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Abstract

This research assesseschange i n Canadads n abetiveemtlzelyean 2000015y st e m
and placesthese changeswithin the broad social, political, and economic context in Canada, as

well as within trends in international conservation policy and practice . The animating research

guestions include: how did Parks Canada respond in the fifteen years following the report of the

2000 Panel on Environmental Integrity? What political, economic, and cultural factors

influenced Parks Canada Agency in this period? Afurther research questionemerged from my

findings: Why has it been so hard for Parks Canada to lead with ecological integrity asits first

priority?

Through a political ecological lens, the research utilizes a mixed methods approach. Using semi
formal interviews with retired Par ks Canada managers, | was able to establish what had changed
and how these changes were interpreted by threse former employees. | also interviewed
environmental NGOs to gather information on how those outside the Agency viewed the

changes taking place within Parks Canada. | then collected and reviewed primary Parks Canada
documents to establish the main changes, including of policy, as well as budgets and

expenditures.

My research found that in this period, despite efforts to shift the culture of the organi zation of

Parks Canada to ecological integrity (El) the Agency deepened its emphasis on visitor

experience. The most recent "decade of change" in Canadian national parks policy and practice

is thus reminiscent of the century -long struggle to determine whom or what parks are for and

the role that Parks Canada plays in the production of Canadian identity. Although we are

tempted to conclude that the decades repeat themselves like a pendulum swinging between

Afuseodo and fApreservat i orthisdetatieiokchaage & Histirctifremtseu gge st s
previous decades, with the institution increasingly emphasizing its role as nation-builder and

tourism provider. This research purposes that a kind of P o | a n dauldermow@ementois playing

out on a new foundational terrain characterized by neoliberal solutions for conservation, a

terrain influenced by a broader, global neoliberal transformation within state institutions.
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1 Two decades of change

1.1 Introduction

In March of 2000, Shelia Copps, Minister of Canadian Heritage, announced the rel ease of the

report of the Panel on Ecol ogical I ntegrity (EI P
for the futur e awndtedh Rarkk Ganada 20478. e El(Panel emerged out of

several years of reports all voicing concerns that he ecological integrity of national parks was

increasingly threatened by commercial development (see the 1995 Revised National Parks

Policy, the 1996 Banffi Bow Valley Report, the 1997 State of the Parks Report, and the 1997

Auditor GenelTrePaneRédpomandate was to examine Park
managing ecological integrity (El); the two -volume Panel report concluded that the ecological

integrity of Canadads nat i (ParksliCanpda,r2608). was i ndeed t

Given this primary finding, the El panel advised Parks Canada to use a sciencebased approach

to ecological monitoring and to manage the national parks with ecological integr ity as its first

priority. They also called on the government to commit to complet e Canada's network of

protected areas; to build better relationships with Aboriginal peoples; and to move Parks

Canada away from the language of business and adopt a languagemphasizing ecological

integrity and conservation. In particular, the recommendat ions urged Parks Canada to develop

an ecological integrity outreach program that confirmed ecological integrity as the prime

objectvedi Us e wi t howh e md huy e d Bristmusopmoaide mpaningful and

responsible park experiences without compromisinge c ol ogi c al integrityo (Par

p. 16). Finally, and perhaps most crucially, the report indicated that the greatest barrier to these

1The Banffi Bow Valley report (1996) found grizzly bear populations in d ecline and concluded that Banff
Nati onal Parkbés ecol ogical integrity was i mperiled by
Heritage to put caps on growth and was key to the establishment of the Panel on Ecological Integrity.
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changes would come from within the organization itself (Parks Canada, 2000)i that is, the

culture of the agencywas not one of ecological integrity.

Fast forward to the fall of 2015, just a month before the federal election, and the Canadian Parks

and Wilderness Society (CPAWS), alongwith former Parks employees, some Indigenous groups,

and concerned citizens, launched t he O0Fight for Your Parksd campa
devel opment i n our nat iapAceofdingatmar28ls CPAWEmRpAYYS, 2015
thousands of Canadians have gned petitions opposing several of the highly publicized and

controversial proposed development projects, most in the mountain parks and one in Cape

Breton Highlands National Park (CPAWS, 2016a). For many of the organizers of this campaign,

the catalyst was the proposed expansion of Lake Louise Ski Resort, as it would take land

designated as a wilderness zone out of legislated protection. This proposal was viewed by
environmentalists and a number of former Parks Canada managers as so outrageous that it led
organizers to make national parks a campaign issue for the then upcoming federalelection;

several of my interviewees expressed fears thaif the Conservatives were re-elected their next

omnibus bill could amend the National Parks Act to make room for even more commercial

development projects. This fight over development is reminiscent of the conversations

happening fifteen years earlier in the El report, as well as even earlier in the Banffi Bow Valley

development debates.

On October 21, 2015, the LiberalParty of Canada won a majority government, ending nearly a

decade ofConservative austerity measures that took its toll on environmental protection in

Canada (Linnitt, 2015). The Liberal Party campaigned on the promise that they would support

the protectio n of ecological integrity in national parks and confirmed that they w ould also
Airestrictédevel opment inside the parks, and where
outside the parks to grow theireco-t our i sm i ndustries and 2@lb,p.at e | obs

10). A Liberal majority win was heralded as being a vote forchange (Gollom, 2015). The



cancelling of the controversial Mother Canada memorial, slated to be built in Cape Breton
Highlands National Park, was interpreted by one of my intervieweesasbeing a positive and
symbolic first step toward reinstating ecologic al integrity as a first priority in park management

(Personal communication, Jane, 2016).

Further financial investment in Parks Canada followed. On March 17, 2016, Catherine McKenna,

Min ister of the Environment and Climate Change, announced that the Liberal government was
providing Banff National Park with an additional
recovery of Species at Risk and improve the ecological integrity of the foreste ¢ 0 s y s Pagzkmis 0 (
Canada 2016a). But a closer look indicates that mly a fraction of those funds were slated to flow
directly to restoring ecological integrity (approximately $4 million), while the bulk of the

funding (approximately $34 million) was earm arked for infrastructure, largely roads and

campgrounds (Parks Canada 2016a). McKenna also announced that the government did not

intend to review the site guidelines for Lake Louise Ski Resort introduced by the former

Conservative government just before the election in 2015 (Derworiz, 2016a). Environmental

groups, along with former Parks Canada managers, responded to this news by asking Stephen
Woodley, co-chair on biodiversity and protected areas for the International Union for

Conservation of Nature (IUCN), to forward a letter to UNESCO denouncing this proposal on the
grounds that it threatens the ecological integrity of Banff National Park, which is a World

Heritage Site (Rocky Mountain Outlook, 2016a).

All these announcements left Banff residents and @nservationists with serious concerns about
how the park, communities, and non-human residents of Banff and Lake Louise would handle a
possible doubling of visitors to the mountain parks in 2017 (which would have free admission to
cel ebrat e Canivarsdrg)dwhenthb Parksfane already operating at full capacity
(Cheadle, 2016). For instance, Banff welcomed 3.8 million visitors in 2015, and that was a 10%

increase from the previous year (Parks Canada, 208b). This added influx of visitors, in turn,



creates the potential for increased impacts on wildlife. Fore x ampl e, i n 2014 Banf f |
human-wildlife conflict occurrenceséa 33 per cent increase over 2013,

(Derworiz, 2015a).

What is interesting about these announcement s and this period in Parks C
they bring us back to the beginning, to the era of the El report. It feels as though history is

repeating itself. The El panel was created to respond to the tension between ecological integrity

and commercial development in the national parks. It was also preceded by an era of budget

cuts and employee | ayoffs (Kopas, 2007). The EI p
on the ecological aspects of parks, and its recommendations were supposedte nd t he fAdual
mandat ed debat e abfavwrofprRservitien. Bdteahese drmouncements by the

new Liberal government suggest a continuing emphasis on visitor experience ard visitation in

national parks. And both erasi that leading to the El report in the late 1990s, and

contemporary concernsi involved conservationist movements questioning development and

visitation in the national parks.

I n a 2016 press release, twelve environment al gro
GovernmentofCanadaébés management of our nidhiinthea l par ks |
wrong direction, putting our most treasured prote
Environmental Association, 2016). They call for 0

conservation and stewardship and to reverse the relentless focus on marleting, tourism and
increasing visitation with | iJaspdrEnvirengntat d t o t he i
Association,2016. ) . Thi s ongoing tension betweenlinfbused ani
new millennium, despite the El panel and subsequentgovernment legislation i namely the

2000 Canada National Parks Act - emphasizing preservation and the need to manage the

nati onal parks with ecological integrity as the A



My research wades into this recurrent tension: what happenedbet ween t he EI panel 6s

report and McKennaodsWHaré\Be havimgtloe same debie that flared up

in the 1990s?

1.2 Situating the researcher and the research

The impetus for this pr oject grew out of my own experiences working for Parks Canadaas a
Visitor Services Attendant, first at campgrounds and later at the Banff Visitor Centre. | started
my career with Parks Canada as a seasonal employee with a threenonth contract at Johnston
Canyon Campground in Banff National Park. Every summer since then, | have returned to my
Parks job, welcoming Canadian and international visitors to Banff National Park. | provide
information and inform visitors of the rules and regulations within the Park to meet their needs
and expectations to ensure both their safety and that of wildlife and the environment. My staff
accommodations in the woods, which in many ways isolated and protected me from the hustle
and bustle of the town of Banff, provided me with the opportunity to be present in nature. It was
here that | learned to experience the physical landscape and observe wildlife with a newfound
appreciation, thereby cultivating my love of wilderness. It is this attachment to place and to the

national parks that has led me to pursue ama s t degréesn Environmental Studies.

As a Parks Canada employee, | withessed and experienced many of the changes that | describe
in this study: ecological integrity training for all employees; increased emphasis on visito r
experience; and the budget cuts in 2012. | experienced themfrom a position on the ground,
unaware of their meaning in the broader context of parks management and politics. These
experiences with Parks Canada and my interest in nature conservation have ¢d me to pursue
this study on how conservation has changed inCanada over the past fifteen years. | intended to
look at three groupsd Parks Canada, private land trusts, and environmental NGOs3 to provide a

snapshot of what was changing. The more | researchedhe changes that occurred in Parks



Canada the more fascinatel | became, and this one aspect of the research project escalated to

become the basis for myma s t thesié. s

My position as a researcher in examining the changes that took place in Parks Canadahowever,
is awkward. It is awkward because as an employee wth a long career with Parks Canada, | have
been submerged in the culture of the agency and have participated in the changing narratives of
whom and what national parks are for. As a researcher,| am critically evaluating the changes
that took place within the management of Parks Canada, while acknowledging my own frontline
position and trying to understand and give meaning to these changes from the bottom looking
up. | attempted to bypass some ofthis awkwardness by primarily interviewing retired Parks
employees, as | felt that this would distance me from the Agency and those | interviewed. | did
not interview anyone who was or has been directly involved in my own work as a Parks Canada
employee. Overall, it is my intention to report on and analyze the coll ected data in order to
contribute to an understanding of the changes that have taken place within Parks Canada and

situate them in a broader context of how conservation in Canada is changing.

1.2.1 Research questions

My Master ds r esear c hereptedinjweathappensd indetwesnawoimiajor i nt

events outlined above- in 2000, the El panel recommended the strengthening environmental

policies and the mitigation of development in the national parks, and in 2016, the Minister of

the Environment and Clima te Change announced extra funding for infrastructure to support

visitor experience in the parks. The aim of my research is to chart what changes took place and

to analyze what factors drove thosechanges. My research asks: How did Parks Canada respond

inthe fifteen years following the EI panel 6s report
factors influenced Parks Canada Agency in this period? My findings indicate that the decade

followingthe EI panel 6s report actual | y ns wiupnrge scelrovsaetri otno, 0



leading to an additional question: Why has it been so hard for Parks Canada to lead with

ecological integrity as its first priority?

This research is significant for two reasons: first, | provide a synthesis of major trends in

nationalpar ks ®é policy since the EI205Bpseend |explairetkeseced it s
trends within the broader context of neoliberal conservation and examine the role that national

parks play in the production of national identity and within the libera | state more broadly. My

research on Parks Canada allows for a better understanding of how Canadian power relations

and state logics governing conservation have changedBut it also provides insight on where

conservation might be headed in the coming decace.

1.3 Methodological approach

In order to develop an analysis of these changes | evaluate my research through a political

ecological lens. While the field has multiple definitions (Forsyth 2013, Ro bbins 2012), a political

ecology sensibility to research aimsto understand social and environmental changes (including

dominant discourses about those changes) by situating them in their broader social, political

and economic contexts. What this means formy research is that the changes in Parks Canada

cannot be understood as though they take place within a vacuum, they cannot be explained by

reference to proximate causes. Rather, the changes in Parks Canada are shaped by and shape

structural dynamics in s ociety, by which | mean they are inflected by and inflect the nature of

the state and its legitimacy-making needs as well as broader turns towards neoliberal policies

and practices in Canada (but also beyond) (see chapter 2 and 4). Political ecology insist that

analyses of nature and déaali @ogy oX plpioovdef 20y AsRomdii de
Robbins states, it is an approach that Astresses
that our very ideas about them are further delimit ed and directed through political and

economi c pRobbine2Eleps2d .( I't i s an approach with a fAJe

aiming to take a hatchet to Afl awed, dangerous an



consider structural and p ower-laden processes. But too, it aims to plant a seed thatcan grow

Ainew soci oRobhint200Ljpe26.0 (

In studying the last 15 years of changes in Parks Canada, then, | remain attentive to how new
narrativesemergei | i ke t he @ vi ehapteo3)andin éxganatian | plaseghem within
the political-economic context of nation building and neoliberalization (see chapter 4). Rather
than focus on one park, | chose to focus my attention on understanding the changes at the scale
of Parks Canala Agency, with a goal of understanding broader changes inCanadian

conservation.

In analysis of my results, my thesis engages the nature of conservation in Canada alongside Karl
Polanyi 6s (1944, 2001) theori zat theSiateastbott he contr a
compelled to grow the economy and protectland and labor from economic development and

market expansion.Pol anyi 6s i deas of the doubl e movement ar
nature of the pendulum swing between use and preservation.Pus hi ng at Pol anyi ds n
double movement, lalsoe ngage wi th Mi ardbosite TAkéd&sq201i3)claim that

the State is |Iimited in its ability to protect th
and foremost goal is to grow the economy, an argument that can help explain why Parks Canada

faces such difficulty in leading with ecological integrity . But the broader context also matters:

the financial crisis during this period led to public belt-tightening around the globe and in

Canada.And these changes in Parks Canadare a part of a larger and longer shift in economic

and political power. Saskia Sassen (2006) providesmy analysis with a sense of what is

distinctive about this time. She argues that a global economic, political and social

transformation is taking place more broadly within state institutions, alongside new organizing

logics that support the advancement of globalization. | engageS a s s ielaansost fully in the

conclusion to help think about the contemporary character of Parks Canada and to provide some

speculatononthe next o6decade of changebo.



1.3.1 Methods
This research draws on interviews, analysis of government reports, a Freedom of Information
request (FOI), an environmental petition, and a literature review. G overnment agencies helped

proved statistical data to chart trends and changes to environmental policies and regulations.

In terms of interview selection, | purposefully sought individuals with a broad, system -wide view
of the Parks Canada Agency. Three taget groups of experts included: retired Directors,
Superintendents, Managers and front-line staff of Parks Canada (eight); representatives of
ENGOs and representatives from nature organization (six); and government representatives,
departments, and agencies (four).2 In order to insure confidentiality and participant autonomy
were upheld, | chose to use pseudonyms to conceal the identities of the research interviewees.
However, it may be possible for others to identify the sources as the size of participantsis
limited. Participants were made aware of this limitation in the study in writing (via a Participant
Consent Form) and they participated with full knowledge that their anonymity may be

compromised.

| used these interviews to synthesise a narrative of what was changing in Parks Cana@. The
decision to speak to retired parks employees was strategic for two reasons. First, | was looking
for participants who were employed in 2000 and onward, in order to access their insights with
the Agency. Second, for ethtal reasons (I hold a seasonaposition with Parks Canada, in Banff

National Park) and out of respect for political sensitivity, | felt that current Parks employees

2] used personal contacts in Banff, Alberta, and at the University of Victoria, BC, to introduce me and my
research via email to former Parks employees and some environmental na-governmental organizations
(ENGOs). | provided my contacts with a letter to give to potential par ticipants that described my research.
Only people interested in participating were contacted by me directly via email to arrange times for semi-
formal interv iews. Prior to the interview a consent form was sent to willing participants. Once consent
forms were obtained via email or in person, thirty - to sixty-minute interviews were conducted. Other
potential participants were contacted directly through environme ntal NGOs and government websites. A
letter describing my research and requesting an interview was emailed to them. Once | had permission to
contact potential participants, | provided them with a letter of consent and set up a time and place for an
in-person or Skype interview. All interviews were recorded, with permission.

9



would be unable to talk openly about changes taking place. In addition to targeted interviews, |
also used snowball samping. Snowball sampling is a technique used to locate potential
participants through the process of accumulation. Each participant is asked if they know
someoneelse,they could suggest for an interview (Babbie, 2015). | also wsed the Internet to

contact potential participants from environmental NGOs and government websites.

Even though the number of retired Parks Canada participants who were interviewed for this
research was small, their vast experience and knowledge with theAgency has provided me with
high quality data. Furthermore, many of these participants have experience working with other
conservation organizations. Representatives of environmental NGOs also provided a vast
amount of rich data on which | could draw to pr ovide insight on how conservation in Canada is
changing. Likewise, continuing discussion with some participants kept me abreast of ongoing

debates and changes, which helped me adjust and update my findings.

Interviews were recorded, transcribed, and read several times by the researcher Once | became
more familiar with the data, | color coded similar themes and discrepancies. | used interpretive
analysis to examine, document, and groupnarratives, words, ideas, and arguments that
described and identified th e changes that took place in Rirks Canada and gave meaning to these
changes. Topics such as the recommendations of the Panel on Ecological Integrity, the decline in
visitation, political changes impacting to funding priorities, and organizational change em erged

askey themes.

To deted and map changes in policy and direction, | examined Parks Canada documents, such

as annual departmental performance reports and reports on plans and priorities from 2000 to

2015. | studied the 2000 Panel on Ecological Integri t y and Par ks da@isadads r esry
recommendations to compare how values and priorities changed over time. Likewise, the 2005

and 2013 reports of the Auditor General of the Environment and Sustainable Development

provided information on how Parks Canad a is managing its responsibility. | catalogued reports,

10



press releases, and articles from environmental NGOs, all of which document political and
public concerns and opinions of changes. Parks Canada reports were the most challenging to
interpret, as they were packed with information b ut at the same time convey much of the same
information year after year. To stay alert for changes in the text in dry bureaucratic documents
required that | consume copious amounts of coffee while conducting multiple readings. Finally,
close, careful readings of budgetary changes at Parks Canada sparked many insights for my

research questions, as outlined in the next chapter.

A Freedom of Information (FOI) request was filed with Environment Canada and Parks Canada,

and an Environmental Petition was submitt ed to the Auditor General of Canada seeking
information to better understand Parks Canadaos
underfunding for science, and changes in governance. All these reports and documents were

usedto reference claims made by those interviewed and helped me to organize themes and ideas

about what changes were taking place.

1.3.2 Study limitations

As with any study, mine has limitations. My interviews, while illuminating, exclude current
employees. In hindsight, the FOI request could have asked more specific questions about
revenue generated from business licenses and the percentage of gross from big players like
Brewster and the Ski Hills.3 Those percentages or actual revenue numbers would indicate why
partnerships with big industry hav e such an influence over the parks. Similarly, the
environmental petitions that | sent with my supervisor who asked how many natural scientists
were actually employed in national parks, regional offices, and the national office in each year
from 2000 to 20 15. We were interested in knowing in particular the cuts to personnel in the

scientific categories (Bl1, BI2, BI3, PC1, PC2, PC3, PC4, REM, and RES) as well as, separately,

3 Brewster Travel has been rdoranded in 2017 and is now operating under the name Pursuit. Throughout

(o

this report | wild.l refer to the company as O6Brewstero.
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technical support categories (EG and GT). However, when we received theresults, they did not
provide information on each specific scientific category as requested; instead, all scientific
categories were lumped together. Future research would benefit from tracking down how much
revenue is generated from partnerships with big industry an d how many science positions in

each category were lost in this most recent decade.

1.4 Thesis roadmap

The thesis is organized as follows: chapter one provides an introduction tothe changes that have

taken place in Parks Canada letween 2000 and 2015. This chapter situates this research

between two book-end events, commencing with the recommendations made by the 2000 El

Panel and ending with McKenna @&smiehhdpfendd betwdénng anno
these two events and why. Qiapter one also situates the researcher and explains the research

methods used.

Chapter two contextualizes my research project and places it within the existing literature on

Parks Canada and within debaes about neoliberalism and nation-building. It begi ns by
historicizing the fAused versus fipreservationo deb
reviewing the previous decade (1900-2000) of Parks Canada, focusing on the debates that led to

the founding of the El Panel. It then introduces and reviews the literature around neoliberalism,

including briefly summarizing neoliberalism in Canada and the growing literature on neoliberal

conservation. Finally, | introduce literature thinking between nature, natio nalism, and

neoliberalism. The latter literature is important for thinking about the role that Parks play and

continue to play within our larger cultural, political, and economic moment, particularly one

that is avowedly neoliberal. This literature suggests that national symbols and imaginaries

become moreimportant as the state steps back its economic and social protections.

12



The third chapter  focuses on charting the fifteen years that followed the release of the El

Panel 6s recommendat isthat despitewitnessikge grovith impcbieated

areas, Parks Canada simultaneously began to water down its emphasis on ecological integrity as
financi al resources shifted to support and promot
cr i si st berueaderstood not simply as being due to decliring visitation and revenue, but

also as a crisis of national identity production, a threat to the very core of what
government/elites comssger( e beAnCuan,adi an7; Kopas:s
Sandilands, 2009; Nieguth & Raney, 2017). Parks Canada has campaigned hard to make

national parks and historical sites relevant to Canadians, particularly, in this decade, to youth

and new Canadians. This has shifted the Agency toward promoting corporategoals such as

branding, marketing, increasing reven ue, and targeting visitation, and creating new park

experiences to strengthen its competitive position.

The fourth chapter  focuses on understanding why the Agency has had such difficulty

foregrounding ecological integrity. The changes in Parks Canada needo be understood within

the context of the neoliberalization of the state, which began in the previous decade and was
intensified in this decade under the Haitisper gover
tempting to make the assumption that the decades repeat themselves like a pendulum swinging

bet ween fAused and Apreservation, o this research a
response to it in an era of neoliberalization have made it more difficult for the pendulum to

swing backtowardpr eser vati on. I nstead of AParks Canada r e
ecol ogi cal integrity as the primary objective of
(Parks Canada, 2000, p. 13) asstated in the EI panel report, the agency is now firmly focused on

increasing visitation and making the National Parks relevant to Canadians. This research could

serve as a baseline for further research on the neoliberalization of conservation and the grater

implications for how conservation in Canada is changing. It provides insight into where

conservation might be headed in the coming decade.
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2 Critical context and literature review

This research project follows on a large body of Parks Canada research. This chapter begins by

laying out some of this research and also provides a brief history of Parks Canada, focusing
especially on the dynamic bet weodcal coitexsoéthis and fApres
scholarship is used to better understand the events that not only changed the last decade, but

also influenced the contemporary dynamics of conservation in Canada To build a frame around

this use and preservation dynamic, | draw from Karl Polanyi. As noted in the previous chapter,

the key purpose of this research is not only to chart what changes took plae, but also to analyze

what factors are driving those changes. In order to adequately situate and understand the

changes in ParksCanada, | also draw on two other literatures: the scholarship on

neoliberalismi particularly neoliberal conservation, as well as the scholarship on nature,

conservation and nation building.

2.1 Canadian National Parks scholarship

In this section | firstintrodu ce t he dual mandate debate in Nationa
O6preservationdé. To i nfor m uthorefrothéhd sotiabscientesahd aw upon
political ecology that together historicize the elements of this discussion (see Dearden & Berg

1993; Kopas, 2007; Locke, 2009; Francis, 2011; MacEachern, 2011MacLaren, 2011)).

Following this, | focus on changes that took place in the previous decade (the 1990s) that have

been described by several aut hor shistor (Daarden& bul ent
Dempsey, 2004; Kopas, 2007). | break down the previous decade (1990 2000) by examining

organizational changes in Parks Canada, increased development debates, and the legal and

policy shifts that ff ol | oweldoaltohthes séctioniptaplaednlys r epor t

research firmly within the previous scholarship on national parks.
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211 Hi st or i ci zvienrgs udsu séepdr eser vationébé: the
Canadads first nati onal par k, Banf f Nati ona
quickly recognized that they could capitalize on the hot springs discovered there by creating rail
tourism for a small, upper -class audience (Dearden & Berg, 1993). Luxury hotels and spas were
built along the Canadian Pacific (CP) railway lines to attract visitors from the United States and
Europe, providing tourists with the opportunity to experience the newly colonized Canadia n
wilderness (Mortimer -Sandilands, 2009). These early beginnings set in motion the idea that
nature should be preserved for the enjoyment of people and that it had economic value
(Campbell, 2011). But at the same, the national parks were also recognized asites for producing
Canadian identity and served as instruments to unify a nation (Mortimer -Sandilands, 2009).
Wilderness became an important ground for the forging of a Canadian identity that was
gendered, racialized, and classed: the identity created wa often that of a white, bourgeois male

(Francis, 2011).

In 1911, the Dominion Parks Branch of the federal government was establisked, the predecessor
to Parks Canada. A Century of Parks Canada, 1912011 (2011), edited by Claire Campbell,

provides an insightful set of essays into how the meaning of national parks has changed over a

dual

| Par k

100-y ear peri od. Mac Eac h ermmsd sa ncdh atphtee rEarfl. YBe.arWi lolfi

chronicles the building of a park phileacoapdhy t hat

public values. In making the case for the expansion of parks to Parliament and the Canadian
public, J. B. Harkin, the fi rst commissioner of the parks, and M. B. Williams, promotional writer
and publicity assistant, drew on arguments that national parks have economic and cultural value
for the nation and therefore are worthy of public funding ( MacEachern, 2011). Harkin helpe d
drafted the National Par ks Act in 1930, wh i
people of Canada for their berefit, education and enjoyment [and that] such Parks shall be

maintained and made use of so as to leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future

15
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generations” (as citedin Mortimer -Sandilands, 2009). Even though economic development was
promoted, Harkin a Iso recognized the need to manage and preserve these national treasures
(Kopas, 2007). In this way, a tension between use and presevation, the so-called @ual

mandate,0is embedded within the very origin of Parks Canada (Shultis & More, 2011).

Thefulcrumb et ween fAused0 and fApreservationo has pivotec
debates over whom and what national parks are for. Dearden and Berg (1993) identify three

groups influencing this fulcrum: entrepreneurs, environmentalists, and Aboriginal Peopl es.

Dearden and Berg argue that the reason why these groups have been able to sway decision

making within the AgencyisduetoParks Canadadés ambiguous | egislati ve
stipulates national par ks ar eDeartleo andRergpl®98,3.er ved an
195), a mandate that gave considerable leeway for interpretation. They argue that those with the

greatest success innfluencing decision-ma ki ng are often those who are ¢
cause to the public ndtolry éppeorlhiatpisc inaonrseDesndapaoior utraena u c r a
Berg, 1993. They note that entrepreneurs, from the very beginning, have had the greaest

influence in swinging the pendulum toward the Aus
(Dearden and Berg, 1993. Consequertly, @&vhom and what national parks are for 6has always

been a political and economic question.

Taking a different approach, Locke (2009) rejects the notion that national parks were first

created for the sole purpose a@amdt deviesmpmideatandguc
parks and protected areas lies not in business interests or the doctrine of commercial usefulness

butrat her i n the i nt (acke2009, . fl01k Hevaigles thabdcivil sediety f.e.,

the public) isthe ownerof nati onal parks, and as owners, it is
engaged with governments, who hold national parks and protected areas in trust as a public

good, ensuring they remain intact for their benefit ( Locke, 2009). Kopas (2007) suggeststhat
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this concept of public ownership was established in the 1970s and 80s, giving power to

environmental groups to monitor how par ks were being managed.

And it is the case that growing awareness of the importance of environmental protection in the

1960s-1970s allowed environmental groups like the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society

(CPAWS) to not only challenge entrepreneurs aboutthe expansion of the ski hill at Lake Louise

in 1971, but successfully rally public support to stop itd and win (Dearden & Berg, 1993). This

growing awareness also saw the federal government place new importance on the ecology of

national parks (Campbell, 2011). For example, the 1964 National Parks Policy emphasized the

importance of environmental protection while acknowledging the need for parks to be used for

recreational purposes (Kopas, 2007, p. 37). New parks were created under the first Trudeau

government, and the 1970s saw the adoption of the national parks system plan, which meant

that new parks were being created not jud for their aesthetic beauty or political advantage, but

for their ecological value (Campbell, 2011). The rise of environmental groups, greater public
environmental awareness, and federal support 1| ed
Opreservatiakmed pwewecledence over useo (Dearden & Ber
amended in 1988, designating developmentfree wilderness zones, outlining town and ski area

boundaries, setting stronger fines for poaching, and declaring that park management plans must

consider ecological integrity first in decision -making (Locke, 2009; Dearden & Berg, 1993).

Legislative amendments to the 2000 National Parks Act prioritizing El and financial federal

support by the Chrétien liberal government (1993-2003) moved the preservation mandate

forward, but they also fell subject to the circum
and waned, so too dd the stringency of environmental regulations in national parks (Dearden &

Berg, 1993; Locke, 2009; Mortimer -Sandilands, 2009).

Despite new legislation recognizing the importance of ecological integrity, federal budget cuts

between the 1990s2015salsopphced pressure on the ful cWVWanm t oward
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Sickle and Eagles (1998), reflecting on the 1990s, budgetary presures often presented Canadian

Park managers with two choices: ARThey can ter mina
orthey can attempt to ear n iSicldemndeagies 1098, po284h Ehis s our c e s
financial conundrum creates the opportunity for entrepreneurs to lobby for increasing

commercial development within the national parks, to the exclusion of ecological integrity

concerns (Dearden & Berg, 1993).

Lockeds notion of <citizen ownership lmfurepfar ks i s ¢
Canada. That is, when one speaks of civil society, or citizens of Canada, or public goods like

national parks, there is a problematic erasure of Indigenous nations and communities. Park

creation was no different than the rest of the colonial pr oject, physically expelling Indigenous

People from the landscape (Francis, 2011). MacEachern (2011, p. 50), for instance, notes that

early promotional material tied the natio n a | parksé history with the fur

explorati on, whthepaiks ifi theobsoaderihistary o€Ghnadian nation-b ui | di ng. 0

There has been a major shift in Parks Canada over the past thirty or so years focused on
Aboriginal particip ation and management of protected areas, resulting from hard fought
struggles by Indigenous Peoples standing their ground on blockades (such as on Lyell Island
that led to Gwaii Haanas National Park Reserve) and in courthouses, linked to legal affirmation
of their treaty rights (Dearden & Berg, 1993; Kopas, 2007). Indeed, parks policy now allows for
subsistence use within national parks (Dearden & Berg, 1993; Sandlos, 2014). Indigenous
Peoples, then, are influencing the shape of national parks in a way thatexplodes Western
dualistic notions of use and preservation, nature and culture, and extrinsic and intrinsic value.
For example, tribal parks such as Tla-o-qui-aht illustrate how Indigenous spaces are being
reclaimed and restructured by Indigenous stakeholders, who are planning and developing
economic and conservation activities within their sovereign territory ( Murray & King, 2012) but

within a settler colonial framework (Carroll, 2014, p. 33).
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I n Canada the policy and pr achtatc aplarqgkuse satrieo nfso raob oouf
on this debate between use and preservation. The tadency toward use seems embedded in the

structure of our political institutions and bureaucracies, as well as civil society reaction to such a

tendency. Indeed, this pendulums wi ng seems to follow a pattern si.
Afdoubl e mov eyidd44)avhich B a toacept describing a dialectical movement in

market society toward advancing marketization and commaodification, which leads to push -back

fromcivilsoci ety to protect what he call s Af lawot.Thei ous c.
double movement as conceived by Polanyi saw the state as an enabler to the market, but also as

a counterbalance to ensure that society and nature was not consumed by cajialism. One can see

this pushback in the 1990s, as | outline in the section below.

2.2 The previous decade of change in Parks Canada (1990 T

2000)

Scholars describe the decade prior to my research focus as turbulent, withessing more changes
in national parks p olicy than in any other (Dearden & Dempsey, 2004; Kopas, 2007). Here |
outline the key changes$ protected area growth, organizational changes, and in this period, as

they provide crucial context for my study.

2.2.1 Protected area growth (1990 -2000)

In the 1990s, provincial and federal protected areas rapidly grew in size from 2.95 percent of the
land in 1989 to 6.84 percent in 2000. Parks Canada contributed to this increase, securing over 6
million hectares for the national park system. This growth in protected ar eas coincided with a
global trend, a staggering 11.5 percent increase (from 4 milion square kilometers of land in
1987, to an estimated 17.1 million square kilometers in 2000) (Dearden & Dempsey, 2004, p.

226).
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Canadian growth in the 1990s is attributed to several events. First, the World Wildlife Fund

(WWF) and the Canadian Parks andWilderness Society (CPAWS) Endangered Spaces

Campaign (1989 2000) challenged both federal and provincial governments to create more

protected areas. Second, the signing of he 1992 Tri-Council Statement of Commitment to

Compl et e Canada 6 sctellgreasvanlidified politi€al cBrmmitrheat to this

chall enge. And, third, in 1993 Canada signed the
Diversity (CBD), an environmental treaty, which commits signatories to conserving biodiversity,

promoting sustainab le use, and endorsing fair and unbiased use of genetic resourcesopas,

2007). Despite the Canadian government heralding new commitments to create new protect

areas, this decade alsosignaled greater concerns for the ecological integrity of protected areas,

particularly in the national parks.

2.2.2 Organizational changes (1990 i 2000)

In 1993, Parks Canada moved from the Ministry of the Environment to the newly created

Department of Canadian Heritage, which brought together national parks with cultural heritage

(Kopas, 2007; Mortimer -Sandilands, 2009). Kopas (2007, p. 148) hypothesizes that this merger

of cultural and natural heritage steered Parks Canada more firmly towards their ro le in building

national identity. Mortimer -Sandilands (2009) agrees that by joinin g ecological science and

national heritage, the federal government @Areinse

p ar kMorime( -Sandilands, 2009, p. 163), a point | return to in chapter four.

This entwinement of federal nationalism and parks did not spare Parks Canada from nation

wi de budget cuts between 1993 and 199 8totdlmgnder Jea
$123 million (Kopas, 2007). These cuts forced Parks Canada to lay off a thid of its staff and

reduce programs (Van Sickle & Eagles1998). These budget cuts added pressure for Parks

Canada to increase revenues in order to cover operational costs (Kopas, 2007).
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In 1998, Parks Canada went from being an adjunct programwithin the Department of Canadian
Heritage to becoming its own stand-alone federal agency. Parks Canada Agency is led by a Chief
Executive Officer (CEO) who reports to a minister (today that is the Ministry of the

Environment and Climate Change) and is held accountable by a biannual review process
involving stakeholders. As an Agency, Parks Canada may keep all the revenue that it generates,
including any year-end budget surplus which, if unused, end up in federal coffers. Becoming an
Agency also allowed Parks Canadad be responsible for its own human resources, budget, and
administration. It also gave Parks Canada management greater control over revenue policy and,
crucially, the ability to generate revenue from client services. The Parks Canada Agency, in other
words, became incentivized to find and generate revenue (Kopas 2007). The establishment of a
government-appointed CEO for the Agency indicated a shift toward a more corporate, business
approach to conservation (Dearden & Dempsey, 2004; Kopas, 2007). Even thoudh the new
agency became an employer, independent from thefederal government, it was still required to
provide management reports to the Minister, as stipulated in the Parks Canada Agency Act
(1998), including operational annual reports with a 5 -year corporate plan, and a 5-year human
resource management report (Dearden & Dempsey, 2004). While becoming its own agency gave
Parks Canada greater financial flexibility to deal with challenges associated with managing
ecological integrity, the Parks Canada AgencyAct does not specifically refer to ecological
integrity, except in the preamble. This omission means that ecological integrity is not legally
binding in this Act ( Dearden & Dempsey, 2004). | return to this shift to an Agency in the final
substantive chapter of the thesis (see Chapter 4) while it is outside my p articular study dates, |

argue that it is a crucial change shaping the dynamics of Parks Canada.

2.2.3 The development debates (1990 i 2000)
The newly revised national p arotdcton gb tbel envcopmefitl 9 9 3 )

[be viewed] as the first priority for park decision-ma ki ngo ( Kopas, 2007, p .
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anything else the 1990-2000 period was marked by pushback from civil society groups like

CPAWS, the David Suzuki Foundation, andt he Si erra Cl ub of Canada. | n
countermovement appeared to oppose the increasing commercialization and development in

Nati onal Parks, intensifying older debates and te
Several government reports, including the 1996 Banffi Bow Valley Report, the 1997 Stae of the

Parks Report, and the 1997 Auditor General ds Repo
commercial development and visitation on the ecological integrity of parks (Dearden &

Dempsey, 2004). These concerns led to the Minister of Canadian Heritage the Hon. Sheila

Copps, commissioning the Panel on Ecological Integrity (El) in 1998. The El panel confirmed

that the ecological integrity of the parks was being threatened by overdevelopment both inside

and outside the national parks (Parks Canada Agency 2000) . The Panel advised the Parks

Canada Agency to use a sciencbased approach to ecological monitoring and to manage the

parks with ecological integrity (El) as its first priority ( Parks Canada Agency, 200Q. Of the 127

recommendations summarized and cited in Volume | of the report are those that recommended

that:

A Parks Canada transform itself, by confirming
and as the explicit responsibility of every

A Parks Canada significantly enhance capacity in natural and social sciences, planning
and interpretation, to effectively manage for, and educate society about, ecological
integrity [é].

A Parks Canada cease product marketing to increase overall use of parks and
concentrate instead on social policy marketing and demarketing when appropriate.

A Parks Canada revise [€é] its planning system -

core of strategic and operational plans.
A Parks Canada [é] [a]l]dopt cl| eathedgewlbpmentafs t o e

genuine partnerships with Aboriginal peoples in Canada.
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A Parks Canada reduce the human footprint on national parks. (Parks Canada, 2000,

pp. 207 21)

As noted earlier, the report indicated that the greatest barrier to change would come from within

the organization itself (Parks Canada Agency, 2000,pp. 2i 4).

2.2.4 Legaland policy shifts atthe start ofthe new millennium

The concerns articulated by the El panel (increased visitation and commercial development),

budgetary changes, and newly formad Agency status all influenced subsequent legal and policy

shifts. For example, the new National Par ks Act (
of ecological integrity, through the protection of natural resources and natural processes, shall

bethefirst priority of the Minister when considering a
(CanadaNational Parks, 2000, 8 [2]). This strengthening of ecological integrity in the new Act

reinforced existing legislation, strengthened law enforcement policie s, and created stronger

boundaries around communities such as Banff and Jasper (Kopas, 2007). It also required that

wilderness areas be designated in all National Parks (Parks Canada, 2015a). The 2002 National

Marine Conservation Areas Act and the 2002 Species atRisk Act (SARA) would follow, marking

this past decade as a victory for environmental protection in Canada with Parks Canada leading

the way. Reflecting on these changes, Dearden and Dempsey (2004) still cautioned that many
challenges lay ahead, paticular | y concerns regarding Parks Canadabd

managing the national parks and the governmentoés

And i ndeed, as mentioned in the introduction, i n
Development i n Our Nati onal aPlaanlOstdber QOTEple¥EIeleass, Dvkte
environmental groups said, fAWe are deeply concern
management of our national parks has shifted dramatically in the wrong direction, p utting our
most treasured protected places at risk. o They <ca

conservation and stewardship and to reverse the relentless focus on marketing, tourism and

23



increasing visitation with little regard to the impacts onna t u r guoted (n Jasper

Environmental Association, 2016). Indigenous Peoples are also weighing in on commercial

developmenti use vs preservation- debates in the national parks. For example, the Kinbasket

Shuswap Band has |joined tfdi¥our2 ORPLébr kCsa,mp as agyni n g tAhFa tg
parks fAneed t o be (amatedangasper EnvironmentaltAssociation, 2015a).

The Mikisew Cree First Nation is another example; they petitioned UNESCO in December 2014

to list Wood Buffalo National Park as a wald heritage site in danger from upstream energy

development, particularly waste from the Alberta oil sands (CBC News, 2014). UNESCO

investigated the park in 2016; their 2017 report found that the park was indeed being threatened

and listed 17 recanmendations to improve its ecological integrity. The UNESCO report discloses

that AWhile it is clear that PCA [Parks Canada Ag
enable visitor experiences, an excessive focus on tourism promotion and a reduced sence

capacity indeed appear to be incompati bMWerldwi th its
Heritage Centre (WHC) 1 International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), 2017, p. 15).

Tellingly, the report raised similar concerns highlighted by th e El panel in the previous decade.

Thus, the ongoing tension between fAused and Apres
millennium, despite government legislation emphasizing preservation. My research asks,
therefore, what happened after the report of the Pand on Ecological Integrity was released in

20007 How did we end up in what seems like the very same place?

2.2.5 Scholarshipon national parks since 2000

Four key themes emerged from a range of social sciences literature focused on the post El period

in Parks Canada. Scholarship emphasized 1) protected area growth (Dearden, 2008; Woodley et

al ., 2012); 2) increased development concerns ( Ma
(Jagar, Sheedy, Gertsch, Philips & Danchuk, 2006; Shultis & More, 2011; Wiight & Matthews,

2015); and 4) growing attempts to manage settler colonial relationships through parks policy
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and practice (Langdon et al., 2010; MacLaren, 2011; Coulhard, 2014; Sandlos, 2014; Youledis,
2016). This literature informed my research and is drawn upon throughout the following
chapters. My contribution is to scope and synthesize these changes over the past 15 years,

drawing from Parks documents, forensic analysis of budgets, and interviews.

2.3 Neoliberalism to neoliberal conservation

Understandingthec hanges since the EI panel, and in
leading with EI despite being legislated to do so - requires engagement with ongoing neoliberal-
style governance that dominated Canada in the years 2000 to 2015, intensifying in the Harper
era. This decadeand-a-half witnessed a continuation of neoliberal -style governance, which
deepened under the global financial crisis as belts tightened around the globe and in Canada.
Austerity measures implemented in the Harper decade weakenedenvironmental protection and
restructured government departments to focus on cost-recovery, accountability, and efficiency
(Gutstein, 2014; Peyton & Franks, 2016). But, as will become important to my overarching
argument, these measures do not mean that tre Harper government did not place emphasis on

the environment, particularly as a national symbol.

There are a broad range of scholars connecting changes in protected areas and conservation to
broader political and economic trends, namely those that go under the umbrella term
neoliberalism (Brockington, Duffy & lgoe, 2008 and 2010). In this section | introduce
neoliberalism, neoliberal conservation, and literature that links these trends to how

conservation is changing. My research aims to contribute not only to the literature on protected
areas in Canada, but also to the literature on neoliberal environmental governance. As indicated
above, the significance of national parks through the decades has changed and has been
influenced by various stakeholders andright s holders. But parks have also been influenced by
neoliberal-st yl e st ate governance, which began in

Harper era (2006 to 2015).
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2.3.1 Defining n eoliberalism

As Collard et al (2016, p. 1) state, neoliberalism is afi ¢ tinoation of much older logics and

processespwith the neo indicating a reasserted emphasis on liberal principles and logics,

including a focus on individual political and economic freedoms, and a state focused on securing

such freedoms through econamic development and expanded market opportunities. It is

i mportant to see the more recent neo in relation
Transformation (1944/2001) is helpful here, in pointing to the contradictory and problematic

tendency towards a so-called self-regulating market in what he calls market society. Drawing

our attention to the role of the state, he points to how movements towards economic growth and

market expansion exposelabor and land to exploitation and he advocates fo state to focus on
protecting what he calls Afictitious commoditieso

of the market.

While there are many definitions, Geoff Mann (2013, p. 148) defines neoliberalism as an

Afongoing effort é@alatbrpregime m svhich thenarket is theepginciple means of

governance pwith more aspects of social life measured in economic terms (see also Igoe &

Brockington, 2007; Glassman, 2009; Brown, 2015). Peck and Tickell (2002, p. 392) view

neoliberalism as apoliti ¢ a | gl obal project that is characteriz
backo aodtdaroédodliberal policies. Theback980s mar ked
neoliberalism, which was heavily endorsed by the Reagan, Thatcher, and Mulroney

governments. Scholars such as Heynen et al. (2007) and Peck and Tickell (2002) argue that this

early period of neoliberalism emphasized financial cutbacks to the welfare state, the

deregulation of government-led programs, and the scaling back of environmental protection. In

the 1990s and early 2000s, theostatesolUsbdrahepstet
promote deregulation, restructuring, privatization, marketization, and transformation of the

political and economic systems at local, state, and international levels. In this phase, states
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helped facilitate the restructuring of institutions by encouraging new forms of government

intervention and governance that promoted the interests of global capitalism (Peck & Tickell,

2002). Policies shifted responsibili t i es previously held by the state
partnership-based modes of policy development, 06 which r €
resources, responsibility and risks t oPedké&cal admi

Tickell, 2002, p. 390).

2.3.2 Neoliberalism in Canada

Neoliberal ideas first surfaced in Canada in the 1980s under the Mulroney Progressive

Conservative Government. In these early stages Mulroney neoliberalism took the form of free

trade agreements (the 1988 Free Trade Areement followed by the 1994 North American Free

Trade Agreement) advancing globalization. The restructuring of the state around neoliberal

policymaking gained further momentum in the 1990s and early 2000s, as the Liberal
governments of Jean ChretenandPaul Martin, fAbrought in an era of
restrainto (Gutstein, 2014, p. 14). The privatiza
public services and endorsing Public Private Partnerships (P3s), were promoted as ways to help

reduce bureaucratic inefficiencies and administrative costs. For example, spending for

government programs dramatically fell between 1990 -2003 from 17.5 percentto 11.3 percent,

while government employment shrank from 21.25 percent to 17 percent (McBride and

Whit eside, 2011, pp. 5963).

Fundamental neoliberal changes to the state continued and accelerated during the Harper
Conservative Government era (2006-2015). Budget cuts and austerity measures by the Harper
government led to the downsizing of government instit utions, increased privatization of public
corporations and shrinking social programs. But, Harper also understood neoliberalism to be an
ideology and the need to disseminate this philosophy among the citizenry in order to transition

Canadaintoamarketsat e ( Gut stei n, 2014) . He did this by <cha
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how the government and the private secileor shoul d
investing in nation building projects to change h
nature. Thi s transitioned state institutions away fr
promoting fAimar kets and prdompER)pavngthe gvdytfosneolifer@ut st ei n

conservation to become more prominent.

2.3.3 Neoliberal conservation

Broadening out, there is a robust body of literature studying the links between environmental

governance, including conservation, and neoliberal policies and practices (e.g., Heynen et al.,

2007; lgoe & Brockington, 2007; Arsel & Blscher, 2012; Dempsey & Siuarez, 2016). Neoliberal
conservation emerged in the 1990s as a Ahybrid of
busi nesses, NGOs , and communities share responsib
2007, p. 433). Some neoliberal conservation practicesemphas i ze t hat nature can o
and Aconservedo through {daethrdughthp eeaton af marketf capi t al
based tools like offset markets (Buicher, Sullivan, Neves, Igoe & Brockington, 2012, p. 4).

Neoliberal conservation ideas, promoted by the likes of large international NGOS (e.g. The

Nature Conservancy) or governments like Canada, view economic growth and environmental

protections as being compatible ventures, which scholars of neoliberal conservation and political

ecoogy, viewwphg fHdcompati bled (MacDonald, 2010, p.
(2012) argue that the approach concea-lnamelgapitalis
that capitalism relies on growth and expansion that degrade the very condition s required for

human and diverse nonhuman life. Through practices like offsets, neoliberal conservation

practiceshi t upon the idea that fienvironmentally destr.
exploration, and hydroelectric dams can be mitigated by setting aside otherland in

compensation for t h 8&ischeretalg2012tph28)yin pcactieeanediteral (
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approaches to conservation encompass a wide range of mechanisms such as increased user fees,

the promotion of ecotourism, and payment for ecosystem sevices [Buscher et al., 2012).

Apostolopoulou and Adams (2015, p. 29) push us to simultaneously consider the extractive push
in the Gl obal Ngrtelkenkgowabbasngiduml ongsi de the push

based environmental strategies, knownas fAgr een grabbing. o0 They define

expansion of markettma ki ng i n conservation, whereby conserva
own wayo through things |ike carbon offsetes, paym
fees, etc.h a t make nature more Vvisible to capital accun

way access to resources is reduced or eliminated for local people, and/or how wealth is

appropriated through these schemesi a | | under t he gondles.&n-grden igreeno r
grabbing,6on the other hand, involves expansion of development and extraction without any

facade of it being green. Apostolopoulou and Adams (205, p. 29) show how the governments of

both Greece and the UK used the debt crisis to justifyboth of thesepr ocesses: At he der e
of environment regulations and the privatizati on
economic crisis (2007-2008) era saw a rise in neoliberal conservation strategies that created

new tensions facilitated by both green and un-green grabbing. Apostolopoulou and Adams

(2015, p. 30) <claim that fthe gl oegbrael e nidntgernashibfiincga trieofn

capitalismbs strategic interest in both promoting
ultimately Al eavpngtkBoted naturesd two choices: either
growth or to be 6saved6d through their deeper incl

Apostol opoul ou Hmartide candhaelpuadérstan@ tbelso-called Harper decade in
Canada. Stephen Harperdés Conservative government
environmental protection legislation that smoothed the expansion of extractive development in

the country, -gfraeceinl igtraathibni gn gicedmudgbt ewsthat testrocturech a ¢ t

Environment Canada and Parks Canada and undermined their ability to monitor environmental
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i mpacts (Auditor General déds Report, 2013). As | wi

Agency and pushed them to find new sourcesof revenuei aformofigr een gr abbi ngo.

Overall, my research paid close attention to neoliberal policies and practices from 2000 to 2015,

with the hope of placing this period of change in Parks Canada within the broader international

shift toward neoliber al conservation. What trends toward neoliberal conservation were evident

in this fifteen-y ear peri od? And what can Canadads national
neoliberal conservation in Canada? Even though there is extensive literature on neoliberd

conservation, much of the literature is largely focused on protected areas in other countries. This

thesis, therefore, contributes to the debates on how neoliberal governance practices are

influencing the changes witnessed specifically in Parks Canada, wich began in the previous

decade but continued in this decade under the Harper government.

While neoliberal governance provided crucial conceptual impetus, understanding the past
fifteen years in Canadian national parks requires also thinking more about the relationship
between nature, nationalism, and neoliberalism & the final conceptual plank of my research

project.

2.4 Nature, nationalism, neoliberalism,and national parks

The state uses nationtbuilding to define its territory and its people. In Canada, pra ctices of

nation-building shape values and a shared understanding of what it means to be Canadian. It is

through the process of nation building that the state legitimates its own power by maintaining

national myths that define our sense of belonging, while simultaneously describing and

excluding those that do not belong (Jenson, 1995)
involved a good deal of recognition that nations

memory' and that they are broughtinto beingbyth e depl oyment of symbol s. o
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an established symbol of Canada; further, national parks provide the state with a platform and a

mat eri al space to convey the nationbds changing va

I n ANBUI bdi ng an dion@ &maaticaOirsd eNgtd Ni egut h and Raney
argue in that ANational symbols are particularly
nation because they act as common reference point
to refer to; they also help define boundaries that reflect our beliefs about who belongs and who

does not. Studying how national symbols change over time, therefore, provides an opportunity

to examine and chart what nation building activities are important to state act ors. Catriona
Mortimer-Sandi | andsdés 2009 article, "The Cultural Pol i
Nation in Canada's National Parks, 18852 0 0 0" posits that the meaning o
parks are for changed over time. She argued that the naticmal parks system plan developed in

the 1970s emphasizes ecological preservation during a time of increased environmental

awareness, bui and this is crucial - it was also a political move orchestrated by the Trudeau

government to unify Canada during a period of heightened fears of Quebec separation. She said

that the meaning of what and whom parks were for
experiences of national citizenship, to one of pa
(Mortimer -Sandilands, 2009, p. 173). Mortimer -Sandilands argues that the Panel on Ecological

Integrity was similarly used to reinforce this narrative that ties ecosystems to national heritage.

For her, the EI panel és fiemphasi s notmguidedgheence as t
fuur e of the parkso (p. 181) is problematic as it
racialized, classed, and deeply colonial power relations that constitute national parks. It

~

emphasizes the fAscienefi mso ( patidwlpdaRshaeh pol itical

2.4.1 Understanding nation buildinginan eraof neoliberalism

Cory Bl ad o6 dNeokberdlidm abdoNatlonal Culture: State -building and Legitimacy in

Canada and Québec examines the role that nation building plays in neolib eralizing states. He
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argues that Athe relationship between political [
of nation buildingo (Blad, 2011, p. 211). Bl ad (2
neoliberalism the state shifts emphasis away from providing economic protection and toward

providing cultural protection, which, he argues, is achieved through nation building and

branding (p. 122). That is, in a time when the st
and citizen protective function s, national symbols and cultural hegemony become even more

important to maintaining national coherence and territorial control.

Parks Canadab6s natur al and histor i copfecticnandes pr ovi
affirm a particular version of Canadian-ness. Forela mp|l e, Par ks Canadaods Cul tt
and Learn to Camp Program provide new citizens with the chance to visit wilderness places and

learn more about Canadian identity (Sullivan, 2015). In addition, national parks are a part of

Canada 6s Abranidat aasibe used to in showcasing Canac
images of wilderness to attract investors both at home and abroad. National parks also provide

opportunities for the state to relay changes in values and norms to its dtizens. For instance, the

Harper government moved away from viewing Canada as peacekeepers and instead shifted the
focustohonoringCanadadés war efforts (Blad, 2011). Parks
Canadian narrative by promoting such events asthe War of 1812, he National Memorial to

Commemor ate Canadabés War Dead Wherever They May L
sites such as the Canadian Car & Foundry site that recognizes the contribution Canadians made

during World War 1.

| suggest that the role that nat ure, especially national parks, plays in forging particular Canadian
identities, imaginaries, brands, and nation -building more broadly, is an important part of
understanding the last fifteen years (and more) of national parks policy. As | will explain in
Chapter Four, we can understand the so-called visitor crisis in national parks as linked to a)

concerns over reduced revenues in neoliberal, austere times; b) concerns over lost political will;
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and c) as a crisis of national identity production, that is, th e loss of a citizen rooted in

wilderness, an identity forged through encounters with nature.
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3 The next decade of change: na

consolidation and I mproving I

The years 19982000 in Parks Canada is marked with policy and legislative changes. However,

at the end of the 1990s Parks Canada began to respond to the threats raised by civil society

concerning increased visitation and commercial development, a continuation of older debates

and tensions about who and what parks are for, culminating in the creation of the Panel on

Ecological Integrity (El). At the end of their article charting major changes in Canadian National

Parks policy and practice in the 1990s, Dearden and Dempsey (2004, p. 235) ask whether the
subsequentdecade wouldbeore of fAconsolidation and i mproving i
emphasis on ecological integrity in the National Parks system. This research project studies the

period just after the conclusion of the Panel on Ecological Integrity (El) repo rt in the year 2000

and tracks changes in Parks Canada up to the announcement made by the Honourable Minister

for Environment and Climate Change, Catherine McKenna in Banff in 2015. The question | aim

to answer is: what happen édd coigalidatianlarel impreving dec ade
i mpl ementationdo of the recommendations of the EI
shifts and trends, organized in five themes: protected area growth and pursuit of ecological

integrity; trends in protected area d owngrading, downsizing, and degazettement; managing the

settler coloni al present; evaluating revenue and

3.1 Protected area growth and the pursuit of ecological integrity

In this section | track the growth of protected are as and explore thepolitics involved in creating
Nati onal Par ks. I then review Parks Canadads i mpl

status of endangered species in national parks.
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3.1.1 Growthin protected areas

In the past decade the amount of federal and provincial protected areas* has steadily increased

(see figure 1). From 1990 to 2000, total protected areas in Canada grew from 5.6% of the entire

Canadian territory to 7.2% (1.5% over 10 years). From 2000 to 2010 they grew from 7.2% to

9.5% (2.3% over 10 years) and ketween 2000 to 2016 the total protected area in Canada grew

from 7.2% to 10.6% (3.4% over 16 years) (Environment and Climate Change, 2018). Parks

Canada has contributed substantially to this growth. The national parks system that represents

Ca n a d a 6nal ecoragionsas now considered 77% complete with 46 national parks

representing 30 natural regions, covering over 300,000 sqg. km ( Environment and Climate

Change, 2016a p. 26). Some of the major land acquisitions of this time include t he expansion of

Nahanni National Park and the creation of three ne
and Mealy Mountains) and the Rouge National Ur ban
Canadads rate of est abl ihsvweven ig slom;at createé foupmatiohak ct ed ar
MPAs representing 5 of the 29 regions (Auditor General of Canada, 2013), a major development

being the Lake Superior National Marine Conservation Area (Government of Canada 2015). The

newly proposed Scott Islands Protected Marine Area will bring marine protected areas up to 5%

protected (Government of Canada, 2018. In addition, the Liberal government announced in

2016 that it would provide, fA$42.4 million over f
and National Marine Conservation Areas (NMCAs), including the Lancaster Sound National

Marine Conservation Area , Nunavut and Thaidene Nene National
(Government of Canada, 2016, p. 161). In total, Parks Canada protects 339,740 sq. km, or 3.4%

of Canaedaéstri al ar e a, and 12,720 sq. km or 0. 22%

and Climate Change Canada, 2016, p. 118).

4 According to the Conventicdy . A2f 23A 0Kt S5AQGSNBEBAGE OHamMnO 6/ .50% | LN
geographical spacrecognized, dedicated, and managed, through legal or other effective means, to achieve the
longterm conservation of nature with associated ecosystem €¢&i& | YR Odzf (1 dzNI £ @I f dzZS&¢ 0 LJ
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Figure 1: Percentage of protected areas in Canada (1990 1 2015) . Source: iData coll ected by the
i Pr o te@@abhadian Council on Ecological Areas (2016) Conservation Areas Reporting and Trac king
System (CARTS), with Quebec data used by permission. Data ar
(Environment and Climate Change, 2017. Protected Areas in Canada. Retri eved from:
https://www.ec.gc.ca/indicateurs -indicators/default.asp?lang=en&n=478A1D3 D-1).
I n 2000 the EI panel recommended that HAPar ks Cana

agreements that give the highest priority to maintaining ecological integrity by see king

boundaries that meet ecol ogical i nt ex).Howewer, obj ect i
some of the new protected areas are controversial precisely for their boundaries. For example,

the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society (CPAWS 2014) argues hat t he N88t s6éi hcho

National Park border was negotiated not for maximum conservation ben efits but to
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accommodate resource development. One former upper Parks Canada manager stated in an
interview that the initial boUenteddasgdoc hosen for NS§
irecommendati ons made by the Miner al gdhed Energy R
government of Nunavut and (PirsohauconamunicBtiors boe, 204 s Canad
all of whom endorsed a different boundary than the one that the Ministry of Environment

Canada signedoffon.The negoti ati on for N8§8B§8t sdémohstdie§thdt Nat i or
ecological integrity is not always the first priority when it comes to creating new protected areas

in areas that have high political or economic value to the state. Alan Latourelle, who was then

Chief Executive Officer of Parks Canada,sums this up in a quote in a 2012 article in the Toronto

Star (Campion-Smith, 2012, para. 20) : i [ Sthat balarice [Imetyveen conservation and

economic development ] is a reality of how parks are develo
end we create a park that works for conservation

what we have done heed (Campion-Smith, 2012, para. 21).

3.1.2 Parks, politics,and resource extraction

Canadads economy is tied to mining, forestry, agr
great influence over government policies on the environment (see Wood, Tanner, and

Richardson, 2010). Resource exploitation and economic growth imperative infiltrate

conservation practices, as governments seek to balance protection of one area in exchange for

exploiting another (Brockington, Duffy and Igoe, 2008). As indicated above with the cre ation of

N§8&8t sbébi hchdoh, par ks asome cosenatiouendsyoutalsotoantee d t o me e
needs for economic development. The 2013 Sable Island National Park Act is also noteworthy,

as its creation fdall ow[ ed] t bleumBoamd @ Haaestperwra Scot i a
regulatory authority withint he nat i onal parko (May, 2017). That i

drilling on and within one nautical mile of the Island, but it allowed for low impact oil and gas
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development inside the park, as wdl as horizontal drilling that originates from outside its

boundaries (CPAWS 2013).

The newly introduced legislation permanently prohibits oil and gas drilling on the surface of
Sable Island and for one nautical mile offshore; however, CPAWS is concernedhat the
legislation will allow low -impact oil and gas exploration inside the park, as well as horizontal

drilling under the island from outside its boundaries.

The core legislated purpose of national parks is to ensure that ecological integrity is securedand

maintained, but Sable Island set the precedentforvie wi ng fAresource extract.i

activityodo as being compatible with national
ecological integrity was left out of the Rouge National Urban Park Act®in 2015, which resulted
in public backlash and the Province of Ontario deciding to withhold the transfer of provincial
land for the park until ecological integrity was reaffirmed ( May, 2017). In sum, despite the
growth in new protected areas in this last fifteen years, such expansions must be understoa in
relation a shift to downgrade ecological integrity in some park designations, an issue | return to

in a later section.

3.1.3 Parks Canada, the measurement of ecological integrity and the

Species at Risk Act (SARA)
Following the EI panel, Parks Canada worked toward developing a scientific monitoring system
with reporting processes and metrics that measure the following attributes: species loss, trophic
levels, disturbance factors, production of organic matter, and nutrient cycling (Woodley, 2010).
Data is cdlected and reported every five years to help park managers make decisions on how to

improve ecological integrity prior to developing any new park management plans (Woodley,

50n February 22, 2017, the new Liberal government amended the Ruge National Urban Park Act to
support ecological integrity as Parks Canadads

par

first

on

k

P

ecol ogicaloeasntreaytr ipryeviednt t he carrying out of agricultu

(http://lww w.parl.gc.ca/HousePublications/Publication.aspx?Language=E&Mode=1&Docld=8788454).
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2010). Yet,asaformere x ecut i ve of Par ks Canada elidipgoai ns fit he
our measurement of El in National Parks, and we have gone down to report card based

measurements [state of parks reports], rather than fully well documented reports with the

statistics, met ri cs and det ai Pesonal commuaication,tldee2615)unp 0 (

addition, changes to the Parks Canada Agency Act in 2012 moved théimeline to review park

management plans from every five years to every ten years Government of Canada 2012).

According to CPAWS t his ¢ o mptoidenifysns addrBsa kekissue€a nad a o

inhibiting ecological integrity (CPAWS, 2016).

The status of endangered species is one specific way to measure ecological integrity in Parks.

The Species at RickAct (SARA) became lawin 2002, with the purpose of preventing loss,

recovering, and monitoring species that were endangered or threatened with becoming extinct

(Government of Canada, 2016a) But, six years later, several environmental groups penned a

report titled ACanada' s Specigwisgthe goveRimenka fallimgt : At a S
grade in protecting species at risk. The report s
determine whether or not to add them [species] to the list, and for some species the delays are
indefiniteo ( Ddation atal. 009, p.R). AsBf®Ql7, there are approximately 174

species residing within the national parks system that are listed under the Species at Risk Act

(Parks Canada, 20Bc, p. 6). The question here is: how is Parks Canada doing in addressing

species at risk in national parks and conservation areas?

Monitoring biodiversity in protected areas is deemed to be essential in determining the long -

term health of ecosystems seeWoodley, 2010, Barnes et al., 2016). Monitoring not only tracks
progress,but it also fiserve[s] as a tool to hold park
achieving ecol ogical integrity, o as noted by the

2000, p. 6-2). A 2013 Auditor General of Canada report states that, since2008, Parks Canada
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had completed their compilation of strategies for species recovery® But, the report also notes

that Parks Canada only completed two action plans that provided a timeline and a step-by-step

guide to recovering the listed species. The reprt points out that the Agency still had 30 action

plans to finish (Office of the Auditor General of Canada, 2013). This indicates that Parks Canada

failed to fully support the monitoring and report ing system developed to manage ecological

integrity (Green Budget Coalition,2015) . A recent Parks Canada State o
Cultural Heritage Places report (2016b, p. 55) indicates that 46% of ecosystems within the

national parks are in fair or poor condition; although this percentage is slightly down from 2011,

it is a far cry from where Parks Canada should bé.

In addition, according to CPAWS (2015b), Canada failed to meet target 11 of the Gnvention on

Biodiversity (CBD) g, which asked Partiesto the CBD to assess 60% of its protected areas for

their effectiveness and equitable management by 2015. Target 11 not only requires signatory

countries to set aside protected areas, but also that these areas be assessed on whether or not
theyareableto fimai ntain biodiversity aNoalleyeedl., i2008.r ecosys
Effective conservation depends on having effective and equitable management (goal 4.2 of the

CBD) in place to ensure that protected areas are monitored and maintained over time to

conserve their ecological and social benefits (Woodley et al., 2012). Woodley et al. (2012, p. 31)

note that the combination of inadequate funding, staff shortages, scarcity of equipment, and

lack of engagement with local and Indigenous communities is creating barriers to achieving this

goal. For example, anEnvironment Canada report titted Canadian Protected Areas: Status

6 According to a report by the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainab | e Devel opment , ire
strategies are the key documents for stating the objectives for the recwery of the species, its critical

habitat, and the actions needed to stop or reverse its
2013, p. 11).

7Update: According to an Environment and Climate Change report (2019) of the 119 ecosystems in the

national parks, 40% have been evaluated as being in fair to poor condition.

8Target 11 of the Convention on Bi ol pa@20catléastDri ver si ty (C
percent of terrestrial and inland water, and 10 percent of coastal and marine areas, especially areas of

particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem services, are conserved through effectively and

equitably managed, ecologically representative and well-connected systems of protected areas and other

effective areabasedconse vati on measures, and integrated into the w
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Report 200671 2011 reveals that funding per square kilometre of protected area, both federally

and provincially, ouhas$2@r ®@@Ppech R0OM al approxi mat
(Enviro nment and Climate Change Canada, 2011, p. 51)a point | return to below. A recent

report by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC)(2016),

which monitorsthe st at e of Canadads plants and ciesiatriskl i f e, il
are continuing to decline.® Even more disconcerting is that there is a growing concern that

protected areas, nationwide, are under threat to downgrading, downsizing, and degazetement.10

3.2 Protected area downgrading, downsizing, and

degazettemen t (PADDD)

There is an international trend toward the downgrading, downsizing, and degazettement of

protected areas, known by the acronym PADDD. These terms are defined by Mascia, Pailler and
Krithivasan (2011, p. 11) a owngradng], adeductioreiratisee i n | eg
size of a protected area [downsizing] and finally, total removal of an area from legal protection

[ degazettement] . 0 Masci a danreasohsdrivingPADDDA(1) p. 11) ci
resource extraction, (2) infrastruct ure development, and (3) increased human activities.

Importantly, they note that some PADDD shifts accommodate wildlife movement or settle local

land claims by indigenous groups previously displaced by the establishment of unjust protected

areas. Accordingto the PADDD Tracker website of the World Wildlife Fund (2016b), out of 21

cases of PADDD in Canada (19082018), provincially and federally, 10 are the result of

9 This decline in species is noted globally as well. According to the Living Plang Report 2016 produced by

the World Wi ldlife Fund ( WWF, p. hé&extinctih Bepasd40ydars.e pl ane:
The global decline of species in this decade is in part the result of a slowing rate of protected areas

creation (also see:Watson et al. (2014); UNEP-WCMC and IUCN (2016).

10 See: Mascia, M. B., Pailler, S., & Krithivasan,R. (2012). PADDDtracker. org Technical guide. World

Wildlife Fund, Washington, DC.
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infrastructure development, 5 are the result of conservation planning!*and the remaining 6 are

the result of forestry, oil and gas, land claims, and environmental degradation.

Interestingly, the PADDD Tracker indicates PADDD in Canada spiked between 2010 and 20152
Federally, in 2013, the Harper government decided to close the Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Area
(PFRA) program, which had safeguarded 1.8 million acres of grasslands since the 1930s, and
turn those lands over to the provinces without conducting an environmental assessment and
without ensuring that they remain intact for conservation pur poses (CPAWS, 2015; Nature

Canada, 2016). The loss of the grasslands protected under the PFRA program has resulted in

Canadads fnprotected areas percent grgatlyimpactsp[ pi ng] f

Canadads ability t o rTeargetslocdnderse 12% df itsiterreBtriablahd e r si t vy

2020 (Herriot, n.d.). The Prairie Grasslands in Saskatchewan are one of the most endangered
places in Canada (Kraus, 2016). While not the bcus of my thesis, PADDD has occurred in the
provincial parks systems. For example, the Province of British Columbia downgraded their
Parks and Protected Areas Statutes Act in 2011 to allow for the future exploration of oil and gas

within park boundaries ( Gage, 2014). According to West Coast Environmental Law (WCEL) (as

cited in Gage, 2014), the Act now allows industry

industry can prove that the protected area would have greater economic, environmental, and

social benefits if it were no longer protected, the BC government can legally authorize boundary
changes. WCEL also notes that it is difficult to know precisely how much land is being removed
from protection, as other land is being added to protected areas. Likewise, the Province of New

Brunswick in 2014 made policy changes tha allow for 20% more forested Crown land to be

The PADDD Tracker website defines eadowwmmding,at i on
downsizing, or degazettement resulting from legal changes that are designed to enhace the conservation
efficiency and efficacy of a class, group, or geographically distinct set of protected areas. Involves

pl anni

simultaneous reallocation oflands or r egul atory changes to multiple prot

12 See: http://www.padddtracker.org /countries/CAN.
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deforested and has reduced from 28% to 23% the amount of protected public forest set aside to

offset deforestation (CBC News, 2014).

3.2.1 Commercia | development pressuresin national parks

Par ks Can ad afas hgve nottbeeo immuhe to threats from degazettement, despite
the common belief that national parks are beacons of protected nature that will be safeguarded
in perpetuity. Several controversial commercial development projects and proposalsd a
proposed war memorial in Cape Breton Highlands National Park; a development project at
Maligne Lake in Jasper National Park; and the proposed expansion of Lake Louise Ski Resort in
Banff National Parkd could be setting a precedent for dismantling policy framewaorks t hat were
set in place to protect nature. Interviews with four former Parks Canada managers suggest that a
key trend in this period (2011-2015) involved a loosening of caps on development inparks d in
striking reversal from the recommendations of the El pan el in 2000, which recommended that
recreational activities and devel opment projects

integrity as the determininiglljactor o (Parks Canad

For example, the proposal nfadr Memo ri dMé Wert oF o @tutr e
Awar deado in Cape Breton Highlands National Park
Canada along with a visitor centre, restaurant, souvenir shop, and large parking area, received

approval from Parks Canada (Paqtette, 2015). Phase 1 of the monument was to be completed by

2017, to coincide with Canadads 150th anniversary
included politicians, veterans, business owners, and tourism operators (Tunne, 2015). Overall

public response, however, was negative. Documents accessed through a Freedom of Information

(FOl') request indicate that Acriticism centres on
location, aesthetics of the statue, appropriateness within a national park, the environmental

assessment process and concerns surrounding unique geological formations easily accessible at

Gr e e n Cluef Exécutiye Office, Parks Canada Agency, "Memorandum to Minister: Never
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Forgotten National Memorial ," 2015, p. 4). What is also noteworthy about this proposal is that

Parks Canada, which lost 30 % budgetary capacity due to budget cuts in 2012, was required to

donate $100,000 of their budgetary funding to the Never Forgo tten National Memorial

Foundation to support the developmentofavi si t ati on analysis and to de\
website (p.4). After the federal election in 2015, Parks Canada, under the new Liberal

government, decided not to move forward with the pr oposed Mother Canada memorial, and it

was terminated in February 2016 (Galloway, 2016).

In 2014, Parks Canada rejected a proposal by Maligne Tours to build a hotel at MaligneLake in

Jasper; instead, the Agency considered allowing Maligne Tours to construct tent cabins at

Maligne Lake (CBC News, 2014). For such a proposal to move forward, however, Jasper

National Park would have to change their management plan to allow Maligne Tours to build new
accommodations outside the townsite.23 CPAWS, the Jasper Environmental Association, and

Ecojustice took the federal government to court, claiming that not only did this proposal

contravene Jasper Nati onal aRmputl besd ofeadangageel ment pl an
woodland caribou at risk. A court ruling in February 2016 agreed that Parks Canada could

consider the proposed develoopme nt proj ect but that #Aproposals tha
Management Pl an cannot r e dce,i201@®. AfonerENGO parficipanto val 0 ( E

remarked,

What is disheartening about the proposed tent cabins at Maligne Lake is that small
environmental grou ps have to go to great lengths to ensure that Parks Canada is
adhering to its legal mandate to ensure ecolodcal integrity in national parks. In this case,

it is clear that Parks Canada is prioritizing things other than ecological integrity, like

13 A National Parks management plan is a legal document that lays out the longterm plans
(approximately 15 years) for future management of anational park. (Parks Canada, 2019).
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visitor e xperience and pushing for commercial development. (Personal communication,

Grant, May 2016).

Just one month prior to this ruling, Brewster Travel /Pursuit T which owns the Banff Gondola,
the Lake Minnewanka Cruise, the Glacier Skywalk, and the Columbia Icefeld Glacier tour --
announced that they purchased Maligne Tours (Jasper Environmental Association, 2015b). To

date, Brewster Travel Canada has not constructed new tent cabins at Maligne Lake.

In 2015, the Lake Louise Ski Resort brought forward a proposalto double its size in Banff

National Park. This requires removing the wilderness designation from the target ed land,

prompting concerned citizens and environmentalists to create the campaign focused on

stopping commercial developments in national parks (Al berta Environmental networ k, 2015)

(see previous chapter).1* Opponents to this proposal say that the proposedexpansion violates
Canadads National Parks Act and that in order for
wilderness zone, the Act and wilderness regulations would have to be changed? As one former

par ks manager notes, i t emness arehe veas tb pratectdhess arepmfeomn i ng wi
Parks Canada itself. As soon as you designate lands as wilderness areas, they were supposed to

beoffi mits to developmentod (Personal communication,
argues that the 2006 Ski Area Management Guidelines allow for new lands to be acquired in
exchange for | easehold | ands where t hdar2e06h,s a fne
p. 2). Parks Canadaargued that the proposed Lake Louise Ski Resort expansion represents such

a net gain as it would return 669 hectares of ecologically sensitive land back into protection by

reducing the current ski area leasehold by approximately 1,521 hectares, in exchange for

expanding the ski resort outside its current leasehold (Parks Canada, 20X, p. 6 g). Critics

argue that f#dArelinquishing undeveloped | and from t
“See: fAFight for Our NationaurpaRacakso at http:// www. fig
BAmending Canadaé6és National Parks Act could take years

the House of Commons before becoming law (Historica Canada, 2016).
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doubling the capacity and infrastruc ture of the ski resort does not constitute a significant
environmental gain rather, a net environmental losso ( C P A W8),16 C@nbetns focused on

potential impacts to wildlife, including grizzly bear habitat.

Finally, high profile national parks leaders raised concerns about the public process for these

proposed developments. In an open letter to the Minister of the Environment, 11 retired Parks

empl oyees 6 (-weekpubliocomnient pegiod 8 comment on two major documents,

the 86-page Lake Louise Ski Hill Development Guidelines and the 170-page Strategic

Environment al (Dékveosze20m.amted f or mer empl oyees argue t
comment period is not consistent with a desire for real public engagement, nor is it consistent

withPark s Canadadscl anmed reputation for meanibhgf ul CC
But according to Parks Canada (201%,p. 5), fAThree weeks is the stand
most major public consultations in the Mountain National Parks and is consist ent with the

comment periods of other federal consultations such as those required under the Canadan

Environment al Assess@mada 200® p5)2012060 (Par ks

3.2.2 Dirivers of PADDD?

Overall, it is crucial to note that economic development pressures arecreating PADDD issues.

Interviews with four former Parks managers and three ENGO representatives suggest that Parks

Canada is shifting away from its mandate of ecological integrity toward a tourism mandate that

focuses on increasing the number of visitors, increasing revenue, and promoting private

development (Personal communications, 2015-2016). Asonef or mer Par ks manager d

would say that [Parks Canada] has turned into a rigid, hierarchical bureaucracy where corporate

16 The Liberal Government did not cancel plans to expand Lake Louise Ski Resat in Banff that was
approved by the Harper Government prior to the 2015 Federal election. As it stands today it is still on the
tabl e. Cal g afonthe 2026 Windel GympidGamhes, however, have opened new debates on
what role Banff National Park and Lake Louise Ski Resort could potentially play in hosting Olympic
events (CPAWS website http://cpaws-southernalberta.org/news/havent -we-already-tried -to-bid-for -the-
olympics-at-lake-louise).
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goals such as branding, reenue targets, new park experiences, and visitation targets are applied

universally across the boardwh et her or not they make PRersenalt i cal or
communication, James,2016). Such an assessment is far from what the Panel of Ecological

Integrity envisioned when they called upon Par ks C
knowledge-bhas ed or gani zation with a consistent focus on
2000, p. 2-2). Four former Parks Canada managers | interviewed emphasized that, instead,

there has been a shift within the Agency to support increasing visitation and allocating resources

to enhance visitor experience.

I examine this shift to visitor experience in sec

relationship with Indigenous peoples and examine trends in budgets and spending.

3.3 Managing the settler colonial presentin Parks Canada

fiTo think about di st ant pl aces, to colonize the
this occurs on, about, or because of land. The atual geographical possession of land is
what empire in the fi BdwdrdSaid@d994)si s i s al |l about .

When one talks!” about protected area creation in Canada, it is necessary to acknowledge the

settler colonial context those protected areas are atablished within. Settler colonialism refers to

a specific variant of colonial practice where settlers like me and my ancestors, never left
(Coulthard 2014, Simpson 2001). Thus, to speak of

i nterest o i matideafirmiggthe dispdssession that underlies the Canadian state.

Par ks Ca ntiarstapivgh Indigehaus Peoples is now a major plank of its policy work. 18

Since 1979, Parks Canada policy has required Parks Canada to negotiate agreements with

171n this section | use the following terminology : Indigenou s Peoples, Aboriginal Peoples, and First

Nations Peoples to describe all groups who occupy this land known as Canada. Aboriginal Peoples is a

term that is often used in Government of Canada documents.

BPparks Canada Policy st at easeestabldiecdin conjunoction with#éhé i on al par ks
settlement of land claims of native people, an agreement will be negotiated between Parks Canada and

representatives of local native communities prior to the formal establishment of the national park,
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affected nations prior to establishing new parks. According to Dearden & Berg (1993), legal

affirmation of land claims and treaty rights have allowed Indigenous Peoples to gain some say in

the establishment of national parks.19In 1994, the Canada National Paks Act was amended to

all ow for national par ks ttad ulse 0e swthd lclhi dihmed na s t thrad
would be set aside as park reserves and managed as national parks until such a time as land

claims pertaining to that land wereresolve d 6 ( Langdon, Prosper & Gagnon,
1999, Parks Canada createdte internal Aboriginal Affairs Secretariat (AAS) meant to help

increase the participation of Indigenous people in Canada's national parks (Parks Canada,
2016a). The El panelwentf ur t her, asking Parks Canada to dinit.i
Aboriginal peoples and adopt clear policies to encourage and support the development of

genuine partnerships with Aboriginal peoples in C
Parks Canada released guidelines, Promising Pathways: Strengthening Engagement and

Relationships with Aboriginal Peoples in Parks Canada Heritage Places, to help Parks Canada

promote and strengthen relationships with First Nations peoples.

Over the past three decades, Parks Canada has worked toward addressing land claims and land
rights through consultation and negotiating agreements (Sandlos, 2014). Langdon et al. (2010)
claims that 68% of the overall national parks system has been created withl ndigenous
communities and nations, who have gained some authority over land use management

ded si ons. From a policy basi s, Dearden (2008) not e

creating a joint management regime for the planning and management of the national park (Heritage

Canada, 1979, as cited in Langdon, Prosper & Gagnon, 2010). Today, Canadas Nat i on al Par ks Act
the National Marine Conservation Areas Act, the Species at Risk Actand Canadian Environmental

Assessment Act all legally require governments to seek consultation with First Nations people prior to

conducting activities that may impact Aboriginal rights and land claims (Parks Canada, 2014a, p. 11).

191n 1974 the National Parks Act was amended to include provisions for traditional hunting and fishing

practices and the new concept of a national reserve: land set aside for duture national park pending

settlement of any land claims. For the first time in history the agency acknowledged the role of people in

shaping the physical aspect of park environments and the different cultural meanings that people might

find there" (Campbell, 2011, p. 10) after Aboriginal people demanded that national parks recognize and

protect Aboriginal rights (Martin, 2011, p. 289). As a result, this is the first time that Parks Canada began

to redefine Awil derness o0 f rlodingaceltural @ndscape.ast empty | and,
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in developing not only a formalized consultative process, but cooperative management

arrangements as welb (para. 24). By 2010, Parks Canada had 18 formal cooperatie

management agreements with indigenous communities (Sandlos, 2014). And since 2011 Parks

Canada has awarded Aover 2,400 contracts to procu
busi nesses and businesses associated wi20h6b,p.ndi genolt
8). The Agency has financially endorsed over 55 projects that promote relationship building with

Métis peoples and has created 23 national historic designations highlighting indigenous peoples

and culture. Indigenous Peoples now representover8%o f Par ks Cana@akés wor kf o

Canada Agency, 2016h.

In an interview, a former high-ranking Parks Canada officiala s ser t ed t hat the Agen:t
international world lead er when it comes to working with Indigenous peoples. This was not the

case when the El panel did their report. In fact, they identified significant weakness there, but

we turned t his cBem@bl eommunigation,Februaryd2016)(2° The Jasper
Aboriginal For um, established i n 2006t o icsr eaant ee Xxaa my
space for healing and reconciliationd (Parks Cana
dozen indigenous groups, many of whase ancestors signed historical treaties with the Canadian

government that granted them continued access to Jasger National Park for hunting and

gathering purposes. These treaties, however, were never honoured, and these groups were

dispossessed of their land (Youdelis, 2016).This forum, therefore, provides Parks Canada with

the platform to improve relationships wi th Indigenous peoples by inviting them to consult on

park management-related issues.

20 The El panel report, Unimpaired for future generations? Conservingecolo gi ¢ a | integrity with
nati onal parks, volume |, challenged Parks Canada to i
Parks Canadaastrus ed and knowledgeable friends within the spir-r

Canada Agency, 2000, p.20).
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The Aboriginal Peoples Open Doors Program, initiated by Parks Canada, invites Indigenous

people to visit places to which they have historical ties, by providing them with a free admission

pass (Parks Canada, 2014b). Corporate and management plans direct Parks Canada staff to

work collaboratively with I ndigermrtivtiecsandeopl es fAby
incorporating Aboriginal Traditional Knowledge in the management of national parks and park

r e s e r RakksGanada, 2014hp. 17). Many of these changes were provoked by a series of

Indigenous rights and title court cases that raised the bar for consultation with First Nations

Peoples.

Nonetheless, a question remainsas to how this plays out on the ground, that is, how much of

this is public relations and how much of it represents concrete change. Coulthard (2014) argues
thatthereisalsod ear evi dence that much of this work sits
paradigm, whereby Indigenous culture and issues are made more visible in order to promote

assimilation, while colonial power remains invisible. This is perhaps best illustrated by an

incident in 2011, when Jasper Nati onalealdhgthek @A c o mmi
main street in Jasper to signify their commitment
(Youledis, 2016). However, management somehow erred and erected a ttem pole of the Haida

Nation, which resides on the Pacific Northwest coast. Locals and indigenous groups feared this

would result in fimisinformation to tourists about

slighted that the Alberta nationswerenot r epresentedo (Youdelis, 2016)

Recent literature (see Youdelis, 2016; Sandbs, 2014; MacLaren, 2011) acknowledges that Parks
Canada has made progress working with First Nations peoples to establish and cooperatively
manage new parks and park reserves, bt they also indicate that this is still a far cry from the
autonomy and sovereignty indigenous people had before colonialism. MacLaren (2011, p. 336)
points out that in the southern parks, for instance, the Agency still struggles with the issue of

A i ning] avifted people or their descendants to return and take up residenceinex st i ng par ks«
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such as Jasper National Par k. He notes that this
of prioritizing the rights of different Native groups andofprio r i t i zi ng eras of past
(MacLaren, 2011, p. 336). Even though it may be challenging to find solutions that

accommodate the needs of wvarious I ndigenous group
for inactiono (p. 35nblesthaDarticipdtooy snangagerehtpractiges 1 4 4)
with I nuit peoplrash iad s@Gamedmdsn Nncomplete, as the
not surrendered any substantive regulatory powers over wildlife in the parks to Aboriginal

groups or co-managementboa ds i n northern ar emasagemmenChoartdse quent |y
remain largelyadvi s or y i nSandlast 20¥4 @.d46), and Indigenous knowledge is often

co-opted to supplement Western science Sandlos, 2014).

Youdelis (2016) argues that neocolonial relationships continue to be perpetuated through anti -
political strategies that are disguipoedtacsail odii gme
they obscure power relationships in decision-making processes that render inequality invisible

andinconse quenti al . B¢e¢scher (2010, p. 34) defines pol |
with which actors make decisions that determine social or public outcomes.0 Antipolitics, then,

he argues, fAai msssoaal deliveraive prgceswantd tod pirheidet er mi ned dec
and/ or social and public outcomeso (p. 49). That

working to obscure the issues of dispossession and of power and control over land.

To substantiate her argument, Youdelis examinesJ as per Nati onal Par kds appr

consultation with various Indigenous groups regarding two controversial development projects

proposed by Brewster Travel: The Glacier Skywalk and the expansion of accommodation at

Maligne Lake. She says thatthe ParksCamd a Agency 6s -bhaseedd cEomsekreatio
whi ch means that they wil!/ only fiengage with grou

particular devel opment proposal 0 andndifrébaty Agencyods

rights willnotbe discussed i n regards to any given projecto st
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presented as window dressing, while concealing co
Indigenous laws, politics and systems of knowledge oYoudelis, 2016, p. 9) . Youdel i sds
examination of Brewsterdés Consultation and Aborig
i ndi cate Awhich nations were consul ted, what conc
addr e s s e d osuggpststhad Brewst& bhewed favoritism for those Nations that were

receptive to the Glacier Skywalk project and used incentives like free helicopter rides, site visits,

and the promise of providing jobs for Indigenous members receptive to the project. She claims

thatthis A di vi de and c onnmgedehe Birstagipns commouhity ot r a

meaningful consultation. Her research suggests that economic benefits associated with

development projects continue to reproduce colonial power structures that prioritize the

intere sts of private developers and Parks @nada over the interests of Indigenous peoples

(Youdelis, 2016).

Demonstrating the heterogeneous relationships between Parks Canada and Indigenous nations,

the Gwaii Haanas National Marine Conservation Area and Haida Heritage Site is often held up

a s fmbshienovative and far-r e a ¢ h i-mapagenemt agreement for a national protected

area in Canada (Hawkes, 1995). The Minister of State for the Environment and the President of

the Council of the Haida Nation signed the Canada Haida/Gwaii Haanas Agreement in 1993,

ai med at providing for Athe conservation of both
of Canada, 2010). The ultimate decision-making authority resides with the Archipelago

Management Board, half of whose membership is from the Council of the Haida Nation, with

the other half from the Government of Canada. This arrangement is unique. While dozens of co

management agreements have been reached across Canada, mostly in the North, partnerships

have often been critiqued for their perpetuation o f colonial management techniques, as
illustrated by one Indigenous descendant who comm
Nakoda in the Mountain Parks: #fAin Jasper I ndigeno
being a 6good neliygyhdbowlrdmdtl iamsgilrud et hi s happeni ng
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couldndét do anything without going to the Hai
2016, p. 14). Arguably, part of what differentiates the Haida from the Indigenous groups in
Jasper isthe unity with which the Haida resisted colonial management power structures (see

Takeda & Rapke, 2010).

The EI Panel stated in their 2000 report that

Parks Canada to m&e progress toward integrating Indige nous naturalized knowledge and

da,

t

h e

values into par k managemeR7). hthé decadelarsd aladfthat d a, 2000,

followed, Parks Canadahas worked hard toward building relationships through reconciliation
efforts. However, some of the literature, noted above, indicates that Parks Canada needs to move
beyond the recognition paradigm and acknowledge the colonial power structures that continue

to overshadow meaningful reconciliation. For these authors, the way the agncy attempts to
manage Indigenous relationships with discourse has parallels with how the Agency circumvents

substantial action on prioritizing El.

To understand the other changes that occurred within Parks Canada since the El Panel released

its initial report in 2000, | now turn to evaluat ing trends in resource allocations and budgets.

3.4 Trends in spending and revenue generation (2000 -2015)

In the period 2000 -2008, strong conservationists led Parks Canada and supported

recommendations made by the Panel o Ecological Integrity by creating a world -class ecological

monitoring system (see Woodley, 2010).Pr i me Mi ni st er J e2003)f@dnciaPt i en 6 s

support was instrumental to pushing forward EI

million over a two-year period to create 10 new ndional parks, five new marine PAs and expand
t hree exi st i ngDepadnientofiriaance ganadl 8003, . 20). An additional $25
million of ongoing funding was allocated to re-establish the ecological integrity of the national

parks, which was further supported with a five -year allocation of an additional $60 million to,

53



ifexpand

196) .

e X

st

Overall,

ng
Pa

e c o | (Degpartreerit of Fimance @f Canady 200%epa s ur e s 0

r ks Caappokimaiesy 8% i thig pertiod BOGT | ncr eas e
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Figure 2: Annual Budget Parks Canada Agency (2000

i 2017)

In an interview with one former top manager at Parks Canada, | learned that this funding

enabled Parks Canada to makeconsiderable progress toward building a new culture of

ecological integrity within the Agency, particularly between 2002 and 2008 ( Personal

communication, Joe, 2015)i1 largely funded by the Chrétien government. A 2008 report titled

ParksCatmda Status on Agency Progress since First Pr
created and filled 54 new science positions and 22 new public education positions to support

ecological integrity monitoring, r estoration and the enhancement of public education and visitor
experienceso (Park Canada, 2008b, p. iv). I n addi

to management received ecological integrity (El) training, an Executive Director of Ecological

Int egrity was established, guidelines for El restoration were drawn up, a National Fire
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Management Program was established, and a world class El monitoring system was created

(Office of the Auditor General of Canada, 2013, p. 19). In an interview, a former Paks Canada

upper Manager noted that:

A lot more money was put toward ecological integrity (El) programs and a lot of that was
manifested on these Actions on the Ground Projects.21[é ] We needed to start showing some
things on the ground, where we could actually show that we were making some progress.
Someti mes some of the projects that were not
found to be as effective in terms of[é ] helping restore the El of, say, mountain or high velocity

streams. That kind of work was done right across the country, not exactly fancy work, but

necessa

certainly i mpoherprajects wereomudhéargerixe[é] r et urni ndackuf f al o |

to Grasslands National Park. (Personal communication, George, 2016).

Dearden (2008) acknowledges that Parks Canada had made progress sincene 2000 Panel on

Ecological Integrity made its recommendation, but that there were still important ongoing

ssues that needed to be addressed. Accor di

national pr otected area [PA] plan, the slow speed of estaishment of new PAs, lack of

monitoring for effectiveness, failure to establish research partnerships, and questions of

ac count dbarden; 2008 ppard. 2). Thesewere indications that ecological integrit v,

despite making considerable progress, was slavly falling out of fashion, towards an interest in

visitation:

In the early 2000s we were trained to talk
fireo and we were instructed to talk about
integrity. There was big emphasis on ecological integrity in our training in the early years from

2003 to 2005, but after a while it became less important. Other training that came along, that |

remember, was we had to do some reading about different kinds d users or visitors that come to

216 Action on the Ground6 refers to A[p]roj

t

ects
nati onal park ecosystermso (Parks Canada, 2013,
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the national park. They wanted us to ask visitors if they were nature lovers, recreational users,etc.

(Personal communication, Jacky, 2015)

In 2008, Parks Canada was allocated $42,000 per park to support the newly developed

ecological monitoring program, but that funding was reduced to $15,000 per park later that

same year(Office of the Auditor General of Canada, 2013). According to the 2013 Office of the

Audi tor General 6s Report (2013romigedecodydttm t hi s redu
monitoring. The withdrawal of financial suppor t may have been linked to the 2007/ 2008 global

economic crises. Somewhat contrary to this move but also in recognition of the financial crisisi

in terms of economic stimulus, Parks Canada madethe decision in 2008 to place a freeze on

user fees,gefitCoaneandciocaunrsa t o vi sit our unique treasur
industry and | ocal economies across Canadado (Park
had been legislated to increase annually under the User Fees Act 20032004, which was first

broached by the Chretien Government and then implemented by the Martin administration

(Parks Canada, 201%). Frees increased in the fiscal year 2005 06 to 2008 09, with the goal of

generating $25 million in new revenue per year. These funds were earmarkedto support visitor

experience programs and maintain visitor facilities ( Parks Canada 2006a). Despite this freeze,

revenue from user fees continued to increase (see figure 3), but at a slowerrate.
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Figure 3: Parks Canada Agency Revenue retrieved from user fees recorded in  Parks Canada Plans
and Priority Reports from (2005 T 2013) .22

The Economic Impact of Parks Canada reportfor 2008/2009 indicates that Parks Canada

contributes approximately $3.3 billion annually to the Canadian economy,with 80% coming

from visitor spending (see Parks Canada20113. Yet, despite this, budget cuts in 2012 by

Har per government reduced Parks Canadadlien overall
annually over four years (see tablel). As a result of these cuts, Parks Canada was forced, t o
reassesséthe types and numbers of staff need[ ed]
i n e ac (OffipeaofrtHe duditor General of Canada,2013, p. 28). Figure 4 (below) shows how

Parks Canada reduced labour costs by over $10 million by consolidating servicecenters and

increasing contracting out at all levels of the Agency (Government of Canada, 2016c).

Former Parks Canada research participntr ecal | s t hat ti meé&itsufeDidd it cha
was difficult and it was the most painful thing | ever, everdidinmy35-y ear career é. The
government made that decision for us Paso we had t
communication, Jack, 2016). Parks Canada could not spend noney it did not have. So, the

Agencyds first response was to eliminate a | evel

22 Note: Entrance fees collected represens over 50% of all revenue generated, while camping fees1520%
and land rent and concessions over 20% (Parks Canada, 2015c).
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smaller service centres that replaced regional offices. They also consolidated departnents and
reduced staff. On an operational level Parks Canada reduced hours and seasons of operation in
addition to promoting self -guided tours as opposed to guided ones. Workforce adjustments
directly impacted approximately 1,700 employees from all levels, which resulted in 638 job

losses and 270 enployees opting to take early retirement (Parks Canada, 201%).

Parks Canada Azenc 2012- 2013- 2014~  2015-
gy 2013 2014 2015 2016

Monitoring integration and streamlining—

EC/PC* 0 0 159 159

Enforcement — EC/PC collaboration 0 45 45 45

Consolidate service centres and increase

contracting out

Streamline headquarters program management

by 15%

Restrict public opinionresearch to mandated

requirements and third-party agreement for 18 918 1,000 1,000
market research

Eliminate spending on teacher and curricula
tools development

Move from gwded jco se.lf-g.ulded visitor activities 1 1,086 2,000 2,000
at select national historic sites

Reduce operating season at parks and sites to

peak visitation periods

2,760 5,548 10,500 10,500

1,598 3,342 3,500 3,500

176 886 950 950

1,354 4,692 5,000 5,000

Other* 100 3,134 6,000 6,000
Parks Canada Agency, Total 6,007 19,651 29,154 29,154
Environment Portfolio (Environment & Parks 13,499 36734 60,249 60,249
Canada), Total

Fisheries and Oceans, Total 3,800 13,389 79,257 79,257

Figure 4: Budget cuts following the 2012 strategic and operating reviews

The table abovwe showshow much the Government expected to save, on an annual baS|s from the cuts

implement ed.

Source: Government of Canada.(2016c). Strategic and Operating Review: Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat.
Government of Canada. https://www.canada.ca/en/treasury -board -
secretariat/corporate/transparency/strategic -operating _-review.html

These austerity measures na only resulted in the downsizing of the agency, but it also resulted

in the demoralization of its employees. After the 2015 election the Public Service Alliance of
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Canada(PSAC)(2016) called on the new Liberal government to restore public services that had

been decimated under the Harper government. On theirweb s i t e, PSAC says that i
austerity measures and cuts to the federal public service and federal agencies such as the

Canadian Food Inspection Agency, Parks Canada and the Canadian Revenue A&gcy have

weakened the economy and demoralized public ser¥ ¢ e w o Publee Sesvice Alliance of

Canada (PSAC), 2016 para. 3). One former Parks Canada empbyeerecalls her experience at

Par ks Canada after the cuts Ihadnecre aboughow gedplest r ongl
were treated. PeopleinOttawva cer t ai nly didndét care about their
experienced after the budget cuts at Parks Canada
(Personal communication, Jacky, 2015. In a 2015 report titled Five -Year Review of the Human

Resources Maragement Regime of Parks Canadd2015a), Parks Canada acknowledges that the

2012 workforce adjustment resulted in loss of corporate memory and knowledge within the

agency. Two participants (one former Parks Canada Manager and one ENGO) also note that this

loss is compounded by the fact that there was al so
brought in in the | ast decade, whoPersobnal not have a
communication, Jane, 2016). These funding cuts to personnel directly contradicted the El panel
recommendati ons, which emphasized the need to dpr
their responsibilityd in order to protect the eco

Canada, 2000, p. 2-12).

In the 201371 14 fiscal year, 30% d full -time staff was replaced by seasonal staff. At the same
time, scientific staff decreased by 33% (Office of the Auditor General of Canada, 2013, p. 27).
Despite this accounting, a senior Parks Canada executive argued that science staff were not most

hit. He says:

These cuts affected every single program in Parks Canada, and | would say that visitor

services were more impacted than conservation. That is not the word on the street, |
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know, but th at is the reality within Parks Canada. We had 1,900 peoplethat were
affected; close to 1,800 were not working in a conservation function. So that was a huge
change. | think what it did was it forced our investments on things that really make a
difference. It forced us to take a closer look at the organization. (Personal

communication , Jack, February 2016)

CPAWS, however, objects. They say that cuts to resource conservation capacity outweighed

those to visitor experience. In their 2016 report titted A Call for Renewed Commitment to

Nature Conservation theyargueth at A During thi 2018, pehé coAdgé ROV
Experience program staff grew by 9%, while the Co
2016a). Unfortunately, the budgets are difficult to follow. For example, the graph below (f igure

5) illu strates how funds for ecological integrity are allocated to the different programs. However,

it is difficult to determine the exact amount of funds that goes directly into science, El

monitoring, visitor protection, and wages. This was reitera ted by a former Parks Canada

manager who says that when it comes to decipherin
al most have to do a fPersomahcemmunicationd Jog,2005). Partofang k it 0 (
research attempted to do just that. For example, in order to determine the specific number of

science staff hired and terminated between 2005 and 2015 in each scientific category (Bt1, BI-

2, BI-3, PG1, PG2, PG3, PG4, REM, and RES) and technical services (EG and GT) specifically;

a Government Environme ntal Petition 23 was acquisitioned. However, the results of the petition

only provided a single lump sum which reflects the 30% decline to scientific staff mentioned

above (Office of the Auditor General of Canada, 2016, petition 391). National Executive Director

of CPAWS, Eric Hébert-Daly (cited in Galloway, 2012, para.6) , ar gues t hat , Al f yo

by 30 per cent, you are cutting the actual science by 30 per cent. And what that means is more

ZAn environment al petition, fAis a wayenfironmen@bandadi ans t o
sustainable development issues to the attention of the federal government [through a formal written
reqguest] and obtain a for mal responseo (Office of the |
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species will go extinct without us knowing abo u t i stalscdmpbrtant o note that in an

Auditor Gener al of Canadaédés 2013 Report on Ecolog
the decrease in funding and downsizing of conservation personnel were already happening prior

to these substartial cuts. While budget cuts in 2012 affected all departments, participants (6) in

this research also confirm that cuts to science outweighed those to visitor experience.

$225,000 -
==m=Program 1: Heritage Places
$200,000 - Establisment
$175,000 -
===Program 2: Heritage Places
$150,000 - Conservation
$125,000 -
===Program 3: Ecological Integrity
$100,000 - Monitoring
$75,000 -
===Program 4: Resource
$50,000 - Management & Ecological
$25,000 - Restoration
$0 Program 5: Scientific Research
» 4 O "4 % »
O O O NG N N\
> > > > > >
Figure 5: Decline expenditures for Ecological Integrity (1,000 Canadi an Dollars)

Source: Office of the Auditor General of Canada, 2016, petition 391

3.5 The change in allocation of funds

The allocation of funds within the Parks Canada Agency changed between 20052014 (figure 5).

Overall, there is a clearshift in the agency away from?# prioritizing the conservation of heritage

24 Conservation of heritage places programs included National Park Conservation, National Urban Park
Conservation, National Marine Area Conservation, National Historic Site Conservation, and Other
Heritage Places Conservation.
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places® and toward visitor experience programs. Thi s coi nci des with the Ager
the Directorate of External Relations and Visitor Experience in 2005. A former Director Ge neral

of National Parks recalls that:

fiAfter 2005, there began a watering down of the mandate. Ecological | ntegrity is the primary
mandate, but it is no longer the sole mandate. We have other responsibilities, such as visitor
experience and the social sciaces. My former position as Director General of National Parks was
eliminated. It is now the Vice -President of Conservation and Park Establishment, and there is a
new directorate for Visitor Experience that did not exist when | was there. It gives a senseof the
drift out of c onservation as the primary mandate into other mandates and other responsibilities,

and a watering down of capacity. @Personal communication, Jim, 2016).

While funding for ecological integrity decreased, funding for infrastructure increasedduring the

Harp er administration (see Figure 6).

Annual Actual Spending, per program activity:
600
500
400
300

200

100 -

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Program Expenditure (millions)

Program Activity

Establish Heritage Places Conserve Heritage Places
Public Appreciation & Understanding = Enhance Visitor Experience
Townsite & Throughway Management = |nternal Services

Figure 6: Annual Actual Spending

25 Visitor experience programs include National Park Visitor Experience, National Urban Park Visitor
Experience, National Marine Conservation Area Visitor Experience, National Historic Site Visitor
Experience, and Heritage Canal Visitor Experience. Three interviewees say that it is almost impossible to
track how much money is going toward ecological integrity, plus it is hard to factor the amount of
employee work time that goes into it.
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Source: Inform ation obtained from Parks Canada Plans and Priority Reports from 2003 -2016.

For example, between 2007 and 2010,increased federal funding from th e Conservative

Economic Action Plan lead to increased funds to support the management of town sites and

throughways (roads and bridges) (see figures 4& 5). Figure 4 illustrates that while all

departments were faced with budget cuts in 2010 (coincident wit h the end of funding from the

action plan), visitor experience and town site / throughway management recovered more

guickly. A 2012 internal audit of Parks Canadabs
2007 and 2010, 30% of all expenditures wenttoward programs that facilitate visitor experience

(Parks Canada, 2012, p. 77), a number that jumped to 40% in 2014 and 2015. In that 2012

report, Parks Canada argued that since 66% of the
(approximately $100 million annu ally) and that 40% of its assets (valuing $10 billion) are

directly associated with visitors, it makes sense for Parks Canada to invest in and prioritize

visitor experience (Parks Canada, 2012,%6 marking a shift away from E|.

Furthermore, a National AssetRevi ew ( NAR) of Parks Canada det er mi
Agencyb6s holdings were in poor or very poor condi
Parks Canadab6s deteriorati ng vermmentansounced im 2004 e , t he
the Federal Infrastructure Fund that would provide $2.8 billion to address this problem. Even

though investing in Parks Canadads crumbling infr
investment is also an indication of how fundin g priorities shifted in this last decadei which

compromised funding for ecological integrity.

For example, the 2000 Panel on Ecological Integrity stressed the importance of investing
financially in science expertise to inventory, research, and monitor the ecological health of the

parksyst em ( Par ks Canada, 2000). Yet, a 2013 Auditor

6In201512016 Parks Canadadés revenue from user fees equal e
Canada, 2016a).
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Canada did not have a plan for how it would address the backlog of work required to manage
threats to ecological integrity caused by budgetary declines to conservation in this most recent
decade (Auditor General of Canada 2013, p. 28).
Cultural Heritage Places report, Parks Canada, however, says that they have rectified this
backlog and that all national parks now have a fully implemented monitoring plan in place
(Parks Canada, 2016b). CPAWS, however, argues that this is misleading. They say that Parks
Canada reduced the monitoring program by 28%; therefore, the scope of the program was also
reduced to reflect budget cuts and loss of €ience personnel needed to carry out a full monitoring

program (CPAWS, 2016c¢).

3.5.1 Covering shortfalls?  The rise of park -generated revenue

When Parks Canada became an agency at the end of the previous decade (199@800), the y
were told to cover a greater anount of their budget by collecting revenue from visitor fees that
provide a personal benefit, such as recreational fees. Since that time, the formula representing
funding by the government for public services verses private services is 75/25, meaning 75% $
covered by government and 25% is generated by each park (Parks Canada, 2015a). Each Field
Unit is required to set annual revenue targets. Field units can keep and spend any excess
revenue, which surpass their target. (Parks Canada, 2009a). However, mostparks do not have
the number of visitors needed to generate the 25%; only four parks nationally are able to cover
their own visitor services costs from their revenue: the mountain parks of Banff, Yoho,
Kootenay, and Jasper.The mountain parks have the highest number of visitors; some of their
surplus revenue is used to cover parks that are losing money. However, those parks unable to
meet their revenue targets must, for the most part, reduce their expenditures (Parks Canada,
2000). In their report, the El p anel was concerned that this move to the 75/25 scheme put

pressure on Field Units to forgo ecological integrity in favour of development projects that
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generate much needed revenue Parks Canada, 2000). This problem deepenedin 2009 when

the Government of Canada froze user fees and again in 2012 due to budget cuts.

The question is: does this 75/25 formula lead Parks Canada toward activities that are focused on

generating revenue? The answer is not simple. As one formerparks uper i nt endent noted
organization is hard-wired to be open to mandate creep and is susceptible to increased demands

for commercial devel opment that can increase Vi si
(Personal communication, James, 2016). Wanting to increase visitation to generate revenue is

not openly acknowledged by the Agency (interviews). But, at the same time, visitation has

become the key metric by which the value of a park is measured. As one former upper

management employee of Parks Canada ar gues, Al n mentrinmisitorof our i nves
experience, it is not about generating revenue. To me it is about connecting more people to

n at u Peesonal communication, Jack, 2016). Yet the high number of visitors in the mountain

parks creates a greaer need for staff, infrastructure , and associated maintenance in other

words, higher costs. Revenue generated through business leases and licences on a percentage of

gross annual revenues, from big operations such as the ski hills (e.g., Lake LouiseSunshine and

Mt Norquay ) and Brewster Travel (Sulfur Mountain Gondola and the Glacier Skywalk) generate

a significant amount of revenue for the agency (see figure 6), which makes such partnerships

highly lucrative ( Personal communication, John, 2015). For example, a 2010 Parks Canada

revenue audit shows that the six mountain parks generate 70% of all revenue collected from

leases, licences of occupation, and other operating revenues across the national parks system

(Parks Canada, 201d).

35.2 Par ks Can a dership with Brewster Travel /Pursuit
One notable relationship is Parks Canadads partnerl
owns and operates several attractions in the mountain parks, including the Glacier Skywalk. The

Glacier Skywalk opened in 2014, dfering visitors ffrom around the worl d a unique way to learn
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about the Columbia Icefield's special natural and cultural heritage (The Honourable Rob

Merrifield, Member of Parliament for Yellowhead cited in Parks Canada,2014d). The structure

was built on an existing roadside viewpoint, and according to Parks Canada it met its land use

zoning requirement. A f or mer seni or manager of Parks Canada,
that you can mitigate those environmental issues and you can prove that El is notbeen
significantl y makgssaeose ® dgrkowitht phvate organizations who are willing

into take the risk of building that infrastructure
w o r KPérsorfal communication, George, 2016). Thisquoterefe ct s t he Har per gover |
push to ensure that federal departments increase Public Private Partnerships (P3s}’ to

eliminate bureaucratic inefficiency and help pay for infrastructure (see : Budget 2011,

Government of Canada).

But critics argue that the Glacier Skywalk is problematic as it presents a privatized enclosure of

beauty, whereby a public roadside view has been fenced to block the view from motorists that

now can only experience it for $32 per person on the skywalk (CPAWS, 2015). This partnership

also raises questions regarding Brews e ipdveeged position 6with Parks Canada. One

intervieweenoted, Al f t he Skywal k was deemed necessary to
shouldndét it [the contrawhpmeaee Wwaaeh fdgoab [dbos ol
communication, John, August 2015). Possible conflict of interest issues arise in the national

parks as they respond to the demands of generating more revenue while also protecting the

environment.

What does the Brewstea case tell us about the budgets and revenues of thenost recent decade
and a half (2000-2015)? Sandilands (2013, p. 98) best sums it up when she writes that Parks

Canada is ficaught between the proverbial rock and

27|n 2008, the Harper Government created PPP Canada Inc., a Crown Corporation. For more information
on P306s see: Whit e snggravatizatibn: Cr(sig, @nhaliing fieldS, ara public iprvate
partnerships in Canada. Alternate Routes, 24, 85-108.
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legislated mandate is to protect and enhance ecologtal integrity, and on the other, they are not

only not given the resources necessary to carry out that mandate but are also increasingly

required to expand paid visitation in order to meet basic staffing , policing, and maintenance

requir ement s thiscotdindpia dskeantrafbto understanding the dynamics between

Afusedo and fApreservationd being played out in Park
following chapter. As can be imagined, Pak s Canadads pressure to both de¢
further compounded in the post El period by a decline in visitation and a growing fear in Parks

Canada that Canadians had become disengaged with nature.

36 Thevi si tcor snso

Parks Canada is responsible ér both protecting the ecosystems of these natural aras and

managing them for visitors to understand, appreci
compromise their integrity (Parks Canada, 2015a) A defining feature of the 2000 i 2015-time
periodisParksCanadadés concern with de cdndhisioncgitessywhghlt at i on
describe as Athe visitor crisis. o ViailbSyeat i on i s r
period starting in 1997 (Parks Canada,2013c, p. 15). Declining visitation creates the concern

within Parks that national parks and h istoric places are becoming less relevant to Canadians,

resulting in the Agency producing less revenue and therefore contributing less to the Canadian

economy (Parks Canada, 2013c).

Declining visitation is noted as a concern early in the new millennium. For example, in the

200271 2003 Parks Canada Agency Annual Report the agency expressed concern that Canadian
demographics were changing, with an aging population, increasing urbanization, and growing
immigr ation. As a result, Parks Canada was facing new chadinges to meet the needs of the aging
population and to reach out to new Canadians. The spectre of declining visitation was further

heightened by the fear (and socially publicized narrative) that Canadians were becoming
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increasingly @di sumoganerallg and eith parksvand grotected @areas,

specificallyodo (cPpllks Canada, 2014

Part of the push to increase visitation was also based on international and internal social science
research (from Parks Canada) on North American parks that showed that visitor experience

management was an important component of facilitating protected area stewardship (Jagar et

a.2006) . Research found that not onl vy lwepraer kiiéOmonraed i
likely to be supportive of activitiesPark s Canada undertakes to fulfil it
al so more willing Ato use taxpayer money for the

peopl e who had n e@aseitedivQrganizatiendfor Bconoraia Godperation and

Development (OECD), 2015, p. 255). Since the 1990s had witnessed a steady increase in

visitation, the sudden decrease in visitation in this decade was cause for alarm. Not only did this

decline threaten revenues, buti t had the potenti al t oicat hreaten Par

justification for its own existence (Shultis and More, 2011).

These statistics are cited in Parks Canadab6és own
and Historic Places Report (ParksCanada, 2011b, p. 37): ARansear ch hca
who have visited a national park or national historic site are significantly more likely to feel a

sense of connection with these places (90%) than those that have never visited (20%), so it is

imperat i ve that opportuni ti e sturdllandscdpesiere histdricain i n Can ac

pl aces become more accessible to Canadians. 0

The Agencybés initial response to the decline in v

three core objectives: protection, education, and visitation ( Jagar et al. 2006) (see figure 6). For

i nstance, in 2001 Parks Canada i mplemented the AE
which was to Arai se awareness, to foster under st a
sense of ownership that Canadians have for our NationalPar ks and Nati onal Hi st o
(Bronson, 2004, p . 68) . Parks Canadadds website al
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for teachers to use to reach Canadian youth through the schools (Parks Caada, 2007)%8
although it should be noted that budgetcut s from 2012 to 2014 deliminat

and curricula tools devel op me)lseedigue@pover nment of C

Then, in 2005 the agency created the Directorate of External Relations and Visitor Experience to

nati onal | y aia sgientd, publie inforniasoo and education, corporate

communicati on, vi sitor experience, and stakehol de
2010b, p. 8). This directorate became essentially the marketing arm of the agency to target
specificsegmentso f t he popul ati on such as n3eymungCanadi ans,
familiesand schoolaged chil dreno to entice them by providi.|
technology based services; and nore unique, authentic, interactive, personalized, and diverse
experienceso (Parks Canada, 2012-+ernpgrowtB8iB8) , al |l wi't
visitation. The federal government also contributed additional funding ($55.3 million) to Parks

Canada baween 2006 and 2008 to help improve visitor experience (Indus try Canada, 2008). In

2010, Parks Canada introduced a new vision to emp
treasured natural and historic places will be a living legacy, connecting heats and minds to a

stronger, deeper understanding of theverye s sence of Canadaoap.Plar ks Cana
With this mindset and new institutional priorities established, Parks Canada set a goal to

increase visitation by 10% by 2015 Parks Canada, 20104.

28 These initiative s fell in line with recommendations made by the EI Panel that Parks Canada provide
formal interpretative information to yo ung people, educators, visitors, government officials, partners and
parks staff on ecological integrity to cultivate a culture of environmental stewards (Parks Canada, 2000,
Appendix G: 20).
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Education Protection

Visitor
Experience

Figure 7: Par ks Cana@aedGhjeclives e e

This new vision and shift in the agency toward other responsibilities such as visitor experience is

accompanied by concern that national parks must compete for visitors with other parks,
destinations, and | ei s Ww2r0el Oa cCoirwiotriae se. PR aarnk sa d@aenda di
Positionodo to its | ist of?2]|oadempompaotveatscompstikive f or t he
position, Parks Canada invests in hosting special eventscelebrating national anniversaries,

promoting new recreation al activities, and providing alternative accommodations (Parks

Canada,201®) . The Avisitor crisiso is a key driver unc
reorganize the Agency around tourism. It seems likely that this is not what the EIl Panel had in

mindwhen it recommended that Aproduct marketing of n

focus be placed on social marketing, policy marketing, and even demarketing of the parks, with

29 Parks Canada developed its first Corporate Risk Profile (CRP) h 2008, to mitigate challenges and risks.
According to Parks Canada, #A[c]hallenges myfaed] i ssues wi
Ri skséare potenti al events with which tSeedParksgCaenada,y may h.
(2009). 2010-2011 Parks Canada Agency Corporate Plan, Government of Canada.p. 17
https://www.pc.gc.ca/en/docs/pc/plans/plan2010 -2011/index).
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a focus on ecolagical integrity (Parks Canada, 2000, 10-20). Although the eff ort of Parks Canada
to ensure that that national parks continue to be used and enjoyed by Canadians is in line with
their mandate, this new shift in focus ignores concerns raised by the El panelthat increased
visitation endangers the ecological integrity of the parks. This shift to marketing and promotion

is noted by a former member of the EI Panel who says:

There has been a dramatic shift of investment toward visitor services, increasing

visitation, branding and community outreach, etcetera. There has also been a lot of new

people hired who do not have an ecological background; instead they have a business or

marketing background. If you go into a Parks Canada Office today and aked them about

EI and the EI panel, they pr ongabout Eliswlo ndét know

news. (Personal communication, Joe, 2015)

As part of its campaign to protect parks in the future, the Agency is focusing on marketing new
experiences, products, and attractions (0TENTiks, geocaching, via ferrata, the GranFondo
cycling race, music concerts, etc.¥° that were not seen in the previous decade, to attract visitors

to national parks.

Parks Canada has, therefore, embarked on marketing campaigns in oder to increase visitation.
My interviewees and PC documents (see Parks CanadeEvaluation of Visitor Services Offer,

2012) emphasize that this turn is fuelled by concern that Parks are losing relevance with

30 Marjorie Huculak, Executive Service Manager for Banff National Park, is quoted in the Calgary Herald

(2008, March24)sayi ng t hat Athe key [to hosting special events
make sure they don't impact other visitorsorecos y st ems . 0 Yet, the reality is tha
effect wildlife and visitors alike. For example, the GranFond o bike race (hosting 1,500 cyclists) in Banff

National Park had to be rerouted in 2012 due to grizzly bear feeding on buffalo berries along the roadside

and was rerouted again in 2016 due to wolves., Parks Canada, however, argues that the rerouting is an

indication that they are able to mitigate these challenges for wildlife and visitors (Derworiz, 2016, July 1).

In response to increasedevents in the national parks, Kevin Van Tighem, former superintendent of Banff

National Park, is quoted in the CalgaryHer al d as saying that, fAEvery time you
inconvenience every regular park visitor who has to wait for traffic j ams, who has to pay premium prices

at a hot el room, (and) who canod6t get @mesd®atf Dat wolhe zr, e s
2014, November 26). He goes on to say, fAYou are not i mj

are reducingit . 0
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Canadians and thus at risk of losing their political constituency. In response, Parks Canada has
shifted focus to emphasizing attachment to place in order to cultivate pro -environmental
behaviour and support. This point is illustrated in the following comments from a former Parks

Canada top manager:

Parks change in size. They only are as strong as the value that people put intotte Parks

Act. That is only a piece of legislation, and legislation can be changed. If people lose

interest in them, what is to say that the legislation will not get changed? It might not be

an issue now, but a generati ompgdeaem Infowe whaue
been able to convince people to come to these parks and have them realize that these are

their parks for them to enjoy in an appropriate fashion, then this generation that we have

today and the people who are working in parks will have missed an opportunity to keep

these parks and historic places and intact protected areas for future generations.

(Personal communication, George, 2016)

And there is a demonstrated decline in visitation as a percentage of the Canadian population

(see figure 8).

According to Statistics Canada, 20.6% of the population is new immigrants and the majority live

in urban areas, par t i diesl Montreay, Taronto, &hd Viaacbwaveér s | ar ge st
(Statistic Canada, 2011). Statistics Canada reported in 2006hat #Af our out of five
were |iving in urban areaso (Statistic Canada, 20
thought to be contributing to children living a more sedentary lifestyle and is leading to what

author Richard Louv (as cited in Shutis & More,2011) descr i be-defbciinatduser der
Canadians6 relationship with nature is further <co
are not geographically situated near large urban areas and are therefore inaccessible to many.

The creation of Rouge National Urban Park in the Greater Toronto Area is an example of the

ways in which Parks Canada is working to overcome barriers to visitation by urban Canadians.
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To overcome transportation barriers, for example, Parks Canada has partnered wth Parkbus to

provide bus service from Toronto to Bruce Peninsula National Park and Fathom Five National

Marine Park (Parks Canada, 200a) . T h e pagnership withdMountain Equipment Co -op
provides camping gear -toccamp aflaguigped cahaingpogrdns | ear n
(Parks Canada,20194d) and is helping expose a growing culturally diverse population to camping

outdoors.
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Figure 8: Parks Canada visitation correlated with population in Canada (1989 T 2013)

While there is a decline in parks visitation as percentage of population, four former Parks
Canada managers and three representatives of environmental NGOs | interviewedall claim that
the Avisitor cr i s Pessonalicosnmimieation petweendanwsaty and Apdl, (
2016). For example, when asked in an interview if the decline was a valid concern, a former

Director General of National Parks responded:

Yes, thereis no question, if you look on aper capita bases visitation is dropping. Most of
the people visiting national parks are white, elderly, and affluent. Most of Canada is

becoming more urbanized; some people say that it is up by 85% Plus, immigrants have
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little understanding about the Canadian experience of camping and enjoying nature.

However, if you ask some Parks people, they are starting to see more and more new
Canadians beginning to visit national par ks . é
promoting National Parks, but | do not think it is the crisis that some are making it out

to be. (Personal conwersation, Jim, 2016)

The same interviewees acknowledged that promoting national parks could help facilitate

support for protecting nature. However, they are concerned that Parks Canada has internally

rationalized the idea that national parks are becoming less relevant to Canadians and that they,

therefore, must invest in providing new attractions and increase private developments. This is
exempliiedinaqguote from a conservationist: #Alt is real/l
Kool-Aid about people being disengaged. That people do not care about nature and that private

people with private interest need to take over conservation from public interest i s absolutely

wr 0 nBerdsondl conversation, Joel, 2015) . Furthermore, Wri8ght and
study of North American National Parks found that
guide park managers and policymakers on what kinds of acivities/experiences will best connect

people to nature in a way that will increase support for pro -environmental behaviour and
conservation initiatives over time.0O My research
that the visitor crisis may have been overstated by the Agency. Yet the crisis continues to

reshapeparks policy, priorities and spendin g.

3.6.1 Drivers of reduced visitation: disconnection or economic shifts?

Shulisand Moreds (2011, p. 124) analysis of the decl
Canada found that both national agencies fAihad ass
6di scodnbn efcrtoem nati onal parks. o Yet a 201iriaCanadi an
Governments of Canada, 2014) highlights just how important nature is to Canadians. The survey

i ndi cated t hat -thirds of|Canadeanst(70%) choge to spend timeoutdoors in the
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last year in order to experience nature and almost half of Canadians travelled to experience

more nature (47%)0 (p.1). Research by Bal mford et
based tourism found that overall visitation to protect ed areas was increasing, but at a slower

rate. They suggest that this couldbe due to nature enthusiasts choosing to visit developing

countries as they become more accessible and, also because they can be cheaper and less

crowded than protected areas in richer countries (Balmford et al., 2009).

Furthermore, a study commissioned in 2015 by Banff Lake Louise Tourism in partnership with
Parks Canada indicates that visitors to Banff National Park were very satisfied with their visit to
the park and the outdoor activities it provides, but they were less satisfied with the costs
associated with value for their money for restaurants, accommodation and tourist attractions (as

cited in The Rocky Mountain Outlook, 2016b) 31, A former Parks Superintendent explains that,

In the survey they found that the biggest concerns people had were the costand
overcrowding in national parks. People really felt that national parks were expensive,

and that is a perception thing. The cost of getting into the parks, the cost of

accommodation, cost of restaurants, and the time waiting in long traffic jams justw a s n 6 t
worth it so they went somewhere else. But from a social mission point of view, national

parks are there to connect people to their national heritage. If people went somewhere

else, that is not necessarily a bad thing. Maybe they went to Kananaskis othe Tyrrell
Museum or Head-smashed-in [Buffalo Jump]. The point is they were going somewhere

to enjoy a heritage or nature orientated experience, and therefore, we had succeededta

our social mission to get people interested, motivated, and connected to heir heritage

(Personal conversation, James, 2016).

31The 2015 survey cited above, mirrors an earlier survey called the Summer Indexperiencé 2008 Banff
National Park Fin al Report (Zins Beauchesne and Associates, 2008). This report shows that 85.8% of
visitors to Banff National Park were satisfied with cleanliness, atmosphere, and nature, but less satisfied
with value for money for activities.
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The decline in visitation is not universal throughout the parks system. Banff, Yoho, and Pacific

Rim national parks all experien ced either no difference or an increase in visitation between

2002 and 2011 (Parks Canada, 2012, p. 30). A 2011 Parks Canada report titled Evaluation of

Parks Canada6s Visitor Service indicates that the
increased during this time, while visitors from the US decreased substantially (as mentioned

above), which is not surprising given 9/11 and the 2008 global financial crisis (Parks Canada,

2012,p. 38). This same report states otnbreasedd3pite ks Canze
there being a decrease in visitation. The reportexplainst hi s by saying that fAmany
have to pay to access a site so trends in paying visits may be distinct from trends in overall

Operwiosnit sd6o (p. 6)adaAmetpoeart Rartdkss dCalrhe State of
Historic Places 2011 fownd that much of the decline since 2000 occurred at national historic

sites (down 24%). The decline in visitation to both natural and historic places recovered in 2012

and continued to grow at a rate of 5% annually, reaching 23 million visitors by 20157 2016

(Parks Canada, 2018a, p. 43).

Parks Canada continues to depict decreasing visitation as the most critical issue facing the

agency, as is reiterated in Parks Canad®2015-2016 Plans and Priorities (2018a, p. 17 ) : #fAl n ¢
to maintain its relevance and appeal to Canadians, the Agency is working to attract new

audiences and influence them to visit its places.
withdrew user feesin 2017ine | ebr ati on of the 150th anniversary
This is a signal of how important visitation is and also how linked national parks are to the

Canadian national imaginary.

This analysis of the visitor edaurbyShiultsandMagp ports ea
(2011), which found the increasingly prioritizati on of visitor experience within the Parks Agency
to be driven by fears of decreases in visitation, which are linked to declining political support

and reduced revenues. For a govenment agency like Parks Canada that has experienced
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ongoing budget cuts and organizational changes, this is a valid concern. But this research also
indicates that Parks Canadads solution to focus o
attractions and marketing the parks to new audiences in order to make national parks more

relevant to Canadians may be inflated. And this shift to visitor experience not only represented a

change in budgetary priorities, but it is also linked to an increase in private commercial

development projects, which some argue(More, 2005) threaten the ecological integrity of the

national parks as well as encouraging more privatiz ations of park experiences (as with the

skywalk example).

Three key tensions that emerge fromthefivi si t or crisiso: 1) a tension
conservation, 2) tensions created by decreasing budgets and the emphasis on increasing

revenue, and 3) tensions between private interest verses public interest. These tensions are not

new; they were present prior to the last decade and a half. However, a key shift is that the

previous decade (199G2000) was concerned with increasing visitation threatening ecological

integrity of parks, and this decade was primarily concerned with real or perceived decreasing

visitation in parks. This analysis of the decline in visitors raises some quedions: Is the visitor

decline (as percentage) something to be considered a crisis? Does it threaten the political clout

of Parks Canada? Does it threaten their ability to generaterevenues?

3.7 Conclusion

How do we understand the changes that have taken placan Parks Canada this past decade? The
previous decade indicated that national parks faced threats of overdevelopment, compromising
ecological integrity. The Panel on El verified this threat and recommended that the Agency place
ecological integrity as it first priority. Following this, legislative and policy changes were

enacted, and funds increased to support El.Yet, this research found that despite the growth in
protected areasin Canada, there are increased concerns that economic development projects in

the National Parks are creating Park Downgrading, Downsizing and Degazettment (PADDD),
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and budget cuts disproportionately impacted scientific staff and ecological moni toring.

Concerns about declining park visitation Athe visi
experience and branding objectives in the Agency, which appear to disconnect the Agency from

the recommendations made by the EI Panel. Instead of creatinga culture of ecological integrity,

this research suggests that Parks Canada has moved toward creating a culture of tourism and

marketing. In the next chapter | ask, why has it been so hard for Parks Canada to lead with

ecol ogi cal i nt eegroirtiyt ya?so its AFirst P
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4 Par ks Ca staghestes |ead with ecological

integrity : A The Perfect Stor mo

How do we understand the shifting trends over the past fifteen years of change in Parks Canada,
including ongoing budget cuts and the reorienting of spending priorities; deve lopment
pressures; a rise in partnerships with Aboriginal peoples; and efforts to mitigate the decline in
visitation? These changes in Parks Canada are complex and cannot be explained without
examining them within the broader polit ical and economic context and within structural
dynamics. This includes the global financial crisis of 20081 09 and subsequent rise of austerity
and stimulus spending, the broader rise of neoliberal policies and practices in Canada and

within state dynamics of nation -building and economic growth. Placing these shifts within these

dynamicsi aka a political ecological approach (see chapter 1} is a key objective of this chapter.

The previous chapter shows that it is difficult to turn Parks Canada into an inst itution that leads

with ecological concerns. The EIl panel report and the 2000 National Parks Act mandating El as

the park managementoés first priority weré& meant t

preservation debate. Yet, over the past few yeas, environmentalists, civil society, and

Il ndi genous nations are rallying to AStop Developm

release, twelve environmental groups®2 state:i We ar e deeply concerned

Canadads man ag ¢iana patks had shifteed dramatiaally in the wrong direction,

t hat

putting our most treasured procyecTleey ptallesf at @iP

Canada to refocus on nature conservation and stewardship, and to reverse the relentless focus

on marketing, tourism, andincreasing vi si tation with Iittle regard t

(CPAWS, 2016¢ . I n addition, a civil l awsuit ruling

32 The twelve environmental groups are: Equiterre, Ecojustice, Pembina Institute, Greenpeace, CPAWS,
David Suzuki Foundation, Sierra Club of Canada Foundation, Ecology Action Centre, West Coast
Environmental Law, Environmental Defence, Nature Canada, and Wildlife Conservation Society Canada.
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park management plans cannot be apprwachdadd (Ecoj us
reports from the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society (CPAWS) all question whether Parks

Canada is meeting its legal requirement to manage national parks with ecological integrity as its

first priority (see, for example, CPAWS, Losing Ground: Tim e to Embrace the True Valie of

Parks 2014). All of this action suggests that current federal laws do not allow conservation to be

eroded in the service of market interests, and neither will civil society.

But even still, and as charted in the previous chapter, there are signs that the federal

government and Parks Canada bureaucracy have minds of their own (a point | return to in the

next section). As Tom Nudds, a member of the 2000
di sappeared fr om P a iokcdhart§ theraislles®esmpohragsa nsi zoant 6 gr eat er
ecosystems, 6 where a number of important threats
resources to address questions about the causes and consequences of changes in ecological

conditions in and around parks have beenredwc e d 6 (as <ci t e,ppard. 2). Adther| us, 20
member of the EI Panel and former Parks employee,
our measurement of El in national parks, and we have gone down to report card-based

measurements [i.e. State of Paks reports], rather than fully well documented reports with the
statistics, metri cs, aarsbnaticemnanichtion, jo® 2065 Mére t hem up o
recently, the Mikisew Cree First Nation asked the United Nations Education al, Scientific, and

Cultural Organization (UNESCO) to list Wood Buffalo National Park as threatened due to oil,

gas, and hydro projects outside the park (Mah, 2016)33

| suggest that civil society and Indigenous Nations are here (as in the past) acting asPolanyian
icousmbvement s, 0 pushing back against marketizati on

Locke (2009) argues that civil society is the owner of national parks, and as owner, it is civil

33 See Mah, B. (2016, September 26). National Park under siege, says First Nation, as UNESCO World
Heritage Committee visits. Retrieved from http://news.nationalpost.com/news/canada/wood -buffalo-
national -park-under-siege-fears-visiting -unesco-world -heritage-committee.
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soci etyods r e sengagingwith thd goverpment e whb leold national parks and
protected areas in trust as a public good to ensure they remain intact for the benefit of society.
Locke says that Abad things happen to parks
disengaged and leaves it exclusively ugo the government to establish and take care of protected
areas (p. 102). Locke(2009 says history showsthat, when civil society engages in conservation,
as it did in 1971 to stop the expansion of Lake Louise Ski Resort and again in the 1990s to stop
overdevelopment in Banff Nati onal Park, then preservation takes precedence Despite civil
societyo6s efforts, the question remains as t
commit ments to growing the econakeyquettibhoosni gl

chapter and point | return to in paragraph 4.3.

As these more recent struggles over parks show, this tension between use and preservation,
which was supposed to be resolved by the El panel in 2000, continues into the newmillennium.
The so-called final nail of the EI panel is the latest in an over 100-year history of civil society
counter movements pushing back against marketization and development in parks. The
pendulum between these two paradigms is not new but appears b be an ongoing feature of

national park management; the decades appear to repeat themselves.

The big question to ask is: why? Why is it so hard for Parks Canada to lead with ecological
integrity as its first priority? Is the source of this difficulty lod ged in a foundational social
process bfs ddiasPklsng suggest, asm kind of quasi-naturalistic push in liberal
capitalism toward marketization followed by push -back of protective forces? My answer to this

i s: yes, i n pamgortant betcause if thenangwer is fyed foliovgedbly a full stop, we
would expect to see a swing back to emphasis on protection over the next few years, perhaps due
to the election of a supposedly more environmentally-minded government in the Trudeau
Liberals. In what follows | shed more focused light on this most recent pendulum swing, to trace

the specific contours and contexts of this particular decade and a half, which will leave us in a
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better position to understand what might come next. Is this swing dif ferent than what came

before? And if so, how?

In order to shed light on these questions, the rest of the chapter examines the organizational
culture shifts in the decade, the broader (largely Harper government-led) era of neoliberal
austerity and extractive economic development, as well as the role ndonal parks play in
cultivating national identity. Finally, | draw these arguments together and ask whether the
decades repeat themselves and whether Parks Canada has gone full circle, back to the very
beginning when the first national parks were created to promote tourism and facilitate nation
building. Or, has a tipping point occurred, whereby Parks Canada is now fully transitioned into
something new and different? We might be tempted to ascertain that the decades repeat
themselves, but this approach maycloud our vision from the more foundational patterns taking
place. While the future of national parks is to come, | argue that under neoliberalism the state
no longer functions as acounterbalanceto mitigatet he fAused0 verses fApreservart
suggest that Parks Canada has been repositioned to its original purpose as a nation builder,
emphasizing the cultural and particularly national role of the Parks Agency. | suggest that the
changes in the Agency, ombined with the broader context i namely the shifting role of the
statei means it will be difficult, if not impossible, to swing the pendulum back to support

ecological integrity.

4.1 The changing culture of Parks Canada Agency

The Panel on Ecological Integrity report (2000) found that one of the biggest b arriers to El as

the primary mandate of Parks Canada was the culture within the organization. One quote from

the EI panel report stands out: AThis is a cultur
the fact is that staff in National Parks is restrained by a corporate culture that does not value,

indeed actively discourages, advocacy and activis
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Canada, 2000b, pp. 2i 4). A key question we might ask, then, is howthe culture of the Parks

Canada has fared inthe past decade and a half?

For a while (2000-2008)idue t o t he EI Panel Report, the willir
TomLee (19932 002) to i mplement the Panel sd recommendat
invested by Prime Minister Chrétien (1993 to December 12, 2003) to finance ecological

integrity T Parks Canada was led by strong conservationists within the organization, which

created a world-class ecological monitoring system (see Woodley, 201084 It is impor tant to

understand that various departments comprise Parks Canada, some of which have nothing to

do with ecological integrity and some were resistant to change, as exemplified by thei ar mi ng of

the wardense200)ssue (2001

4.1.1 Arming the wardens

In 1909, the National Parks hired Fire and Game Guardians to protect the wilderness from
predators and poachers. Through the decades these Guardians, whose title changed to "Park
Warden" in the 1950s (Kaye, 2015), became a symbol of wilderness protection in the Naional
Parks (Francis, 2011).The Warden's job entailed resource management, visitor safety and law
enforcement, requiring that Wardens to be proficient at horseback riding, mountaineering,
climbing, ski touring, and more ( Francis, 2011). According to two interviewees, traditionally the
Wardens held aprivileged and highly coveted position within the organization): they were the
ones that worked their way up through the Agency into management positions, which allowed
employees to learn every aspect of the oganization and to understand the complex natur e of

conservation planning. Most importantly for our discussion, it was wardens who were initially in

%l n a 2011 Globe and Mail articl e-managethemtknow-ifbew, bat est C.
foomer CEO of Par ks Canada, Al an Latourelle, is quoted say
organization, have developed appoaches to conservation, to visitor experiences, to restoration, to new

park establishment that are now seen as international examples, o0 (retrieved from:
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/the  -latest-canadian-export-park-management-know-

how/artic 1€590713/).
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charge of enforcing El in the National Parks. The arming of the wardens (described below),
therefore, situates the dynamics taking place within the Agency, at a time when Parks Canada

was responding to changes of the National Parks Act, to lead with El as its first priority.

In 2001, a legal battle arose between Parks Canada and the Public Service Alliance ofahada

following a grievance filed by Banff National Park Warden, Doug Martin, who asked that Parks

Canada to issue wardens side arms. This request was motivated by a succession of potentially

serious law enforcement incidents that took place in Banff and Jasper National Park. As a result,

wardens realized that there were very real risks involved in their enforcement jobs and that they

were poorly equipped to deal with more serious, and possibly violent, crimes that might warrant

an arrest (Personal communication, James, Joe, Jeff 20152016). AsonePak 6 s war den wi th
thity-f i ve years experience in service explained, P
to do | aw e nf dPersomahcermmunicatiorn, Jef§ 20(5). Staff that supported the

armingof t he wardens fAcal | e adttrhirong at theRCME Depdt,aw enf or cem
advocated for better enforcement tools such as CPIC (Canadian Police Information Centre),

demanded more professionalism in law enforcement and requested closer working relationships

wi th ot her arRasahal @greunicaiior, Seff, 2¢15). Parks Canada Health and

Safety Officer, Robert Grundie, investigated the grievance and agreed, recommending in an

internal report that Parks Canada address this safety issue. What followed was eightyear battle

pitting wardens against each other and the Agency.

Over a two-year period, starting in 2001, it cost the Agency $40 million to hire RCMP officers to

do law enforcement in the parks, while wardens were temporarily relieved of their law

enforcement duties pending a decision (Foss 20002). At the same time, the government started

to invest in ecological integrity (El), providing $75 million over a five -year period. In 2004, the

CEO of Parks Canada, Alan Latourelle, | amented th

shortofthefunds needed fAfor Parks Canada to do everythi
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there . . . [was] no new money to address the $425million shortfall that we (face) over the next

five years to deal with decaying assetso (Struzik
expenditure was not insignificant to the Agency. In contrast, Mark Halley, the president of the

Nati onal Park Warden Association, suggested that
million to issue side arms to wardens in direct enforcementrolesandt o t rain t hem to us
(as cited in Foss, 2002). The cost differential suggests that something else was going on in this

battle. In an interview one retired Parks Canada employee suggested that executive realm of

Parks Canada acted vindictively to make an example of the wardens for acting out against their
employerandthisresul t ed i n the frej i g&darsonglcdnménjcatigno wer st r
James, 2016) within the Agency. Another former warden believes that dismantling the warden

service allowed Parks Canada to remove a conservation block to development pressures and

that, by restructuring the warden service, Parks Canada could move forward with their plans to

enhance visitor experience with new development projects. (Personal communication, John,

2015).

Finally, in 2007, an Occupational Health and Safety review, conducted by Labour Canada, ruled
in favor of arming wardens and Parks Canada responded by reorganizing the Warden Service
the into three specialized units: law enforcement, resource conservation, and public safety
(Occupational Health and Safety Tribunal, 2007). Only those trained in law enforcement (one
hundred staff) retained the title of Warden and could wear the uniform, which symbolized the

long-standing tradition of protecting the wilderness.

The arming of the wardens resulted in Parks Canada management grceiving the wardens as
going against the Agency. This stance is reflected in the way the Agency teamed up with Human
Resources and Social Development Canada (HRSDC) to reprimandand discipline the Parks

Canada Health and Safety Officer, Robert Grundie, Dr his initial report in 2001, which
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recommended that wardens be armed (May, 2016). A former park employee described the

tension within the Agency as creating an atmosphere of paranoia:

It became increasingly isolating to be in resource conservation. There was a sense that
you were constantly being watched and found wa
pulled people farther and farther apart, and their behaviours started to prove th e other
sidebs point of view about t heaopiniamthtthingsce ver sa

needed to change. So that is where things were going within the organization as we see

the backlash against El develop. Personal communication, James, 2016)

This quote paints a picture of the polarizing dynamics that ensued through th e arming of the

warden battle, highlighting the disarray within Parks Canada. But at the same time, it also

indicates that the battle masked other concerns as noted by journalist Ed Struzik. In a 2004

eighttweek series on fAthe t raotuibolnead hdpudesukrtee oo f Canada' s
Edmonton Journal that Parks Canadaods dAfight with
had reduced morale to historic lows . . . diverted attention from some more serious concerns

about conservation and backcountry mai nt enance. 0 This dispute, ther
into the bureaucratic struggles taking place with Parks Canada that intensified the initial

backlash against El, contributing to a shift away from resource conservation, and, | argue, away

from El. But there is still more to say about the culture with in Parks Canada.

4.2 Organizational change post El report: integrating mandates

Organizational change in the years 2000i 2015 hada huge influence in swinging the pendulum
away from 0pr esEhanges in leadership, tstategies, anel budgetary restructuring

shifted the overall ideology of Parks Canada.

Allan Latourelle, Chief Executive Officer of the Parks Canada Agency(2002 - 2015) is a key

figure in the post El era that helped facilitate this s hi ft t owar ds daqurellesi zi ng 01
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was a political appointment with a background in finance who had formerly held positions both
with the National Capital Commission and the Department of Canadian Heritage. He also
worked at Parks Canada as the rector General for Western and Northern Canada (1997) and
as the Chief Administrative Office (1999-2002). Latourell e came on board as the CEO at the
start of EI Panel implementati on, just as the battle with the Wardens was heating up and
visitation began to drop. How Latourelle responded to these tensions, while working towards
organizing Park Canada as an Agency, provides insight into a complex situation. From the onset,
Latourell e believed that managing visitors was just as important as protecting ecologcal

integrity in the National Parks (MacLaren, 2010).

Latourelle tackled the issue of staffing silos in the Agency by focusing on delivering an

integrated mandate that included th ree elements: conservation, education, and visitor

experience 35 The integrated mandate was not supposed to be about finding balance between the

three elements; rather it was supposPerdonal o be fAabo
communication, James, 2016). For example, the 2008 Guide to Management Planning clarifies

that, #Aplanning for visitor experience and public
making decisions about protection means also considering actions for visitor experience and

public educati ono a(pPh JagesanCSamchae®Gl0) suggedd tBat this new

approach shifted Parks Canada away from the old debate between use and preservation, which

traditionally pitted visitors against conservation. Instead, visitors experience became a way to

create environmental stewards and constituents to rally for political support for the creation and

maintenance of national parks.

35 According to Dick (2011), Harkin the first commissioner of the Dominion Parks Branch (later known as

ParksCammda) al so strongly believed that Awithout the valu
national parks could not build a constit uency of support among the Canadian public for continued
protection. o0 Dick says that Ha onlyintegralbutendispensabléte thed u a | ma n
continued success and survival of the national par ks s
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But, at the same the time, the decrease in visitation meant that Parks Canada had to first focus
on luring visitors back to the National Parks, a lure that often inv olved (and continues to
involve) offering up new attractions and increased focus on visitor satisfaction (see the next

section). One former parks employee suggested that the shift towardsvisitor experience

impeded the ability for the agency to manage vist or s, whi ch, fAseemed to have
amongst visitor experience, extePesahl rel ations, a
communication, John, 2015). However, he wenton to explain,it her e i s no real «cl ec

who is managing what when it comes to people. If you are going to be managing resources in a
national park in most cases you need to manage people, because they have the biggest impact on

r e s o u (Persrsalbcommunication, John, 2015).

The Agency reported Latyutreelde 6 s wndceeegssa:t efdT hsitsr aitr
to the delivery of Parks Canada's mandate has strengthened the Agency's contribution to all

aspects of sustainable developmend environmental, so ¢ i a | and economico (Par k:
2017c). But as one former Parks Ganada employee explains that the various departments within

the Agency misunderstood what the integrated mand
[the integrated mandate] in our brains , and in the organization, we have had that problem from

dayone,wa ching it I|Iike a pendulum as iPRersesnaung from o
communication, James, 2016). Focusing on an integrated mandate was, for some, also a sign

thatthe Agencywasbegi nni ng to fiwater downo the wandfane, i

|l onger the sole mandated but that tPérsmnaor gani zati o

communication, Jim, 2016). As one interviewee explained:

My concern is that once those peopk [trained in EI] and that cultur e [of conservation] are gone,
then | am not sure that there will be a functional conservation ethic left within Parks Canada.
Things are becoming more specialized, and there are merits for people to become more
specializedin a certain role. What happens when organizations get smaller and people become
more specialized, what really starts to disappear is that land management ethic. That goes back to

88



knowing what is on the land, knowing who is there and knowing how the land i s being used and
seeing change ovetime. [The loss of an El culture] is my biggest concern for the future. (Personal

communication, John, 2015)

Concerns for decreasing visitation destabilized the balance between conservation, education and
visitation that the integrated mandate attempted to achieve. Instead, Visitor Experience became

a key priority in restructuring Parks Canada.

421 The rise of Avisitor experienced and auste
This inability to fully implement EI recommendations, including the crea tion of a culture of El,

was futher exacerbated by the Avisitor c¢crisiso with v
between 19972012, alongside fears that Canadians were becoming increasingly disengaged with

nature (see chapter 3, pp.68-78). | sugged that this mounting visitor crisi s drove Parks Canada

to reorganize the Agency around tourism.A r estructuring of Parks Canada
20078/2009 wi t h t h e poareagingsParkscChnadad levance to Canadians (Parks

Canada,Parks Canala, 2010a, p. 13. Parks Canada brought in new employees without

conservation backgrounds (Personal communication, Jane, 2016). Indeed, this shift away from

ecol ogical integrity toward visitor experience is
increases in visitor experience, and declines in establishing and conserving heritage placek

which includes ecological integrity (see figure 9).36

36 To clarify, the scope of heritage places includes both conservation and historical places. This blending of
programs was noted by the El Panela bei ng confusing; Aresult[ing] in a |
integrityo (Parks). Canada, 2000, p. 2
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Comparison of annual spending per program activity (2005 versus 2015)

2% 4% 2%

2005 2015
Establish Heritage Places . Enhance Visitor Experience . Q“Bﬂﬁé‘@?gﬁﬁiﬁ?“

. Conserve Heritage Places .'Irv?g\r/‘gséié%%;[hroughway . Internal Services

Figure 9: Comparison of annual spending per program activity (2005 -2015).

4.2.2 Budget cuts 2012

Budgetaryre st ructuring further shifted Parks Aanada to
change in government in 2006 brought a right -leaning Conservative government focused on
institutionalizing austerity measures, which took the wind from of an y El-focused sails Even
though the Harper government took a while to turn its sights on Parks Canada, budget cuts in
2012 resulted in the agency reducing its labour force by approximately 1,700 employees.
Scientific staff decreased by 33% and, in the 2018 14 fiscal years,30% of full -time staff were
replaced by seasonal staff (Office of the Auditor General of Canada, 2013, p. 27). These budget
cuts resulted in many employees having to reapply for their jobs. This time period also
witnessed reductions in experienced staff, as many employees took earlyretirement (Park
Canada, 20131, p. 17), aswell as some high profile dismissals. For example, over a hundred

former upper management Parks Canada employees wrote an open letter to protest the firing of
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Dr. John Wilmshurst, a Resource Conservation Manager in Jasper National Park, in June 2015.

In the letter, former Parks Canada employees wrotefi [ t fedsansfor Dr. Wilmshurst's firing is

unknown but it appears consistent with the purging of science-based managenent taking place

in the national par ks of Caaq)dht &etterindieated thattheeed i n CBC
have been other firings in Parks Canada, which reflect a similar pattern occurring in other

feder al depart ment s . Thatevhen @hode eho darertd speakup@ s ur mi s e
issues related to the ecological integrity of the national parks or the commemorative integrity of

the national historic sites are removed from their positions, a deep fear is instilled to ensure that

those remaining tow the party line" 37 (CBC News, 2015h. Three interviewees mentioned this

particular case evolving Wilmshurst and expressed concerns that his firing was part of a broader

attempt to excise staff with strong beliefs about conservation. All of these shiftsi staff

reductions, retirements, and dismissals 0 contributed to Parks Canada further shifting away

from ecological integrity. As one ENGO interviewee observed of these dynamics:

Within Parks Canada there was a perfect storm, in that the demographics of the Agency

changed [and] a massive amount of staff retired [at] the same time that the shift [toward

visitor experience] happened. In past times, when you had challenges like this in
government, there [was] stil!l € a ssbthaing conse
when opportunity arose the Agency was ready to go grasp the opportunity to goback

toward conservation; there was enough of a conservation core in the Agency. But because

of demographics the large proportion of staff who were conservation focused have

|l efté. [ A] huge group of people [wereleabrought

conservation background, so that has resulted in a loss in corporate memory. Now there

37 See CBC News (201§ Sepgember 24), Open letter from former Parks Canada employees. Retrieved
from: http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/calgary/open -letter-from -former -parks-canada-employees
1.3242812
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are still good people in the field, but the overarching culture has shifted [ away from

ecological integrity] . (Personal communication, Jane, 2016)

The newly electedL i ber al Government (2015) provided

back on track, making decisions based on sci

developme nt [ projects] that have Pé&rsmacomanumpcation Jeff f

2015). But the above quotes suggest that the people within the Agency are not up for the task.

To summarize, while the El report suggested the culture of Parks Canada vas a key barrier to
leading with EI, the above trends suggest a move toward a decentringof El within the
organization. Why this difficulty? And will the pendulum towards conservation swing back? To
help answer these questions, | turn to the broader politi cal-economic shifts that took place

during this time, particularly the rise of neolibera | governing approaches.

4.3 Parks Canada and neoliberalism: the guiding mantra of our

times

The changes witnessed in Parks Canada over the past two decades also must be derstood in

the context of neoliberalism. Neoliberalism is based on the belief that society should be

t

forgani zed-rergaudmd i gl fmar ket s [free] from soci

2009, p. 497). This political theory can be characterizedby t wo procebaeko

state services (including austerity measures)and t h-eufio odbf ne w, -based, t en

neoliberal policies such as fee for services or privatization (Peck and Tickell, 2002). In relation

to conservation and resource extraction more specifically, Apostolopoulou and Adams (2015)

provide a more colorful analytical framethat f ocuses on the relationshi
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meaning,conservation i s being forced to fApay i

offsets, payment for ecosystem services (PES), visitor user fees, etc., that make nature
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