managed as urban parks by the local municipalities
(Regional Municipalilty of Halton, pers. comm.); the city
of Hamilton relinquished a day-use park to the Conservation
Authority since the Regional Municipality of Wentworth,
which had no parks department, would only pay taxes on the
land (Dickie, pers. comm.).

In sumary, the regional municipalities seldom
directly establish regional parks although it is within
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their legislative mandate to do so. It is apparent that a
large degree of interaction must exist between agencies in
the provision of regional recreation in Ontario. Although
Conservation Authorities were established for the primary
purpose of flood and erosion control, today they can be
seen as an effective regional agency to meet the needs for
regional recreation within a complex hierarchy of
provincial-regional powers. This role may change because
of the current review of relationships.

3.2.2. Regional Parks in Saskatchewan

Saskatchewan has a system of regional parks which
has developed since the early 1960s under the Regional
Parks Act (1960) which allows creation of regional park
authorities to promote recreational uses of parks, assist
local governments in establishing regional parks, and in
making these parks accessible (Statutes of Saskatchewan,
Regional Parks Act, 1979 Ch. 9(1) Sec. 3). They were
created due to the perceived gap of rurally based
recreation planning after administrative powers shifted
from the School Districts to the urban areas (Rathwell,
pers. comm.). Each is a corporate body, one for each park,
composed of appointed members of participating
municipalities and is solely responsible for all aspects of
regional parks. The region served by each regional park
can be large; for example, one park has 19 municipalities
represented by members on its parks authority. In total
there are 227 rural municipalities and 200 urban centers
represented on these boards.

Regional parks are defined by the legislation to be
not less than 6 ha., however, the actual range is from 2 to
1000 ha. with an average size of 49 ha. They must serve a
distinct regional function, be more than 80 km. from a
provincial park and 40 km. from an existing regional park
(Regional Park Regulation, Sec. 8). Development of
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facilities, including campsites, are provided for
intermediate recreation activities. A total of 101 parks
have been established to 1987 (2 parks since 1982) on 7769
ha., with a range of park types serving urban areas, rural
residents and tourists (Rathwell, pers. comm.).

Provincial assistance is provided in planning
pelicy, program coordination, in administrative assistance
and training, and in monitoring the use and in supplying
grants. The grants cover 66% of the costs for acquisition
and development of parklands and facilities, and 75% for
maintenance (Revised Statues of Saskatchewan, 1978 R-9.1
Sec. 10 (2); Rathwell, pers. comm.). Total funding to 1987
has been approximately $24.45 million for capital
assistance and maintenance costs. The resulting revenues
generated from the parks in the year 1982 alone was $2.5
million.

This regional parks program has received, and
continues to receive, a high degree of political support
both locally and provincially. No cuts in funding have
occurred in spite of a provincial restraint program, and
cutbacks to park funding in other provinces. Technical,
administrative and coordinating assistance is available.
Four permanent staff are devoted to the program with funds
available for seasonal employment. Planning assistance is
provided by the provincial park planning branch about 10%
of the time, and 66.6% grants are available for consulting
services. Research projects, such as park user surveys,
and advertising are also handled by the provincial
ministries.

Half of the program coordinator's time is spent
visiting each park, assisting in the preparation of a five
year plan (required under Sec. 5(a) of the Regional Park
Act) and grant applications, and in maintaining good public
relations (Rathwell, pers. comm.). In addition to these
duties, referrals from other provincial ministries are

56



handled, and technical documents and guidelines are
prepared.

This program has been successfull in building a
workable administrative system of regional and provincial
interaction. It enjoys financial success due to the time,
labor and funds donated from the volunteer community and
revenue - generating efforts. The province also shows
strong conmitment to funding and planning for the program.
The power delegated and the influence and commitment of the
past provincial coordinator have doubtlessly contributed to
this success. This regional park program is the only
example today of a system of single purpose regional park
boards in operation in Canada. It appears well-suited to
natural area park and recreational facility development in

rural environments.

3.2.3. Reqgional Parks in Manitoba

A regional parks program similar to that developed
in saskatchewan was considered by the provincial government
in the early 1970s in Manitoba (Moffat, pers. comm.).
Although the legislation was drafted, the perceived high
cost of operation and maintenance discouraged the
proponents of provincially administered regional parks.

The City Parks and Recreation Department of Winnipeg
since the early 1960s has recognized large natural area
parks, separate from urban recreation parks. This has
developed into a system of two classes of regional parks,
natural area user-oriented parks and preservation areas
(City of Winnipeg, 1981) Each park must be water-oriented
and offer facilities year-round that are not offered by the
community. This has resulted in 5139 ha. of large woodland
and river bank parks within the city and urban fringe.

Most of these parks are riverbank properties acquired for
$5.28 million.

This system offers a regional classification of
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recreational land-use and meets preservation objectives to
serve the regional population in the area of the largest
provincial concentration of people. Since the need for a
regional service was formerly recognized by the province,
it appears that the present regional model perhaps suits
the politics and centralized population with a minimal
investment in a new and costly level of provincial
administration.

3.2.4. Regional Parks in Nova Scotia

Regional parks in Nova Scotia were identified in the
Halifax-Dartmouth Metropolitan Regional Plan allowed by way
of the Planning Act of 1969 (Statutes of Nova Scotia,
Planning Act, 1969, Ch. 16 Sec. 3(3)). Seven regional
parks covering 3,076 ha. were defined 'to be large enough
to offer a high degree of protection to natural features"
and be accessible in an hour (Halifax Dartmouth
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, 1979). The policy
permits recreational, forestry, agricultural, campground
and other uses, however, a minimal development approach has
been taken (Merserau, pers. comm.).

Some of the identified parklands were acquired but
the approval of the regional park concept was delayed for
several years by Cabinet and then rejected along with the
regional plan (Leedham, pers. comm.). Direction was given
in 1984 to proceed with the regional parks identified.
However, of the seven originally designated, four have been
established as a class of provincial parks, two have been
deeded to the municipalities and one is undesignated
(Merserau, pers. comm.). The responsibility for this class
of provincial parks has been shared between the departments
of Municipal Affairs (designation and land use controls),
and Lands and Forests, which also manages provincial parks
(acquisition and development) (Leedham, pers. comm.).
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The intent of the original regional plan in
recognizing the regional level of park needs and in
identifying several such candidate areas and a regional
authority was exemplary. The loss of opportunity has not
been total since the special class of provincial parks may
serve the purpose and be the most economically viable and
politically acceptable means suited to this metropolitan
region.

3.2.5 Regional Parks in Alberta

The call for regional parks in Alberta came about as
a result of parks and recreation studies conducted by
regional, city and provincial planning agencies in Edmonton
and Calgary in 1963 and 1970 (City of Calgary, 1974). The
preservation of river valleys and ravines and the
recreational benefits of water bodies was emphasized
throughout the 1970s. Sites were identified for regional
park designation and recommendations were made for
legislative controls and formation of a regional parks
authority. The provincial response was not favorable. No
class of provincial parks provides minimally developed,
natural areas for regional use.

In spite of the recognized need since the 1960s for
protection of natural features in urban areas, the
municipal and provincial agreement necessary was never
reached. The land-use pressures of agriculture and
urbanization have perhaps precluded the existence of a
regional park system comparable with other provinces.

3.2.6 Regional Parks in Quebec

Regiocnal planning, under the Urbanism and Planning
Law of 1979, has bequn in few municipal regions. The
contents of regional plans are stipulated by the provincial
government, which also requires that the provincial park
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statute, the Park Act of 1977, be used for park planning.
The first of the regional municipalities to begin regional
planning of provincial parks in 1982 was Montreal. The two
types of parks created are conservation and recreation
parks which meet the objectives of the regional park
definition to be accessible within one hour's drive of the
major centers. They can, however, offer a zone of
intensive recreation within each.

Provincial parks, then, meet the regional needs for
natural area recreation in Quebec. This differs from
elsewhere in that the regional administration sets the
objectives and incorporates its regional parks within the
provincial system of parks (Government of Quebec, Ministry
of Leisure, Hunting and Fishing, 1982).

3.3 Comparison, Trends and Evaluation of Regional Park
Systems in Canada

From the foregoing discussion in Sec. 3.2, there
appears to be similarity between the provinces in the type
of administrative structures and in the history of
development of regional parks. A general categorization of
administrative structures can be proposed as:

(1) metropolitan park systems (Manitoba)
(ii) special regional park districts
(Saskatchewan)

(iii) regional government - primary purpose other
than parks (Ontario)

(iv) regional government - multiple purpose
including parks (British Columbia)

(v) provincial park management ( Nova Scotia,
Quebec)

(vi) special districts - resource management
purpose may include parks (Ontario)

The British Columbian regional park administration
and system is discussed in detail in Sec. 2.1.4 of Chapter

Two, but is summarized here in order to make comparisons to
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other systems in Canada. Two legislative acts permit
regional park establishment governed by two separate
ministries, the Ministry of Environment and Parks and the
Ministry of Municipal Affairs. The Regional Park Act of
1965 allows for creation of a Regional Park Board from the
municipalities which join to form a regional park

district. Funding may be provided for regional parks up to
one-third of acquisition, development, maintenance and
interest on borrowing costs. The Municipal Act creates
regional districts and Regional Boards of elected members
which can choose to adopt functions such as regional parks
and set a mill rate less than or equal to one mill.
Regional parks are defined as minimally developed areas
conserving natural features, of a large size, for day-use
purposes and within access of the majority of the
population. Provincial grants totalled to $13 million from
1965 to 1982 for development and acquisition. Coordination
has been offered through the provincial Parks Branch and
technical assistance available from regional personnel of
the same agency.

The status of programs in other provinces can be
summarized as follows. Saskatchewan, through the regional
park authorities composed of municipal members, plans
regional parks and recreation for all municipalities with
generous funding and coordination and technical support
provided. In Ontario the Conservation Authorities have
taken the lead in regional park acquisition, and have exten-
ded their management to regional parks in the planning
areas of regional municipalities. Its primary role is
flood plain management. Nova Scotia has incorporated what
was the beginnings of a regional park system for a metropo-
litan region, into the provincial park system as a special
regional class of parks. Manitoba has refrained from estab-
lishing regional authorities for regional parks although it
had proposed to do so in the 1960s. It has recently
developed a metropolitan regional park system in Winnipeg.
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along the wooded riverbanks with a high emphasis on
preservation. Quebec has applied a provincial park
classification to be fit into the regional municipality
planning objectives. Alberta has no regional parks, but
the mumnicipalities have planned and lobbied throughout the
1960s and 1970s to establish regional authorities to plan
for parks. Other provinces have no special "regional
emphasis on park planning.

The trends in Canadian regional park development
over the decades can be generally described as:
1940s - 1950s: The local demands were met in parks
established by provincial agencies in British Columbia and
special watershed districts in Ontario.
1960s: Regional needs were recognized with the passing of
legislation in British Columbia and Saskatchewan creating
special regional park districts and park authorities.
Lobbying in Alberta and Manitoba for a similar regional
scale of legislated planning of parks was unsuccessful.
Regional planning was initiated in British Columbia. In
Ontario many parks, mostly of a local nature, were
established.
1970s: Regional parks in Ontario and Nova Scotia were
allowed under the new regional planning legislation. The

boom of park acquisition continued in the early 70s.
1980s: Other models aside from regional authorities for
parks were introduced in this decade. Regional planning
was bequn in Quebec with the integration of provincial
parks within the regional municipalities. The metropolitan
region of Winnipeg initiated its program of regional parks
acquisition. Cuts in funding have been experienced in
Ontario and British Columbia. Nova Scotia's regional plans
were scuttled and a regional class of provincial parks was
the compromise solution. Saskatchewan remains the most
supportive of regional parks in funding and local input.
Sufficient information was available on the systems
of regional parks in Canada from the correspondence, the
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literature, and phone contact to be able to make some
general comparisons as presented in Table 3. It appears
that only three provincial governments directly share the
costs of regional parks with a regional agency or board,
British Columbia, Saskatchewan and Ontarioc. These
cost-sharing grants compared (Column 4), indicate the low
level of provincial assistance in British Columbia compared
with the other two provinces. Furthermore, operations and
maintenance grants are not available and technical
assistance is limited in British Columbia.

Specific legislation for regional parks
establishment and management exists, in Canada, only in the
provinces of British Columbia and Saskatchewan.

Legislation for regional planning to include the function
of regional parks occurs in British Columbia and Ontario,
with these powers rescinded in Nova Scotia.

The definition of regional parks as generally day
use parks is ratified in British Columbia, Winnipeg,
Ontario (minimal camping), and Nova Scotia (Halifax -
Darmouth region). The parks legislation in Quebec
describes zones which, theoretically allow camping in all
parks with special zones. The regional parks in
Saskatchewan permit camping, ski hill development, cottage
development, swimming pools and other recreation
facilities. This is a result of corporate regional boards
which operate all regional parks and recreation facilities
in Saskatchewan in contrast to the management of recreation
facility development and recreation programs which is
separate from park development in British Columbia.

Coordinated efforts in acquisition, development and
maintenance occurs in Ontario, British Columbia and Nova
Scotia. British Columbia is the only province which mana-
ges regional parks within a regional government along with
all other regional functions. The degree of provincial sup-
port through provincial coordination, technical support and
funding is far superior in Saskatchewan than that available

63



ORIGINAL DOCUMENT FOR LEAF 64 was FILMED AT END OF THESIS.



TABLE 3

COMPARISON OF REGIONAL PARKS SYSTEMS

Province Legislation Regional Prov. Recreation Plan Provincial
Ruthority Funding Activities Preparation Involvement
Ontario Conservation Conservation Acquisition passive, no Conservation
Authorities Authority Development:, minimal Authorities Br. of
Act (1954) Maintenance and development. Natural Resources
taxes - 50%-80% no camping
Saskatchewan Regional Park Regicnal Park  pre-1979 active, S5-year pre 1983
Act (1960) Authorities Acquisition-60%  development Tourism and Renewable
Development., includes golf, Resources
Maintenance-75% pools, ski 1983 Parks and
post-1978 hills, cottages Renewable Resources
Acquisition-66.6% campgroundsd
Devel/Main.-75%
dritish Regional Parks possible pre-~1983 passive, Official Ministry of lands,
Molurbia Aot (1965) Regional Parks Acquisition, minimal Regional  Parks and bbusing
Board Development, developnent Park Plan
Municipal Act.  Regional Debt Repayment no camping
Act (1965) Districts 33.3%
Manitcba No City of No passive, City Parks No
Winnipeqg development: Plan
includes unique
regional
facilities
Nova Scotia Planning Act Mo 100% passive, day Metro- Lands and Forests
Parks Act managed as use politan Municipal Affairs
provincial parks Regional
Plan
Alberta Parks Act o 100% passive, minimal No Parks and Recreation
(1983) managed as camping
Recreation provincial parks
Development
Aot (1980)
Quebec Urbanism and Regional 100% active regional Leisure, Fishing,
Planning Act Municipalities managed as prov. no camping management.
(1979) parks plan
Parks Act
(1977)
Newfoundland Mo regional parks planning

New Brunswick Mo regional

Prince Fdward No regional

parks planning
parks planning

Source: pers. cam. and correspondence with each province and various provincial publications.
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in other provinces. Promotion of regional parks is managed
by the provincial government in Saskatchewan and Ontario.
In British Columbia no provincial publications nor funds
for their preparation are available to the regions.

Overall, the development of parks in British
Columbia compares quite favorably against the systems
developed in other provinces. It has granted a total
amount up to 1982 equal to that provided by Saskatchewan,
but has since stopped these funds. Ontario has provided
grants which were more equitable to the low population
regions by granting them additional funds. It has deve-
loped regional parks within and through the voting powers
of the regional govermment in special districts. This has
not worked elsewhere. Although its special regional park
efforts were not supported by the provincial government,
the municipalities which form the Greater Vancouver
Regional Parks Board have benefited from this alliance in
forming regional parks. It has maintained the unofficial
policy of developing natural area parks for passive
recreational activities, where it has been difficult in
other provinces (Saskatchewan and Ontario) to prevent local
area demands for small parks and recreation facilities from
becoming dominant.

In the following three chapters the focus will be on
the perceptions of administrators and the provincial -
regional interaction in establishing the British Columbia
system of regional parks.
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CHAPTER FOUR
COST AS AN IMPEDIMENT TO REGIONAL PARKS

4.0 Introduction

The last chapter showed how the British Columbian
regional park system evolved and worked within the context
of the other regional park administrative structures and
how little is spent in most regions on regional parks. In
this chapter, the perceptions of the decision-makers and
planners will be examined, since it is they who shape the
system of B.C. parks. Hawksworth found that park
development is hindered by perceptions of inadequate
funding (Hawksworth, 1974). This can be compared to the
results of the questionnaire survey in this study
(conducted in 1982). Hawksworth concluded from an
examination of individual taxes paid for regional parks and
the absolute costs of establishing the existing parks, that
the costs were relatively low, and that in most regions
costs could not be seen as prohibitive. One explanation
advanced was that the regional officials were not aware
that regional park expenses were low, and were unclear of
regional and provincial government financial
responsibilities towards regional parks. Furthermore, she
concluded that since the public in some areas perceived
their rural environment as parkland, they "do not feel
parks are important enough to spend money on", and
officials therefore, did not use the financial sources
available to them (Hawksworth, 1974, p.54).

In this study, it is recognized that the directors!
perceptions may not reflect the real demands of the public,
but may be the result of influences such as the amount and
type of conmunication with the electorate, and/or
subjective biases toward parks in general, as proposed in
the regional decision-making model (Chapter Two, Sec.
2.2.1). In recognition of subjective influences on
perception, the directors are described in light of
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their familiarity with regional districts and with parks.
No assessment of the residents' demands was made in this
study, however, the officials' perceptions of the public
need and the public willingness to spend money on parks was
obtained. From the perceptions, shaped by the information
received and the biases and attitudes affecting its
interpretation, arise the decisions on regional park
establishment.

An examination of the true costs of parks to the
taxpayer is made to compare the perceptions held by the
directors, and to test Hawksworth's findings of low
individual costs. Relative cost comparisons are also made
between regional parks and recreation services in the
regions. An examination of the existing system of parks
then provides evidence of how parks can be established, and
describes the funding and acquisition methods. Finally,
the history of acquisition and preferred methods are
briefly examined to be able to predict the demands from the
regions in future park development.

4.1 Characteristics of the Respondents

Experience within the regional level of administration
and regional politics and familiarity with parks are
factors which could affect the perceptions of the directors
towards regional parks. Twenty one per cent of the
directors responding were new (defined as one year or less)
in their positions. This may indicate a high turnover of
directors and/or a high receptivity to the survey by new
members. Half have gained one to five years experience
with their regional district board. Thirty percent of the
directors had represented their regions for a long time,
from more than five to seventeen years.

Four of the directors believed that their regional
district had adopted the regional park responsibility, when
it in fact had not, and one director was unaware of the
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Regional Board position on this function. These five
directors had from three to ten years experience with their
regional district. This may reflect their inexperience
with the regional parks function.

Nearly 40% of the directors were members of a Parks and
Recreation Committee of the Board. Half of the remaining
directors represented regions without designated
committees.

Aside from their possible official responsibilities in
park matters as one of the regional functions, one half of
the directors estimate that they and/or their families
visit parks, of some type, at least once, but less than
five times per year. Thirty one percent frequent parks as
many as 20 times per year, and five percent even more
frequently. Although most directors include a recreational
experience in parks as a part of their lives, nonetheless,
there are 12% who estimate they never use parks. Given
that B.C. has abundant Crown land and public foreshore,
this figure may not exclude recreational activities in
park-like settings.

These officials may experience some of the difficulties
common to the majority of 290 municipalities with Park
Boards in the state of Missourri, which were believed
similar to problems encountered by Park Boards in most
states:

(i) board members perform their duties without the

benefit of a professionally trained parks and

recreation employee,

(ii) the role of the board members is often not clear

in relation to other public officials, employees and

the public,

(iii) few opportunities exist to obtain training in

preparation for the responsibilities in parks matters

(zito, 1983).

The planners in this study were not characterized
through the survey since the focus of decisions taken on
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regional parks is the directors. It was assumed that each
was professionally trained as a planner and was familiar
with the politics, administrative structure and
relationships of regional govermments in British Columbia.
However, it would have been valuable to substantiate their
training and experience in regional districts and with the
regional parks function. The results showed that at least
one planner was mistaken in his knowledge about the
application of the regional parks function.

4.2 Perceptions of Regional Officials as to Impediments
to Parks: Costs and Public Support

The attitudes of the directors toward regional parks
may be affected by their understanding of the various park
types. Twenty seven percent of the directors reported
themselves to be "not very clear' on the distinction
between park types, while only 18% felt 'very clear' on the
differences (Fig. 6). Proportionately more of the
directors in Park(-) regions were unclear of park types
than in Park(+) regions. The significance of this
difference could not be calculated using a Chi? test due
to the small expected values (App.L(i)).

Five planners from Park(-) regions each reported
that the major impediment to adopting the regional park
function is the perceived cost to the regional district
(Table 4). Only one of these regional districts (Bulkley-
Nechako) has adopted the function since the survey, in
1986. The planner from the region reports that the direc-
tors perceive the liability insurance costs as too high.
Therefore, the region has not adopted any parks in the
past, nor since the function has been adopted. Another
regional district (Dewdney Alouette) has used a '"Parks and
Greenbelt Acquisition' function to acquire and develop two
parks to date, still without an official regional parks
function.
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Fig. 6

DISTINCTION BETWEEN PARK TYPES KNOWN TO REGIONAL DIRECTORS
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Is the definition and function of regional parks clearly distinct from provincial and
municipal/local parks?

70



TABLE 4

IMPEDIMENTS REPORTED BY REGIONAL PLANNERS TO THE REGIONAL PARK FUNCTION

1. Costs
— Board directors desire to minimize local tax levy

no long temm policy and financing guarantees

I

perceived costs in becaning involved in parks function

perceived increase in cost of government with any new function

concerns re: fiscal impacts of acquiring, developing and maintaining
parks

2. Other
- political fear that provincial government will transfer provincial park
management to local taxpayers

- reluctance to support local parks to meet needs of Vancouver
population

difficulty in distributing parks equitably

- no knowledge of demand for regional parks or priority

no major demand fram any segment of the population
- good access to Crown land

- same political reluctance to provide social amenities

not fully adopted by all mamber areas due to disagreeaments between
mmnicipalities on lands and programs needed; fear of daminance by
larger municipalities

(Nunber of Planners = 6)
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When asked to report which factors were the most
important reasons to adopt regional parks, about half of
the directors gave greater importance to the "public need"
than other factors including "increased finances'" from the
list of options (Fig. 7). There was no significant diffe-
rence between the perceptions of importance of parks to the
directors in regions with or without the park function at
an X= 0.05 level of significance (App. L (ii)). However,
directors from Park (+) regions reported, in response to an
open question, by a 2 to 1 margin, that the actual reasons
for adopting the function in their regional district were
"financial benefits'" compared to the "public need" (Fig.
8). The difference stated in regard to the importance of
factors and the actual reasons for adopting parks by the
Park(+) directors is significant at an &{= 0.05 level of
significance (App. L(iii)).

As many planners believed that financial benefits
were responsible for park function adoption as was the
public need (Fig. 8). 1In addition, coordination of park
planning between jurisdictional levels and within the
regions were seen as other important reasons. The apparent
difference in responses between planners and directors in
Fig. 8 could not be tested by a Chi? test since the
expected values were too small (App. L(iv)).

One particular case demonstrates the opportunistic
development of regional parks in at least one district
(Alberni-Clayuquot Regional District) where the Regional
Board did not want the regional park function (McManus,
pers. comm.). The belief of the directors was that park
provision should not be a regional function since Crown and
accessible private lands provided sufficient recreational
space. The Regional District, however, received the
donations of two properties. They resolved this situation
by turning these parks over to private management and
financing. A similar approach is taken by the Columbia
Shuswap Regional District. Although it presently has no

72



Fig. 7

IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS TO ADOPT REGIONAL PARK FUNCTION
REPORTED BY DIRECTORS
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Fig. 8

ACTUAL REASONS FOR ADOPTION OF REGIONAL PARKS FUNCTION

AS REPORTED BY DIRECTORS AND PLANNERS
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parks, it would not manage them but only hold title to the
park land if private interests managed them (Pellett, pers.
comm.). The Bulkley-Nechako region, the most recent to
adopt the regiocnal park function in 1986, has acquired
funds for operations and maintenance costs in support of
various recreational activities but has not yet targeted
acquisition of any regional parks (Anderson, pers. comm.).
This function may be used to fund recreational activity
costs in other regions.

Both planners and directors were asked if the public
was willing to pay for regional parks. Half of the
directors (54%) perceived that the public was supportive,
including 26% of those directors in the non-park regions
(Fig. 9). However, most directors in the Park(-) regions
did not feel that the public was willing to pay the park
costs. The difference in responses of the Park(+) and
Park(-) groups is significant at an®= 0.05 level of
significance (App. L(v)). Most planners (58%) did not make
any prediction of the public view on financing parks, yet
none felt the public in their regions was unwilling to
support park costs. The people in the Park(+) regions were
perceived by the eight planners from those regions as
content to pay for this service.

From these three figures, it appears that the
directors as politicians recognized the public need of
regional parks as one of the major reasons to establish
them. That many of the directors who adopted regional
parks did so for the financial benefits available,
indicates that they perceived the cost of parks as a
concern of the people. Half of the directors, including
several from Park(-) regions, felt that the residents of
their region would find the costs of regional parks
acceptable. However, as many as one-third felt that the
costs did not justify the cause. This supports the
planners' reports that costs, as perceived by the
directors, are an impediment to regional parks.
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FIG: 9

PERCEPTION OF PUBLIC WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR REGIONAL PARKS
BY DIRECTORS AND PLANNERS
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The planners believed that population and
urbanization were very important factors in deciding to
adopt the regional park function (33%) and especially
important factors in acquiring and developing parks (56%).
This is substantiated by the directors' responses to a
similar question: "Is the population sufficient in the
regional district to support the cost of the regional park
function?". 8Sixty five percent of the directors in the
Park(+) regions felt that the population and, therefore,
tax base was adequate, equal in number to those who felt
the population was willing to pay for parks (Fig. 10). In
Park(-) regions, 63% of the directors felt the population
was not sufficient. The Chi? test value indicates this
difference to be significant at aneX = 0.05 level of
significance (App. L(vi)). BSome of the factors reported by
directors as more important than population in creating
regional parks include: (i) the need to reserve lands ahead
of population pressures on land availability (3 responses),
and (ii) tourist use or demands for parklands (3
responses) .

Most of the planners (74%) felt that it was
sufficient, especially in Park(+) regions, but also in half
of the Park(-) regions. Only one planner, compared to 22
directors, stated that the population size was
insufficient. The difference in directors and planners
responses, however, is not significant at an & = 0.05 level
(App. L(vii)).

A comparison of the population in regions with the
function, to those without, shows that four Park(+)
regional districts had less than 20,000 residents in 1982,
while six Park(-) regional districts had more than 33,000.
It appears, then, that populatiocn alone, should not be seen
as a limiting factor to the adoption of the regional park
function. This suggests that the population and tax base
perhaps above a certain minimum, need not restrict park
development, although the perceptions of the directors
about the tax base may.
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FIG. 10

PERCEPTION OF TAX BASE FOR REGIONAL PARKS TO DIRECTORS AND PLANNERS
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4.3 Examination of Existing Costs

This section will provide data on park costs which
can be used to evaluate the affordability of parks and can
be compared to the perceptions of costs reported in the
previous section.

4.3.1 Mill Rates

Under the Parks (Regional) Act, the regional
district may requisition funds from the municipalities and
from the provincial government up to a maximum rate of one
mill. (As of 1984 these rates were converted to a cents
per $1000 to reflect changes in the assessment of taxable
land value). No mill rate needs to be set when the
regional park function is adopted. Table 5 shows that the
mill rates were set well below the allowable limit in
almost all regional districts. Only four of eighteen
districts have set a one mill rate in the Letters Patent
(also suggested in the Capital Regional District in 1986).
(Mill rates have been changed since 1984 to reflect the
increase in percentage of land assessment values for
taxation purposes, from 10% to 100% for residential lands.
The present mill rates still raise the same revenue, and
are equivalent to the former mill rates, therefore, have
not been changed here; eg. the Capital Regional District
1984 mill rate of 0.75 is 0.109 mills today). Of the mill
rates actually used in 1982, all but two are below 50% of
the one mill rate. Part of the reason for this may be due
to the Municipal Act (Sec. 767), which states a maximum
limit for all voluntary functions adopted (3 mills until
1984, 1 mill today). The nominal mill rates used were also
common in the early years of the regional park program
(Hawksworth, 1974).

The regional planners were asked to rank the
importance of several potential reasons for the low mill
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TABLE 5

COMPARISON OF MILL RATES FOR THE REGIONAL PARK FUNCTION

Regional District

Alberni Clayuquot
Bulkley Nechako
Capital

Central (past
Central Kootenay
Central (kanagan
Colurbia Shuswap
Comox Strathcona
Cowichan Valley
Dewdney Alouette
East Kootenay
Fraser Ft. George
Greater Vancouver
Mt. Waddington

Okanagan Similkameen

Peace River Liard
Powell River
Sunshine (bast
Thanpson Nicola

Date

First
Adopted  Patent

1970
1986
1966
1976
1966
1974
1966
1971
1972
1977
1967
1969
1967
2966
1974
1976
1970
1975
1980

MILL RATE
in Initial Present
Letters lLetters

Patent
0.5 0.5
n/a n/a
0.5 0.75
* *
* *
1.0 1.0
* *
0.25 0.25
0.1 0.1
1.0 N/A
1.0
0.5 N/A
0.5 0.5
1.0 1.0
* 1.0
0.25 0.25
0.25 0.25
0.10 0.10
0.25 0.25

INITIALLY ESTABLISHED AND AT PRESENT

Used in
1982
budget)

0
n/a
0.54
N/A
0.09
0.10
0
0.23
0.07
0.21
0.09
0.15
0.35
N/A?
1.0
0.05
0.048
N/A
N/A

* unspecified in Letters Patent; left open with maximun of one mill

N/A not available

80



rates. They specified political, not financial, reasons as
one of the major causes (Table 6). The public may not
re-elect a politician who increases taxes. Another factor
emphasized by the populous Greater Vancouver Regional
District is that in an area of high land value, a low mill
rate raises a large sum of money, whereas high revenue in
less well-endowed regions can only be raised by raising the
tax rate.

4.3.2 Per Capita Costs and Actual Taxes Paid

Dividing the regional assessment total for the
member areas of each function by the population of the
members areas, then divided by 1000 is the method of
obtaining an index of per capita for regional parks (at a
one mill rate). This differs from the actual taxes paid
but provides a simple relative measure for comparison
between regions. The results of this calculation are
presented in Table 7. 1In 25 of 28 regions, the per capita
cost is less than $10 at the one mill rate. Since the
actual mill rates used in the 1982 budget were lower than
one mill, so were the per capita costs.

In the examination of actual taxes paid by all
regional district residents for regional parks, an average
figure of taxes paid by a 'typical' homeowner is calculated
for residents in the North Okanagan. This region is used
since calculations were done in 1973 for regional parks
(Hawksworth, 1974). Taxes paid then for regional parks at
one mill were approximately 1% of the total taxes paid. 1In
Table 8 the taxes paid for regional parks by a typical
homeowner in 1982 in the North Okanagan at a one mill rate
are even lower than in 1973 (a range from $7.60 to $10.40
in 1982 compared to $11.38 to $12.58 in 1973 in the three
locations examined). Given that inflation has increased
the average income, this would today represent much less
than 1% of the total taxes paid.
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TABLE 6

FACTORS RESTRAINING ADOPTION OF THE ONE MILL RATE REPORTED BY
REGIONAL PLANNERS

Restraining Factors Primary Factor

No. of Planners

Iow rates preferred by the Board for 4
political reasons

Incremental increases preferred 2+
Greater amount of funds unnecessary at 3+
this time

Residents of the region unwilling to 0

pay higher taxes

Other 2
No response 3
No regional park function 6
TOTAL 19

+ one planner stated two factors, not ranked
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TABLE 7

PER CAPITA COST ($) OF REGIONAL PARKS BY REGIONAL DISTRICT

REGIONAL EXISTING PER CAPITA COST
DISTRICT MILL AT ONE AT ACTUAL
RATES MILL, MILL
(1982) (1982)
Alberni~-Clayuquot N.A. 9.10 N.A.
+Bulkley-Nechako - 6.98 -
Capital (0.75) 5.62 3.04
+Cariboot - 7+19 =
Central past - 4,61 0
+Central Fraser Valley - ++ -
Central Kootenay (.10) 5.91 0.60
Central Okanagan (.10) 6.39 5.66
Columbia~Shuswap 0 4,82 0
Camumbia-Strathcona (.023) 7.48 0.17
Cowichan Valley (0.07) 7.74 0:53
Dewdney Alouette (0.21) 4.50 0.95
E. Kootenay (0.09) 9.31 0.88
+Fraser-Cheam - 4.89 -
Fraser Ft. George (0.15) 8.81 1.36
Greater Vancouver (0.33) 7.09 2.29
+Kitimat-Stikine - 9.87 -

/ +Kootenay-Boundary - 9.21 ~
Mount Waddington - 9.50 -
North Okanagan 0 5.01 0

+Nanaimo - 7.27 -
Okanagan-Similkameen
(*) (0.95) 5.87 5.58
Peace River-Liard (0.05) 11.43 0.59
Powell R. (0.048) 14.26 0.68

+Skeena Queen Charlottes - 2.70 -

+Squamish-Lillooet - 9.15 -
Sunshine Coast 0.06 11.25 0.67
Thompson-Nicola 0 8.14 0

* Oliver and Electoral Area C Only
+ did not have regional park function therefore, no park expenditures
N.A. not available

++ Municipalities part of Greater Vancouver Regional District
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TABLE 8

ESTIMATED TAXES PAID ($) FOR REGIONAL PARKS BY A TYPICAL HOMEOWNER IN
THE NORTH OKANAGAN REGIONAL DISTRICT (1973* and 1982**)

Vernon Coldstream Electoral Area
1973 1982 1973 1982 1973 1982+

Market value of land 29 400 75 900 28 000 104 150 27 000 76 700
and improvements (av.)

Assessed (=Tax) Value 12 575 7 590 11 875 10 415 11 375 7 670
of Iand and

Improvements++ (av.)

Actual mill rate .30 N.S. .30 N.S. .30 N.S.
Taxes paid for 3.75 - 3.54 - 3.39 -
Regional Parks

Full mill rate 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Taxes paid for 12.58 7.59 11.88 10.42 11.38 7.67

Regional Parks

*  values derived by Hawksworth (1974)

** data for ‘'typical' homeowner made available by B.C. Assessment
Authority, Vernon

+ School District 22 used as typical rural area

++ the assessment rates changed from 50% of market value in 1973 to 10% in
1982 )Foisey, B.C. Assessment Authority, pers. comn.).

N.S. rate not set or used in budget; no revenues collected.
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4.3.3 Costs of Regional Parks Relative to Other Regional
Functions

The costs of regional parks relative to other
regional functions indicate a low per capita investment in
regional parks. In 1973 the cost to the typical taxpayer
of hospital services in the North Okanagan was $20. This
compares to $3 for regional parks (Hawksworth, 1974). This
particular difference may be justified in light of regional
priorities, so comparison to recreation and cultural ser-
vices is perhaps more relevant. From data presented in
Appendix B which compares, by region, actual expenditures
for recreation/cultural services and regional parks, ave-
rage per capita costs for the two functions can be compiled
and the percentage of total regional expenditures spent on
each function can be detailed as summarized in Table 9.
These per capita costs and the proportion of total regional
expenditures were low. As much as 53% of the annual
regional expenditures in one regional district in 1978
(Mt. Waddington Regional District) and 37% in 1982 has been
spent on recreation/cultural services. Regional parks,
however, never consumed more than 10% of the total regional
expenditures. Although the proportion of annual
expenditures of recreation services and facilities has
decreased since 1978 (average percentage of total
expenditure 15.9% (1978) to 13.4% (1982)), annual per
capita costs have increased by nearly 60% to $18 (Table 9).

The average per capita cost in 1978 was approxi-
mately $1 for regional parks in all districts with the
function, compared to $13 for urban and district parks and
$11 for town parks in British Columbia (Table 10). This
compares to the even higher cost of recreation facilities
at each level. This examination of regional, municipal and
community park costs demonstrates the high costs of
facility - oriented urban parks and recreation and the
minimal costs for passive recreation. Acquisition costs
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TABLE 9

COMPARISON OF COSTS FOR REGIONAL PARKS AND RECREATION/CULTURAL SERVICES
(1978+ and 1982++) IN REGIONAL DISTRICTS

Regional Function Per Capita Costs** Percentage of Total
Expenditure**
1978 1982 1978 1982
($) ($) (%) (%)
Recreation/Cultural Services* 11 18 16 13
(max=53) (max=37)
Regional Parks i 2 3 2
(max=10) (max=6)

* includes recreation facilities, recreation cammission grants, cultural
buildings and facilities

** average for all regional districts

+ based on npublished document, Regional and Gommunity Park Program, Parks
and Outdoor Recreation Division, Ministry of lLands, Parks and Housing,
1978

++ based on analysis of annual regional financial statement, Ministry of
Mmnicipal Affairs
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TABLE 10

COMPARISON OF REGIONAL PARK AND RECREATIONAL SERVICE COSTS IN B.C.

Per Capita Costs

Parks Rec/Qult Population
($) ($) (Average)
Cities* 1973 7.10 18.84 28, 282
1978 13.18 37.71 30,191
1982 n/a n/a
Towns* 1973 6.40 12.66 4,120
1978 111t 20.38 5,010
1982 n/a n/a
Districts* 1973 7:.33 13.96 21,800
1978 13.16 33.14 24,592
1982 n/a n/a
Regional Districts 1973 n/a n/a 78,074
1978 1.03 10.94 87,811
1982+ 1.79 17.53 118,625
1982++ 1.52 18.65 49, 402

* Source: unpublished study by Regional and Camunity Parks Program, Parks
and Qutdoor Recreation Division, 1978

+ includes GVRD + CRD, based on analysis of regional district financial
statements

+ excludes GVRD + CRD, based on analysis of regional district annual
financial statements

n/a mot available for all towns, cities and districts in B.C. A similar
contrast could be made fram 1978 figures collected by the Parks and
OQutdoor Recreation Division; 1973 figures unavailable for regional
districts.
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for regional parklands are also generally lower due to
lower rural property values.

4.3.4 Costs of Acquisition and Development of Existing
Regional Parks

The previous section shows that the costs of
acquiring regional parks is minimal in comparison to other
local parks. Most of the existing regional parks in
British Columbia have been acquired and developed without
major expenditures. Table 11 indicates that total
cumulative expenditures on regional parks since 1965 to
1982 for acquisition and development in 14 of 19 Park(+)
regional districts, is less than $1 million, facilitating
the establishment of 34 parks (Appendix C supplies a
detailed breakdown). Overall costs were greatest in the
urbanized areas of Greater Vancouver, Central Okanagan and
Capital Regional Districts. Almost half of the regional
parks have been acquired and developed without the expense
assumed in these three districts. These figures show that
the cost of acquisition and development need not be a
burden to the taxpayer or regional government.

The update on park acquisitions for all but one of
the regions (in response to canvassing the regions by mail
and phone in 1987) adds another 24 parks, deletes 2 and
adds 5325 ha. of land. One very large park in the Greater
Vancouver region accounts for 88% of this total (4685
ha.). Of the remaining 658 ha. only 126 ha. have been
purchased in two parks (at a cost of $415,000 in the
Capital and Okanagan Similkameen regions).

The major proportion of expenditures for regional
parks in most regional districts in the year of 1981 and/or
1982 (where data was available) was not on acquisition and
development but on operating costs (Appendix D). This
figure varies depending on the assessment totals of the
regions. In low population areas $30,000 operating costs
may be 90% of the annual budget (eg. Powell River Regional
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TABLE 11

TOTAL EXPENDITURES ON REGIONAL PARK ACQUISITION AND
DEVELOPMENT FROM 1965 TO 1982*

Range of Total Cost ($) # Regional # Regional
(1965-1982) Districts Parks
less than 1000 5 1
1000 to 99,999 5 18
100,000 to 199,999 2 8
300,000 to 999,999 2 5
more than 1,000,000 3 37
data not available 2 3
Total 19 70(2)

* Summarized fram data in Appendices C ard E.
(2) Not officially registered as regional parks.
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District), whereas the Greater Vancouver and Central
Okanagan regions spent less than 30% on operating costs.

No provincial grant has been made available for these costs
in British Columbia despite the provision in the legis-
lation. To accommodate these high relative costs, some
regional districts (eg. Sunshine Coast, Mt. Waddington)

have used manpower from federal employment programs and
volunteer local labor and donations.

4.4 Methods of Acquiring Funds and Parklands for
Regional Parks

Various acquisition methods have been used to build
up the system of parks, although purchase costs have been
applied to acquire about half of the total regional park
area in British Columbia (Table 12). Where the majority of
land is privately owned, such as in the populated Greater
Vancouver, Capital and Central Okanagan regions, most of
the regional parkland was purchased as opposed to other
methods of acquisition. The park area purchased in the
Capital Region and Greater Vancouver Region accounts for
approximately 90% of the total area of purchased parklands,
and 93% of the cost for purchase of all regional parklands
(4003 of 4278 ha. at 21.62 million of 23.307 million to
1982, see Appendix C and E). The Capital Region had
purchased 50% of its regional parklands while the Central
Okanagan and Greater Vancouver Regions had purchased 82% of
their park systems to 1982 (Appendix E). Other regional
districts generally have not chosen to purchase parklands.

The importance of purchase in the past in acquiring
the majority of park area is now being rapidly replaced
with other acquisition methods as land costs escalate in
the urbanized areas. Only 126 ha. have been purchased in
two parks since 1982 at a cost of $415,000. Of the total
13,167 ha. presently in the regional park system, only 33%
has been purchased.
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TABLE 12

PROPORTION OF ALL REGIONAL PARK LANDS ACQUIRED BY VARIOUS METHODS (TO 1982)

Methods of Acquiring Regional Park Lands % of Total Regional Park
Iand Area FEstablished

Purchase (regional taxation 53
borrowing
grants
trust funds)

Provincial Crown Land Transfer 16
Provincial Crown Land Lease 15
Municipal Govermment Land Donation 7
Provincial Park Transfer (Class C) 4
Donations/Bequests 2
Subdivision 3
Development Cost Charges 0
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4.4.1 Acquiring Funds

Four methods are available to obtain funds for
acquiring regional park lands:

(i) Tax Revenue:

Under the Municipal Act, the regional districts requisition
the municipal and provincial governments for services
according to an agreed upon mill rate. The maximum allowed
by the Parks (Regional Act) is one mill, but under the
Municipal Act a 3 mill ceiling was used for all regional
functions until 1985. (The tax rate thereafter changed,
and a new ceiling was established.) This can be exceeded
by vote of the public through referendum.

(ii) Borrowing
The formation of the Municipal Finance Authority in British
Columbia as a special finance agency created under the
Municipal Finance Authority Act (1969), has assisted its
member municipal governments in obtaining loans from
national and international money markets at preferred
repayment rates. Financing was previously difficult to
obtain for the individual municipality (Nikon, pers. comm.;
Municipal Finance Authority, 1982).

Borrowing funds and servicing debt by annual tax
revenues over the debt period is important in reducing the
immediate cost to taxpayers especially where large or
expensive blocks of land are purchased (Professional
Environmental Consultants, 1980). This is the case in the
regional districts of Capital and Greater Vancouver where
average park size is large (171 ha. and 236 ha.,
respectively in 1983). Both regions have shouldered the
responsibility of debt repayment, indicated as 31% and 21%
of the total expenditure in 1982 (App. D). The maxinum
loan amount authorized in 1972 for Greater Vancouver region
was $5 million and $2 million for the Capital and Central
Okanagan regions. This money has been invested elsewhere
in addition to purchasing parks and has generated revenue
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for use through interest (Broome, pers. comm.).

(iii)Grants

One-third cost-share grants for acquisition and
development were available under the Parks (Regicnal) Act
by approval of the Minister (Environment and Parks as per
1986, Ch. 310, Sec.12). Grants may be made available for
""the purpose of acquiring or developing regional parks and
regional trails, or both, but no grant in any year shall
exceed one-third of the total expenditures of the regional
park district in that year for those purposes''. Where park
lands are not purchased, grants may be made for development
or maintenance but not exceeding one-third of 40% of the
annual expenditures (Sec 11(2)).

Both acquisition and development grants were
generally granted to the full one-third amount of total
costs (Malcolm, pers. comm.). Maintenance grants, however,
have not been provided. Until 1981, these funds came from
the Ministry budget, based on regional district budget
submissions. In 1981 up to $10 million was available for
park land purchase under the Regional and Community Park
Assistance Program from the accumulated wealth in the Crown
Land Fund, a collection from property sales for housing
developments (Ministry of Lands, Parks and Housing, 1981).

The regional costs totalled $23.3 million for
acquisition and $3.1 million for development, with $13
million in grants given to 1982 (App. F). In addition
separate grants have been made to the three regional
districts which have borrowed to finance regional parks
under Sec. 12 of the Act, amounting to $214,000 in the year
1982 alone. No grants have been made since through this
Ministry, however, at least two regional districts have
recently received a substantial amount ($357,000) for
development costs in two parks from another source. The
Lottery Fund, administered by the Provincial Secretary and
Government Services, provides one-third grants for capital
works projects . New guidelines are likely to alter their
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availability to exclude parks development (Massey, pers.
conm. ) .

(iv) Development Cost Charges

Another method available to acquire funds for parks
is for local government to levy development cost charges on
all sub-division or land development under Sec. 719 of the
Municipal Act (1979). This is warranted to offset
government capital expenditures required to support the
development and is used to buy open space for the needs of
new residents. At the date of this survey this method
provided a negligible amount of parkland.

4.4.2 Acquiring Lands

(i)Crown Land Grants and Transfer from Other Levels of
Goverment
Crown land reserves for recreational use are one of the

primary responsibilities of the provincial government in
assisting the development of regional parks (Hawksworth,
1974) . Both the Greenbelt program and the Use Recreation
and Enjoyment of the Public reserves (UREP) have been
established for this purpose. The Greenbelt Protection
Fund Act (1972) was passed to "encourage establishment and
preservation of areas of lands commonly known as green
belts throughout the province'" (Greenbelt Protection Fund
Act, 1972, Ch. 24). A $25 million fund was administered to
acquire greenbelt areas to be used for parklands without
camping, for forestry reserves, for lease for farming and
other purposes (British Columbia Land Commission, 1975). A
further $5 million in 1973 was to be used to encourage
local participation of the Regional Districts, municipa-
lities and other organizations. Under a new Greenbelt Act
of 1977 all land holdings were reviewed. The remaining
funds went into general revenues and acquisition ceased
(Huck, pers. comm.). Lands may be available for regional
parks from this source.
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UREP reserves are part of an on-going process of land
reservation since the early history of govermment in
British Columbia. They can be established under the
provincial Land Act along with various others such as
wildlife areas, grazing reserves, and gravel reserves.

Class 'C' provincial parks are managed by the
provincial government. They are surplus to the needs of
provincial parks and are available for transfer upon
request to the local governments. Thirty-two remain under
provincial administration.

From Table 12 it can be seen that 47% of the regional
park system had been acquired by means other than purchase
to 1983. In order of greatest use, Crown Land grants,
Crown Land lease and transfer from other levels of
government have been the main means of parkland provision
to most regional districts other than to the Greater
Vancouver, Capital and Central Okanagan regions.

Of this 47% or 3802 ha. of land, 1301 ha. or 16% was
donated from Crown land reserves created for recreational
purposes (eg. UREP and other crown reserve lands).
Municipal parks also contributed 7% to the regional park
system. Only one property was from the Greenbelt reserve
status.

Since the 1982 survey the system has grown by 5325 ha.
of which all but 126 ha. have been acquired by the various
non-purchase means described above (App.E). Many have
pursued municipal and provincial park transfers and one
will jointly manage municipal-regional parks (Capital
Regional District, 1986; Comox-Strathcona Regional
District, 1987).

(ii) Crown Land leases:

Crown land leases are administered by the Lands Branch
of the Ministry of Forests and Lands. Lands which are
suitable for future purposes of the Crown may only be
leased as parks. This provides no permanent protection
necessary to preserve the values in these parks. One
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regional district (Mt. Waddington) is unable to purchase or
cbtain clear title otherwise to parks due to the large
forestry land - holdings. These leases contributed
approximately 15% to the regional park system in 1982 and
will likely increase in importance as resource users
compete for forestry, grazing and settlement property
(Table. 12).

(iii)Subdivision:

Parklands could be obtained by subdivision under Sec.
729(10) of the Municipal Act until legislative amendments
in 1985. The Local Approving Officer had the authority to
require the developer to dedicate as open space, up to 5%
of the land being subdivided. Regional districts could
'dispose' of or transfer donated lands in order to acquire
preferred land. This added very little area to the
existing regional park system to 1982 (Table 12). Those
lands donated often have been too small, or were unsuitable
for parks. More often they have not been acquired by the
Approving Officer (Munn, pers. comm.).

One regional district which has not adopted the
regional park function, nor acquired land under its Parks
and Greenbelt Acquisition Letters Patent, is now facing the
issue of parkland acquisition in response to land
subdivisions (Nanaimo Regional District). The amended
Municipal Act of 1985 (Sec. 992) allows developers to
provide cash in lieu of lands, or if the Regional Board has
specified its park plans in the community park plans, it
may be able to select between the 5% land donation or cash
options. This may bring about greater activity in parks
planning in at least one regional district in the future
due to subdivision (Magor, pers. comm).

(iv)Donations and Bequests
There have been a small number of donations of private
lands, adding a negligible amount to the system in 1983.
There are a number of national conservation agencies and
funds (eg. Nature Conservancy of Canada, National Second
Century Fund) which have objectives to secure "privately
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owned land of unusual ecological value'" (B.C. Land
Commission, 1975). Some of these land areas have been
donated to some of the regional districts. However, land
donations are unreliable in an active acquisition program
and, if not priority lands, may consume funds for
maintenance which may be better used elsewhere
(Professional Environmental Recreation Consultants, 1980).
One regional district which originally had adopted the
Parks and Greenbelt Acquisition function to accept donated
lands has since used it to continue designating regional
parks (Dewdney Alouette).

4.4.3 Methods Preferred for Acquisition:

Since most regional districts do not purchase lands for
regional parks the directors' statements of preference for
acquisition methods is expected to reflect this. Planners,
who have experience in planning the existing system, were
also asked to report the past, present and preferred
methods of acquiring parks. The most obvious trend is the
increasing use and preference of '"mo cost" alternatives
such as Crown and private land grants as land prices rise,
in contrast to the past use of purchasing lands. The
directors' preferences parallel the report of the planners
in this respect (Table 13). Other costly options such as
borrowing and establishing trust funds were ranked with low
priority by the directors, as were the purchase of lands.
Subdivision and Class C lands were of interest to the
planners, but not the directors who perhaps were less
familiar with these land transfers. At least two regions
have prepared Official Regional Park Plans in the last year
with extensive use of land grants proposed for potential
parkland (eg. Comox-Strathcona has proposed 54 parkland
areas with non-purchase acquisition priorities. The
Capital Regional District has established new goals for
parks in new areas and has proposed the transfer of 7
municipal and provincial Class A parks).
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TABLE 13

REGIONAL PARKLAND ACQUISITION METHODS PREFERRED BY DIRECTORS

Acquisition Methods First Preference
Crown ILand Transfers 14
Bill Member Areas 8
Provincial Grants 8
Developnent Cost Changes 7
Private Land Grants 8
Subdivision Parks 2
Purchase 2
Class "C" Park Transfer 2
Capital Borrowing 2
Trust Funds 3
Other 1
No Response 10
Invalid* 12
Don't Know A
Total (no. of responses) 80

* multiple first preference accepted but limited to two options
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4.5 Sumary and Conclusions:

From the survey of the directors, it was found that
they generally reported the public need as the most
important factor in adopting the regional park function.
Yet of these directors in Park(+) regions, twice as many
stated that the reason the function was actually adopted
was due to the financial and material benefits available.

Most directors thought that the public was willing to
pay for parks and could financially afford them in the
Park(+) regions. The reverse was seen in the Park(-)
regions where the majority felt that the public was not
willing to pay taxes for parks and that their region could
not afford them, although a few felt that both were
possible. Planners did not provide much clarity to the
picture, in that, except for 61% in the Park(+) regions,
they were not sure about public willingness. They were
more certain about the tax base; a large majority of those
in Park(+) regions felt it was adequate, a feeling shared
by only half in Park(-) regions.

Evidence of the low actual and relative costs was pre-
sented through a number of cost calculations. Even if the
full one mill rate were used, the annual per capita cost
was less than $10 in all but three regions. The actual
taxes and the percentage of the total taxes paid for
regional parks by the typical homeowner have decreased
since 1973. Other regional functions such as recreation
and cultural services consumed as much as 50% of the annual
regional expenditures in 1978 compared to the maximum of
10% for regional parks. The cost of regional parks may be
perceived by the directors as similar to the costs for ur-
ban or commmnity parks, and for this reason the distinction
was made to show urban parks to be many times costlier.

Additional evidence of low costs for regional parks was
seen in the existing system. Most regional districts had
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spent relatively little (less than $1 million each) to form
34 parks or 47% of the total system. In the past,
acquisition by purchase was the primary method used in only
three urbanized regions. Since 1982, 24 new parks have
been added but only two of these were purchased adding
relatively little parkland area. Operating and maintenance
costs can absorb the majority of the regional park budget
in some regional districts with low assessment totals,
however, innovative use of local labor, such as has become
common place in Saskatchewan, and federal employment
programs have kept these costs low in at least two regions.

Nearly half of the regional parkland area at the time
of the survey was not purchased. This has now increased to
67%. The non-purchase of lands will increase in importance
as the preferred method for establishing parks according to
statements of preference of the planners and directors in
this study, and the indications in some of the planning
documents prepared since then.

In conclusion, from the examination of perceptions of
the directors and planners, there is some evidence that
perceived costs impede park development. One such example
is that the directors recognize public need as the most
important factor in adopting the regional park function,
yet more directors felt this was done for financial
benefits rather than to serve the public will. Costs,
then, are a consideration in establishing the existing
regional parks. The low mill rates also serve as evidence
of unwanted high taxes, however, because there are overall
limits placed on all functions shared in the region, these
rates may be only as high as allowed in comparison to other
priorities in the region. The planners report in some
regions that they were kept low for political reasons, also
supporting the suggestion that perceived costs limit
regional park development. Although directors in the
Park(+) regions generally view the public as willing to pay
for regional parks and that the regions can afford them, it

100



appears that other factors are perhaps more important to
the majority of directors in the Park(-) regions who stated
the opposite. In these regions, directors also reported
that factors other than public need and financing would be
important reasons to adopt regional parks such as: (i)
increases in the population, and (ii) increasing the
awareness of the public about the regional park role.
Several other impediments besides costs stated by the
planners include: (i) present good access to Crown land,
(ii) reluctance to support neighbouring populations, (iii)
no knowledge of demand or priority, (iv) political
reluctance to supply social amenities.

The evidence of low per capita costs, low taxes paid
for parks, and low costs relative to other local park types
or recreation suggest that regional parks should not be
seen as a costly function. Operating costs can also be
reduced, although it is believed that certain minimum costs
may be substantial in some low tax base regions. The
evidence of increasing non-purchase acquisition of
parklands since 1982 suggests that the regions recognize
these other options. These examples provide support for
the involvement of Park(-) regions which can at least
acquire lands while they are available for future regional
demands if these needs are unknown at present.
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CHAPTER FIVE
REGIONAL SUPPORT FOR REGIONAL PARKS

5.0 Introduction

The last chapter described regional directors as being
rarely officially involved in regional park issues (as
non-members of a parks coamittee or in regions without
one), seldom frequenting parks as a leisure activity, and
one of five of whom were new to the regional districts. In
addition, one of three could not distinquish between
regional and other park types. Parks were perceived as a
cost not supportable in the Park(-) regions. However, the
evidence refutes the claim of high regional park costs in
most regional districts. With this background, the
perceptions of the directors will be examined in this
chapter to see whether further impediments, besides
perceptions of cost, exist to the establishment of regional
parks.

5.1 Perceptions of Regional Officials Towards Regional
Parks

In this section, the perceptions of the directors and
planners are presented on the topics of:

(i) the need for parks,

(ii) the relative importance of regional parks,

(iii)the satisfaction felt with the existing status of

parks,

(iv) the funding and coordination responsibility of the

regional districts and the province,

(v) the voluntary adoption of the park function
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5.1.1 The Need for Regional Parks

In Chapter 4, according to the views of directors and
planners, a major criterion in adopting the regional park
function would be the need of the public. The need
perceived by directors and planners for parks and the type
of park appears in Fig. 11 (a more detailed breakdown is
available in Appendix G). Generally, directors perceived
very little need for regional parks alone (8%). Forty-five
percent of the directors did indicate a need for parks, but
provincial and/or local parks, not regional parks. Sixteen
percent of all directors felt there was no need for any
parks in their regions. The majority (78%) of the Park(-)
directors expressed a greater need for provincial/local
parks or no need for regional parks. In the Park(+) group,
54% did not perceive a need for more regional parks,
possibly because the number of regional parks was adequate
in several regions or that other types were a priority.

The difference between Park(+) and Park(-) groups was not
significant at a significance level of ¢{ = 0.05 (App.
L(viii)).

In contrast, 47% percent of the planners supported
regional parks in combination with other park types, and
16% for regional parks alone. This difference from the
directors' responses is significant at = 0.05 (App.
L(ix)). The planners' support was especially noticeable in
the Park(+) regions (nearly 70% wanted regional parks,
alone or with other parks).

These results should be noted in light of the finding
in Chapter Four (Sec. 4.1) that 27% of the directors did
not know the distinction between park types and that five
were unaware of the status of the regional park function in
their region.

5.1.2 Relative Importance of Regional Parks

Since the overall mill rate for all voluntary functions
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adopted by the regional district was restricted by the
Municipal Act to three mills, the importance of the
regional park function among the other regional functions
affects the limit set for regional park tax requisition and
likely the expenditure of the planning department's staff
time. The directors and planners were asked to rank the
importance of regional parks among other regional
functions. The directors (67%) generally assigned moderate
importance to regional parks, but a few classified them as
a very important regional function (15%) or not important
(18%) (Fig. 12). Park(-) directors appear to assign a
lesser importance to regional parks than the Park(+)
directors, but this was not possible to test for
significance because of the low expected values (App.
L(x)). Most of the planners (79%) felt that regional parks
were of moderate importance, while 21% found them
unimportant.

5.1.3 Satisfaction with the Development of Regional Parks

The responses to the question "Is the present status of
regional park development satisfactory in your regional
district?" show further indication of the support for
regional parks (Fig. 13). Approximately one half of the
directors were unhappy with the state of park development
in 1982. This represents about half in the Park (+)
regions. In Park(-) regions, 32% of the directors were
satisfied, and 21% uncertain. The difference in
satisfaction between these two groups is significant at a
significance level ofel= 0.05 (App. L(xi)).

To achieve satisfaction with regional park development,
directors in Park(+) regions most commonly reported the
need to obtain certain park types (28%), to obtain more
funding and new parks (18%), and to achieve a better
distribution of parks, develop existing parks and increase
coordination with local government and the private sector
(10% respectively) (Appendix H). None of the directors in
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the Park(+) regions wished to abandon the regional park
function. Four directors in Park(-) regions who were
dissatisfied wanted the regional park function, 3 did not
state any objectives, one wanted to revert the regional
parks responsibility to the province unless the budget
could be increased.

Similar to the directors' responses, about half of the
regional planners were dissatisfied with the present level
of involvement in regional park development (47%). There
is no significant difference between the response of the
planners and directors ato{ = 0.05 (App. L(xii)). Planners
in the Park(+) regions, who expressed dissatisfaction,
required an increase in funding from the tax levy and from
the provincial government. Of the six planners in Park(-)
regions, 2 were dissatisfied and had initiated studies to
show a need for regional parks which were to go to the
Regional Boards in 1984. Three directors from these two
regions also wished to acquire regional parks. These
regions to date remain without the regional park function,
one of which has had reductions in planning staff which
presently hampers necessary park studies (Nanaimo Regional
District, Magor, pers. comm.).

5.1.4 Regional and/or Provincial Funding of Regional Parks

Funding was the most commonly reported cause of
dissatisfaction in Park(+) and Park(-) regions in the
previous section. Two methods of funding parks preferred
by the directors (Sec.4.3.3) were the billing of member
areas and the use of provincial grants. Yet an examination
of mill rates in the previous chapter showed that mill
rates were much lower than the rate allowed by the
legislation. The various reasons offered by planners for
this ranged from political appeasement of taxpayers, to a
lack of greater funds necessary at the time. These low
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mill rates can also be understood in light of the percep-
tions of most directors that regional parks are only of
moderate importance.

Another aspect of financial support for the regional
park function is the regional share assumed of the
provincial regional cost-sharing agreement for regional
park support. Under the Parks (Regional) Act the Minister
may make grants of up to one-third of the total expenditure
of the regional park district for acquiring or developing
regional parks and regional trails.

Regional officials were asked if the provincial share
of the cost of regional parks was adequate. (The
questionnaire was sent when the funding was first
'temporarily' suspended so they could not know that the
funds would not be resumed to date.) Thirty-three percent
of the directors felt it was sufficient, including four of
the directors in Park(-) regions (Fig. 14). Forty-two
percent felt the funds inadequate, mostly those (70%) from
the Park(+) regions who spoke with some practical
experience (App. I). There is no significant difference
between the two groups of directors at a significance level
of o = 0.05 (App. L(xiii)).

Of the directors content with the provincial
cost-sharing proportion, three suggested improvements to
these arrangements to include:

(i) obtaining guaranteed long-term funding commitment

at a specified level;

(ii) providing funds based on project-specific need;

(iii) municipalities should pay for regional parks

related to use.

In contrast to most responses, one director requested no
provincial involvement.

Of those 28 directors (42%) who expressed dissatis-
faction with the provincial funding, 70% required a general
increase in provincial funds and 55% specified the need for
at least 50% of the park funding from the province.
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FIG. 14

ADEQUACY OF PROVINCIAL FUNDING OF REGIONAL PARK FUNCTION
TO DIRECTORS AND PLANNERS
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Increases are necessary to:

(i) assist in the purchase of large blocks of lands

from private owners,

(ii) cover the cost of supplying parks, facilities and

highways to tourists,

(iii) cover operations and maintenance costs,

(iv) conduct studies and prepare plans.

Others specified the need for more provincial parks and
reliable payment of provincial grants within a specified
short time period. Of the ten directors in Park(-) regions
who expressed dissatisfaction with financing, 80% felt the
need for a general increase in provincial funds. Similarly
nearly 70% of the 19 dissatisfied directors in Park(+)
regions felt an increase was necessary.

Some bias was expected to be expressed towards the
senior level of government owing to the history of their
relationship, therefore, an open-ended question was asked :
"How should regional parks be financed?" It was
anticipated that their responses would more accurately
reflect their thinking. In contrast to the 42% of the
directors who formerly stated that provincial funding
should be increased, only 21% felt that an increase in
solely provincial funding was needed to finance regional
parks (Fig. 15). This difference between reports of
provincial financial assistance in response to the two
questions is significant at a significance level of = 0.05
(App. L(xiv)). Nine percent felt that provincial funding
should be combined with support from other levels of
government (federal/regional/local), but did not isolate
the provincial government as having the sole or major
responsibility (App. J). Furthermore, 31% of the directors
suggested that regional taxation be the basis for park
funding, some with qualifying comments such as:

(i) initially through taxes, eventually self-supporting

(ii) taxation on a per capita basis,

(iii) tax benefiting areas by park user origin.
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Others specified that some method was needed to supplement
regional taxes (eg. development cost charges, user fees,
trust funds). These results suggest that the regions are
not wholly dependent on provincial funding. A test of
difference between the responses of the Park(+) and Park(-)
directors was not possible because of the low expected
values (App. L(xv)).

In contrast to the 22% of the directors in the first
question who did not know what a suitable funding
arrangement would be, the responses to the open-ended
question on financing did not reflect this level of
uncertainty. There was a 8% invalid and 12% non-response
rate, however, suggesting that many may not have analyzed
the situation or did not distinguish this question from the
former or were uncertain.

Planners appear somewhat more supportive of the
one-third provincial share than were the directors (i.e.
37% adequate, 37% inadequate and 26% uncertain), although
the chi? value calculated indicates the difference is not
significant at a significance level of = 0.05 (App.
L(xvi)). Planners in Park(+) regions were divided on this
matter. Most of those in Park(~) regions did not state an
opinion, reminiscent of their lack of commitment to the
questions of public need and willingness to pay for parks
in Sec. 4.2. Of the six planners from Park(+) regions who
express dissatisfaction with the provincial cost share
scheme, five specify the need for a funding increase to
assist in the purchase:

(i) of large blocks of land from private owners, and

(ii) of lands in highly urbanized areas (App. I).

One planner requested a re-assessment of regional - provin-
cial objectives in regard to regional parks with adequate
financing to achieve these objectives.

The planners' responses to the open question '""How
should regional parks be financed?" varied less than to the
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one-third cost-sharing question (App. J). Only 23% of the
planners with the parks function desired an increase in
provincial funds. Others favored joint provincial
/regional /local funding schemes or other arrangements
(development cost-charges and user fees). Only one planner
did not offer an opinion on suitable funding arrangements
compared to five planners in response to the question on
provincial cost-sharing. It appears that neither planners
nor directors were able to agree on a solution to
appropriate funding when asked in light of provincial
cost-sharing. However, both groups were more willing to
have the regions assume a substantial share of the costs
than formerly stated in response to the provincial
cost-share question.

5.1.5 Voluntary Adoption of the Regional Park Function

Some functions are imposed on the regional districts as
statutory obligations such as hospital funding and
municipal financing. Others are adopted voluntarily by
letters patent including recreation facilities and programs
and regional parks. The activity in each region varies.
The provincial coordinator in the late 1970s described the
situation when some districts were reluctant to take on
functions while others took on too many functions and
supplied inadequate service at too great an expense (Parks
and Outdoor Recreation Division, Regional District Review,
1977).

The regional officials in this study were asked the
question: "sShould the adoption of the regional parks
function remain a voluntary responsibility?" to test if
those who supported the regional parks function would be
prepared to support its mandatory instatement. Half of the
directors supported the voluntary nature of the function
(Fig. 16). About half of the directors in the Park(+)
regions and two-thirds of those in the Park (-) regions
were advocates of the voluntary nature of the parks
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function. This difference is not significant at a
significance level of &{ = 0.05 (App. L(xvii)). Of those
directors and planners in Park(+) regions who were expected
to show greater support for their legislated status, less
than half wanted the function as a mandatory one. The

chi? value shows no significant difference between the
response of the directors and planners groups at a
significance level of{= 0.05 (App. L(xviii)). Those who
supported the mandatory function felt that the voluntary
function resulted in too few member areas in the region
uniting which made it impossible to raise enough revenue,
did not save truly regional lands, and/or made coordination
difficult. The freedom of choice by voluntary adoption was
advocated to maintain local autonomy, to allow recognition
of the diversity which exists, and to be able to decline
functions if viewed as excessive in costs. This concurs
with the view that imposed functions are generally
unpopular and are believed by the regions to be expensive
to administer (Municipal Affairs, 1978).

The pattern of greater support for the voluntary
function in the Park(-) regions was also seen in the
planners responses. The planners similarly desired
autonomy in regional functions to reflect the regional
diversity. Among those who wanted regional parks as a
mandatory function, were three directors and one planner
from Park(-) regions indicating their desire to acquire
regional parks.

Further to electing any function voluntarily, the
regional board may designate the benefiting area in the
regional district served by the proposed function, and
which municipalities and electoral areas or part of them
share in the costs of the function (Municipal Act, 1979,
Ch. 290, Sec. 767(15)). Designated areas of a region can
thereby support a function without the participation of all
electoral areas and municipalities (partial represen-
tation). 1In several regional districts, parks and
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recreation functions have been adopted in separate areas
which has created a complex maze of administrative
structures. The regional park function, however, is one
which has the full participation of all member areas in
most of the regiocnal districts (Table 14).

The regional directors in this study were asked whether
the regional park function should be adopted by the entire
region (full representation) or partially. Forty percent
of all directors and approximately half of those in Park(+)
regions felt that full representation was necessary. The
directors in Park(-) regions were not supportive of full
representation. The high uncertain or invalid response
rate (40%) suggests a lack of awareness of this option or a
misunderstood question.

5.1.6 Regional District as Coordinator of Parks

The activity of regional districts in recreation
service provision can simply be administrative in reaction
to community requests (eg. tax collection) or directly
active through measures such as coordination and technical
planning assistance. Since local governments deal with up
to 13 different provincial ministries and departments, the
role of the regional district as coordinator could
potentially serve a major role in the planning of
recreation services within this network to:

(i) develop policies and to establish priorities

consistent with the goals and objectives for parks and

recreation service between municipalities and electoral
areas,

(ii) act as primary provider for electoral areas,

(iii) liaise and cooperate with individual commmities

and provincial agencies,

(iv) provide, operate and manage recreation areas (e.q.

parks) and facilities (Parks and Outdoor Recreation

Division, submission to the Regional District Review,

1977).
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TABLE 14

PARK AND RECREATION FUNCTIONS ADOPTED BY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICTS
(# REGIONAL DISTRICTS WITH FUNCTION)* (1986)

Status of Function Regional Comunity Recreation Recreation

Parks Parks Facilities**  Programs***
Full 14 1 0 9
Partial 5(1)+ 9 21 10
None 8 18 7 9
Total 28 28 28 28

* Source: Ministry of Municipal Affairs, Statistics Relating to Regional
and Municipal Governments in British lumbia 1986.

** Includes arenas, pools, recreation centers, golf courses, etc.

***Any service to recreation to include sports and culture offered to
regional camunities providing organization, planning administration
and/or grants

+ Dewdney Alouette is acquiring and developing regional parks under a
"Parks amd Greenbelt Acquisition" Letters Patent.
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Some responsibility for coordination was assumed as a
result of the districts' mandatory involvement in community
planning, where recreation services came to be seen as an
element of the plan (Parks and Outdoor Recreation Division,
1977 submission to Regional District Review).

Regional districts could be directly or indirectly
involved in the combined parks and recreation function
which may be adopted with full or partial representation.
At present there is a complexity of administrative struc-
tures, including over 400 regional and local recreation
commissions and volunteer groups which have been formed
under the Municipal Act. They have served to organize
referenda on tax increases for recreation programs and
facility functions and to make grant applications for
services (McKay, pers. comm.). Regional districts may be
more effective than recreation commissions in administering
these functions in that they have legal and jurisdictional
powers uncommon to these local bodies. However, none to
date have adopted the parks and recreation function
combined. As a step in this direction, a few studies of
parks and recreation administrative structures have been
conducted at the request of the regional districts (eg.
Regional Districts of Alberni-Clayuquot, and of Nanaimo).
This may indicate a changing role of regional districts in
parks and recreation planning.

In regards to the optimal administrative structure and
arrangements for regional parks, both groups of regional
officials were asked to comment on the need for regional
staff to assume regional park responsibility. Appro-
ximately 21% of the directors expressed the view that the
greatest need for staff involved in the parks and
recreation function is to coordinate recreation and park
planning at the provincial, regional and local level (Table
15). This supports the statement that parks at all levels
are needed, not just regional parks, which requires greater
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TABLE 15

ROLE OF REGIONAL DISTRICTS IN REGARD TO REGIONAL PARKS

AS REPORTED BY REGIONAL DIRECTORS

Possible Role+ Most Important Total No. of

Function Score* Respondents
# (3) #(3)

Coordinate Recreation and 14(21) 74 34%%*

Park Planning at Provincial/

Regional/local levels

Coordinate Park Acquisition 10(15) 80 34

and Development

Plan Regional Parks 7(10) 100 34

Manage Regional Park Matters 3( 4) 103 34

No Need for Regional Staff 13(19) 13

for Regional Parks

No Response o( 9)

Invalid 12(18)

Other _2( 3)

Total 67(99)

* indicates weighted total of camplete and incomplete responses e.g. value of
1 for highest rank given to option, value of 4 for least important value of
4 assigned for each incomplete response to give the maximum cunulative

score

**34 respondents ranked 4 options

+ Is there a need for staff employed by the Regional District to: (rank in

order of importance)?
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coordination. However, almost as many (19%) stated no need
for any regional staff for regional parks. This negative
response may be due to staff already employed in the role,
or to concerns about new duties competing for limited staff
time. The lack of present involvement in park coordination
can be understood in this context.

Planners were asked to supply their professional
opinion on the best method of coordinating all levels of
park acquisition/development in the regional district.
Greater priority was assigned to a committee of municipal
and electoral area members than for the coordinating role
to be assumed by either the provincial govermment or the
regional district alone (Table 16). Other combinations of
regional, provincial, local and volunteer members on a
committee was supported in at least five regional districts
who reported other options for coordination. The need for
coordination was stated by all but one region.

5.2 Summary and Conclusions:

About 60% of the regional directors surveyed placed
little emphasis on regional parks, with about one in five
not needing any parks of any type, although they had
earlier stated that the public in several of these regions
were willing to pay for parks and the tax base was
adequate. Conversely about 60% of the planners supported
regional parks alone and with other park levels. This was
especially evident in the Park(+) regions. In the Park(-)
regions few directors saw any need for regional or any
parks although planners in three districts did.

A large majority of both directors and planners felt
regional parks were a moderately important function in
comparison to others. Directors, however, were more
extreme in their statements than planners, a few of whom
felt that regional parks were not important, a few others
who felt they were very important.

About half of the total respondents were dissatisfied
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TABLE 16

PREFERRED METHODS TO COORDINATE AND PLAN ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT
AS REPORTED BY PLANNERS

By what Method Should bordination

of Park Acquisition, Development Most Preferred Total No. of Resporndents
and Planning of Provincial, Regional Method Score*
and Minicipal Parks Occur in Your (# Responses)

Regional District?

By Municipal and Electoral Area 6 22 11 %%
Member (ommittee

By Provincial Coordinator 3 32 11
By Regional District Enployee 2 25 11
By Volunteers/Rec. Cammissions 0 35 1
Other 5
Invalid*** 2
No Need for Coordinator _L
Total 19

" Total weighted score of camplete and incomplete responses (highest rank has &
value of 1, lowest preference and incomplete responses have value of 4; total
is cunulative sum

**  Number of respondents ranking four options

**%  did not rank selection
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with the present status of regional park development in
their regional district. Both groups of regional officials
from Park(+) regions reported the lack of funding as a
major constraint to achieving satisfaction in regional park
development. Directors expressed the need to obtain land
for certain types of parks and to develop existing parks.
No officials with the park function were dissatisfied
directly because of having the regional park function. Of
the officials from Park(~) regions six officials (4
directors, 2 planners) wished to adopt the park function.

over 40% of the directors indicated disapproval with
provincial funding. This was more pronounced in the
Park(~) regions. This question may have stimulated
over-reporting, since less than one quarter of the
directors reported the need for increased provincial
funding in response to an open question on preferred
financing. The high number of undecided directors may
suggest that they possibly did not know of the provincial
cost-share program. Contrary to the directors, about 40%
of the planners approved of the provincial sharing of
costs. Those in Park(-) regions, in contrast to the
directors, were largely uncertain about the adequacy of the
statutory rate of provincial funding.

In regard to the general question of financing,
contrary to the former responses requesting provincial
assistance, the support expressed by the directors for
regional taxation and local initiatives was high. The
planners were more decisive in response to the open
question. Few expressed the need for increased provincial
funds, but suggested that some combination of provincial
/regional /local support was suitable.

The regional park function should remain voluntary
according to over half of the directors and planners. This
was especially supported by those in regions without the
function. Although it was expected that directors and
planners in Park(+) regions would be in favor of a
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mandatory function for regional parks, this did not occur.
Regional autonomy to make choices according to the regional
diversity and needs was given as the principle reason for
these responses. Less than half of the directors felt that
full representation of all member areas in the region was
necessary, even though most regions have this status.

Those directors in the Park(+) regions were more supportive
than other directors.

Half of the directors stated the need for regional
staff involved in coordination of parks and/or recreation.
The highest priority was given to regional coordination of
parks and recreation of all types, while as many others saw
no need for regional staff involvement. The planners who
defined how this coordination should occur, stated
municipal and electoral area committees and various
combinations of provincial /regicnal /local, appointed and
volunteer member committees, but little support was given
to provincial or regional staff as coordinators.

In conclusion, it appeared that the regional directors
in this study were generally supportive of regional parks
indicated by the reports of their relative importance, the
desire of regional officials to improve the existing parks
or to adopt the function, and to assume a large role in
funding regional parks and in coordinating all park
acquisition in the region. Although the need for regional
parks was not perceived by many directors, it was expressed
by most planners. It is possible that the directors lacked
information from this source. In many areas studies of the
public demand have not been undertaken, in part because of
planning staff shortages. The need for regional autonomy
in adopting the function, for regional coordination, and
for regional funding of parks was noted, although
provincial assistance was required by most regional
officials in the area of funding.
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CHAPTER SIX
PROVINCIAL SUPPORT FOR REGIONAL PARKS

6.0 Introduction

Provincial involvement with regional parks has occurred
because of the 'spill-over' effect benefitting the province
as a whole, the use of regional facilities by residents
from other regions and by tourists, and the inability of
the local administration to handle maintenance and
operation problems of a growing recreational demand
(Hawksworth, 1974). The province also wants to transfer
Class C and other local use parks and land holdings to the
regional level.

In the previous chapter, the directors placed little
emphasis on the need for regional parks alone, although a
large majority felt that they were of moderate importance
compared to other regional functions. Half of the
directors were dissatisfied with the existing state of
regional parks, demanding more funding and parks, or a
better distribution and development of parks. They were
generally seen to want to retain autonomy in selecting
optional functions such as regional parks and in
coordinating regional and other parks by some local body.

In this chapter, the provincial involvement in
developing the powers of the regional districts and in
supporting the growth of the regional park system is
examined. One assumption is that the province, as the
proponent of regional parks legislation and the
administrator of a regional parks program, would be
responsible for providing assistance to the regions to
achieve the objectives of creating regional parks in that
program. An evaluation of the assistance given was made
based on:

(i) the historic relationship of the provincial

government to regional districts;

(ii) the perceptions of senior provincial officials
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concerning the role of the provincial government in
assisting regional park formation; and

(iii) the perceptions of the regional directors and
planners about the level of assistance given in the
past, and about what is needed.

6.1 Provincial Review of Regional Districts

In Chapter Two the regional district functions were
seen to evolve in an accumulative manner, transferred from
other levels of government. Problems arose due to the
vaguely defined powers. Resistance to the powers assumed
by the regional districts has led to a number of provincial
reviews of their purpose and performance; for instance, in
the late 1970s a powerful lobby from the rural areas aimed
to remove regulation over rural land from the zoning powers
of the regional districts (Harkness, pers. comm.). The
provincial government responded by forming a committee
empowered to examine:

(i) "the jurisdictional role of regional districts,
including an examination of present and future
functions and responsibilities;
(ii) the structural and administrative organization of
regional districts including internal and external
boundaries; regional district/provincial ..., regional
district/municipal ..., and regional district/citizen
relationships; and the provincial financial support
policy for regional districts." (Municipal Affairs,
1978, p.iii).
Report recommendations primarily suggested ways to streng-
then regional districts:
(i) the provincial government should publicize the role
of regional districts to the public and throughout
government ministries;
(ii) regional districts should conduct public relations
programs;
(iii) the province should provide sufficient funding
for functions required of the regional districts;
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(iv) the responsibilities and authority of regional
districts should be clearly defined in legislation to
avoid confusion as to their role, stating mandatory and
voluntary functions and additional powers;

(v) a familiarization program for new regional board

members should be introduced due to their present lack

of understanding of the regional planning function and
of the Board's role and responsibilities;

(vi) senior officials of the regional districts should

belong to the Regional Resource Management Committee;

(vii)the function of the Technical Planning Committee

should be strengthened to deal with long-range

considerations represented by senior officials of the
provincial ministries,

(viii) funding to increase staff for regional and

settlement plan preparation should occur.

All of the above recommendations would likely have been of
indirect assistance to the further promotion and expansion
of the regional park system, and likely to other

functions. None of the recommendations were adopted.
Instead, the provincial government attitude toward regional
districts was displayed through three options examined for
change:

(i) abolition of regional government;

(ii) retention of the existing system;

(iii)the introduction of a new regional government

through a county system (Municipal Affairs, 1979).

The first was unattractive since the province would then
have to supply the rural areas with services. A succession
of Ministers of Municipal Affairs drafted legislation and
selected prototype ''counties'" for experimentation, but were
unsuccessful in implementing a new system.

One measure which weakened the powers of the regional
districts came about as a result of amendments to the
Municipal Act in 1983. Rather than strengthen the regional
planning ability through increased staff, and improve the
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functioning of the Technical Planning Committees and
Regional Resource Management Committees, each was
abolished. This measure was taken to appease some of the
larger municipalities which felt restrained in planning and
zoning powers as reflected by the statement announcing
these changes: "... to streamline the development approval
process and to strengthen the autonomy of municipal
government" (Ritchie, Minister of Municipal Affairs).

Yet another review was begun in 1983. The "Father' of
Regional Districts, the former Minister of Municipal
Affairs from 1965 to 1972, Mr. Dan Campbell, evaluated the
efficiency of regional district operations. Many of
Campbell's recommendations mirrored those made several
years earlier. In particular,

(i) the precise role of regions needs definition to be

defended as public policy,

(ii) greater support is needed from the Ministry of

Municipal Affairs personnel in the regions, and as

coordinator between other agencies and the regions,

(iii) public information should be prepared explaining

the history, role and status of regional districts

(Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 1986).

A concurrent departmental review has examined the
problems in the build-up of various functions, some handed
down by provincial ministries without initial contact with
Municipal Affairs. It has reconmended a simplification in
the process of adopting functions and the granting of
greater powers. 8Some of the changes may allow:

(i) statutory definition of the various service powers

(local services such as sewers to small areas and

general services such as regional parks applied to

large areas at low expenses), now created within each
region by Supplementary Letters Patent, to be replaced
by bylaws defining the powers required (approval by
referendum in the former case and by a vote of the



Board in the latter),

(ii) general services such as regional parks may not be

restricted to spending limits such as the previous

ceilings for all voluntary functions,

(iii) the possible change in weighting of the directors

votes may give the rural areas greater say in regional

matters.
These changes would allow greater freedom and provide
powers similar to those of the municipalities, but
presently are unavailable to the regional governments
(Legislation Review Committee, 1986). These are
recommendations which could possibly carve a new future for
the regional districts and regional parks.

This period of review has likely undermined the
security of the regional districts, its directors and
planners. The confusion of the Regional Boards, noted in
the last review, as to their role has likely worsened,
possibly expressed as reluctance to get involved in new
functions or to promote increased spending on functions
such as regional parks.

6.2 Provincial Assistance to Regional Park Establishment

The Parks and Outdoor Recreation Division has stated
its rationale in assisting regional park formation
(non-resident and tourist use of regional parks and the
transfer of Class C parks to local govermment), and
administers the enabling legislation. This has never been
printed as an official policy for regional parks, although
this was the first task of the present part -time
coordinator of the Regional and Community Parks Program in
1984 (Scott, pers. comm.).

The forms of assistance available are examined in this
chapter. Planners and directors in this study were asked if
the province should provide more assistance to regional
parks. Fifty-seven percent of the directors (mostly those
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from Park(+) regions) wished a greater involvement of the
province (Fig. 17). Approximately half of those in Park(-)
regions were uncertain as to whether provincial assistance
was needed. This difference is significant at a
significance level of= 0.05 (App. L(xix)). Most planners
(84%) suggested ways in which assistance could be provided
by the province. Specific aspects of this assistance are
discussed in the following sections.

6.2.1 Financial Assistance

Various suggestions were offered by the regional
officials in Chapter Five to increase and/or ensure
stability in funding for regional parks. About half of the
responses specified that a change in financing was
necessary. Some of the possible sources of provincial
funding included cost-sharing grants described by the
legislation and a special fund, the Crown Land Fund. This
section describes these funding mechanisms and how they
have contributed to the regional parks system.

6.2.1.1 Cost-Sharing

Cost-sharing programs by federal, provincial and local
levels of government increased in importance since World
Ward II (Swainson, pers. comm.). The federal government
decreased its activity as the number and costs of programs
increased. The provincial government often stepped in or
increased its support where the federal govermment
withdrew. Through the Parks (Regional) Act (1979), grants
administered by the Parks and Outdoor Recreation Division,
were made available to an amount of one-third of the total
expenditures for acquisition and/or development of regional
parks as discussed in Chapter 4 (Sec. 4.4.1). Within the
first five years, the regional district must spend or set
aside 60% of the annual revenue on acquisition of regional
parks or trails. If acquired without purchase, then all of
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FIG. 17

PROVINCIAL ASSISTANCE REQUIRED AS REPORTED BY REGIONAL DIRECTORS
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the annual revenues can be spent on development or main-
tenance, but the regional district may then only receive
grants of one-third of 40% of the total park expenditures
(Ch.310, Sec.11l). From 1967 to 1982 the province honored
its commitment to all applications for grants, supplying
one-third of the cost of acquisition and development, but
not maintenance and operations, to a total of $13 million
(App. F). These grants went primarily to three regional
districts - Greater Vancouver, Capital and Central
Okanagan. Others used this opportunity only minimally.

The active involvement of few regions probably reflects
the fact that one-third grants alone were not sufficient
incentive for most regional districts. Cost-share ratios
examined in other regional park programs in the provinces
of Saskatchewan and Ontario, shows that a much lower
expression of financial support exists in British Columbia
(i.e. 66.6% of acquisition costs, 75% development
assistance in Saskatchewan; 50 - 80% of acquisition, deve-
lopment, maintenance and land taxes in Ontario). 1In
Chapter Five, as many as 42% of the directors in this
survey felt that more provincial funding should be
provided. At least 30% of these were from Park(-) regions
showing that the cost-sharing ratio used has not been a
sufficient incentive in some regions. Others justified the
petition for an increased rate due to the high level of
non-resident use by tourists and neighbouring metropolitan
populations. Regions such as Fraser-Cheam, for example,
have been hesitant to take on the regional park function
since it would supply and pay the greater share of the cost
for a service to the population of the Greater Vancouver
area.

Senior officials in the Parks and Outdoor Recreation
Division indicated through interviews that no rationale for
setting this one-third proportion could be given. The
cost-sharing program was to be seen as an "incentive
program'" (Lee, pers. comm.) which supplied "enough to
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probably make them go and to keep them going" (Ahrens,
pers. comm.). This level of assistance was felt to be
sufficient since a large amount of funds was available to
the most populated regional districts and Crown Lands were
freely available elsewhere (Lee, pers. comm).

In this survey, two-thirds of the 38 directors who
stated that assistance was needed, specified financial
assistance (60% of the responses due to multiple answers)
(Fig. 18). Half of the planners agreed with this need.
Their considerations were quite specific to their regionms,
and often went beyond the restrictions stipulated in the
cost-sharing legislation. Three regions needed funding for
maintenance and operations. In some regions in 1981 and
1982, this consumed as much as 80% of the parks budget.

One region needed funds to conduct various studies.

Another required greater flexibility in financing. Others
felt that funding should be determined specific to the
regional need, since one region had no provincial parks and
supplied the only natural parks, while another catered to
high tourist use. From this, it may be inferred that the
stipulations on the use of and the amount set in the
cost-sharing grant did not meet the needs of several
regional districts.

Other incentives may overcome problems of this type,
where other assistance is more important, or additional to,
the need for financing. For example, in three Park(-)
regions, coordination with govermnment departments,
provincial workshops of regional members, and assistance in
promoting regional parks to the public were more important
than financial assistance. These suggestions may be timely
in describing the next stage of provincial support in the
life cycle of cost-share programs.

No funds have been granted since 1982. Will provincial
funding of the regional parks program be resumed? At least
one senior official stated that political support existed
for regional parks and believed that they would maintain a
high profile (Ahrens, pers. comm.). This is verified by
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Fig. 18

TYPE OF ASSISTANCE REQUIRED FROM PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT
AS REPORTED BY DIRECTORS AND PLANNERS
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the '"performance evaluation'" of Regional Districts where
the system of parks in the Capital and Greater Vancouver
regions were highly praised, and by the recent plans for
major expansion in the Capital and Comox-Strathcona
regional system of parks. The most likely conditions under
which provincial funding will be resumed include strong
public demand which the local government can not finance,
and/or better economic times (Ahrens, pers. comm.). The
importance of public relations or promotion of regional
districts and regional parks is emphasized by this
statement.

6.2.1.2 Crown Land Reserves

The opportunity to fund the acquisition of regional
park lands was available through the Greenbelt Fund
described in Chapter Four, Sec. 4.4.2. About $25 million
was set aside for the purchase of lands for parks without
camping and other uses, and an additional $5 million was
added to encourage local establishment of parks. A fairly
high percentage of lands allocated (15%) were not
categorized. Lands officially designated for regional
parks amount to only one property. In contrast, 32% of
greenbelt land areas became provincial parks (App. K)
(Executive Committee submission, Ministry of Lands, Parks
and Housing, 1983). These results reflect the disorganized
fashion in which lands were acquired without firm policy
direction for the acquisition or disbursement of the funds
or lands.

An unofficial policy of restricting these lands from
becoming regional parks was applied since other sources of
funds and lands were available (Huck, pers. comm.).
However, the major barrier to land acquisitions and
transfers as reported by Ahrens was the lack of a
definition of "greenbelt" (pers. comm.). A revised
definition has been used since 1983 to re-evaluate the
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current land holdings and to assign them to the most
suitable government program or to dispose of them.
Although the Regional and Community Park Program has not
granted funds since 1982, this source was officially cited
as a reason to restrict land donation for region parks
(Ministry of Lands, Parks and Housing, Executive Committee
submission, June 23, 1983). Information on whether these
lands have entered the regional district holdings as parks
or reserves is not available at present.

6.2.2 Coordination

Coordination and commmnication of regional district
activities has not been strengthened by provincial
governmental assistance despite the recommendations in
various provincial reviews. In fact, the provincial
-regional interagency committees which existed at the time
of the survey were abolished. In this survey, the
directors and planners both state coordination as a major
form by which the province could assist (Fig.18). As the
preferred method to improve coordination of regional park
planning, they selected increased public relations (Table
17). The levels of interaction affecting regional parks
are: (i) provincial - provincial, (ii) provincial -
regional, and (iii) intra - regional.

(i) provincial-provincial: Planners, in particular,
reported the need for increased activity of the provincial
Regional and Community Park personnel (Table 17 and 18).
Although the interagency role was the responsibility of the
provincial coordinator, the need for more interaction
indicates that this method of coordination was not adequate
for all regional districts. This was shown through the low
priority given to coordination by the Regional and Commu-
nity Park section as stated by the directors. Many direc-
tors and planners would prefer the opportunity to directly
contact the various provincial agencies (see "Other" catego-
ry in Table 17 and "Direct Contact'" response in Table 18).
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TABLE 17

PREFERRED METHODS FOR IMPROVED COORDINATION OF REGIONAL PARK PLANNING

*
e

AS REPORTED BY REGIONAL BOARD MEMBERS AND PLANNERS

DIRECTORS PLANNERS
FIRST PREFERENCE** SCORE*** SCOREX ¥ **
Method Preferred* Total Total
# (%) # (%)
-Increase public relations to 14 (21) 68 9
increase public support and
awareness
-Plan regional parks in larger 7 (10) 108 4
planning units
~Host provincial workshops of 4 (6) 101 7
regional district planners
and provincial agencies
-Increase planning and guide- 4 (6) 111 5
lines publications
-Increase interagency role 2:(3) 124 8
played by the regional and
cannunity parks section of
the provincial parks
-Host regional workshops 1 (1.5) 130 9
32 13
~Other 4+ (6) 3++
-Invalid 12 (18) 0
=Moo response 17 (25) 3
-Don't know 2 (3) 0
Total 67 19

What methods might improve provincial/regional coordination efforts of park planning

for regional needs?

the option was rated as method of first choice by the number of directors reported
the score is a cunulative total of ranked choice multiplied by a weighting, e.g. the
option is preferred as first choice by 4 (number of directors) x 1 (

assigned to first choice] + as second choice (6 (directors) x 2 (value)

hted value
+ (nurber of

non-ranked responses x 6 (highest value given to least preferred option)) = Score.

Low score indicate a higher priority.

****planners were not asked to rank responses therefore miltiple choices were made; all

+

++

choices were assigned a value of 1

Directors indicated first preference in 'other' category to include:
- encourage feedback from local advisory cammittee and forestry recreation personnel to

identify future park/rec. sites
- plan in small planning area
- direct contact with Farks Branch

- plan with Ministry of Forests and forest campanies
Planners describe "other" options to include:
- allow regional district access to provincial park plans and priorities in order for

regional commnent

direct contact between provincial agencies and elected board members

- all of the above
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TABLE 18

NEED FOR INCREASED COMMUNICATION AS REPORTED BY REGIONAL PLANNERS
AND DIRECTORS

With what Agency/Board would Directors Planners
increased communication most First First
improve regional park planning? Priority Priority
(#) (#)
~Provincial Parks and Outdoor 12%% 8
Recreation Division
-Direct Contact of Various 5 1
Ministries
-Regional District Board Tr% 3
-Technical Planningy Comnittees 2 0
—Resource Management Commnittees 1 2
-Other 0 0
-Invalid* 11 2
-No responset 9 0
-Don't know 11 2
=No need 10 1
TOTAL 67 19

* did not rank choices, two respondents stated no need for camunication
but nonetheless ranked choices

+ three respondents stated there was a need for increased communication
without stating with wham

** one respondent chose two first priorities
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The planners supported the need to increase communication
through provincially hosted workshops for regional planners
and provincial agencies (Table 17). At present the
provincial coordinator role has been weakened to handle
by-law approvals with almost no communication with the
regions. Future activity is expected to decrease further
to a role as advisor to the Lands Branch of the Ministry of
Forests and Lands on lands suited for provincial and
regional parks (Collins, pers. comm.).

Other means of communicating with the provincial
agencies would be through inter-jurisdictional committees.
Few planners or directors expressed the need for
communication through the Technical Planning Committees or
the Regional Resource Management Committees (Table 18).
This response may be a reaction to the manner in which
these committees functioned in the past, i.e. the futility
of the former in dealing with provincial - regional
affairs, and the exclusion of regional districts in the
latter. Both these committees have been removed from
operation since 1983, rather than changed to suit the needs
of the regional and the provincial governments.

(ii) Provincial-regional coordination: The provincial
coordinator and the regional offices of the Parks Branch
supplied coordination with the regional districts through
the Community and Regional Parks Program and through system
planning activities. Regional planners report that
regional interaction with these personnel has been
infrequent. Of all groups in Table 18, increased
comunication was most needed with the provincial Parks
division - however, no distinction was made between the
coordinator at headquarters or the regional personnel.
Despite the regional need expressed in this survey, changes
in 1984 within the Community and Regional Parks program
have reduced the number of regional offices from the six at
the time of the survey, to three and removed the full-time
provincial coordinator and staff positions.
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To promote the regional district and regional parks,
information must be distributed to the regional directors,
planners and the public. Although 80% of the planners have
received some information on regional parks (Table 19),
they nonetheless emphasized it as next in importance to
finances as the type of assistance most needed from the
provincial govermment (Fig. 18). Less well-informed were
the directors, about 40% of whom had received some
information on regional parks at the time of the survey.
This problem is amplified by the possible yearly turn-over
of some of the directors.

The public also, has had very little information on
regional parks from the provincial government. No
provincially supported public relations program exists. A
few of the larger regional districts have made public
information available on a park specific basis, and/or have
regional plans for parks.

(iii) Intra-regional coordination: Planners strongly
supported some type of regional coordination for parks
planning in the region (Chapter 5, Sec. 5.1.6). Fifty
three percent felt that the regional and/or local
committees should be the coordinators of all park
acquisitions in the region, with or without provincial
members. This perhaps restates the desire for regional
autonomy formerly expressed as the desire to retain
voluntary adoption of all functions (Sec. 5.1.5). Greater
interaction of the Regional Boards on regional parks
matters was also desired (Table 18).

6.2.3 Technical Assistance

One of five directors stated that a general increase in
technical assistance should be provided by the provincial
government (Fig. 18). Planners placed a greater relative
emphasis on technical assistance than did the directors.
Specific suggestions included input in policy formulation,
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TABLE 19

DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION ABOUT REGIONAL PARKS
BY THE PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT

Distribution Of Information Type* Received Information
(Directors) (Planners)

(#) (%) (#)(3)

Defining the Regional Parks and Role 22 11
Establishing Guidelines for Plan Preparation 13 11
and Policy Formulation

General Information on Regional Parks 21 12
All of the Above ix 6
Total Individuals Receiving Any Information 29(43) 15(80)
No Information Received 12 1
Mo Response 22 1
Don't Know 3 1
Other 1 0
Invalid = 1
Total Individuals 67 19

* Question: Have you received infommation prepared by the Province of the
following types:
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assistance in the performance of inventory and greater
interaction once the regional parks function is adopted.
One region suggested that the province clearly state its
own objectives for regional parks, to be adopted by all
ministries, as their major contribution to assisting
regional parks development. Two existing planning
exercises where greater interaction can occur are described
in the following sections.

6.2.3.1 Sub-regional Systems Planning

Systems planning activity has been undertaken since the
late 1970s in British Columbia to coordinate park planning
activity at all levels. The province has been divided into
planning units within provincially designated 'landscape’
regions. Within each unit a sub-regional systems plan is
prepared. This includes a comprehensive inventory of
natural landscape recreational features, heritage
resources, and recreational activity areas and park areas
at all government levels. The purpose of the plans is ''to
provide a statement of direction for use in discussion with
other Ministries on a variety of initiatives such as
regional planning and management, major resource
development projects, tourism planning, etc.' (Ministry of
Lands, Parks and Housing Policy No. 2.1 B31, 1981).

This level of planning activity is compatible in scale
of area with regional district regional park planning.
Assistance from the planner in the regional office of the
Parks Branch is available to the regional districts. The
planners in this study contacted the provincial parks
headquarters very infrequently (65% less than twice per
year), and the regional offices were contacted once every
two to three months. This may have decreased since, due to
the reduced number of regional offices and staff available
for contact.
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6.2.3.2 Official Regional Park Plans

Since 1971, the Parks (Regional) Act has required that
regional districts which adopt the regional park function
must, within the first five years or five years after
pronouncement of the Act, prepare a regional park plan
(1979, Ch. 310, Sec.17). This Official Regional Park Plan
is designated as a bylaw by ministerial approval. It
should outline the regional policies, goals and time frame
for regional park acquisition and development (Parks and
Outdoor Recreation Branch, 1982, unpublished document).
Compliance is prompted by the threat of the Minister
withholding grants issued under the Act. All 14 regional
districts with the regional park function have adopted it
over 10 years ago, except for Thompson Nicola (1980) and
Bulkley-Nechako (1986). However, to date, only six plans
have been completed (two since the survey) (Table 20).
This was originally examined with the view that this might
indicate a lack of support of regional districts for the
parks function. In discussions with regional planners and
provincial staff, several reasons were offered as
explanations for the low level of compliance:

(i) section 2 of the Act inadequately describes the

content of an Official Regional Park Plan as a ''general

scheme, without specified detail, indicating present
and projected regional parks...expressed in maps, plans

reports or by other means'. Furthermore, until 1982,

no written guidelines or clarification of these

requirements existed (Broome, pers. comm.).

(ii) The provincial government has never followed

through on the threat of with-holding grants available

(Malcolm, pers. comm.). As evident in Chapter Four,

grant requests from regional districts other than the

Capital and Greater Vancouver regions are minimal, and

until 1981 all funding demands from all regional

districts were met. Since there was no need to
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TABLE 20

STATUS OF REGIONAL PARK PLAN BY REGIONAL DISTRICT (1987)

Status of Regional Regional Regional Districts
Park Plan Districts
(#)
Camplete 6 Fraser Ft. George, Peace Liard, CRD*,

GVRD*, Dewdney Alouette (1983), Comox
Strathcona (1985-1987)

In Preparation 7 (Qowichan Valley, East Kootenay, M-.
Waddington, N. (kanagan, (kanagan-
Similkameen, Powell River, Sunshine
Coast

No Plan 7 Alberni Clayuquot, Central (bast, Central
Kootenay, Colurbia-Shuswap, Thanpson-
Nicola, Central (kanagan, Bulkley-

Nechako
Mo Regional 8 Cariboo, Central Fraser Valley**, Fraser
Park Function Cheam, Nanaimo, Kitimat-Stikine, Kootenay

Boundary, Skeena-Queen C(harlotte,
Squamish-Lillooet

Total 28

* GVRD regional park plans prepared in early to late 1960's, revised CRD
plan 1986

** Central Fraser Valley - 3 of 4 mmicipalities are included within the
GVRD Regional Park Board
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restrict any requests, the comparison of priorities
from the plans were not needed (Broome, pers. comm.).
(iii) The demand that all regional districts complete
regional park plans arose from the fact that regional
plans had been prepared by both the Capital and Greater
Vancouver regions prior to regional district
incorporation (Broome, pers. comm.). These were
prepared by the municipalities (or regional planning
boards) to present a systematic analysis of the need
for parks, an inventory of recreation features and open
space, and of the acquisition plan for budgeting
purposes. This approach aided in lobbying for funds
from the province and in cultivating provincial support
for the idea of a regional park program. The
requirement that other regional districts also produce
plans to be eligible for provincial funds was more a
political action than a necessity.

(iv) No systems plan for provincial parks existed so
this requirement for regional districts to do so was
viewed by some provincial administrators as extreme.

(v) Most regional districts do not have planning
capabilities in the form of permanent staff, funds,
etc. equivalent to that of the larger metropolitan
areas of Vancouver and Victoria. 1In fact, many
regional districts often use consultants to meet
planning needs. Some regional districts such as Fraser
Cheam continued to do so for most planning needs until
1980. 2An examination of the dates of adoption of the
regional park function and the formation of regional
district planning departments, shows that in several
cases the function was adopted many years before
planners were hired to plan and administer regional
functions. Present staff shortages may still prohibit
compliance, especially when the believed purpose of the
plans is to apply for provincial funds, which were none
the less granted.
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(vi) Attempts to change the regional district structure
since 1978 made the role of the provincial Parks and
Outdoor Recreation Division toward regional parks less
clear.
As can be seen above, numerous factors have prevented the
preparation of these park plans, none necessarily implying
a lack of regional support for regional parks.

There are several advantages to the regions to have
such studies done. Since most of the available land for
parks is Crown land and several resource ministries compete
for its use, the available information in these plans would
be an asset in negotiations with these other users. 1In one
case, the availability of a regional parks plan might have
increased the availability of funding. In fiscal 1981, the
Regional and Community Park Assistance Program made $1.2
million in grants available to both commmnity and regional
parks. Only 22% of these funds went to regional parks.

The rest went to the municipalities for commmnity parks
since many of the regional districts were not sufficiently
prepared to priorize regional park and community park needs
(Broome, pers. comm.). The importance of the information
available in a plan has also not been available to
directors in their decision-making role. Many did not know
the distinction between park levels in this survey (Chapter
Four, Sec. 4.1) and were possibly unaware of the financial
benefits and the various acquisition methods.

Why did the provincial government not encourage the
preparation of a regional plan in view of the obvious
advantages? Senior officials of the Parks Branch, serving
as Assistant Deputy Ministers at various times since 1965,
offered explanations (Lee, Ahrens, Collins, pers. comm.):

(i) The province wished to maintain a positive image in

the regions and the planning exercise was not well

received, therefore, no pressure was applied and
assistance was largely advisory.

(ii) The province assumed that regional districts,

aside from the Greater Vancouver and Capital regions,
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were not doing any comprehensive planning due to a lack

of interest.

(iii) Often a regional plan was not needed to determine

what properties were needed and whether acquisitions

were sound.

Added to the lack of incentive to prepare the plans, is
the financial cost of studies. At least one planner in a
non-park region stated that monies for studies were
necessary regardless of the one-third funding for
acquisition and development of parks (Sec. 5.1.4). No
funding for regional park plans has been provided by the
provincial government. In another recreation program in
British Columbia, the Recreation Facility Assistance
Program (active until 1982), up to $25,000 was available
for the preparation of a recreation master plan (Government
of B.C., 1981; McKay, pers. comm.). In Saskatchewan, funds
have been available for plan preparation and for outside
consulting services.

6.3 Regional Parks as a level of Provincial Parks

In Table 17 many directors priorized the planning of
regional parks in larger planning units as a method of
improving the coordination in regional parks planning.
Although the type of planning units were not specified, one
such option would be to incorporate them within the plan-
ning administration of provincial parks. Regional park
needs are met in other provinces such as Alberta, Quebec
and, to some extent, in Nova Scotia and Manitoba through
the provincial parks. In 1984 one senior official of the
Parks Branch anticipated little expansion of the provincial
parks system and strong competition for funds within the
Parks Branch for regional and provincial parks (Collins,
pers. comnm.). The regional park responsibility, due to a
1984 reorganization, falls within the same program activity
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as provincial parks, whereas formerly it was a separate
program with coordinator and staff. Given the cessation of
funding for regional parks, senior officials in the Parks
Branch were asked to respond to the suggestion that
regional parks be subsumed as a class of provincial parks
or that regional needs be met by the provincial park
system.

Changes to the provincial park system were seen to be
justifiable to officials of the Parks and Outdoor
Recreation Division. As many as one-third of them were
deemed inappropriate to the system (Broome, pers. comm.).
Many small parks in the Class A category served primarily
local needs. Thirty-five Class 'C' parks have been
transferred to regional and municipal administration since
1968 for similar reasons, with 32 remaining. The future
system of provincial parks is being ''rationalized",
contrary to the "history of emotion and politics" that
created many of them (Collins, pers. comm.). At least one
regional district has proposed the transfer of provincial
parks to the regional parks system; for example, the
Capital Regional District has justified and targeted the
acquisition of two of the Class A parks in their recently
completed Regional Park review process (PRP: Parks and
Research, 1986). Although many present provincial parks
serve regional needs, the status quo of regional parks
administration is likely to remain (Collins, pers. comm.).

6.4 legislation

Two areas of legislative reform are possible in
assisting regional park development. One of these is the
Municipal Act and administration affecting all regional
functions. This has been briefly described in Sec. 6.1. as
a possible simplification of the Letters Patent process and
clear definition of powers according to the Legislation
Review Committee recommendations. A solution remains to be
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found in integrating other legislation, such as the Parks
(Regional) Act, into the new system of statutory powers and
self-imposed budgeting.

The Parks (Regional) Act itself requires amendment. It
is weak in inadequately defining a regional park as:

"any area of land set aside and dedicated as a park
under this Act or ... any municipal park or portion of
it ... [transferred to the jurisdiction of the Regional
Parks Board] ... for the purpose of development and
maintenance as a regional park under the terms and
conditions mutually agreed on" (Secs. 1 and 7).

This has provided no guidance as to minimum size,
recreational activities or degree of development allowed.
This was not available in print to the regional districts
until 1980 when an unofficial Parks Branch publication was
distributed upon request. Due to the vagueness of the
definition and legislation in the past, some local use
parks not serving regional needs were included in the
regional park system.

The Act provides little protection for regional parks
whereas specified uses and restrictions are stated for
classes of provincial parks within the Provincial Parks
Act. As an example, regional park lands '"which at the time
of acquisition are shown to be surplus to park needs" or
designated to be surplus by the Lieutenant Governor in
Council, may be sold or exchanged for other land to be used
for regional park purposes (Ch. 310 Sec. 4(g)). At least
one region has discussed exploitation of the natural
resources of the parks, eg. the Capital Regional District
confronted the issue of ''selective'" logging to ''reduce the
burden of taxation' (Times Colonist, September 22, 1983).
One Parks Branch executive stated that the province should
not interfere in the sale of regional assets since the
local public would prefer that the provincial government
have no management responsibility over the regional parks
(Lee, pers. comm.). The current Assistant Deputy Minister
stated that although the Ministry has not prescribed

149



protective management in the legislation, it will set a
'"good example' promoting a preservation ethic for natural
area parks (Collins, pers. comm.). This, of course, was
stated before the review of park boundaries and resource
extraction feasibility studies for 24 park and proposed
wilderness areas in 1986 (Wilderness Advisory Committee,
1986)

The need for changes to the legislation was
acknowledged by the past full-time provincial coordinator
(Broome, pers. comm.). However, some fear of losing many
of the positive aspects through changes has kept some
potential advocates of a new Act from promoting this need.
The present Assistant Deputy Minister indicated that an
amended Act is likely to come about eventually as a part of
the re-evaluation process of all parks legislation,
especially the Parks Act, and following the review of
regional districts and changes to the Municipal Act
(Collins, pers. comm.). Given the weakening of the
preservation objectives occuring at present within
provincial parks, this is no guarantee that any changes in
the Parks (Regional) Act will be an improvement.

6.5 Summary and Conclusions:

The majority of the directors (57%) and planners (84%)
stated the need for increased provincial assistance. Of
these, two-thirds of the directors (60% of the responses)
specified that the need was greatest for financial
assistance. Almost half of the directors wanted the
provincial government to increase its cost-share agreement.
Some regions must service a greater non-resident population
(tourists, neighbouring metropolitan areas) than others.
Other regions felt that costs for services not specified in
the legislation (eg. studies) or specified but not given
(such as maintenance and operations) needed reimbursement.
A region-specific evaluation of the needs was felt
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necessary by several directors. Other incentives were
suggested as more important than direct financing in three
non-park regions to include improved coordination,
province-wide workshops and promotion of regional parks.
The cost-share funding which stopped in 1982, will likely
only be resumed if the public demand cannot be met in the
regions and the economy improves.

Crown land programs such as the Greenbelt program,
designed for local use, did not enter the regional systems
due to restrictions and poor definition of the program.
The UREP reserves have become regional parks in the past,
and will become increasingly important as a source due to
non-purchase objectives of the regions.

According to the regional officials, improved
coordination of regional park planning could best occur by
improving public relations to increase public support.
Many planners wanted greater interaction with the Regional
and Community Park section and wanted it to better
represent regional park interests in interagency dealings.
A few directors and planners suggested direct contact with
other provincial agencies and inter-jurisdictional
workshops. The now non-existent Technical Planning and
Regional Resource Management committees were not supported
by the regional officials as a means to communicate their
needs. This does not rule out some workable form of an
inter-jurisdictional committee. Intra-regional coordi-
nation was the method selected by planners to plan all
parks in the region, not by provincial or regional district
staff.

Although a large majority of planners received
information on regional parks, the directors were not as
well-informed. The public, in general, is also uninformed
about regional parks since only a few of the larger
regional districts disseminate information.

The directors felt that technical assistance could be
improved upon in formulating policy, conducting inventory
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and in ongoing communications once the regional park
function is adopted. Assistance through the Parks Branch
sub-regional systems planning process to help in the
preparation of Official Regional Park Plans is available.
There was infrequent contact made earlier with these
offices and with the reduction in staff and offices in the
province since this survey, this has likely not increased.
Official regional park plans are required but are not
promoted by the provincial administration for various
reasons to include not wanting to appear to interfere and
not being able to fund their preparation. The value in
having these plans available to justify park acquisiton to
the regional public and politicians, to negotiate with
provincial ministries for land acquisition, and to bid for
grants and services among those of the other regional
districts and municipalities has not been reinforced.

Regional parks will not likely be integrated into the
provincial park system now that the regions no longer have
acquisition grants. Instead, the transfer of provincial
parks and Crown lands to the regions is expected.

Although the legislation for regional parks was
admitted to be weak by provincial officials, the provincial
government has not made alterations. Its future plans in
reviewing all parks legislation and the Municipal Act is
ongoing.

In conclusion, this analysis shows that the technical
and coordinating assistance provided by the provincial
government has in the past been weak. Changes in 1983 and
1984 to the administrative support within both Municipal
Affairs and Environment and Parks have likely further
reduced the ease and frequency of communication and
coordination. Crown land grant programs have not been
properly implemented to assist regional districts in
acquiring regional park lands (about 30% of present
holdings from Crown land transfers and leases), although
this intention exists. Funding support for acquisition and
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development costs has been granted, but was insufficient
for most regional districts which needed funding for staff,
studies and operation and maintenance in addition to the
one-third acquisition/development cost-share grants. In
comparison to other provinces, this level of assistance is
low. The sparse information on regional parks which exists
has been received in the regions by most planners, but not
by the directors suggesting regional distribution

problems. Promotion of the regional districts and/or
regional parks has been recommended in past provincial
reviews and was the primary method stated by respondents in
this study to improve regional parks coordination. This
appears to be one of the most important needs to be
addressed.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

7.0 Conclusions

From this examination, there is adequate information to
evaluate why the adoption of the regional park function has
not occurred in all regions and what problems might hinder
their creation. The constraints noted, such as information
flow, lack of funding and coordination, and the perceptions
of the regional decision-makers and the developers of
provincial policy allow several conclusions to be drawn.

The examination of taxes, mill rates and methods of
establishing parks shows that costs should not impede
regional park creation. This was the conclusion also drawn
by Hawksworth. Lands are available in most regions through
transfer and by lease in areas of Crown forests. Adopting
the function costs nothing and may allow the regions to
take advantage of opportunities as they arise with minimal
effort and cost. The perceptions of cost, however, were
shown in this study to have impeded parks adoption and the
advance in their planning in some regions. This was
indicated by many directors' reports that the park function
was adopted for the financial benefits available, the
directors who stated the public as unwilling to pay for
regional parks despite the low costs, the planners' reports
of impediments in the Park(-) regions and possibly by the
low mill rates set.

The regions have been generally supportive of the
regional parks function since: (i) 20 have adopted it, or a
similar letters patent, (ii) they have made considerable
progress in establishing 72 regional parks up until the
date of the survey, and have continued with park
acquisition (94 parks at present), (iii) preparation of
Official Regional Park Plans and development of the
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existing parks continues despite reduced assistance from
the provincial government and staffing problems, (iv) the
majority of regional officials state that the regional park
function is of moderately high relative importance, (v)
none of the directors in Park(+) regions did not want
regional parks when given the opportunity to express their
dissatisfaction, but proposed various additions in park
types, changes in distribution and in funding arrangements,
(vi) almost all Park(+) regions have adopted the function
for all member areas of the region, although the directors
state that this is not necessary. The self-reliance and
support of the regions is indicated by the desire of the
regional officials to: (i) increase regional coordination
of parks and recreation planning, (ii) interact directly
with provincial agencies of government, (iii) continue with
the regional park function as a voluntary one, and, (iv)
increase the funding from regional and local sources.

However, many districts have not provided regional
parks since: (i) compensation for serving tourist and
non-resident use is felt by some directors to be
inadequate, (ii) provincial park and local park development
is perceived as inadequate in some regions, (iii) costs of
operations and maintenance would consume the entire parks
revenues generated in areas with a low population base,
(iv) studies of regional needs are required for decisions
to be made in some regions, (v) there is a lack of
awareness of the role of regional districts in park
provision, and of regional parks in general, (vi) few
regions have adequate planning and support staff, (vii)
some directors feel that regional recreational needs are
adequately served by vast areas of Crown land and/or by
development of the private sector. Even the regions with
the parks function have felt limited due to the lack of
funding, and in the lack of available land by purchase or
by other acquisition methods.

The provincial government is given credit in
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recognizing the need for a regional level of parks, for
providing a level of funding, and for its integration of
the two operations of regional government and regional
planning for parks when successful models elsewhere in
Canada have been few. However, it appears that the
provincial government did not adequately assess the
regional districts' needs for assistance, outside of the
highly urbanized well-staffed regional districts. Since
these latter were the proponent areas which lobbied the
province to accept the regional park concept, they had
already developed their planning documents and capitalized
on the funding available while most other regions were
still struggling with the implementation of regional
governments. For many of these regions, the one-third cost
share proportion of provincial grants may never have been
sufficient incentive to consider developing regional
parks. Other types of assistance are required in addition,
and/or the the amount of funding increased, to bring them
to a level where they could seriously consider becoming
involved in planning regional parks.

The assistance which was most commonly reported as a
necessity in 1982 included:

funding: Most regions want more. Aside from the fact
that all could use more, in comparison to other successful
regional park systems in Ontario and Saskatchewan which
provide at least 50% grants, the 33% cost-share ratio in
British Columbia is low. These funds have ceased since
1982. The result is that the two most-populated regions
have received the great majority of the funds. Acquisition
costs in many regions have become almost prohibitive.
Regions are now identifying parkland priorities through
regional park plan preparation and appear to be advancing
in their stage of regional parks evolution through non -
purchase acquisition means. One regional district which
had no parks in 1982 has now acquired three parks and plans
to establish another 54 in the next few years.
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Operations and maintenance grants are specified in the
provincial legislation as available to an amount of 33%.
None have been granted whereas in Ontario and Saskatchewan
these have been available in substantial amounts. As noted
in Hawksworth's study and in the results of this study,
this is a possible impediment, in several regions,
especially those with low assessment totals.

Aside from direct funding of acquisition, lands are
available through various programs. Among those specific
to parks are the Greenbelt and the UREP reserves.

Virtually no lands from the Greenbelt properties are known
to have entered the regional park system, while 32% became
provincial parks. The UREP program has contributed less
than 16% of the regional park system to 1982. Both reserve
systems are being reviewed and lands are being transferred
to 'appropriate' levels or agencies of government. Despite
the recognition by Hawksworth in 1974 of the need for the
province to preserve areas for future regional demand,
aspects of some programs have restricted use for regional
parks or for unknown reasons, have not been used widely by
the regions.

technical assistance: Planners and directors in the
study stated this as next in importance to funding. The
infrequent contact of the Parks Branch headquarters and
regional offices are reflected in the stated primary need
to communicate more with this agency. The need for studies
was emphasized by one director in one non-park region where
funds and technical expertise were lacking. The existence
of plans for regional parks would be useful in justifying
their existence and in rationalizing any acquisition and
development objectives. These have not been prepared by
many regions, more because of the lack of enforcement by
provincial officials of this requirement for political
reasons than because of the lack of support in the
regions. The provincial government did not encourage their
preparation in spite of the advantages. This lack may have
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resulted in the irreversible loss of opportunities to
acquire lands and/or funds in the past.

Coordination: The directors felt that a comprehensive
role of the regions should be played in coordinating
recreation and park planning at the provincial /regional
/local levels. Yet an equal number did not need feel that
regional staff was necessary for this purpose. Planners,
as well, generally did not view regional staff as the
remedy for improved coordination, but specified that
another regional source, a committee of municipal and
electoral area members would be preferrable. The most
commonly supported method to improve coordination was to
improve public relations, awareness and support. Planners,
in particular, emphasized this option as well as the need
for provincial and regional workshops of regional planners
and provincial agencies. Although little support existed
for a provincial coordinator, the area of inter-agency
communication was recommended as one where the Regional and
Community Parks Program could be more active. The lack of
provincial coordination and minimal administrative
assistance offered by this program since 1984 would likely
have improved difficulties.

Information: The need for improved public relations
and information made available to Board members and
provincial agencies was recommended in the 1978 and 1986
provincial reviews of the regional districts and in
Hawksworth's study. Information was not received by most
of the directors in this study, although most of the
planners had received some form of information from the
provincial government. Planners, however, did specify that
more planning and guidelines publications would improve
coordination of regional park planning. Directors also
stated that regional boards could be communicating more on
the topic of regional parks. The lack of information to
the public, in general, and the lack of orientation
materials for new directors has not promoted regional parks
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in the regional districts.

These needs are likely greater now than in 1982 due to
the increased land prices, cutbacks in regional staff of
the provincial ministries and of some regional districts,
and reduction in the coordination and quiding role of the
provincial Parks and Outdoor Division.

In regard to the influences on the decision-making as
depicted in the model, it is apparent that there are two
general constraints to the decision outcome: (i) the
provincial-regional interaction, and (ii) the flow of
information to the decision-makers and the public. The
importance of these two factors to attitude formation and
in developing perceptions from the existing information was
emphasized in the earlier discussion.

Overall, the British Columbia government has
established a fairly well developed system of regional
parks in comparison to other provinces in Canada. The fact
that 94 parks exist is somewhat of an accomplishment when
seen in light of the several other provinces which have
either not recognized or addressed the need. British
Columbia was progressive in the 1960s in enabling parks
through, not one, but two, methods of establishment
(special park districts and later regional districts).
Although there are flaws in the delivery and type of
service from the Parks and Outdoor Recreation Division and
the Ministry of Municipal Affairs to the regional
districts, on the whole, there appears to have been
sufficient support available for several of the more
populated regional districts to become involved in regional
park planning. Their further development could, however,
be enhanced in the regions outside of the Capital and
Greater Vancouver regional districts.

7.1 Recommendations

Consideration of other regional park administrative
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structures, the responses of the planners and directors and
discussions with provincial officials have resulted in the
following recommendations:

Funding assistance of the provincial govermnment should
be resumed to the regions which want to become involved in
planning regional parks dependent on factors of inability
to support parks alone, possibly on a park specific basis.
This regional assistance should be greater than the
one-third cost-share ratio and/or extended to other costs
such as: operations and maintenance, staff needs, studies
and planning needs, the degree of non-resident use of the
region or provided on a project-specific basis. Since many
of the regions which have acquired numerous parks in recent
years are now developing them, development cost assistance
should be considered with or separate of acquisition and
other costs as above. Other sources of funding for capital
works projects may be available from provincial and federal
programs besides the Regional and Community Parks Program.
A review of these programs and promotion of them to the
regional districts will benefit these regions entering this
stage of regional park expansion and development.

Official Regional Park Plans should be promoted in
recognition of the value to the regions in targeting the
acquisition of parklands. This could be done as a
prerequisite to funding application (which would need to be
supplied to prepare them in some regions). Although
formerly required this was not enforced. A suggestion
from one region to include regional park plans as part of
the Official Community Plan required of each regional
district and municipality by the Ministry of Municipal
Affairs has merit in that it may assist in the integration
of regional planning and parks planning.

The provincial government should make acquisition of
Crown lands possible for inclusion in regional parks. The
current UREP and Greenbelt property reviews should promote
regional park use of these lands and eliminate restrictions
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(eg. access to the cost-sharing grants of the Regional and
Community Park Program which have not been available for
years may limit Greenbelt properties from regional use).
Other sources should be brought to the attention of the
regional districts.

Technical assistance provided through occasional
workshops of provincial and regional planners was supported
by the planners in this study. This could be organized and
hosted by the Parks and Outdoor Recreation Division to
allow the exchange of ideas and expertise between regions
and to promote perscnal contact with Parks staff from
Headquarters, with the regional offices of the Parks
Division and officers from the Lands Branch.

Interagency coordination was identified as one of the
major needs of the directors and planners. Planners felt
this could be done through the Regional and Community Parks
Program. Others felt a provincial workshop of planners and
agencies of the various ministries would improve the
situation. Some regional directors wanted direct access to
the provincial agencies. These options should be examined.

The role of the Regional and Community Park Program of
the Parks and Outdoor Recreation Division should be defined
in a stated regional parks policy. Given the needs of the
regions stated above, this role should also be strengthened
since it has not been involved to an appreciable extent in
recent years. The loss of the Technical Planning and
Resource Management Committees, and the regional officers
of the Ministry of Municipal Affairs has left regions
without formal contact with the provincial ministries. 2

balance between regional autonomy and necessary communi-
cation must be reached and interaction facilitated. At
least one full-time coordinator should assist in
interministerial liaison, possibly in application for
funding, employment and other grants from various sources,
and in facilitating the establishment of regional parks.
This person(s) could be employed by either the Ministry of
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Municipal Affairs and/or within the Parks and Outdoor
Recreation Division with the option to integrate regional
park and regicnal community planning.

Public relations is the most important need of the
regional districts. Few regional directors received any
information from the province on what a regional park
system is or could be. Several were not aware that their
regions were involved in planning regional parks, and
others were possibly not aware of the details of
establishing them. The interaction between regional
districts also may be minimal on park matters. Many of the
provincial ministries do not appear to understand the role
of regional districts. Furthermore, the province has never
informed the public in any way about regional park
existence, except for one pamphlet explaining the existence
of the Regional and Community Park Assistance Program which
operated for one year. This lack of promotion is also due
to the regional districts, few of which advertise regional
park existence. They also should be budgeting for
information and awareness of the directors and the public.

7.2 Limitations of the Study

The survey was conducted in late 1982. Aside from
changes in provincial administration of the regional park
program and a continued freeze on grants, few changes have
directly affected regional parks. The comments of the
directors generally remain as valid and relevant today as
they were then. The problems of 1982 remain. The
completion of this study in 1987 has allowed an examination
of how some of the regional districts have reacted to
funding cuts, which they stated were critical to park
development. Recommendations made, therefore, more
realistically reflect the political climate which earlier
was in transition.

The sample of directors was small (20% response rate)

162



but was fairly well distributed over the participating
regions. Information describing the conditions of each
regional district and some details on the position of the
Regional Boards was also available through the
participation of the majority of planners.

Initiatives proposed as a result of the 'Performance
Evaluation' and the Legislation Review may alter how
regional districts operate in the near future. The utility
of some of the recommendations may depend on how, and if,
the regional powers are redefined.

7.3 Further Studies

This study looked at a provincial overview of the
problems in creating regional parks. No attempt was made
in this study to weigh the importance of any component of
the decision model presented, or to determine all of the
constraints or their relative importance specific to each
region. Further studies of the regional park system could
be focussed on:

(i) describing a typology of regions presenting typical

constraints affecting regional park adoption and park

creation; eg. regions with a low assessment total and
abundant Crown land such as Alberni-Clayuquot, Kootenay

Boundary and Cariboo Regional Districts; regions with

moderately high assessment totals and population with a

large amount of private land holdings such as in

Fraser-Cheam and Nanaimo Regional Districts. A formula

could be developed to use in determining the type and

level of assistance most important for park development
in each type of region.

(ii) specific aspects of regional park decision-making

in regional districts or by the provincial government.

Current research on decision-making presented in the

literature evaluates various decision-making structures

and processes in an attempt to improve the quality of
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the decision. Some questions in this type of analysis
are: What information is vital to the decision? How
can greater objectivity, if desireable, be attained?
What improvements in communication are necessary? Who
should make the decision? What rules and arrangements
could aid in decision-making?

(iii) study of the public awareness and demand for
regional parks. This could be done to assist some of
the regions which are interested but experience
problems such as understaffing and funds for such
studies.

(iv) the awareness of the regional districts (Boards
and Planning Departments) of the possible methods for
land acquisition. A follow-up study of the Greenbelt
and UREP reviews could describe the interaction between
the Lands Branch of the Ministry of Forests and Lands,
the Ministry of Environment and Parks and the Regional
Districts in regard to transfer of Crown lands for
recreational purposes.

(iv) to what extent do planners influence the Regional
Board on particular functions or issues? Another
aspect addressed in the literature only since the late
1970s is how well the elected officials and planners
can predict the public view.

7.4 The Future of Regional Parks in British Columbia

From the discussions with various regional district
planners about the progress in regional park development
since the survey, it appears that the regional districts
which have parks will continue to acquire and develop
parks. Following a few years of relative inactivity after
the provincial funds ceased in 1982, the regional districts
responded with other tactics. Land purchase will be
limited due to high land prices and reduced availability in
areas of large Crown Land areas and Tree Farm Licence

holdings. Land transfer and lease will continue to be
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utilized. The increased pressure to '"rationalize'" Crown
land holdings (eg. UREP, Greenbelts, provincial park
boundaries, Class C parks, reclassification of Class A
parks) may result in a flurry of activity in the regions to
acquire regional park lands or reserves. Reserve funds are
now being drawn upon in some regions for development of the
existing parks and new options are being examined (eg.
local labour and employment programs, other government
grants) .

Official Regional Park Plan preparation may be
initiated by the interests and available time of the
planners or the directions of the Board may be limited by
staff time. During the study period more planners
appearred to be taking the step of advancing studies and
plans to the Regional Boards. Their awareness and
increasing experience with regional park matters may be
influential in encouraging Regional Boards to further
regional park development.

Discussions with provincial personnel in Municipal
Affairs and the Parks and Outdoor Recreation Division,
suggest that the regions may soon have greater powers to
administer the regional park function. They will be better
able to determine the public acceptance of parks through
requisitioning funds independent of other regional
functions. The regional directors indicated that the
regions could contribute a greater share to financing
regional parks, and the changes in function adoption may
remove this constraint. The support from the Parks and
Outdoor Recreation Division is not expected to increase
without greater regional and public demand.
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This gquestionnaire is designed to allow expression of your views and
provides space to expand and clarify your responses. Where requested,
answers may be ranked in order of preference (i.e. 1 for most preferred
choice, etc.). Where a scale is used to measure strength of response,
circle the application number (eg. where the range of choices are:

Mot important 1 2 3 4 5 Very Important

the nurber 3 indicates moderate importance or a neutral view).
one nurmber.

Circle only

SECTION A Data on your involvement with parks generally and your
on the regional park function in your regional
district are requested here.

1{a) How long have you been a member of the Regional Board?
Years (onsecutive terms discontinuous terms

(b) Are ycu a member of the Park and Recreation Camnittee of the Board?
No _ Does't Exist

2. How often d you/)our family use parks annually?
never l1to5 6 to 20 _ more than 20

3(a) Do you perceive a need for more parks of any sort in yowr regional
district:

Yes No Con't Know

(b) If so, what type? provincial regional local

(c) vhat priority would you assign to the importance of each park type in
your regional district?
urban parks
and playfields

non-urban
nature parks————————

(d) If you perceive a neal for parks, how is this need expressed?

4(a) Has your regional district adopted the regional park function?
Yes No

(b) What were the reasons for adopting the regional park function?

Don't Know

(c) If the regional park function has not been adopted, how frequently has
this been discussed by the regional board during your temm of office?

never 1 to 4 times 5 to 10 times more than 10

5(a) Is the present status of regional park development satisfactory in your
regional district?

Yes No

Don't Know

(b} If not, what are same future cbjectives to be achieved in your regional
district?

6. Is the population sufficient in your regional district to support the
cost of the rejional park system?

Yes No

__Don't Know

Other factors are more important (specify)

7(a) Do you feel the regional residents are willing to pay for regional park
acquisition and development?
Yes No Con't Know

(b

-~

How should regional parks be financed?

(c) Is the provincial 1/3 cost-sharing plan for regional park funding
adequate?

Yes o

(d) what funding arrangement would be more suitable?

Don't Know

MITYNNOLISEND YOIOMIIA TYNOIONT
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8. Is the definition and function of regional parks clearly distinct from
provincial and municipal/local parks?

not clear 1 2 3 4 5 very clear

9(a) Should the regional park function remain a voluntary responsibility?
Yes No Don't Know

(b) why?

10. Should the regional park function be adopted with partial
representation (taxation of benefiting areas only)?

Yes Mo Don't Know

...0r with full representation?

Yes o Don't Know

11. Wwhat factors would be sufficient cause to adopt the regional park
function? (rank in order of preference)

__expression of need and public support
__increase in population to provide suitable tax base
ure on available land and rising land prices
__change in attitudes of the regional board members
__increased guidance fram the province
__increased coordination of park planning with provincial, mmnicipal
and camunity agencies increased financing
increased awareness of the regional park role and responsibility
__other (specify)

12. wvhat are the preferred methods to establish and/or fund regional parks
in your regional district? (rank in order of preference)

__development cost changes __subdivision land dedication
__trust funds __private land grants
capital borrowing __crown land transfer

__transfer of provincial parks
(Qlass 'C')

13. Is there a need for staff employed by the regional district to: (rank
in order of importance)
__coordinate park acquisition/development?
manage regional park matters?
—_coordinate recreation and park planning at the provincial, regional
and park levels?
__plan regional parks?
__other (specify)

l4(a)Are open space lands dedicated by subdivision suitably controlled in
your regional district?
Yes Mo Don't ¥now

(b)If not, what method would be more suitable? (rank in order of
( preference)
__requlation by bylaw
__regional district assuming the Approving Officer duty
__other (specify)

SECTION B Provincial-regional interaction in park planning.

1. would increased commmnication with any of the following agencies
improve regional park planning in your regional district? (rank in
order of importance)

____Yes No Don't Know

__provincial Parks and Outdoor Recreation division
—direct contact of the various ministries (specify)

Technical Planning Comittees
—_Resource Management (ommittees
__Regional District Board
__Other (specify)

2(a) Has/was any pressure been exerted on the regional district to adopt the
regional park function?
Yes No Don't Know

(b} If so, is the pressure:

__internal? What source?
—__external? Wwhat source?
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3. Have you received information prepared by the province of the following
types: (check if applicable)
__defining the regional parks and their role?
__establishing guidelines for plan preparation and policy formulation
__general information on regional parks
__other (specify)

4. what methods might improve provincial/reqgional ocoordination efforts of
park planning for rejional needs? (rank in order of preference)
__plan regional parks in larger planning units (eg. Vancouver Island

region)
__increase interagency role played by the regional and Gmmunity Park
section

host regional workshops
“host provincial workshops of reginal district planners
__increase public relations to increase public support ani awareness
__increase planning and guidelines publications to be prepared ami
distributed
__other (specify)

5(a) Should the province be doing more to assist in the regional park
program?
Yes No Don't Know

(b) If yes, what type of assistance?

6. How would you rank regional parks among other regional concerns?
not important 1 2 3 4 5 very important

7. Do you have any further caoments on regional parks?

Use this page for any extra camments you may wish to make or views you may
want to express which were not requested by the questions.

THANK YOU VERY KINDLY FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY!



=
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This questionnaire is designed to allow expression of your views and
provides space to expand and clarify your responses. Where requested,
answers may be ranked in order of preference (i.e. 1 for most preferred
choice, etc.). Where a scale is used to measure strength of response,
circle the applicable nurber (eg. where the range of choices are:

not important 1 2 3 4 5 very important
the number 3 indicates moderate importance or a neutral view).
one nurber.

Circle only

SECTION A This section concerns your views on parks development and the
adoption of the regional park function.

1. Has your regional district adopted the regional park function?
Yes No (go to Section B) Don't Know

2. What were the reasons presented for establishign regional parks in your
regional district?

3(a) was the regional park function adopted initially by all member areas of
the regional district?

Yes Mo

Don't Know

(b) Is it presently shared by all mamber areas:
Yes

(c) When was it adopted by all member areas?

Mo Don't Know

4(a) Have member areas, initially or at present, opted out of the function?

Yes

No Don't Know

(b) If yes, why has this occurred?

(c) Has this had any NEGATIVE effects on the establishment or development
of regional parks? Yes Mo Don't Know. If yes, describe

Has this had any POSITIVE effects on the establishment or development 10.

of regional parks? Yes No Don't Know. If not, vhat are
sare future objectives to be achieved?

5.

9.

Is the present status of regional park development satisfactory?
Yes No Don't Know
If not, what are same future objectives to be achieved?

What are the methods used in your regional district to acquire regional
parklands?

Method Method Used (in approx. % of total system)
Past Present Preferred
Class 'C' transfer S —
Dedication of sub-
division
Crown land transfer
Grants of land
Purchase
Other (specify) —_—
Total 100% 100% 100%
What are the approximate costs incurred r i
established? e 6 e rvgiond el
Park (bst for % of Annual Qosts for % of Annual
Acquisition Budget (approx.) Developnent Buiget (approx.)

What other costs have been incurred on:
% of annual budget

research
pramotion

What mill rate used to requisition funds for regional park:
was initially used?
is presently used?

If greater or equal to cne
mill, go to Question 11

Wy is the mill rate less than the cne mill allowable by legislation?
(Ranks in order of preference by number)

——greater amount. of funds is not necessary at this time

residents of the region are unwilling to pay higher taxes

low rates preferred by the Board for political reasons
——incremental increases are preferred

——other (specify)

SITYVNNOIISAND ¥ANNVId TYNOTOEI
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11. Has an Official Regional Fark Plan been prepared in compliance with
grant requirements under the Parks (Regional) Act?
Yes In Preparation No Don't Know

SECTION B Your perceptions toward regional park matters will be requested
in this section to gain insight into the special conditions
within your regional district.

1. ‘vhat are/were the major impediments to adopting the regional park
function within your regional district?
Don't Know

2. What priority have regional parks among other regional concerns?
(Circle one letter)
not important 1 2 3 4 5 very important

3(a) Should the adopf:l.m of the regional parks function remain voluntary?
Yes __ Don't Know
(b) Why?>-

4. Is the population in the regional district sufficient to support the
costs of a regional park system?
Yes No Don't Know

5. tow important is population size and wrbanization in determining

whether:
(a) to adopt the regional park function?
not important 1 2 3 4 5 very important
(b) to acquire and develop Tegional parks?
not important 1 2 3 4 5 very important

6(a) Is there a need for more parks of any sort at present in your regional

district?
Yes N:J D:x'l t Know
(b) If so, what type?
____regional _;xov local
(c) If so, how is this expres?é&?”

7(a) Are the regional residents willing to pay for regional parks:
No Don't Know
(b) How s‘noulﬂ_ ional parks be financed?

(c) Is the provincial 1/3 cost-sharing agreement for regional park funding
adequate?
__Yes __ No ___ Don't Kuow
(d) What fund.mg arranganent would be more suitable?

8(a) Is there a need to coordinate and plan park acquisition and development
of provincial, regional and mmicipal community parks in your regional
district?

Yes No Don't Know
(b) If so, by what method should this be achieved?
(rank in order of preference)
——provincial ccordinataor
——officer anployed by the regional district
—  comnittee of municipal and electoral area members
——olunteers/ recreation camissions
—other (specify)

9(a) Are open space lands dedicated by subdivision suitably controlled in
your regional district?

Yes Mo Don't Know
(b) Tf not, what method would be more suitable? (rank in order of
importance)

——regulation by bylaw
——regional district assuming the Approving Cfficer duty
—other (specify)

SECTION C Assessment of interaction between governments in park planning

1. would increased camumication with any of the following agencies
improve regional planning in your regional district? (rank in order of
importance)

Yes No

Don't Know

——provincial Parks and Outdoor Recreation division
——direct contact of the various ministries (specify)
—  Technical Planning Committees

——Resource Management Mmmittees

—Regional District Board

———other (specify)
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2(a)

()

3.

If so, specify

Is there a need for integration of park planning with the privat
sector, other regional or provincial agencies in your regiona
district?

Yes No Don't Know

How frequently does the regional planning department interact with:

# Contacts per year
1-2 3-6 7-12 13+

[

Provincial headquarters -

Parks dept. — — — —— ——(check one)
Regional staff-

provincial parks dept. S i, M —- —— (check one)

4(a) Has/was any pressure been exerted on the regional district to adopt the

()

7.

8.

regional park function?
Yes No Don't Hnow

If so, was the pressure:
——internal? what source?
——external? What source?

Have you received information from the province in: (check if

appropriate)

——defining the regional parks and their role

——establishing guidelines for plan preparation and policy
formulation

——ageneral information on regional parks

——other (specify)

What methods might realistically be proposed to improve the
coordination of planning efforts between provincial ministries and the
regional districts?
—plan r)egional parks in larger planning units (eg. Vancouver Island
region
increase interagency role played by the Regional and mmunity
Parks section of the provincial parks
——host regional workshops
—host provincial workshops of regional district planners and
ial agencies
——increase public relation program to increase public support and
general awareness
——increase planning and guidelines publications to be prepared and
distributed
——other (specify)

What should the province be doing to assist in the regional parks
program?

o you have any further camments on reqgional parks?



APPENDIX A(iii)

COVERING LETTER TO REGIONAL DISTRICTS

Dear Chaimman of the Board:

As a graduate student at the lhiversity of Victoria, I am under-
taking research toward ocampletion of my M.A. thesis in Geography. The topic
I have chosen is the evolution and development of regional parks. A brief
review of MAmerican and other Canadian regional park systems will be
included, however, the amphasis will be on the B.C. regional park system.

I am regquesting the cooperation of the Board members in each
Regional District to respond to questions revealing their beliefs, attitudes
and perceptions toward regional park development in their regional district
and in B.C. in general. This short questionnaire will be mailed to the
Regional District office, addressed to the attention of each Board manber
and thereby distributed. The anonymity of each member will be assured by
returning the questionnaire unsigned and sealed to the Regional District
office where all the responses will be forwarded to me as a package of
grouped responses. A separate questionnaire to obtain park statistics
(nunber, cost, method of establishment, etc.) will be campleted by the plan-
ning department of the Regional Districts.

The information obtained will remain confidential for purposes of
my thesis research and will not be used to isolate members which will in any
way incriminate them or endanger this confidentiality. The cooperation and
participation of each member will be gratefully appreciated. Should any
member have reservations or specific enquiries, please write to the above
address. I would request that this matter be discussed by the Board manbers
and your written approval be given to begin this study. i will then forward
the questionnaires as approved by the lhiversity camnittee on Hman Sibjects
in Research and by my graduate advisory camnittee.

The results will be analyzed and published in the form of a thesis
available at the lhiversity of Victoria. Depending on the results obtained,
a paper and/or presentation may be prepared for the annual meeting of the
Canadian Association of Geographers in 1983. Should the Board members wish
to review the results of this study, the opportunity will be made to do so.
This will also assure the members of the proper use of the data and the
anonymity of their responses.

The time for campletion of the study is March, 1983. It is there-
fore necessary to request return of the questionnaire within approximately
two weeks of receipt. PAny late responses will be accepted but the analysis
will be more efficient if there are few late returns.

I would like to thank you for your attention to my request for
assistance. I hope the above information is sufficient to explain the
nature of my work and my intentions. Your response for the Board at the
earliest time possible would be appreciated.

Sincerely,

Jean Hnytka
Graduate Student
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APPENDIX A(iv)

COVERING LETTER TO REGIONAL DIRECTORS AND PLANNERS

Dear :

1 am a graduate student at the lhiversity of Victoria undertaking
a research study toward campletion of a Master of Arts (M.A.) degree in
Geography. The topic of my research is regional park development, with
emphasis on the B.C. regional park program.

To canplete my research I am requesting your cooperation in the
way of campleting the enclosed questionnaire. Your views and opinions on
regional park development will form the basis of my data. Each Regional
Board member in each of the Regional Districts will be a respondent in this
study. A similar questionnaire will be sent to planners in each Regional
District to obtain statistics on the regional park system and to gain their
views.

With the data fram these sources, I will plan to document the
history of regional park develogment in British Glumbia, assess their
present status and their success in meeting the provincial government
objectives as outlined in the regional park program. Your response will
provide insight into an exanination of the problems in this program.
Hopefully, from this I may formulate revisions and propose future
objectives.

Please return your response form, unsigned and sealed, to the
Regional District office where it will be returned in a package with all
other forms. This will ensure your anonymity. Oonfidentiality is thereby
alsoc assured since the group analysis will rnot allow isolation of any one
manber .

The questionnaire is designed to simplify your task with
instructions where necessary. Space is provided to freely express your
views and concerns. Your thoroughness and attention will be greatly
appreciated.

The results will be campiled and presented in a thesis available
at the lhiversity of Victoria in 1983. This can be reviewed at request. If
you should have any concerns about your participation in this study, please
describe these on the response forms. This may be an oppportunity to
meditate on the problems and progress related to recreation in your regional
district, and to express tham fully in a meaningful way.

Again, thank you for your time and interestl

Sincerely

Jean Hnytka
Graduate Student
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APPENDIX B

RECREATION/CULTURAL SERVICES AND REGIONAL PARK EXPENDITURES AS
A PROPORTION OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY REGIONAL DISTRICT (1978,1982)

TOTAL

REGIONAL DISTRICT REGIONAL REC/CULT  EXPENDITURES REGIONAL PARK  EXPENDITURES

mmbs : mrnms’ § (x10%) (% TOTAL) $ (x10%) (3 TOTAL)

X

1978 1982 1978 1982 1978 1982 1978 1982 1978 1982
Alberni Clayuquot 1,000 1,600 2 8 0.2 0.5 1] 9 0 0
Capital+ 12,850 30,849 2,119 3,936 16.5 12.7 513 1,062 4.0 3.4
Central (hast 71 97 2 7 2.8 7.2 0 0 0 0
Central Kootenay 2,584 4,482 759 1,462 29.4 32.6 0 4 0 0.1
Central (kanagan 2,723 8,557 414 818 15.2 9.8 279 467 10.2 5.5
Colurbia Shuswap 2,086 3,583 201 273 9.6 7.6 o2 0 0 0
Comox Strathcona+ 3,482 7,826 703 1,738 20.2 22.2 4 18 0.1 0.2
Cowichan Valley 3,910 8.221 863 2,490 22.1 30.3 185 28 4.7 0.3
Dewdney-Alouette 1,006 5,252 1 7 0.1 0.1 26 58 2.6 141
East Kootenay 2,956 7,870 118 124 0.4 1.6 42 47 1.4 0.6
Fraser Ft. George 3,918 8,536 162 259 4.0 3.0 a2 109 B.2 1.3
Greater Vancouver+ 36,362 45,273 536 1,291 1.5 2.9 2,360 2,742 6.5 6.1
Mt. waddington 917 1,770 488 654 53.3 37.0 26 20 2.9 5.1
North Okanagan 3,549 8,355 1,634 2,585 46.1 30.9 0 0 0 0
Ckanagan Similkameer, 2,901 5.203 591 533 10.4 10.2 36 444+ 1.2 0.9
Peace River-Liard 3,519 11,442 302 2,228 16.8 19.5 51 6l 15 0.5
Fowell River N/A 1,671 N/A 55 N/A .3 N/A 37 N/A 2.2
Sunshine Coast+ 793 1,782 171 327 21.6 18.4 N/A 11 N/A 0.6
Thompson Nicola N/A 11,419 N/A 1,561 N/A 13.7 N/A 1  N/A 0
Average 15.9 13.4 2.9 1.6

+ 'The recreation function and the park function are mot adopted in some regional districts by all mamber areas.
GVRD includes all merber areas and part of Central Fraser Valley mmicipalities and Dewdney-Alouette for the
parks function. Some regional districts have a 'partial' function (benefiting areas anly) so per capita cost
would be higher than indicated.

++ Partial representation of Oliver and cne electoral area.
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APPENDIX C

TOTAL COSTS FOR ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT FOR REGIONAL PARK
AREA BY REGIONAL DISTRICT (1965 to 1982)

Regional Qost of Total

Date of Total District Development ($x107)
Reg. Dist. Reg. Park # Parks Area Acquisition

Function (ha.) ($x103) ($x103)
Alb-Clay 1970 1 516 0 1.0 1.0
Capital 1966 15 2 570 2 247.5 693.2 2,940.7
Central Coast 1976 0 0 0 0 0
C. Kootenay 1966 2 30 43.9 0 43.9
Central Ck. 1974 8 167 1 214.0 212.5 1,426.5
Col-Shuswap 1975 0 0 0 0 0
Com-Strath. 1971 0 0 0 0 0
Cow. Valley 1972 2 16 176.4 32.7 209.1
Dewdney Al. 1976 1 10 33.7 67.5 101.2
E. Kootenay 1967 2 184 0 0 0
Fraser Ft. 1969 7 269 104.9 43.4 148.3
George
GVRD 1967 14 3 307 19 372.3 1 790.3 21,162.6
M-, Waddington 1966 2 393 0 200 200.0
N. (kanagan 1966 2 8 15.9 37.3 53.2
Okan-Similkameen 1974 7 131 28.0 0.7 28.7
Peace R. 1976 1 41 0 0 0
Fowell R. 1970 5 268 1.0 0 1.0
Sunshine C. 1975 0 (2*) 170 70.0 10.0 80.0
Thanpson-Nic. 1980 0 0 0 0.0
Total 70 8,080 23,307.6 3,088.6 26,396.2

* Not officially registered as regional parks with Parks and Outdoor Recreation
Division.

** Based on both regional planner reports and provincial Reg. and (Gom. Park Program
records; where discrepancy existed, the planner's estimate was chosen based on the
assumption that information available at the region was more likely to be
accurate.
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APPENDIX D

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL

(1981 and 1982)

Total Expend.  Operating Capital Fund, Other** Debt.
Regional District (x 10%) Costs* Dev. & Acquis. (3 of Charges
(s) (¢ of (% of Total) (% of
Total Total) Total)
Capital 1981 888 55.9 10.8 5.7 26.0
1982 1 062 62.3 1.4 4.5 30.6
Central Okanagan 1981 420 25.9 18.8 8.1 47.1
1982 - - - - =
Comox Strathcona 1981 10 64.6 - 35.4 -
1982 18 - - - -
Qowichan 1981 24 18.2 72.8 8.9 -
1982 28 25.8 46.4 8.5 19.2
Dewdney-Alouette 1981 51 Bl1.9 18.1+ -
1982 57 86.1 29.6 - -
.East Kootenay 1981 44 83.8 4.4 9.0 -
1982 47 86.0 - 14.0 -
Fraser Ft.George 1981 92 51.1 33.6 13.6 -
1982 109 4.7 15.4 39.3 -
Greater Vancouver 1981 2 762 22.4 49.0 11.5 19.0
1982 2 742 30.7 34.2 18.0 21.1
Mount Waddington 1981 121 53.4 46.6 - -
1982 n.a.
North Ckanagan 1981 S 3.7 96.3 - -
1982 n.a.
Ckanagan— 1981 n.a.
Similkameen 1982 44 96.8%* - - -
Peace River-Liard 1981 45 72.6%* 2.3 - =
1982 61 64.0 20.6 - -
Powell River 1981 31 95.0 - - -
1982 3. 97.3 = >

l. obtained fram annual district financial statements, Mumnicipal Affairs
*- includes research (planning), promotion (advertising, nature interpretation, and administration

**. includes salaries, employee benefits, equipment, repairs, maintenance (recreation services, assumed operating cost)
+- includes some unspecified maintenance costs
n.a. - not available
(=) = mo expenditure
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APPENDIX E

REGIONAL PARK LAND ACQUIRED BY VARIOUS METHODS BY REGIONAL DISTRICT

Parkland By Acquisition Method (ha.)

Regional District ¥ Total
Parks Area* | Purchase| U.R.E.P.| Lease |Munic.| Prov.| Sub—|Dona- Parks Total Farka+++
1982 (ha.) & other Park | Park | Div.|tion Post-1982

Crown Area Area

Grants (#) (ha.) [(#) (ha.)
Alberni-Clayuquot 1 516 516 1 16 2 532
Capital 15 2 570 1283 585 153 403 20 121 | 1 117 16 2,703
Central Coast 0 0 0 0 0
Central Kootenay 2 30 9 21 2 2 4 ;2
Central Okanagan 8 167 137 17 13 N/A N/A 8(?) N/A
Columbia-Shuswap 0 {) 0 0 0
Camox-Strathcona 0 3 162 3 162
Cowichan Valley 2 16 6 3 29 5 45
Dewdney Alouette 1 10 10 1 16 2 26
East Kootenay 2 184 o] 184 1 F 3 186
Fraser Ft. George 7 269 74 170 25 2(=1) 27 8 296
Greater Vancouver®** 14 3 307 2 715 110 150%* 182 150+ 1 4667 15 7,974
Mount waddington 3 393 3 390 4 141 7 534
torth kanagan 2 8 B8 0 0 2 8
Okanagan-Similkameen  f 131 1 124 1 1 411 9 B 140
Peace River-Liard 1 41 41 0 0 1 41
Fowell River 5 268 12 256 2(-1) 34 6 302
Sunshine bast++ 0(2) 170 8 108 54+ 1 16 1(2) 186
Thanpson-Nicola 0 1 71 1 0
TOTAL 70(+2) |8 080 4 278 1 301 1 234 585 339 | 218 | 125 (22 5309 92(+2) 13,167
(2 of total) (53) (18) (15) (7) (4) ] (3) ]} (2) ‘

i cbtained fram provincial records

**  Right-of-way 21 year agreement
*** jincludes Central Fraser Valley Regional District municipalities
+ Regional District owned land
++() not registered officially as regional parks

N/A not available

+++ actual area of new GVRD park is 4685 ha. but additions and deletions

fram other parks in the system reduce this figure to 4667; other total
area figures may differ from sum of colunns 2 and 1l because of additions
and deletions to existing parks since 1982.
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APPENDIX F

REGIONAL AND PROVINCIAL ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT COSTS
OF REGIONAL PARKS (1965 TO 1982)

PROVINCIAL COSTS* REGIONAL COSTS* TOTAL COSTS
DISTRICT Acquis. Dev. Total Acquis. Dev. Total Acquis. Dev. Total
(x10%) (x10%)  (x10%) (x10%) (x10%)  (x10%)  (x10%) (x10%) (x103
Alberni-Clayuguot 0 0 0 0 1.0 1.0 0 1.0 1.0
Capital 1,123.8 346.6 1,470.4 2,247.5 693.2 2,940.7 3,371.3 1,039.8 4,411.1
Central Kootenay 21.9 4] 21,9 43.9 0 43.9 65.8 0 65.8
Central (kanagan 607.0 0 607.0 1,214.0 212.5 1,426.5 1,821.0 212.5 2,033.5
Qowichan Valley 88.2 16.3+ 104.5 176.4 32.7+ 209.1 264.6 49.0 313.6
Dewidney-Alouette 16. 9+ 33.5+ 50.7 33+ 67.5+ 101.2 50.6 101.4 151.9
East Kootenay 0 0 0 0 0 o] (4] o 0
Fraser Ft. George 52.4 217+ 74.1 104.9 43.4+ 148.3 157.3 65.0 222.4
Greater Vancouver 9,686.3+ B895.1+ 10,581.4 19,372.3 1,790.3 21,162.6 29,059.0 2,685.4 31,744.0
Mount Waddington 0 o] o] (0] 200.0 200.0 o] 200.0 200.0
dNorth Ckanagan 8.0 18.7+ 26.7 15.9 37.3+ 53.2 23.9 56.0 79.9
Ckanagan Similkameen 14.0+ 0.3+ 14.3 28.0+ 0.7+ 28.7 42.0 1.0 43.0
Peace R.-Liard 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fowell River 0.5 0 0.5 1.0 o] 1.0 1.5 o] 1.5
Sunshine Cpast 0 0 0 70.0+ 10.0+ 80.0 70.0 10.0 80.0
Total 11,682.2 1,332.5 13,014.7 23,307.6 3,088.6 26,396.2 34,989.8 4,421.1 39,410.9

*Reported in provincial files based on grant applications and approvals except where regional planner reports
differ (+)
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APPENDIX G

PERCEIVED NEED FOR PARKLANDS BY TYPE

PARK TYPE REGIOMAL DIRECTORS REGIONAL PLANNERS
# (2) # (%)
Park(+) Park(-) Total Park(+) Park(-) Total
Regional 4(8) 1(5) 5(8) 3(23) 0 3(16)
a) Provincial 13(27) 4(21) 17(25) O 1(17) 1 (5)
b) Local 7(15) 4(21) 11(16) 2(15) 1(17) 3(16)
c) Provincial and Local 1 (2) 1 (5) z2(3) © 1(16) 1 (5)
Qumulative (atb+c) 21(44) 9(47) 30(45) 2(15) 3(50) 5(26)
d; Reg. and Prow. 6(13) 1(5) 7(10) 1 (8) 0] 1 (5)
e) Reqg. and Iocal 5(10) 1(5) 6 (9) 2(15) 3(50) 5(26)
f) Reg. and Prov. 4(18) 0 4 (6) 3(23) 0 3(16)
and Local
Qunulative (d+e+f) 15(31) 2(11) 17(25)  6(46) 3(50) 9(47)
Mo Need 5(10) 6(31) 11(16) © 0 0
Mo Response 1 0 1 2(15) 0 2(11)
Don't Know 1 1 2 (3 © 0 0
Invalid 1 0 1 0 0 0
Total Respondents 48(100) T19(100) ©7(100) 13(l00) ~6(100) T5(100)
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APPENDIX H

SATISFACTION IN REGARD TO STATUS OF REGIONAL PARK DEVELOPMENT

Is the present status of

Regional Parks satisfactory
in your Regional District?

Yes

59 &

:

't Know
Response

No. of Responses

4

~N- N

(SIS

with function:

without function:

with functim:

without function:

Directors Planners
#(%) #(%)
Park(+) Park(-) Total Park(+) Park(-) ‘Total

24(50) 6(32) 30(45) 4(31) 4(67) 8(42)
22(46) 8(42) 30(45) 7(54) 2(33) 9(47)

1 (2) 4(21) 5 (7) 2(15) (0] 2(11)
1 (2) 1 (5) 2(3) 0 0 0
438 19 e7 13 (1 pi]

OBJECTIVES TO ACHIEVE SATISFACTION

Directors

require more funding for development, maintenance and
operations; high costs of acquisition for preferred areas
develop specific park types (cave parks, beaches, etc.)
increase ocoordination with municipalities, developers and
private sector

improve operation/maintenance policies (fire ocomtrol,
policing, etc.) and reduce operation costs

achieve better distribution of parks

- acquire additional parks, develop existing anes

no response

assune regional park function

gain increased budget or revert to provincial
responsibility

no response

Planners
increase funding - funds insufficient from tax levies and

provincial government; planners time used to obtain
finances

increase acquisition and activity in park planning
prepare regional park plan to improve planning

adopt park function
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APPENDIX I

ADEQUACY OF PROVINCIAL FUNDING AND PREFERRED FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS

Is the Provincial 1/3 Directors Planners
Cost-Sharing Plan for park(+) Park(-) Total Park(+) Park(-) Total
Regional Parks Adequate?

#(3) #(%) #(3) $(%) #(3) #(%)
Yes 18(38) 4(21) 22(33) 6(46) 1(16) 7(37)
No 19(40) 9(47) 28(42) ©(46) 1(16) 7(37)
Don't know 9(19) 6(32) 15(22) 1(8) 4(46)  5(26)
Mo Response 2( 4) 0 2(3) O 0 0
Total 48(101) 19(100) 67(100) 13(100) 6(99) 19(99)
Preferred Financial
Arrangements* ;
-Increase Provincial 13 7 20 2 1 3
Funding
-Other (see text) 7 2 9 4 1 5
~Present Funding 3 2 5 1 0 1
Inadequate but no
Suggestions
Total 23 11 34 7 2 9

*those respondents stating inadequate provincial cost-sharing; multiple responses
recorded
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APPENDIX J

PREFERRED FINANCING: RESPONSE TO OPEN QUESTION

Funding Method Regional Directors Regional Planners
Park(+) Park(-) Tbtal Park(+) Park(-) Total
#(%) #(%) $(3) #(3) #(3) #(3)

Provincial grants

- »1/3 prov. assistance 9(19) 5(26) 14(21) 3(23) 1(17) 4(21)

Joint Federal, Provincial. 5(10) 1( 5) 6( 9) 3(23) 2(33) 5(26)

Regional Taxation, Local

Initiative

Regional Taxation* 17(35) 4(21) 21(31) 1( 8) 1(17) 2(11)

Existing Methods** 2( 4) 0 2( 3) 2(15) 2(11)

Other*** 8(17) 3(16) 11(16) 1( 8) 1(17) 2(11)

Con't Know 0 0 0 1( 8) 0 0

Invalid 3( 6) 2(11) 5( 8) 0 0 0

No Response _4( 8) _4(21) _8(12) _2(15) 1(17) _3(16)

Total 48(99) 19(100) 67(99) 13(100) 6(101) 19(101)

*  includes suggestions such as eventually self-supporting; on a per-capita basis;
plus cost-develomment charges; tax benefiting area based on post user origin;
plus user fees and trusts.

** plus more use of volunteers

*** includes: integrate into provincial park systems, specified area financing, user
fees, ocost shared by industry of development cost changes, minimun govermment
financing, self-help funding by ocammmity groups, local government and local
tourist business.
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APPENDIX K

PROPERTIES ACQUIRED UNDER THE GREENBELT PROGRAM BY PURPOSE

Purpose Properties I(\rea % of Total
ha)

Fish and Wildlife

-Habitat Conservation 6 3,530.28 36.4
—-Parks - Provincial 5 3,135.68 32.3
- Municipal 6 38.31 0.4
- Regional 1 3.32
-Unspecified 25 1,447.89 14.9
=Agriculture 21 658, 37 6.7
-River Park Dyking 23 248.71 2.6
-Tourists 3 91.38 0.9
-Unspecified 8 45.30 0.5
Municipal and 8 45.3 0.5
Regional District
~Other 9 319.10 3.3
Total 118 9,806.43 99.9

Source: Executive Comnittee sunmission, Ministry of lLands, Parks and
Housing, June 24, 1983
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APPENDIX L
Chi? Test Results

Conditions:- must be at least two independent samples and
at least two mutually exclusive categories of
observations,

- no category with expected frequency less than
1, and no more than one category in five with
expected frequencies less than 5.

k 1
i i - - ) 2 . .
Test Statistic X% = 2 2 (055 = E 33)%/Bs3
i=1 =1
Where:
k the total number of categories
the total number of samples

1
gij: the observed frequency, category i, sample j

ij= the expected frequency, category i, sample j

The following test stat1st%cs were calculated and compared to
the critical values of CHI = 0.05 level of significance.

(i) Is the definition and function of regional parks clearly
distinct from provincial and municipal parks?

DIRECTORS
Park (+) Park(-) Total

Not Clear 8 (12.9) 10 (5.3) 18
Moderately 26 (16.5) 7 (9.4) 33
clear

Very Clear 11 (14.3) 1 (3.4) 12
No Response/ 3 (2.9) 1 (1.13) 4
Invalid

Total 48 19 67

The significance of the difference between responses of the two
groups of directors is not possible to calculate due to low
expected frequencies.

(ii) what factors would be sufficient cause to adopt the
regional park function?

Directors
Park (+) Park (=) Total
Public Need 24 (22.2) 7 (8.8) 31
Other 14 (15.0) 7 (6.0) 21
No Response/ 10 (10.8) 5 (4.25) 15
Invalid
Total 48 19 67
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X°= 1.8900 XZ'F 0.05(d-£.=2) = 5.9915

Both groups of directors do not differ significantly at the
significance level of = 0.05 in their perception of public need
and other factors as causes to adopt the regional park function.

(iii) Comparison of importance of factors in adopting regional
parks and the actual reasons for which the function was adopted
to directors in the Park(+) group.

Directors

Important Actual Total

Factors Reasons
Financial 1 ( 8.5) 16 ( 8.5) 17
Benefits
Public Need 24 (16) 8 (16) 32
Other 13 (14.5) 16 (14.5) 29
No Response/ 10 ( 9) 8 (9) 18
Don't Know/
Invalid
Total 48 48 96
X% = 21.7678 X&m.ostd.f.ﬂ) = 7.8147

The difference in responses of this group are significant.

(iv) Actual Reasons for Adopting the Park Function as Perceived
by Directors and Planners

Actual Reasons

Directors Planners Total
Financial 16 (14.1) 4( 5.9) 20
Benefits
Public Need 8 (9.2) 5( 3.8) 13
Other 16 (17.6) 9( 7.4) 25
No Response/ 8 ( 7.8) 2( 3.2) 11
Don't Know/
Invalid :
Total 48 20 68

* five planners gave multiple responses

The expected values are too small to calculate the significance
of the difference in this case.

(v) Are the residents willing to pay for regional park acqui-
sition and development?

Directors
Park (+) Park (=) Total

Yes 31 (25.8) 5 (10.2) 36
No 11 (15.8) 11 ( 6.2) 22
Don't Know/ 6 ( 6.5) 3 ( 2.6) 9
No Response/

Invalid

Total 48 19 67
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X% = 9.072

X2

A

=0.05(d.£.=2) = 5.9915

The difference in perceptions of the two groups of directors is

significant at a significance level of

= 0.05.

(vi) Is the population sufficient in your regional district to
support the cost of the regional park function?

Directors

Park (+) Park (=)
Yes 31 (24.4) 3 (9.6)
No 10 (15.8) 12 ( 6.2)
Don't Know/ 7 (7.9) 4 ( 3.1)
No Response/
Invalid
Total 48 19
Xz = 14.05

X3 =0.05(d-£.72) = 5.9915

Total
34
22
11

67

The difference between perceptions about sufficient peopulation
is significant between the two groups of directors.

(vii) Comparison of Perceptions of Population between Planners

and Directors

Population
Directors Planners

Yes 34 (37.4) 14 (10.6) 48
No 22 (17.9) 1 ( 5.1) 23
Don't 11 (11.7) 4 ( 3.3) 15
Know/No

Response

Total 67 19 86
X% = 5.8253 X%(= 0.05(d.£.=2) = 5.9915

The difference between the perceptions of planners and directors

regarding the tax support of the population in their regions is
not significant.

(viii) Do you perceive a need for more parks of any sort in your
regional district?

Directors
Park (+) Park(-) Total

provincial 26 (29.4) 15 (11.6) 41
and/or local

or no parks

regional, 19 (15.8) 3 ( 6.2) 22
regional and

others

no response/ 3 ( 2.9) 1(1.1) 4
don't know/

invalid

Total 48 19 67
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X°= 3.6895 X, osld.£i=2) = 5.9918

The two groups of directors do not differ significantly in their
perceptions of need for regional parks.

(ix) Perception of Need for Prks of Directors Compared to

Planners
Directors Planners Total

Prov and/or 41 (35.8) 5 (10.2) 46
local or
no parks
Regional/ 22 (26.5) 12 ( 7.5) 34
Regional and
Other
No Response/ 4 ( 4.7) 2 (1.3) 6
Don't Know/
Invalid
Total 67 19 86
%2 = 7,352 X2/ =0.05(d-£.22) = 5.992

The difference between the directors and planners perception of
need for parks is significant.

(X) How would you rank regional parks among regional concerns?

Directors
Park(+) Park(-) Total
Not important 5 ( 8.6) 7 ( 3.4) 12
Moderately 35 (32.2) 10 (12.8) 45
Very 8 (7.2) 2 ( 2.8) 10
Total 48 19 67

The test of significance cannot be calculated due to low
expected values.

(xi) Is the present status of regional parks satisfactory in
your regional district?

Directors
Park (+) Park (-) Total

Yes 24 (21.5) 6 ( 8.5) 30
No 22 (21.5) 8 ( 8.5) 30
Don't Know/ 2 ( 5.0) 5 ( 2.0) 7
No Response

Total 48 19 67
* = 7,367 X2/= 0.05(d-£.=2) = 5.992

The difference in satisfaction expressed in this study is
significantly different between the two groups of directors.
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(xii) Planners versus Directors expression of satisfaction with
status of regional park development.

Satisfaction

Directors Planners Total
Yes 30 (29.6) 8 (8.4) 38
No 30 (30.4) 9 (8.6) 39
Don't Know/ 7 (7.0) 2 (2.0) 9
No response/
Invalid
Total 67 19 86
X% = 0.0483 X2 _ 0.05(d-£.52) = 5.9915

Directors and planners did not differ significantly in their
expression of satisfaction with regional parks development.

(xiii) Is the provincial one-third cost-sharing plan for
regional parks adequate?

Directors
Park(+) Park (=) Total

Yes 18 (15.8) 4 ( 6.2) 22
No 19 (20.1) 9 ( 7.9) 28
Don't Know/ 11 (10.8) 6 ( 4.3) 15
No Response

Total 48 19 67
X2 = 2.516 x2

&= 0.05(d0f0=2) = 5.992

The difference in perception between groups of directors is not
significant.

(xiv) Difference between the directors perception of adequacy of
provincial funding and their preference for financing.

Directors

Adequacy Preferred Total
Increase 28 (21) 14 (21) 42
prov. financing
Other 22 (26) 30 (26) 52
Don't Know/ 17 (15) 13 (15) 30
No Response/
Invalid
Total 67 67 134
X% = 6.4302 X2\= 0.05(d-£.%2) = 5.9915

The difference stated between the directors' assessment of
adequacy and their preferred financial arrangements is
significant.

(xv) Comparison of Perceptions of Adequacy of Funding Between
Groups of Directors
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Park (+) Park (-) Total
Yes 18 (15.8) 4 ( 6.2) 22
No 19 (20.1) 9 ( 7.9) 28
Don't Know 11 (12.2) 6 ( 4.8) 17
No Response
Total 48 19 67
X2 = 1.6301 X2 (d.£=2) = 5.9915

Directors

There is no significant difference at = 0.05 of perceptions of
adequacy between the two groups of directors.

(xvi) Adequacy of Funding as Perceived by Directors and
Planners
Adequacy
Directors Planners Total
Yes 22 (22.6) 7 ( 6.4) 29
No 28 (27.3) 7 (7.7) 35
Don't Know/ 17 (17.1) 5 ( 4.9) 22
No Response
Total 67 19 86
x? = 0.1569 X2 = o.05(d.£.=2) = 5.9915

The difference between the directors' and planners' perceptions
of adequacy is not significantly different.

(xvii) Should the adoption of the regional parks function
remain a voluntary responsibility?

Directors
Park (+) Park(-) Total

Yes 22 (25.1) 13 ( 9.9) 35
No 16 (13.6) 3 ( 5.4) 19
Don't Know/ 10 ( 9.3) 3 (3.7) 13
Invalid/

No Response

Total 48 19 67

X2 = 3.0328 X%~ o.05(d-£.=2) = 5.9915

Directors in the two groups do not differ significantly in their
perceptions of the voluntary adoption of the regional park
function at a significance level of = 0.05.

(xviii) Voluntary Adoption of the Regional Park Function as
Seen by Planners and Directors
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Voluntary Adoption

Directors Planners Total

Yes 35 (35.8) 11 (10.2) 46
No 19 (19.5) 6 ( 5.5) 25
Don't Know/ 13 (11.7) 2 (3.3) 15
Invalid/

No Response

Total 67 19 86
X% = 0.795 X2 = o.05(d-£.=2) = 5.9915

There is no significant difference between the perceptions of
the directors and planners in regard to the voluntary adoption
of regional parks at the significance level of = 0.05.

(xix) should the province be doing more to assist in the
Regional Park Program?

Provincial Assistance

Directors
Park (+) Park (=) Total
Yes 31 (27.2) 7 (10.8) 38
No 12 (10.0) 2 ( 4.0) 14
Don't Know/ 5 (10.8) 10 ( 4.3) 15
No Response
Total 48 19 67

The significance of the difference in responses between
directors could not be calculated using the chi? test due to
low expected values.
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