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Preamble

The spelling in this thesis is British, as 1s most of the terminology. The difficulty in

maintaining constant terminology arises primarily when commenting on
governmental structure. Generally, unless the section 1s directed at a particular
country, the terms federal and central, provincial and regional and municipal and
local should be used interchangeably. As well, Minister and Secretary of State may
be interchangeable when discussing the governmental officer responsible for a

particular portfolio.
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Abstract

This study seeks to understand how agencies with strict land use requirements and
plan formulate and translate land use objectives into budgets and spending priorities.
Characteristics such as legislation, policy and management body structure were
examined alongside various influences to determine the extent to which these
decision processes are impacted and provide insight into how such influences may be

usefully levered and potentially transferred to other situations.

In particular, the research was focussed on some of the “drivers” to the budgeting

and land use prioritising processes. It is often argued that objectives are established

in the annual business or corporate plan for the area and the budget follows this.

However the intention of the research is to show that finances do indeed affect
achieving the objectives but not in a direct cost manner. The research is primarily
qualitative given the nature of what was being evaluated; the discrepancy between
the official view of what should be, and what is taking place from the decision

makers view was brought to light through a study of the intervening processes.

This study strongly suggests that, although the organisational structures and
administrative processes have substantially changed and evolved over the past
twenty years resulting in today’s Parks Canada and Scottish Natural Heritage, the
tools used by these agencies to translate land use objectives into budgets and
spending priorities have not. As a result, external influences that could be
anticipated and planned for are excluded along with recognition of any potential
benefits these influences could bring. Further, efforts to facilitate collaborative
management have had only limited successes due on the most part to the constituent
authorities using these antiquated tools and the lack of a meaningful evaluation
process to measure the success of collaborative management efforts. That 1s
budgeting and planning/resource allocation processes do not reward or encourage

collaboration and may, in fact, inhibit such efforts at a management level.
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1 Introduction

Relationships help, and money talks. S4

How do organisations and individuals decide on which priorities will be addressed

and in which order? What happens if other individuals and organisations impact on
those plans and priorities, are these acknowledged, ignored or completely missed?

Theories and opinions abound.

This thesis examines some of these influences in a very narrow context that is, how

do various factors impact on land use decisions made by land use managers in areas

which have strict land use requirements and plans. The title, “Bribery, Shaming,

Threat and Virtue'” relates, in a fanciful way, to tools used by the various land use

management agencies to direct land use decisions.”

In order for the analysis to be manageable and meaningful, three areas were chosen
for study; Banff National Park (BNP) which is in Canada,’ and in Scotland the
Cairngorms (CG) and Loch Lomond and the Trossachs (LLT).4 In short, these areas

were chosen specifically due to their long histories of land use conflict and that they
had specific management structures in place that used some type of annual planning
scheme which included preparation of a management or business plan and budget. A

. . » ’ . b 5
full explanation of the rationale for choosing these three areas is in section 1.5.1.

' The title was kindly provided by an informant, the context in which the author of this thesis has used
this comment does not necessarily reflect the view of the informant or their organisation.

2 The tools, rewards and incentives (bribery), persuasion and/or peer group pressure (shaming) and
regulation (threat), along with the altruistic motives of various land owners/occupiers (virtue), are
discussed in the context of the study objectives.

3 Banff National Park is but one of thirty-eight national parks and national park rescrves in Canada. It
:ﬁstinguishes itself from the others in that it was the first Canadian national park.

) Study arca maps are located in Appendix Al.

It should be noted that at the time of writing, Scotland had completed their consultation process for
National Parks and the Secretary of State for Scotland announced draft legislation for National Parks
on February 2, 1999, This draft legislation will likely stand until the issue is raised in the new
Scottish Parliament which convened in Summer, 1999. As the legislation is proposed but not yet law,
the study will be concentrating on the existing systems in Scotland and the management structurcs
presently in place in the study areas.



How the various management bodies respond to the often bipolar land use issues and
how such problems and responses ultimately affect the financial allocation processcs
is the main thrust of this thesis. In other words, do these arcas share the same

problems and issues today despite the different management structures and processes

in place or more simply, have the different policies resulted in similar outcomes?
The study is somewhat different to others in that traditional decision processes and

tools (such as cost benefit analysis) are not directly considered. Rather, the study

examines the way in which budgets and priorities are defined and whether these
processes reflect the perceived land use problems or simply other priorities and

influences.

At first glance, one might be tempted to dismiss such comparison between Scotland
and Canada’s protected areas because of the different land tenure in each of these

areas. However, the influence that land tenure has on resource allocation decisions 1S
important in understanding how management structures and policies have evolved
and providing some insight into how policy formulation and decision making

processes can be made more effective..6

1.1  Problems of management

In recent years, there has been a growing recognition that certain geographical areas

are of significant importance for their historical, cultural, landscape or ecological

value. Along with this recognition has come a desire to protect or preserve these
areas, usually by not only local but national and international interests. These efforts
to protect or preserve often are formalised in legislation or policy with a resultant
Increase in restrictions on land use within these areas. Such restrictions are often the
foci for conflicts between various levels of government, land owners/occupiers,

interest groups and the general public.

® The term will be defined later but for now, “effective” should be considered in the context of “best

value.” Even in this context, various stakeholders may have different interpretations of what “best
value” 1s, particularly when applied to policies, not projects.



Often these areas are given a special status and in the case of the study arcas, they
have been or potentially will be designated a *“park” which has a wide connotation
and even wider interpretation. Regardless of the term used, these areas have unique
problems to deal with including a definition of - what it is that must be protected or

preserved, what the area should provide to residents and “outsiders”, and how the
area might be managed in concert with surrounding jurisdictions. Thus today’s

challenge for the managers of these protected areas is no longer simply keeping the

area “‘protected” from a wildlife or scenery point of view, but it is “protecting’ it
from both inside and outside influences that could threaten its very existence.’ The
biologist manager must now be a “facilitator” and recognise that all decisions will
have an impact and that many of these decisions will have a cost, whether or not 1t

appears 1n their budget lines.

The areas chosen for this study each provide good examples of these challenges and

all have been under a “media microscope” for some time. Thus even though a
decision may have been made in other areas without controversy or notice, any
decision whether policy related or within a discretionary administrative action, 18
examined by the public in great detail in these three areas. Why? As Nichols
(1981:17) found, conflict and controversy in US National Parks were often far out of
proportion to the land area involved and literally no resource decision was so
insignificant that it escaped public scrutiny and possible opposition. If this is indeed
the case, land managers need to understand what the impact of those decisions may

be, in terms of resource allocation and the impact on the overall budget for the area.

1.2 Researching the problem

Initially, the study was launched to examine wilderness park development in Canada
and Scotland. The scope was to include an examination of how environmental

concerns were addressed, a discussion of the government policies and political

! Defirficn and Berg (1993:195) describes this increased penetration of external influences on
administrative decision making in national parks in Canada using a boundary-model. Using this



pressures that were brought to bear on the creation of a wilderness park and a review
of the economic viability and sustainability from government and private sector
points of view. After preliminary fact finding interviews (referred to as the “initial
interviews”) in both Canada and Scotland in 1994 and 1993, it became apparent that
the scope of the project would need to be focussed more narrowly. Firstly, it would
be difficult to create a wilderness park in Scotland given so few wilderness areas
remained and, although it might be possible to examine the creation of a park in
Canada, there would be very little process wise to compare. Furthermore, 1t became
obvious that detailed budget information (for example, what was spent on manpowecr,
projects and so forth) would be impossible to obtain due to a variety of factors

including a general lack of detail, inconsistency in reporting requirements, different

land management agencies involved and different land management objectives.

It was interesting to note that, through these interviews, managers stated that they

needed more information on some common questions and areas. Some of the initial

Interviewees asked questions and made comments such as:

Does a budget make a difference to the operation of a park?

Why is money spent in one area and not another — is it due to management
structure, pressure groups or a need to meet objectives?

Are policies [ecosystem management, collaborative management] an obstacle
to improvement?

Park policy is the ideal, but not the reality. Social, political and
environmental issues must be integrated into a systems context, and not dealt

with as individual issues.

Land ownership is not the big issue - it has more to do with the management.

The money is there - it is just how it is split up. Existing legislation means
that there are many agencies working hard to spend lots of money.

None of us [governments, stakeholder groups] are very good at setting goals
and objectives.

approach, they argue that not only have parks become increasingly penetrated over time by external
biophysical changes but they have been affected through administrative influences.



In considering these responses along with an early review of documents that

analysed management in the study areas it was repeatedly emphasised that the

current problems in these arcas were often tied to decision making. Reasons cited
included an absence of a consistent process and a predictable outcome, no formal
means to appeal decisions except to the minister, political/ministerial interference in
local decisions and lack of criteria and policy to guide land managers in the use of
their discretionary powers. After contemplating these issues and criticisms, it became

apparent that there were conflicting views in terms of:

1. Are the responsible management agencies supplied with sufficient
funding to manage the protected areas according to their legislated
mandates?

2. Does land ownership really affect the ability to manage a landscape or
an area?

3. Are policies an obstacle to improvement?

Thus it was decided to focus the study more towards an examination of the existing
management and decision making systems and some factors that could impact the
achievement of desired legislated objectives for the chosen areas. In particular, the
lens would be focussed on some of the “drivers” to the budgeting and land use
prioritising processes. Stated differently, it would examine how different agencies
decided which objectives to address® and how management was influenced to see if
any particular budgeting and priority setting process was “better” at deploying

IESourccs.

* It could be argucd that objcctives are established in the annual business or corporate plan for the area
and the budget follows this. However the intention of the research is to show that finances do indeed
affect achieving the objectives but not in a direct cost manner (i.e. not having sufficient funds to
achieve the desired objectives). That s, the conflicts or influences themselves have a bigger impact
on the budgets and as a result prevent more from being done.



1.3  Research objectives and questions to be answered
Study Objectives

This study seeks to understand how agencies formulate and translate land use
objectives into budgets and spending priorities. Characteristics such as legislation,

policy and management body structure will be examined alongside various

influences to determine the extent to which these decision processes are impacted
and provide insight into how such influences may be usefully levered and potentially

transferred to other situations.

Questions to be answered:

The following questions will be addressed in the context of the three study areas

which are, or are proposed to be, protected areas:

Policy making and implementation

1. To what extent are resource implications considered when land use objectives
are formulated and land use policies evolved?

a. To what extent are resource allocation or priority setting processes
linked to the budgetary processes and legislated mandates (actual or
proposed) for the area?

b. Are there evaluation and feedback processes in place that evaluate the

linkage and outcomes?
2. To what extent does land ownership [property rights] impact have on the

formulation and implementation of land use objectives?
Resource allocation

. To what extent does the management body influence land use and land usc

policies? In what way are they able to accomplish this?



2. To what extent do various stakeholder groups impact on resource allocation
decisions?

3. To what extent do the processes and procedures recognise the extent to which
external and internal stakeholder group activities impact on resource

allocation decisions?

14  Importance of study and contribution to be made

The Scottish and Canadian governments recognised respectively, that there were

many management problems in their existing (or proposed) protected areas. Each
government, in recognising the problem, commissioned extensive studies into the

problems and potential management of the areas — the Cairngorms Working Party
(CGWP), the Loch Lomond and Trossachs Working Party (LLTWP) and the Banff

Bow Valley Study (BBVS).

Interestingly, in all three studies, there were suggestions that solutions to the
governance issues in the respective areas were not to be found abroad or in other
areas, but would have to be developed to meet the specific challenges and conditions
of the area. In each case, there was a recommendation to restructure these
institutions. Others, outside of the three task force or working party studies, have
suggested that rather than restructuring existing agencies, there should be
development of a new high level policy formulation facility which can identify and
analyse environmental policies cutting across jurisdictional lines of existing agencies

(for example Rees, 1993).

Regardless of which route is taken for management, each area is under stress for
conservation and development and the management structures seen today reflect the
difficulties of reconciling these stresses over time. Even with increased public
consultation and the influence of interest groups, Parliaments can establish
regulations and policies to govern national parks or protected areas but the forming
of the policies and subsequent amendments continue to be influenced frequently by

private interests. Thus if the financial criteria for achieving policies or the



interpretation of these policies contribute to the stresses, each area may have “coping
strategies” which may help reduce the conflict. Lessons may be learned from the
others that may help in future policy setting, interpretation, prioritisation or

legislation. Can management structures lever these forces in order to become more

effective?

As Giest (1995:14) pointed out, “History is a vaccine against bad 1deas.
Unfortunately, current problems arise largely from a recycling of bad ideas from the
past.” Bishop et al. (1997:104) provide perhaps a good explanation when they say
“there is a reluctance on the part of parliamentary draftsmen to start afresh and
legislative changes, even those resulting in new protected areas, are often modelled
on existing provisions.” Thus the study is seeking new and innovative ways of

addressing these old and common problems.

1.5  Scope of the study

1.5.1 Why were these three areas chosen?

Over the past 100 years, these areas have received not only media attention but they
have also been the subjects of numerous studies. These studies have shown that each
area has many interested stakeholders and complex management problems that stem
from internal and external forces but little has been done to examine management
structures and administrative processes that impact on the ability to meet land use
objectives. In the mid-1990s, each of the three areas was subjected to a rather
comprehensive study’ into management problems and potential solutions. These
somewhat dated studies continue to be used as a basis for discussion by Scottish
Natural Heritage (SNH) and Parks Canada (PC), the two agencies with conservation
interests in their respective countries, and interested stakeholders for changes to
governance in the areas. Appendix A2 provides a more detailed description of the

study areas with a general description provided below.

? Cairngorms Working Party Report (CGWP) - 1992, Loch Lomond and Trossachs Working Party
Report (LLTWP) - 1993 and Banff Bow Valley Study (BBVS) - 1996.



Loch Lomond and Trossachs (LLLT) area was chosen due to its close proximity to
Glasgow, a major metropolitan area. Glasgow historically considered the LLT area
to be their “playground”; as well, the area experiences heavy international and
national tourism, even though much of it is a “passing view”. *“Passing view” means
that many tourists use facilities in the area but do not provide significant economic
return for the resources used. There are many small landowners in the area, but there

are also large landowners, some of which are public bodies.

The Cairngorms (CG) area was chosen due to its remote nature and unique problem
of being somewhat more “wild.”'° Certain areas of BNP are subjected to the same
pressures for access as in the CG area and the same vulnerable ecosystems exist. In
some ways, the large land ownership base seen in the Cairngorms is not unlike some
of the large land owners which are immediately adjacent to BNP. These land owners

and lessees can and do influence how land managers are able to achieve their
objectives and, given there is no overriding legislation for interagency co-operation
in this regard, management of the area requires a voluntary approach if the mutual

objectives are to be met.

The reader is reminded that at the time of writing, neither Scottish study area is

considered a statutory national park.'' Besides the characteristics noted above, it has
been recognised that there is a need to manage the “park aspect” of these areas. As a
result, there have been various management bodies put in place to attempt to manage
these areas. Given the interjurisdictional'® nature of both areas and the fact that these

local governments must also deal with other issues including health, education and

transportation, provision of services for non-economic leisure or environmental

enhancement are understandably given a lower priority.

'* For the Canadian reader, the terms remote and wild are fairly imprecise. The CGA is within a onc
hour drive of two major urban centers. As for wild, when compared to LLT, it is wild but comparcd
}? BNP, the landscape characteristics are almost all a result of human manipulation.

This will be discussed further in Chapter 4. The term national park will also be used in a
connotative sense, as the Scottish areas, if designated would technically qualify under IUCN
guidelines as a Category V, protected landscape. In contrast Banff National Park is considercd a
gategory II national park, the differences between the categories are highlighted in Appendix A3.

Loch Lomond area is shared, unequally in land mass and visitor pressure by three local authoritics,
the Cairngorm area is shared by five local authorities.



Banff National Park was chosen for many of the same reasons as LLT (population
nearby and an international tourist trade) and for the fact that 1t has the national
transportation corridor passing through it. Like the CG, there are areas close to
major population bases and other areas that are fairly remote and look to traditional
land uses for sustenance. Although the land base is federally owned, a complex
mosaic of jurisdictional interests exists with two provinces adjoining the park and

many municipalities being affected by the management of the area.'?

Lastly, these areas were specifically chosen as they either had or were proposed to
have a protective designation of some sort imposed upon them, whether ICUN or
otherwise. The fact that they had very different types of ownership structures was
also important as part of the study was considering the impact of different types of
property rights on the policy outcomes or developments for a protected area. This,
along with a set budget for management was important in order to examine how the
resource allocation process was affected. The fact that Canada (and Calgary) has a
lower population density than Scotland (UK and Glasgow conurbation) was not
considered important as a low population density provides no guarantee against

environmental change due to development pressures.

1.5.2 What park or land use management structures will be studied?

In terms of management structures or agencies, the study was limited to two
government agencies (specifically Parks Canada and Scottish Natural Heritage) and
three management bodies.'* Although Scottish Natural Heritage is not specifically a
land managef, it is one of the major funding agencies. Parks Canada is slightly
different in that it acts as both a government agency and a management body.
Management structures for Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs) was not
examined in detail as, although many are well organised and are major land
owners/managers in the UK, they do not have comparable counterparts in Canada

(with regard to land base or management structures).

> This will be expanded on later but within the park there are many small leascholders, a few large
llgssees and some freehold interests.
Parks Canada (PC), Loch Lomond Park Authority (LLPA) and the Cairngorms Partnership (CGP).
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From a comparison view point, all four agencies are managing areas that are subject
to high visitation rates which keeps the problems for each of the study areas highly
visible to the public and at the ministerial level of the federal governments. These
factors, among others, contribute to making the superintendent'” position one of the

most politically sensitive ones in the park system.

The basic characteristics of each agency are summarised in Appendix A4.

1.6  Other limitations and key assumptions

There are many organisations that promote nature conservation and recreation
interest on private lands in Scotland. It is not practicable in this study to examine in
depth all of these private and semi public organisations. Nor is it even possible to

definitively discuss all national government conservation initiatives and designations.
In order to keep the focus of the analysis manageable it was decided to concentrate
on areas which had restricted land use legislation already in place or proposed to be
in place and on those management agencies which were already in place. It is
recognised that in both countries changes are being made or have been proposed and
will likely be debated and implemented during the writing of this thesis. These will

be commented on as an aside to the study.

As this study will look at some factors affecting the achievement of land use
objectives within the areas and on the boundaries, there will be no analysis of
specific environmental considerations (ie. afforestation of moorland) nor will the
appropriateness of a protected area management strategy in achieving individual
desired goals be examined (ie. preventative measures for bear and elk attacks). The
study will consider the overall management strategy and overall effectiveness in

achieving desired goals.

" The term superintendent does not technically apply to LLPA and CGP; however the chief park
officer and chief executive would be roughly the equivalent, However, it should be further noted that
a supcrintendent is essentially in charge, whereas the LLPA park officer and the CGP chicf exccutive
acts on the policies and instructions of their respective Committees/Boards.
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In order to make sense of the management approaches, this study has esscntially
been divided into two distinct sections. Firstly, the study deals with the evolution of
the protected area legislation and policies together with the management systems {or
the chosen areas. This historical overview provides a basis from which to examine

how each country has dealt with somewhat common issues'® and how various factors

have influenced policy development and policy outcome. The second thrust of the

study deals with the issues of budgeting and priority setting in the three areas. X

Chapter 5 is a link between Chapters 3, 4 (which deal with structure) and 6 (which
deals with process). The purpose of Chapter 5 is to provide a reflexive introduction
to some aspects of budgeting and priority setting. How these historical and
contemporary factors have influenced the distribution of decision making power and
authority as it relates to land use issues will be treated in the later chapters.

Diagrammatically,

:: Issues such as conservation, social equity......

The reader is reminded that the analysis is not concerned with the actual budgeting process (i.c.
preparation and defence of the budget) but rather on how managers may be influenced in the setting
and allocation of their given budgets.
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2 Research method

This chapter reviews the methodology adopted to address the broad research
objectives and questions identified in Chapter 1. Ontological and epistemological
considerations are discussed in Section 2.1. A brief overview of the data gathering,
analysis, theme and concept identification is provided in the second section along

with a discussion of the challenges of applying qualitative approaches to piece

together the interpretative story. The last section discusses some difficulties of cross

cultural comparisons.

The initial guide for the research followed the general process discussed by Vogel
and Kun (1987:148) in their review of environmental policy literature. That 1s, many
researchers rely on some combination of fieldwork, review of documents, and

interviews with responsible officials. The process was as follows:

1) Summarise existing documentation.

2) Test broad conclusions through selected interviews and/or surveys with key
informants and selected analysis of archival data and other primary records.

3) Produce a synthesis of all the evidence and insights gained in the interviews

and analysis.

Reviewing existing documentation and archives is beneficial as it is stable,
unobtrusive and offers the ability to span time, events and settings according to Yin
(1994:80). However, there can be low retrievability, biased selectivity and access

problems. In order to address the downside, early in the project the researcher chose

not to access archival information requiring use of “Freedom of Information Acts”.
It was felt that if this type of information was included, the study focus would

necessarily have to become quite narrow and that information gathered may cause

' Properly named the Access to Information Act, this Act extends present Canadian laws that provide
access to any information under the control of the Government of Canada. In general, the Act allows
Canadian residents access to any documentary materials, regardless of physical form or characteristics
subject to various restrictions. For readers interested in this rather lengthy document, a copy is
available on the Government of Canada, Department of Justice website http://canada.justice.ge.ca
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(intentional or otherwise) biases in the interviews or the responses. This may have
been particularly true if the informant had processed the request or if the rescarcher,
having prior knowledge of an event or decision, inadvertently biased an informant’s
response. As well, given the plethora of documents available, 1t was decided to limit
the review of decision making to management plans, business plans, legislation and
regulations. This did not preclude the use of other documents and reports written in
support or criticism of these documents including media reports. Such documents

are used to corroborate, or contradict, the interview findings.

As the research unfolded, it became quite apparent that detail would necessarily have
to be sacrificed for generalisability. What emerged from the process and analysis

thus are arguments that seek strong plausibility across a range of management

settings.

2.1 Methodological theory

2.1.1 Why the decision to use qualitative rather than quantitative?

The decision to use a qualitative approach to the research emerged after the early
reviews of the literature and the initial interviews. Although it might be relatively
straightforward to determine how much money had been spent on any one initiative,
the underlying rationale, motivation and influences on the decision would not be so
readily apparent in official external documents. This fact was confirmed in earlier
studies by Nichols (1981), Aaron (as quoted in Libby, 1994) and others, who

conclude that analysing policy decisions should not be confined to the conventional
definition of rational behaviour. Furthermore, yet another cost-benefit analysis or

quantitative study would likely be of little interest or practicality to the practitioner.
As Mackay (1995:12) notes:

The drive towards placing objective value on environmental choice and
achievement has made progress in recent years....By and large it proceeds by
way of surrogate market techniques of assessing aesthetic worth, by
manipulating the discounting of market value to give greater weight to more
distant futures, and by playing various ‘What if?’ games to arrive at the
public’s estimate of...... This sort of calculus forms the stock in trade of the
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environmental manager.....But techniques of this kind scarcely get beyond
the appraisal of specific projects: they have, so far, had little relevance to
policies (italics in original).

Thus in contemplating the focus of the research and its potential usefulness, the
peevish retort “So what?”” was applied to help pinpoint what was important. What
emerged was an interest in the financial aspects of protected areas, but from a

decision making point of view or motive — what influenced the resource allocation

processes and how did finance influence objectives. To this end, the decision was to
agree with Libby (1994:1004) - the “definition of economic theory had to be
broadened to include theories of individual and group behaviour” and that
“economics, as a behavioural science, is not prepared to acknowledge what seems to
be common sense” - “people have complex motives”. Thus the research could not be
“pure” economics nor could it be “pure” planning but an interdisciplinary approach
was required. In fact, as confirmed in the main interviews, there were many complex
individual and institutional motives that likely would not be reflected in the internal

documents.*>

From the initial research proposal through to conducting the main interviews, an
effort was made to avoid making any precise hypotheses. Although a somewhat
risky approach in that there is a temptation to “make the data fit”, this approach
allowed the researcher the flexibility to explore and generate hypotheses in the
general area of the research problem. Such flexibility was necessary given the
differences between the study areas but the similarities in terms of real world 1ssues

that must be addressed.* Robson (1993:19) called this an “interpretative approach” or

2 One informant noted that with the increased use of the “Freedom of Information Act” (Canada), by
both individuals and media who were interested in the facts or were simply *“fact fishing”. They and
their counterparts had become very careful in terms of what they put in writing in a file. Other
informants had relayed very much the same concerns and added that they were becoming incrcasingly
wary of making any comment, whether written or “off the cuff,” as it was often later taken out of
;:ontext and uscd as a weapon against the agency or individual.

Glaser (1992:12) points out that “qualitative research and analysis gives the most intricate, most
relevant, and problematic details of the phenomenon which can be used to formulate the
questionnaires of qualitative research.,”

;Marshall and Rossman (1995) advocate such flexibility when it appears the subject matter is quite
Isparate.
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allowing theories and concepts to arise from the enquiry. These come after the data

collection rather than before it and therefore are “hypothesis generating.”

The study began by analysing initial interviews and various documents collected in
order to determine what further data should be collected and from whom. It became
apparent after conducting the initial interviews that the study would be a mosaic of
exploratory, explanatory, descriptive,,5 and evaluative® techniques or, as described by

Robson (1993:180) it would essentially be a process evaluation concerned with

answering a “how” or “what is going on?” question.

It is the examining of “how and what is going on” that is a critical part of this study.
Without such a review, the nature of what is being evaluated may be obscure or
misunderstood. That is, the discrepancy between the ‘official’ view of what should
be going on, and what is actually taking place, may be brought to light through a

study of the intervening processes. This may help shed light on what affects policy

outcomes as well provide a better basis for the evaluation of outcomes.

2.2 Study procedure adopted

2.2.1 Description of research protocol and techniques

As mentioned, examination of documentation is appropriate and straightforward for
the recording of policy; however the analysis of various factors that influence policy

implementation is not. For example, each of the following factors could alone, or in

> Using the descriptions given by Marshall and Rossman (1995:41) - exploratory is discovering what
Is happening, asking questions and secking new insights. Descriptive usually portrays an accuratc
profile of events or situations, and requires the researcher to have extensive previous knowledge so
that they know appropriate aspects on which to gather information. Explanatory seeks an explanation
g)f a situation or problem usually in the form of causal relationships.

Robson (1993:171) describes an evaluation as generally being concerned with defining real world
problems, or exploring alternative approaches, policies or programmes that might be implemented in
order to seek solutions to such problems. This study is not a full evaluation but rather a formative

one, intended to assist in the development of policy and resource allocation decisions in protected
arcas.
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combination, affect how and why certain resource allocation decisions have been or

are made:
. personal views of politicians or various levels of civil servants
. the interest of major developers and economic interests in the area
. economic and political problems facing the country or region and
. historical and contemporary attitudes of the public

Thus the process chosen to examine these factors was to use broad case studies and
history, with the main units of analysis being the management structures used in the

study areas. According to Yin (1994:6):

... “how” and “why” questions are more explanatory and likely to lead to the
use of case studies, histories, and experiments as the preferred research
strategies. This is because such questions deal with operational links needing

to be traced over time, rather than mere frequencies or incidence.

Furthermore, a case study approach was chosen in order to explain the causal links in
real life interventions that are too complex for survey or experimental strategies. The
case study approach, according to O’Riordan (1982), Robson (1993) and Yin (1994)
is appropriate when the researcher wants to explore situations where influences being
evaluated have no clear, single set of outcomes and there is a desire to study the case
in its context. O’Riordan suggests that the institutional framework be outlined and, 1f
possible, to study the process from the perspective of an inside actor. Although the

researcher was not an “inside actor,” many of the interviews were with “inside

actors.” Yin, Robson and others agree that the case information should be collected
through a range of data collection techniques including observation, interview and

documentary analysis.
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2.2.1.1 Documents

The documents examined were published by the relevant management bodies and
some of the major influencers.” These documents included results of working groups
or larger studies, annual reports and business or management plans and consultancy
reports. Many were obtained through accessing publication lists or web-site

information sources for the management groups being examined. Additional

documents were obtained through suggestions provided by informants during both

the initial and main interviews. Media releases were also examined to help identify
potential sources of information and to keep apprised of the issues and the potential

influencers.

As mentioned, the documents were required to provide an outline of the decision

making process and evaluation of outcomes. They provide an unobtrusive measure
(Robson 1993:269) and are useful when combined with other methods to describe a
process. As well, they were used to provide and explain how the processes evolved

and some of the present policy outcomes and issues.

Budgets themselves were not examined. Although many scholars have shown that
budgets are a useful source of information, they do not themselves explain anything.
As Clarke and McCool (1996:180) observe “their interpretation depends on a
familiarity with the political, social and economic contexts in which budgets are
made” and, on a related note “...the increasing complexity of spending processes, the

greater the complexity to the point of obfuscation (ibid:181).”

2.2.1.2 Interviews

The interviews were an important part of the data gathering for the project. As the

focus was on factors that impact on resource allocation decisions, concentrating on

In the context of this study, the term influencer is used to indicate an organisation or individual

which may have or does have the power to influence decisions made by a management body or
responsible decision maker.
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documented information was insufficient, as it would not provide insight into the

institutional and personal values that are an integral part of decision making.

The sample interviewed was small as is common with qualitative research. The main

focus was to explain the interests of the key actors and institutions, how they develop
and pursue their strategies, identify their driving forces and how policy interacts with

these agents, and influences their activities.

An explanation of the process used to interpret the interviews is in Appendix AS.5.

2.2.1.2.1 Choice of informant

From the initial 1994 and 1995 interviews, a list of potential informants was
developed for the main data collection (called the main interviews) in 1998. The
informants were decision makers or influencers.” Comments made by the informants
during the main interviews confirmed that most of the relevant decision makers and
influencers had already been selected although these informants directed the
researcher to a further seven individuals who were considered important to the

study.’

A total of 20 main interviews were conducted in Scotland and 24 in Canada. An

attempt was made to keep the groupings, in terms of the type of decision maker and

influencer, relatively constant in both countries. There was some difficulty in

® In general, the decision makers were those in a position of authority to make land use decisions,
either at the strategic or field level. An influencer was generally an individual or organisation which
through various means would try or was able to influence the decisions being made with regard to
land use. Depending on the context in which the individual or organisation was acting, the informant
could be considered both an influencer and a decision maker.

? Marshall and Rossman (1995:83) provide a good description of an elite interview (or specially
choosing the individual to be interviewed). The elite interview was appropriate for this study as the
individuals were chosen on the basis of their expertise relevant to the research, they were considered
to be influential and well informed people either within an organisation or community or affecting that
organisation or community. The benefits of using this selective process is that the informant usually
provided an overall view of the organisation or its relationship to other organisations, and were likely
to be familiar with the legal and financial structures of the organisation. In many cases they were able
to put a perspective on the organisations' policies, past histories, and future plans. By the same token,
it must be recognised that the researcher must be preparcd to adapt the interview based on the wishes
and predilections of the person interviewed and that these individuals are typically quite savvy and
often want an active interplay with the interviewer,
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making exact matches given the sometimes disparate systems. Further details on the
interviews, interview structure, observations and confidentiality issues may be found

in Appendix AS.

2.2.1.3 Emergent design and theory

The approach taken to collect and interpret the data did not fit neatly into the
processes advocated by Glaser and Strauss (1967), Glaser (1978), Lincoln and Guba
(1985), Marshall and Rossman (1995) and others. Rather, a variety of approaches

was required. Thus it was necessary to borrow theoretical perspectives from each in

order to make sense of the data. In some ways, the early process followed the
“naturalistic enquiry,” as described by Lincoln and Guba (1985). This approach is
advocated as being particularly appropriate in real world research, and shares many
characteristics with case studies as discussed earlier. They, along with others, note
that in order to ground the theory in data, the data must be collected and then
analysed inductively. As the precise form of the data to be collected was not known

prior to collection, the flexibility and adaptability of the researcher and the process

was important.

As the data was being collected, it was difficult to see how the various theories
would or would not apply to this particular line of inquiry. As discussed earlier, the
use of a structured survey or highly structured data gathering methods was
determined to be inappropriate as it might filter out the very essence of what was to
be studied. This consideration, combined with time and fiscal constraints, meant a

balance had to be struck between efficiency and design flexibility. This meant that
the analysis would not proceed in a linear fashion and that the analysis would have to
be grounded; that is, the data analysis would search for general statements about

relationships among categories of data.
As agreed by most “grounded theory” practitioners, the fundamental operation in the

analysis of qualitative data is that of discovering significant classes of things,

persons, events and the properties which characterise them. The analysis eventually
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reveals the analysts own "is's" and "because's" as the researcher identifies classes and
links one with another. This process at first uses simple statements that express the
linkages, and continues this process until the propositions fall into sets, in an ever

increasing density of linkages (Marshall and Rossman, 1995:112).

Initially, the interview outline and related literature reviewed earlier provided a guide
for the coding of the data for subsequent analysis. As related concepts emerged from

the analysis, new questions were asked and further coding led to further refinements
and analysis that served to strengthen theory. As the process continued, there were
fewer major modifications in categories as concepts fell into established categories.

The last, and most challenging step, was then to determine the relationships between

the critical categories and integrate them into a theory.

Testing the research questions against the emergent data requires the researcher to

search through the data to challenge those questions, look for negative instances in
the data, and incorporate these into larger constructs, if necessary. According to
Marshall and Rossman (1995:113), part of this phase assists researchers in evaluating
their data for informational adequacy, credibility, usefulness and centrality and
guides them in illuminating the questions being explored and whether or not the

questions are central to the story that is unfolding.

In the writing of the analysis chapters, it was recognised that the data could not be

separated from the analytic process and that the data was central to that process. The
choice of codes and themes used to summarise and reflect the complexity of the data,
is part of the researcher’s contribution. That is, through interpretation, the researcher

lends shape, form, and meaning to massive amounts of raw data.

Sample themes, coding and theoretical notes that are the focus of Chapters 6 through

8 are listed in Appendix A6.
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2.3  Merits and difficulties of cross national comparisons

Antal et al. (1987:14) argue that an important role of comparative research is to
contribute to the development of a relevant knowledge base for both domestic and
foreign policy. Its value lies in potentially filling “important gaps in knowledge
about how other countries deal with similar situations, about the background and
effects of alternate strategies for solving common problems (or avoiding their

emergence in the first place).” They note that structured comparisons provide a

framework for determining which aspects of a situation are due to unique
circumstances, and which aspects are more generally applicable, and thus potentially

appropriate, to transfer to other contexts.

Another reason for conducting comparative research results from the increasing
interdependence that characterises the world today. However, increased
interdependence comes with increased complexity. As Lisle (1987:476) notes:
“Even the study of economic policy cannot dispense with resorting to psychology,
political science, law and sociology.” Thus, taking a multidisciplinary approach to a
problem is difficult as, within the academic community, researchers are trained, peer
reviewed and rewarded in their careers largely within an academic discipline. So
how is the researcher to solve the dilemma between a disciplinary approach and a
problem solving approach? Antal et al. and Lisle both agree that the various
disciplines examine usually only one aspect of human activity and do so in a manner
which lends itself more or less readily to cross-national comparisons. Or, as Antal et

al. (1987:15) describe it “a hybrid between academic inquiry and policy-making

information.”

Vogel and Kun (1987:150) though are not quite so optimistic. They point out that
the foreigner has two important disadvantages. Firstly, they have an insufficient
grounding in the history, politics, and economics of a country other than their own,
and secondly, they may simply view policies of another country in terms of their own

nation’s political traditions. However, Antal et al. (1987:14) have observed that
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researchers conducting comparative investigations often not only find new policy
options in other countries, but they also find latent policy constraints and
opportunities within their own systems. The challenge then is for the rescarchcr to
be aware of the potential pitfalls and take advantage of being an “outsider” who

should not be bound by parochial prejudices.

2.4 Limitations

It is recognised that given time and financial constraints, the interview base and the
types of documents examined were limited and thus the analysis cannot delve deeply
into individual decisions. Although Glaser (1992:19) demands interviews and field
notes be entirely transcribed for coding and analysis, this was not possible given the
confidentiality restrictions and the restrictions on time and money. Using partial

transcription did economise on the cost and amount of data yielding what is already

known or is irrelevant. How potential biases were addressed is discussed in Chapter

9.
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3 Canada and Banff National Park

This chapter and the next are highly descriptive in nature and are meant to provide
the reader with a historical overview of the basic background issues to be compared.

As Lisle (1987:475) observes “the case for the historical perspective in cross-national

comparison should be stressed as a means to better enable us to understand better the
differences observed at a point in time between contemporary situations.” Neither
chapter should be considered comprehensive as only the most important features are
described in summary form. A detailed accounting of the history of national park
system development in Canada may be found by consulting the more extensive
reviews by Lothian (1976), Bella (1987), McNamee (1993), Hildebrant (1995) and
Hodgins (1996).

3.1 A brief history of national parks and their management systems

The National Parks of Canada are hereby dedicated to the people of Canada
for their benefit, education and enjoyment, subject to this act and the
regulations, and the National Parks shall be maintained and made use of so

as to leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.
(National Parks Act, 1930, 1988, 1998)

At the surface the dedication, which has been in all the NPAs since 1930, appears to
have preservation as its goal and aspiration for the national parks in Canada.
However, even the most cursory overview of the early history of the Canadian
national park system, and in particular BNP, shows a strong link between park
establishment and early economic development of Canada. The overview, as well,
shows the early roles played by the Canadian Pacific Railway (CPR) and

federal/provincial governments in setting the stage for many of the issues seen today
in BNP.!

1 , . . .
Many of the early actions by the CPR and federal government created conflicts which have impacted

on nattonal park development. For example, the federal government established four large national

parks in the western mountain region prior to the affected provincial governments acquiring control

over their lands (Henderson 1991:22). These conflicts persist and continue to effect park development
and management.
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3.1.1 Evolution of the park system and Banff National Park

The Canadian national park story begins in 1870 when the new Dominion of Canada
assumed control over Ruperts land* from the Hudson Bay Company. Acquisition of
this area was important in development of the relatively unpopulated north-west” as
it provided the federal government of the day with an opportunity to set aside large

tracts of land for parks, set aside lands for railways, and encourage early settlement
(Martin, 1938).

In 1878, the Dominion government established a national policy focused on
strengthening the national economy. Part of this policy was to be accomplished by
completing the pacific railway that would in turn assist in organising the north-west
and developing and exploiting natural resources. To help finance the railway, the
federal government granted the CPR extensive lands and other privileges® along their
right of way. Given the sparse population in the west at the time the railway was
being built, the CPR was aware that maintaining the rail connection through the
mountains would be highly uneconomical unless passenger traffic could be
encouraged. Officials from the CPR saw the western mountains as a valuable
economic asset capable of exploitation. By building hotels, the scenery would attract
tourists and would inspire those visiting the mountains to “spread abroad the gospel
of the new alpine paradise” (Gibbon 1937:304). The result would be even more
tourists, more settlers, and invariably more money. The increase in revenue would
make the investment worthwhile. It is well documented that, from the beginning, the
CPR and the federal government sought to attract wealthy visitors. This meant the
mineral springs would need to be developed into a world class destination that could

compete with the elite European spas and resorts.

¢ Rupert’s land included all the area draining into the Hudson’s Bay, or essentially all lands west of
what 1s now Ontario (presently four provinces — Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and British
Columbia).
* MacBeth (1924: 12) maintained that early western colonisation was of little interest to the four
castern provinces of Canada until trade exploitation and gold rushes showed promise of increased
}Ncalth if a Dominion was formed. There are various arguments as to why the west was not brought
Into federation earlier; however these are outside the main scope of this study.

Including timber and mining rights and a monopoly on development in certain arcas.
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An attempt to lay claim to the Cave and Basin mineral hot springs by two employcces
of the CPR’ triggered the actual birth of the national park system in Canada. The
Dominion Government denied the claim in 1885 and established a 10 square mile (26
square kilometres) reserve® around the Cave and Basin with the intent of exploiting
the springs, in partnership with the CPR. In 1886, the Deputy Minister of the Interior

called for a plan “to commence the construction of roads and bridges and other

operations necessary to make of the reserve a creditable National Park” thus
confirming wilderness preservation had little to do with the establishment of the park
(Lothian 1976, 1:23).

A few politicians at the time argued that the reserve benefited the CPR and hence the

company should pay for its development but Prime Minister Sir John A. MacDonald
insisted the park not be given to the CPR. He argued that the park needed to be made
attractive to all Canadians, not just CPR clients, and thus the federal government

needed to retain development control. The result of the deliberations was the Rocky
Mountain Park Act (1887). This Act expanded the reserve and allowed the federal
government to make rules for “preservation and protection of game and fish or of
wild birds,” to preserve some of the park’s natural features and to control the cutting
of timber (Lothian 1976, 4:16).7 A few MPs debated this legislation, noting that
resource extraction and preservation of wildlife seemed to be contradictory, however
the Act passed, thus bringing the Rocky Mountain park into operation as a useful

contributor to the national economy..8

3 Although claiming they *“discovered” the hot springs, the area was well known to earlier travellers
including First Nations. As an aside, it was Van Horne’s influence that resulted in the main trans-
Canada rail line being built through the difficult Kicking Horse Pass (an area of Banff National Park)
rather than a more northerly and easier Yellowhead pass. Again, the rationale for choice of the route
is outside the scope of the study but is explained in both the MacBeth and Gibbon books.

i The reserve, which evolved into Banff National Park, was originally named Rocky Mountain Park.,
19B:J’o(;ders have changed eight times since the park was formed, the most recent change occurred in

8 At that time national policy encouraged development and extraction of natural resources and, in the
federal government's view, it was appropriate for a national park to produce profits from resource

development or tourism (McNamee 1993:20). The CPR was a major beneficiary of this policy as it
ensured a local source of coal in the mountain area. The CPR’s ability to economically move trains

across the mountains, as well as attract and retain the tourist trade, was further enhanced when the
federal government established Glacier and Yoho national parks in 1886.
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The Rocky Mountain Parks Act was replaced in 1911 by the Dominion Forest
Reserves and Parks Act. The main purpose of the new Act was to rationalise parks
and forest reserves and to define more clearly the federal government’s role in
regulating and administering land acquired since 1887. The new regulations under
the Act applied to any land use privileges but prior rights granted were not to be
affected (Hildebrant 1995:13). This Act also marked the establishment of the

Dominion Parks Branch, the precursor to Parks Canada.

By 1926, Canada and Alberta’ had negotiated an agreement for the transfer of
control of natural resources to the province. James B. Harkin, the first commissioner
of the Dominion Parks Branch, was concerned with this agreement, In 1927, he
convinced the Minister of the Interior to introduce legislation that established the
principle of absolute sanctity of national parks. With this legislation in place, the
federal government, in 1930, transferred remaining crown lands in Alberta,
Saskatchewan and Manitoba to provincial control (Martin, 1938)1..10 However, as part
of the transfer agreement, the boundaries of Rocky Mountain Park were redrawn to
exclude the Kananaskis and Spray Lakes watershed and the communities now known

as Canmore and Exshaw.!!

The first National Parks Act (NPA) was passed in 1930. Under the Act no new parks
could be established, no existing parks could be eliminated, or their boundaries
changed without Parliament’s approval. As well, further permits for mineral
exploration and development and commercial timber harvesting were prohibited, but
existing leases would be respected until they expired (Hildebrant 1995:14). For the
next thirty years, the parks were managed under the NPA; but, given that the Act

provided little policy direction, the Minister in charge of national parks generally had

?OAlberta became a province in 1905, the transfer of resources occurred later.

Hackman (1995:34) estimates that the “Crown” owns roughly 95% of Canadian territory. Even
though what happens to these areas is determined by politicians and their officials, the use and
dispgsition of private lands is heavily influenced by planning controls, taxation and other federal,
Plrovmcial and municipal policies.

According to Doern and Conway (1994:169), the negotiated pact was a compromisc that gave the
provincial jurisdictions the right to develop crown lands but appeased (to an extent) the conservation

Interests by prohibiting mining, hydro electric dams and forestry development within the national park
boundaries.
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to make decisions on commercial uses within the parks on an ad hoc basis
(McNamee 1993:29)."?

Whether it was a lack of clear policy direction or simply the wrong policy altogether,
it was frustrating for any Minister to be in charge of national parks. By 1960, the
Minister of the Department of Northern Development'® made a plea to the House of
Commons for help in defending national park values. At roughly the same time, the
public was becoming more aware of and concerned with park problems, as evidenced
by media reports and conferences (see Henderson 1968, Nelson and Scace 1968). In
1963 a non-governmental organisation, the National and Provincial Parks
Association of Canada (NPPAC)'* was formed with its purpose to *perform a

watchdog role over those areas now reserved for park purpose’ and promote park

values and expansion of the parks network (Henderson 1969:331).

By 1964, Parks Canada (PC) issued its first policy document which attempted to
define how it would implement legislation that appeared to have a dual mandate 1n
its dedication (as quoted earlier). In contrast to the exploitative practices of the
1800’s, the 1964 policy document discouraged resource extraction and inappropriate
development and encouraged recreation that recognised conservation of natural
values. However, as Henderson (1968:893) noted “Many readings of park policy end
with...but if essential, should be developed so as to leave the least possible impact”
or “accepted only if it is justified by increased, improved or broadened use of the
park in accordance with the park purposes.” Such statements could allow
development to progress in incremental stages which, if taken alone, would fall
within the guidelines but taken together might negate the purpose of the park.
Nevertheless, PC continued to reform their policy framework. By 1978, each

national park had a five-year management plan that had a process for public

participation built in."> Parks Canada then issued a new policy statement'® in 1979

'2 Others felt that the official policy was one of controlled development within the national park
ﬂ!stem. withir} varigms provincial park systems and on non-park crown lands (Henderson 1991:22).
y The portfolio which housed Parks Canada at that time.
. No‘w called Canadian Parks and Wilderness Association (CPAWS).
This helped alleviate some of the criticism from the public and local governments that PC had been

cliggzient In integrating parks with their neighbouring economies and cultures (Doern and Conway
:170).
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which, as an underlying philosophy, emphasised common themes of natural

inheritance and public ownership in the administration of historic and natural parks
under a single program (Parks Canada 1979). Under this, there were general policy
statements made which have been further expanded upon in subsequent documents

and are of interest to this study. In particular were the following:

- PC stated its commitment to working with the private sector and on government

- groups to develop programs that encouraged appropriate use.
- PCrecognised that land management within national parks was different than
lands outwith. It thus cautioned that preference be given to allow natural

processes to function unless they had been clearly altered or made inoperative by

man induced changes, before any active manipulation of park resources was
undertaken. '’
- Lastly PC recognised that cooperation was essential with other land management

agencies given that land uses outside a national park could be both detrimental

and beneficial in their effects on the park.

As will be discussed later, although these have been stated as policy, PC has been

unable to deliver for a variety of reasons. '’

Following the 1988 revision of the NPA, a new policy statement was issued in 1994,
“Parks Canada: Guiding Principles and Operational Policies.” This policy document,

which is still in use at the time of writing, was the first time PC publicly articulated

its guiding principles and introduced the concept of an “ecosystem approach.”'**

The guiding principles that are of note to this study include:

'* Called the “Beaver Book” - due to the Parks Canada beaver logo on the front.
7 In this regard, fire management in BNP is a clear violation of this policy although later in the policy
such manipulation is justified if public safety or major park facilities are at risk.
¥ For example, Hildebrant (1995) outlined seven major events that influenced development in BNP
from 1968 - 1985. He considered the 1984 Canada-Alberta Tourism Agreement, which encouraged
businesses to expand and create jobs in order to combat the effects of the 1981 — 1985 recession, to be
the most influential. The political and economic pressurcs to create jobs made it increasingly difficult
}g enforce policies that discouraged more development in the park.

Parks Canada advocated an ecosystem approach in three earlier internal documents (Environment
Canada, Parks Service 1990a, 1990b and 1992). These documents were, in essence, the carly policy
framework for the 1994 public policy statement.



- Leadership and Stewardship
- Public Involvement
- Collaboration and Cooperation

- Accountability

The emphasis on partnerships and cooperation with outside agencies was
undoubtedly due to the budget cutbacks of the early 1990s. The document also
portrays a precautionary theme: national parks should not be expected to sustain all
activities and developments that a visitor may want. Access and services directly

related to the national park objectives will be provided within the parks, with the

surrounding regions to provide for a broader range of needs.

Summary of the evolution of the park system

Revisions of the NPA in 1988 and 1998 reflected growing concerns for ecosystems
and wildlife management, however the general purpose has remained much the same
as the one stated in 1930. The net effect of the 1979 National Park Policy and the
1988 NPA amendments was “to further reduce the amount of discretion that

politicians and park bureaucrats would have in decision making, and make them

more accountable to the public (Dearden and Berg 1993:199).”!

3.1.2 Evolution of the management systems

By 1911, there were five national parks,?? each being run by a superintendent under

the direction of the Minister of the Interior. However, at that time there was no

% Generally described as a holistic approach to understanding and anticipating ecological change,
assessing the full range of consequences and developing appropriate responses. It recogniscs that
humans are an integral part of the ecosystem and that human social and economic systems constantly
interact with the physical and biological parts of the system thus, within the context of sustainability,
all interactions must be considered in an integrated fashion (BBVS,1996:423)
2] . ‘e . . ; -

For example, since the 1988 revision, the Minister in charge of national parks must table in
Parliament a five year management plan for any new park within five years of that park being

established, update the management plans every five years and provide a biannual state of the parks
report,

“ One established by law and four created by Order in Council.
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national park system nor was there any real policy direction, It was becoming clear
that with both the number of parks increasing and annual visitation growing, there
was a need for a separate arm of the federal government to administer national parks.
As mentioned, this was accomplished with the passing of the Dominion Forest
Reserves and Parks Act in 1911 and appointment of James B. Harkin as the first
commissioner of the Dominion Parks Branch (from 1911 to 1936). Harkin belicved
development or activities that impaired the natural beauty of a park or its pcaccful
tranquillity should be excluded but he also recognised that the economic value of the
parks needed to be emphasised in order to garner political support and government
money. To support the tourism value of parks, he encouraged improved visitor
accommodation, introduction of the automobile, and construction of roads and trails.
Although promoting the recreation potential in national parks was initially important
in winning support for establishment of additional national parks, it was not until

decades later that the effects of this work began to cause environmental deterioration

in these national parks (McNamee 1993:24).

In the 1960s, the Glassco Royal Commission drew attention to the inconsistency
between tourism and nature conservation in PC’s mandate and called for
decentralisation of park management. In 1966, PC was transferred from the
Department of Northern Development to the Department of Indian & Northern
Affairs (DIAND). While in DIAND, PC adopted a decentralised structure similar to
that of the US National Parks Service. Decentralising management was logical,
given the uniqueness of each of the national parks and their regions however, these
management structures were susceptible to political influence, given the headquarters
in Ottawa retained responsibility for policy, budget, general program planning, and
plan review.” In fact, throughout the 1970s, political authorities continued to pursue

Macdonald’s policies of park use, rather than preservation (Hildebrant 1995:28).

Developers were worried and conservationists were hopeful that the conservation
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mandate would be followed more closely when PC was transferred to Environment
Canada (DOE) in 1979, However, at roughly the same time that pc* joined the
DOE, the well-funded and large Fisheries department was moved out. The
somewhat independent PC, with its well resourced operational and capital structures
found that throughout the first half of the 1980s, senior DOE management used PC’s
resources to cover the many departmental resource shortfalls. During this period PC
found a good portion of its capital budget “reallocated” as the reallocation did not

immediately impact operations (Doern and Conway 1994:170).

During the 1980s, a task force undertook a major review of public policy and
government organisations.” Part of the remit of the Task Force was to report
directly on national parks and their conclusions affected PC. Firstly, the Task Force
recognised and acknowledged that national parks provided tangible, quasi-tangible,
and intangible benefits®® and that these benefits were not evenly distributed across
the country. They further recognised that Canada was considered a leader in
protecting natural heritage areas and that Canadians in general supported national
parks. However, the Task Force also noted that previous practices and continuing
(real or perceived) deficiencies hindered PC from achieving their objectives
(Hildebrant, 1995:42). While generally finding that the system functioned reasonably
well, they noted persistent problems including little flexibility in planning, a
centralised management system, excessive power in the regional offices, poor
communication with local communities, and a preconception that the world should
accept that PC was never wrong. The Task Force conclusions called for shared
management to address many of the parks’ problems. As quoted in Hildebrant

(1995:43) the Task Force proposals focussed on:

® The first decentralisation created three regions that were each responsible for park master planning,
engineering and design, policy interpretation, realty and some administration in their assigned arcas.
The parks were delegated operations, maintenance, warden and programme deltvery responsibilities.
Further reorganisation in 1989 involved additional decentralisation and transfer of engincering and
gehitecture to the Department of Public Works (Hildebrant 1995:30).

From 1986 - 1993 Parks Canada was called the Canadian Parks Service but for consistency the term
garks Canada will be used throughout the thesis.

Neilsen Task Force on Program Review.
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- preserving essential park programs and services during times of fiscal

restraint
- cost sharing and working with other levels of government
- unloading the expensive burden of highway construction in parks

- cost recovery methods including user fees

- more effective zoning

- dialogue with tourist stakeholders
- more flexibility in managing parks

- shelving new parks until government finances improve.

Many of the recommendations were implemented such as zoning and cost recovery

but others have not yet been addressed.

The latest move, to the Department of Canadian Heritage in 1993, is perhaps the
most puzzling in that PC is now in an eclectic department which houses
multiculturalism, the Canadian Broadcasting Service (CBC) and the Status of
Women. There is little commentary as to why this move took place but it could be
surmised that the reorganisation was a deliberate attempt to place the organisation in
an area where 1t no longer must compete with higher profile portfolios and to

recognise the unique nature of its assets.

26 . . _ .
Broadly they defined tangible benefits as those accruing to businesses and communitics duc to the
location of the park. The benefits of enjoyment, education and environmental enhancement were

considered quasi tangible, intangible benefits included biodiversity and preservation of natural
heritage.
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3.2  Review of existing or proposed administrative structures

3.2.1 The existing management

Along with the changes in departments and the evolution of policy has been a change
in management systems and initiatives. At a strategic level, Hildebrant (1995:34)
describes a few of the federal government management initiatives including the usc
of “modular managers”?’ and “Public Service 2000.”% 1t is unclear as to whether

these programs were used or had an impact on PC although three informants

observed that often a manager was *“parachuted in” from somewhere, 1nitiated some
program and then left. The same informants were doubtful that the program which
was implemented had any lasting positive impact given the replacement manager
usually would not carry the program forward. Thus, in their view, the net effect was

to use resources with the result of retaining or worsening the status quo.

Diagram 1 on the next page represents the model of governance that was in place
during the time of this study. The Parks Canada Program was administered through
five regional offices under the direction of an Assistant Deputy Minister. The
regional offices were considered basically service centres, offering corporate services
such as policy direction. As previously noted, theoretically the park superintendent
has the ultimate decision making authority within the park and they are answerable to
the Minister of Canadian Heritage. However, in examining the diagram, it becomes
readily apparent that there were a number of bureaucratic layers between

superintendents and the Minister and that the superintendents also took direction

from other central agencies and legislation.

27 :
These were described as managers that move from place to place to deal with problems. Once the
Broblem was solved, they moved to the next crisis.
This program promotes organisational development and management by objectives. It includes

concepts such as employee empowerment, adaptive behaviour, overcomin g constraints and client
service.
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Diagram 1
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As compared to earlier structures, the governance model was relatively streamlined
however, the BBVS concluded that PC’s organisational focus and effectiveness had
been compromised due to the numerous moves and restructuring during the 1980s
and 1990s. They also concluded that these moves had hindered the development of a
full shared decision making culture within PC even though it had been required in all

policy statements since 1979,

Further, the BBVS (1996:16) found that even with the reorganisations which were to
presumably make the organisation more responsive and accountable, public cynicism
remained about management decision making and the ability of PC at the field level
to consistently apply their own policies. Presumably the organisational structure
should have enabled more effective and efficient application of policy however,
BBVS respondents felt that the most effective manoeuvre for proponents wishing to
advance their position was to lobby the Minister directly if local park officials
hesitated in approving (or not approving) new facilities.?> With the Minister
allowing direct access, local park officials became reluctant to enforce regulations.

Although recent Ministers have indicated opposition to direct lobbying, for the

Canadian informants who commented (N = 16), half felt that political lobbying was

still the most effective way to influence decision making and of those, they were

evenly split between influencers and decision makers.

* This process was termed the $139 solution by some informants — the cost of an airline ticket to
Ottawa from Calgary (BBVS 1996:16).
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3.2.2 The new Agency

Starting in 1997, PC underwent another massive restructuring to become a Special
Operating Agency (Parks Canada, 1996). Given the Agency was proclaimed in
legislation in Parliament December 1998, it is difficult to comment specifically on
the significance of the change however, there have been many commentaries on what
the new organisation may be able to accomplish. According to the “Report on Plans
and Priorities” or RPP (Parks Canada Agency, 1999:1), the move to an agency
structure means that PC is now a separate legal entity reporting to the Minister of
Canadian Heritage. The stated advantage of being an agency within the federal
government is that an agency has more control over financial, contracting and real

property delegations thus hypothetically reducing administrative processes and paper

work.

The organisatibnal structure has basically been reduced to two levels of management
(see diagram 2) — the national office® and two executive offices.”’ The field unit
(i.e. the superintendent) reports to a Director General for Western/Eastern Canada
with regard to day to day operations and to the CEO for the annual business plans.
As well, each Director General has a number of service centres providing support for
the field units. Lastly, there is an executive board, whose main responsibility 1s to
set the long-term strategic direction and priorities of the organisation. The board i1s
comprised of the CEO, the seven Directors/Directors General and the Executive
Directors from the Mountain Parks>* and Quebec field units. This diagram, when
compared with the earlier one, shows that one layer has essentially been eliminated
(Assistant Deputy Minister and Deputy Minister replaced by the CEO). This may
provide somewhat more freedom in administrative policies however, there is no

change in the legislative restrictions affecting their operations (as highlighted on

diagram 1). It should be noted that the diagram does not show the addition of a layer

*» Which houses two directorates; one provides program direction/operational policy and the other
Rrovid'es strategy angl plans inc_luding business, real property and financial services.
' Which are to provide strategic management direction to the two field units.

The role of the Executive Director of the Mountain Park district is to assist in coordination of the

four contiguous mountain parks as well as Mount Revelstoke, Glacier and Waterton Lakes national
parks,



between the two Director Generals and the field/service centres. For the eastern

region, there 1s a Quebec district and for the western region a Mountain district.

Diagram 2
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Source: RRP, 1999:33
Table 2

The BBVS (1996:296) predicted that this particular restructuring would be one of the
most significant in the organisations’ history. Of the eight informants who
commented, three felt that the change was driven by financial constraints rather than
operational necessity. By the same token, various media reports agreed with five
informants who cited the main advantage to the PC Agency was increased financial
responsibility. Informants noted that financial responsibility meant that unspent
budget monies could be rolled over into the next fiscal period and that there would be
less restraint by federal government policy in areas such as hiring practices.
However, the downside noted by all eight informants was that, with reorganisation,
key personnel and corporate memory would be further compromised and the cost to
recoup this loss would never be fully recognised.” Further, from the informants who
responded (N =7), most felt that PC as an Agency would be more important at the
strategic level, not so much at the park level. They noted, along with the 1997 “State
of the Parks” report, that PC would continue to be financially restrained in its
operations even though the Agency was still in a growth mode in terms of

completing a national park system.

» In general, the informants felt that the many of the middle managers would be lost and it was these
people who had built an effective network for “getting the job done”. Losing these people meant that
the networks had to be rebuilt and before they could become effective, trust had to be established and
to establish trust, time was needed.
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Even with the new agency, Parks Canada will still be directly accountable to
the Minister rather than through a Deputy Minister. The financial authority
will be different but legislation and management plans will still be debated in
parliament. The Minister will still be able to delegate authority to the park or
retain the authority if they feel it is a sensitive public issue. C24

3.3 Land tenure in national parks

As mentioned in section 3.1.1, the federal government, when establishing Banft
National Park, felt compelled to maintain ownership of the property to not only profit

from the tourism potential but also to maintain a high degree of control over
development. The main instrument chosen for granting rights to use national park

land was, and continues to be, a lease.”* Hodgins (1996:22) notes as a key point of

interest that in BNP “the lease is the primary form of land use control.”

35

The lease instrument itself has evolved over the past 132 years,” in response to

changing conditions and policies. As Hodgins found in his review (1996:4), BNP
has six basic classes of leases and potentially as many as 22 different generic lease
versions. The end result is that there is little consistency among the 1807 leases.
Original leases granted had a “perpetual renewal clause” which meant that they were
issued for an initial term of 42 years and could be renewed for an additional 42 yecars

at the end of each term. A total of 563 perpetual renewal leases still exist in BNP
although, according to seven informants, even if they are not perpetual, they are

treated that way, by both lessees and financial institutions. Hodgins also found 15

3 A more restrictive Licence of Occupation is also used, typically for utility rights of way. The
primary difference between a lease and a licence is in the rights being granted. Under a licence, the
licensee does not receive a proprietary right in the land, the licence is revocable upon notice and it
may not be assigned. Tenancy is on a month by month basis upon termination of the licence.

The first lease was issued in 1867, Lothian (1976, Volume 2, Chapter §) discusses the evolution of
the lease instrument in Canadian national parks from 1885 to 1973. Scace (1968) discussed the carly
issuance of the leases as primarily uncontrolled with the exception of some of the larger lots. The
result was speculation in that lessees recognised that the transfer of leases could prove very valuable
In the future. Those retaining their leases were able to influence business development and, with the

Perpetual renewal clause, the land lease no longer resembled a form of land control but rather an
Instrument which resembled a freehold arrangement. The only stipulation by the government was that

leaseholders improve their standard of maintenance to their property before a renewal or consent to
assign or sublease would be granted.
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other land alienation’s in BNP including letters of permission, CPR frechold land™

and various agreements.

The National Park Lease and Licence of Occupation Regulations govern the

management of these instruments and outlines conditions for granting, administering,
assignment, use of land, need to reside, public passage, rent, and so on. Generally
speaking, lease clauses prevail even if the parks management plans and regulations
change. This means that once development rights have been granted, they are
immutable. The only opportunity for negotiation occurs when the lessee agrees to
re-negotiation or if they are seeking further development and the approval may be
tied to a reciprocal concession. In the latter case, Hodgins notes * this ‘tactic’

apparently has not been employed extensively and usually only with large

commercial lessees and then only with limited success (1996:11).” Cancellation of
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the lease without just cause”’ is seen as expropriation and as a result PC must pay

compensation to the lessee; often the amount of compensation is determined through

litigation (Hodgins 1996:12).

A further complication to the issue of land tenure within the park has been the
Incorporation of Banff as a town in 1990.*® Under the NPA, the Minister responsible
for PC,*® under the approval of the Governor General in Council, entered 1nto an
agreement with the Government of Alberta to establish a local government body for
the town of Banff and to entrust local government functions to that body. The
agreement clearly spelled out the town boundaries, along with the purposes and

objectives for the townsite, including:

3% CPR may have freehold (fee simple) land however, the land was granted for specific purposes and
is classified as reversionary land. Once the land is no longer required for the purposcs for which it
was granted, it is to revert to the Crown. Most of the land grants date back to the 1880s.

¥ Section 6 of the NPA deals with granting of leases and licences. The Minister is given authority to
issuc leases and the Governor in Council may authorise the Minister to purchase, cxpropriate or
otherwise acquire any lands or interest for the purposes of the park (NPA 1998). In the past, lcases or
licences have been renewed unless the land is needed for public purposes however, this has not
ggcluded assembly of lands for “ecological purposes”,

After the federal government revised its leasing policy in national parks in the early 1960s, the
Alberta government began to lobby strongly for a liberalised facilities development program within
the park. In 1968, the Alberta legislature supported a resolution to place Banff townsite under
provincial jurisdiction, ostensibly to end supposedly “unfair” treatment of the lessees but more likely
to facilitate added commercial development (Scace 1968:786).
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a. to serve, as its primary function, as a centre for visitors to the Park
and to provide such visitors with accommodation and other goods and
services,

b. to maintain a community character which 1s consistent with and
reflects the surrounding environment and,

C. to provide a comfortable living community for those persons who

need to reside in the townsite in order to achieve its primary function.

Further, the agreement has limited the planning powers of the townsite and
reinforced that the Town may exercise its rights under provincial legislation insofar

as those rights do not affect or interfere with the rights of Canada as owner and lessor

of the land. Section S of the agreement is perhaps the most relevant to this study. It
sets out the planning powers of the Town and reserves the right of the federal
Minister to be the final approval for any statutory plan or land use by law. Although

the Minister also may appoint one person to a municipal planning commission and
the development appeal board, the fact that the Minister may decide to not approve

the plan provides sufficient evidence that the federal Minister is similar to the

Scottish feu superior,***!

* When the agreement was drafted, it was the Minister of the Environment. Currently it would be the
Minister of Canadian Heritage.

¥ See Section 6.3.1 - “if the Federal Minister is of the opinion that any by-law, resolution or other
action of the Town is inconstant with the purposes and objectives of the townsite or 1s inadequate o
protect the Park environment, Canada may a) withdraw or alter any or all of the functions entrusted to
the Town under Article 5, whereupon Canada may exercise jurisdiction over planning, development
and subdivision in the townsite, in whole or in part, in any manner it deems fit.”

* According to Callander (1998:9) the essence of the hierarchical Scottish feudal system is that the
relationship between the Crown and its vassals need not be direct. Certain rights arc reserved by the
Crown and may be reserved by anyone who disposes of a piece of land. This means that a vassal of
the Crown could become the superior of the new owner, who becomes their vassal. There is no
limitation on the number of times feuing can be repeated. In the case of leases in Canadian national
parks, there 1s no limit to the number of times a lease may be subleased. As the Government of

Canada controls the lease, lessees who sublease are not allowed to include in the subleasc document
other restrictions.
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J. 4  Review of national park land use objectives

3.4.1 The National Parks Act

In terms of actually stating land use objectives, there is no such section nor is there
an explicit section dealing with the objectives of a national park other than
prohibiting the Minister from authorising activities in a wilderness area which might
impair the wilderness characteristic of the area. However, even with such a
restriction, the Act contradicts itself by allowing the Minister to carry out activities 1n
wilderness areas for the purposes of safety and the provision of basic user facilities
including trails and rudimentary campsites. For example, under section 5.1.2 of the
NPA, “maintenance of ecological integrity through the protection of natural
resources shall be the first priority when considering park zoning and visitor use in a
management plan.” As well, under the Act, the Minister shall, when appropriate
“provide opportunities for public participation at the national, regional and local

levels in the development of parks policy, management plans and other matters as the

Minister deems relevant” (section 5.1.4).4

3.4.2 Management Plans

The NPA requires all national parks have management plans, that the plans reflect
the policies and legislation, and that they are prepared in consultation with

Canadians.” In the mid 1980s, PC began public consultations to prepare a

framework for the management of the four mountain parks44 and from this

framework the management plans for each of the parks were created (Canadian

‘2 As mentioned in footnote 21, preparation and tabling of management plans in Parliament every five
years means, in essence, that any changes to zoning in the parks is debated in Parliament. |

Under the NPA (5.1.4) “the Minister shall, as appropriate, provide opportunity for public
participation at the national, regional and local levels in the development of parks policy, management
plans and such other matters as the Minister deems relevant.” The word “shall” implies the Minister
must provide the opportunities and Ministerial discretion likely limits the method of application.
Thus, without a detailed report on the process of consultation it is difficult to determine the extent of
national, regional and local interests on the management plans.
a4 . . . _ .

After amendments to the NPA in 1988, it was decided that the four contiguous mountain parks werc

should be administered as a unit, in the spirit of ecosystem based management yet each having their
own superintendent, staff and plans.
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Heritage, Parks Canada 1994). The management plans are designed to provide
direction for 15 years and are updated and tabled every five years. The plans for the
Four Mountain Parks are to be examined together in order to coordinate the planning

and management (Canadian Heritage, Parks Canada 1994:8).%

The first management plan for Banff was tabled in 1988 after eight years of planning

(Banff Management Plan, 1997). The planning exercise included an in-depth
analysis of the social, economic and environmental condition of the park. This plan

was reviewed again in 1993 with a new management plan being completed in 1997.

Round table participants in the BBVS repeatedly emphasised that the current

problems in achieving the goals and objectives of the management and business
plans were often tied to decision making and governance failure was attributed to a
number of shortfalls including:

- no consistent process and a predictable outcome
- no formal means to appeal decisions, except to the Minister
- political or Ministerial interference in local decisions

- discretionary power for superintendents lack criteria and arc
not well supported by policy (BBVS, 1996:297).

The 1997 BNP management plan tried to address many of these concerns and
incorporate a number of the 500 recommendations given in the BBVS. As aresult,
the new management plan has three sections dealing with land use and decision
making. Interms of a management document though, the plan is more conceptual
than action oriented. That is, it provides a general overview, strategic goals,
objectives and key actions but there are very few references to how these key actions
will be implemented and the resource implications. For example, in the introduction
there 1s a section which is entitled “Park Policy and Land Use” (Parks Canada
1997:8), three paragraphs briefly describe that land use in BNP does not follow

present policy and efforts to restore some of the damage caused are underway. Ina

¥ This may have happened with the first management plans published in 1988, but according to the
1997 “State of the Parks” report, only the BNP plan had been updated. The other three parks were
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vision for how this is to be accomplished (“Cornerstones of Success”, Parks Canada
1997:9), it simply says that partnerships are essential. In key themes (Parks Canada
1997:10), it says that managing the regional ecosystem (of which BNP is part)
requires that all levels of government must cooperate and nurture cooperation with
businesses and organisations. The plan promotes an integrated approach to decision
making but has no vision on how this is to be accomplished or fostered. This
frustration was cited by many informants (N = 17) and in fact, one informant was

quite blunt in their condemnation of the plan:

The superintendents are told go out there and convince the public that you
have a great management plan and develop it with all this input, unfortunately
for you though you will have to develop budgets which ignore it and we will

give you land use systems that ignore it and you are going to apply it - good
luck. C13

In a later section of the management plan, a full chapter is dedicated to a discussion
of “open management.” This chapter is somewhat more proactive in its approach, in
regard to action plans however, for those informants who commented (N = 13) therc
was a general frustration of “lack of transparency” from the influencer group and a
“lack of an implementation plan” by the decision maker group. The BBVS
commented as well on the lack of transparency and this was addressed as a strategic
goal in the 1997 management plan. However informants remained somewhat
frustrated. Two of the influencers, who had been involved in the BBVS round tables,
felt that the study had started a good process but there was still too much “filtering”
of the input received from public involvement and that although public involvement
had been increased, the time for comment had decreased. The result was that the
public felt “consultation fatigue” and really could not comment in many cases as they
were uncertain as to what was being asked or the purpose of the question and how it

related to the management plan.

Further, in the open management section of the plan, is a comment on the

development review process and the need for it to be a more open process, with one

still using their 1988 plans. In fact the Auditor General noted in 1996 that the average age of
management plans in use at that time was 12 years (Auditor General of Canada, 1996:31-9).
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of the action plans being the establishment of a Advisory Development Board to
review all development applications and ensure that they conform to the NPA.
Unfortunately, the informants who commented on this board (outside of PC

employees) panned its effectiveness and commented along the same lines as Coopers
and Lybrand (1995:9):

There is no clearly defined vision of what Banff National Park should look
like. As aresult there is no screening criteria for proposed activities or

developments to determine quickly whether the proposed development 1s
appropriate or acceptable in the park. As a result, all proposals must be
reviewed and assessed on their own merit.

With regard to setting a vision and appropriate use guidelines, the BBVS had made
good progress and this was to be carried forward into the management plan.*® There
is evidence of this within the open management chapter but again the plan falls short
on setting a minimum standard and who should bear the cost of evaluating this

minimum standard.*’ The plan also points out (Parks Canada, 1997:69) that BNP has
always worked with adjacent jurisdictions on areas of common concern but that the
cooperation was often at the operational staff level, and not with managers. As noted
earlier (section 3.3), informants were generally frustrated that interagency
cooperation had not progressed past good intentions. In fact, although the
management plan cites two important advisory groups*® it should be noted that, at the
time of writing, neither one has a formal agreement between the participating

agencies and as two informants noted:

% Part of the mandate of the BBVS was to develop a vision, which it did. The frustration that remains
is how that vision is to be attained both in planning and administrative terms (commented on by
seventeen informants).

* A discussion about appropriate use on page 67 of the BMP (Parks Canada, 1997) admits that “usc”
is not clearly defined under the legislation, policy or management plans and thus authoritics must usc
subjective criteria in decision making. Further, there is a recognition that compromiscs may be
necessary given that public values and perspectives change over time. The BBVS Round Table
suggested a list of ten criteria be applied when evaluating the merits of a new use, change in existing
use, or intensity of use (Parks Canada 1997:68). These criteria are meant to guide the evaluation

process but do not set a minimum guideline. Thus, there is no clearly stated “minimum” from which
to measure success or failure.

“® The purpose of the Central Rockies Ecosystem Interagency Liaison Group (CREILG) is to share
information about the ecosystem. The Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group (BCEAG) has as its’
purpose to coordinate planning, wildlife corridors, fire management and monitoring.
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...the NRCB review of the Three Sisters Resort* determined that there was
not enough communication of the issues between provinces, municipalitics
and the federal government. Their recommendation was for a senior planning
advisory committee comprised of deputy ministers, mayors and so on. The
governments rejected this as the senior deputies were too busy. The other
thing that was recommended was a regional ecosystem advisory group -
lower regional level -~ where the jurisdictions would be represented and could
advise their jurisdiction of the issues. That was the notion that the
government followed. There was no money for the advisory group, moncy
was found internally for any travel or meetings. There were no new studies -
either existing studies or a biologist’s best guess were used. Budgets were
reallocated. C2

In many cases, there are collaborative efforts in managing interjurisdictional
problems not because of political will but by the field managers deciding they
want to. Many of these coordinating groups do not have the blessing of the
ministers and the ministers likely don’t care that they exist. There is usually
no pressure brought to bear to be part of these groups. C3

Thus, with coordinating groups at the lower level, it is not surprising to find that they

have been borne out of necessity and that the lack of funding has limited them to
relatively modest projects. Furthermore these informants noted that the management
plan processes did not include consideration of the other jurisdictions’ management
plans. As aresult then, by not cross referencing the management plans and by not
having upper level management support, an overall vision for the area and an

integrated or ecosystem management approach has not been accomplished.

Although the forgoing discussion is critical of the management plan, it should be
noted that the BNP management plan must be viewed in conjunction with the BNP
business plan. The management plan is to set the general direction for a national
park with specific management objectives and guidelines, with the business plan to
act as the implementation tool. According to the BBVS (1996:297) the business plan

1s to place PC on a firm financial base by encouraging an entrepreneurial approach

* This was a proposal for a year around resort in Canmore immediately adjacent to BNP which was of
a size sufficient to impact wildlife corridors leading to and from BNP. The Natural Resources
Conservation Board or NRCB is a provincial regulatory advisory body. It reviews applications and
provides approval for major natural resource devclopment projects in Alberta. In deciding which
projccts are in the public interest, it must consider social, economic and environmental impacts. The
NRCB made its ruling and allowed the resort subject to constraints on size, location of facilitics and
provision of wildlife corridors (www.gov.ab.ca/nrcb/about the html).
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within its mandated responsibilities. Whether this three pronged purpose is possible

is discussed 1n the next section.

3.4.3 Business Plans

Successive funding cuts and the end of Green Plan®® funding meant that PC could no

longer finance many traditional parks services and, at the same time, honour thetr
commitment to complete a national parks system (BBVS 1996:17). Parks Canada
needed a new strategy and that strategy *“A National Business Plan for Parks Canada
1995/96 — 1999/2000” was published by the Department of Canadian Heritage in
1995. Within the Business Plan, the philosophy shifted from public service to
entreprencz:urship5 ! but a closer examination reveals that the shift was assumed, not
planned for. There is once again no explanation as to how these approaches were to
be fostered or supported. This issue was raised by some of the informants, with one

observing:

Over a very short period of time, there was pressure to develop partnerships -
to source them out, draw up contracts and manage them. The problem was
that you were often assumed to have the skills to do this, most didn’t and still
don’t have the skill. There are a few courses, but not enough. Client
Services [in Parks Canada] are supposed to do this, but the emphasis is for
employees to still source out the partnerships. C16

The National Business Plan establishes that the overall parks will be managed as
business units, each with its own business plan which would include investments and
revenue targets. Although this would seem to give the business units better control,

it should be noted that the budgeting process really had not been changed to any

* Doern and Conway (1994) provide a thorough review of the Green Plan and the problems it
encountered. In short the Green Plan was designed by the DOE but it was essentially a Government
of Canada document which had 60% of the program and fiscal content falling under the jurisdiction of
departments other than the DOE. The five year program was to provide funding for various initiatives
ranging from toxic waste to preservation of ecological resources to reduction of acid rain. As part of
the program, the federal government committed to strengthening federal/provincial partnerships and
fostering more effective partnerships with business and communities. As Docrn and Conway note

(1994:78) of the $3 billion in new money promised over the five year life of the plan, two successive
budget cuts of $600 million highlighted that Green Plan money was “soft” at best.
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great extent, due primarily to the constraints of the Financial Administration Act.
That is, the business unit would make a request for the funding they felt was
necessary, ensuring their bids were consistent with their plans however, the decision
for the allocation rested with the senior management (bottom up, top down).
However, the plan does concede that once the allocation had been approved, there
would be “maximum financial designation to the delivery level, the business unit, to
carry out the plan (Canadian Heritage 1995:41).” Under the business plan for each
unit, revenue generation is a key component. However, according to BBVS only
1.8% of the user fees generated by BNP actually go directly to the park thus the

control each superintendent has on the revenue generation is actually quite small
(1996:316).

A cursory examination of the BNP Field Unit Business Plan®? shows evidence that
funding pressures will continue to hamper management in the area, including the
ability for PC to meet management plan expectations. Further examination of the
accomplishments toward the management plan makes no comment on
interjurisdictional planning or coordination within BNP, other than within a
statement on a specific part of the management plan. This statement is the last of
twelve accomplishments and cooperation is grouped with five other activities. In
reviewing key actions and results, there is no mention of collaborative efforts,
coordinated planning for land use. In terms of delivery strategies, there are plans for
encouraging partnerships for site specific projects or issues but no overall plan for
land use management issues. Thus even at the business plan level, there is a lack of

recognition of how the selected management strategy (partnership) will be resourced

or evaluated.

In comparing the management and business plans, the link between management

plan initiatives and implementation plans are weak at best. This is similar to what

the Auditor General found in their earlier review of PC:

] : : .. . . . L
PC’s interpretation of “entrepreneurship” would appear to be streamlining of opcrations, privatising

some services, sharing responsibilities with others, forging partnerships, and adopting new and unique
methods (BBVS 1996:297).
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“it is difficult to assess how ecological integrity initiatives will be
implemented to achieve strategic objectives and whether Parks Canada plans
to allocate its resources according to those objectives. Parks Canada also has
no formal process for monitoring the implementation of management plans or
reviewing previous initiatives.” Auditor General 1996:31-9, para. 31.27

It is interesting to note that PC responded directly to the criticism by noting that the
annual cycle of business and work plans were capable of addressing implementation

1ssues (Auditor General, 1996:31-11).

3.4.4 Summary of the land use objectives and planning documents

From the foregoing discussion, it is clear that PC, at both the strategic and field unit
level, are planning oriented and have long recognised the need for collaboration and
cooperation in order to achieve the desired results. The shortfall for PC though
remains the inability to foster partnerships to the scale necessary in order to deliver

those plans. As will be discussed later, the challenge then is for PC to look within to

see where the barriers lie, and how to lever themselves with their strengths in order

to overcome these barriers.

52 : :
A detailed analysis and comment on the plan was not possible given constraints placed on the

researcher to not quote, cite or disclose information contained in the plan. However, the rescarcher
was allowed to make general observations.
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3.5 Discussion of how land use objectives are prioritised, financed and

evaluated

The following discussion lays out the basic procedures described in the documents
published by PC and the perceptions of informants who commented. This, along
with a similar discussion of the Scottish agencies (section 4.5) will be analysed in

further detail 1n section 5.2.

As discussed in section 3.4.2, the development process in BNP is not well
established nor is it consistent. A review done for the BBVS by Taylor (1996) noted
that municipal development officers typically had Land Use Bylaws to provide
direction for decision making, but there was no such document within BNP and
specifically areas outside the Banff townsite. Thus, park staff relied on a patchwork
of master plans, management plans and various guidelines that differed in their
degree of detail and direction (Taylor 1996:19). As well, Taylor found that in the
past, park administrators were hesitant to look to policy to make decisions. Rather,
they often would have the proponent conduct an [environmental] assessment and
then would reject the project based on “science”, when in fact it could have been
rejected based on “policy.” An analysis of the underlying rationale of using science
rather than policy would be interesting in itself however, it may be surmised that if
there had been a number of policy reversals in the past, the administrators were
simply using science to help back them up. Nevertheless, the process was costly,
both from the proponents’ view and from PC who suffered a double edged loss - the

cost of reviewing the assessment and the loss of goodwill.

In fact, when pressed to explain the process how land use objectives were prioritised,
financed and evaluated, none of the decision maker informants were able to provide
a concise description of the process. In fact, most acknowledged that they had never
really considered the process of land use planning being connected with the

management plan or resource allocation. One informant provided the following

Synopsis:

50



In theory the process [preparation of business plans] was good but in practice
it did not significantly create a process to achieve objectives. This was partly
because the process and timing changed every year and the objectives
changed... furthermore, you typically knew what your budget was year to
year, regardless of your objectives...generally the money is determined first,
although the rhetoric was that the objectives are set first - so we get the sct
budget, regardless of the priorities and theoretically, yes - you have a
management plan and a park plan to guide the overall direction but there was
rarely any economic analysis to support the business plan = there was also
little evaluation of the business plan. C22

So the question remains, although the creation of the PC Agency theoretically may

allow more control over budgets and manpower, will it allow management at the
field level to be better prepared or to be more collaborative? This will be discussed
further in Chapters 5 and 6. However, at this time it should be reiterated that
although the agency style organisation may improve and enhance accountability by
allowing customisation of administrative rules, the RPP does not recommend specific
strategies for PC to adopt in order to better deal with influences on the resource
allocation and land use systems. The RPP acknowledges that partners within and
adjacent to national parks are valuable allies and that there is a potential for public

and private collaboration however, there are no plans or insights into how this will be
fostered. It would appear then, based on the available information and the views of
those informants who commented, the status quo will be held with regard to
planning, decision making and budgeting. One informant summed up the general

feelings of the Canadian informants by saying:

At the local level, I think people work well together. It is when you move up
to the provincial and federal level that there is so much mistrust. Things get
done at a grassroots level as they see the need. When it gets elevated to the
next level we run into “our way is the best” and people not wanting to sit
down and talk things through. We often would work things through, get
agreement and then need some strong support at a senior level but could not

get the provincial and federal officials to agree to sit down. C16
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3.6 Conclusion

The altruistic motives behind the establishment of BNP have never shown the same
strength or attention as the economic motives. Early federal economic policy
combined with the offering of monopoly rights to business and a denial of provincial
government claims, have all served to contribute to the controversies seen over
BNP’s short history. A further contributor to controversy has been the reluctance to
enforce policy or give forethought to how leaseholder responsibilities should evolve.

It could be argued that the problem has been exasperated by the federal government

never being adequately compensated for the de facto fee simple rights granted to
leaseholders and that the federal government must pay compensation for revocation

of those rights to lessees affected by enforcement of policy.

In the face of these controversies, land management policies and management
structures have developed and changed. Land management policy has evolved to
recognise the critical need for cooperation with other land management agencies if
national park objectives are to be met. Management structures and processes though
have not changed to recognise this need but rather have changed in response to
government rationalisation. Thus, although policy and plans promote cooperation
and collaboration, the implementation remains thwarted given that business plans

and evaluation tools ignore and potentially penalise such efforts.
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4 Scotland and the Development of National Parks

The situation in Scotland is somewhat more complex than the one seen in Canada.
Parks, park reserves and protected areas are ideas and concepts which have been well
accepted in the UK in general however, the concept of “national parks” in Scotland
has encountered substantial resistance.’ Such resistance, at face, is somewhat
surprising as some of the early architects of (and influencers on) North American
national parks were Scottish and included individuals such as John Muir. The
detailed history of the Scottish system, or efforts to develop a Scottish system, have
been well documented by Cherry (1975), MacEwan (1982), Smout (1990) and

Mackay (1995) and the interested reader should consult any of these sources.

Admittedly this study is concerned with policy development and implementation in
Canada and Scotland however, the Scottish discussion cannot be completely

divorced from issues and events which have occurred, and continue to occur, In

England and Wales. At the same time, the discussion cannot be completely

separated from the issue of access and land reform in Scotland. Thus, included in

this overview, are brief references to historical and contemporary events in England

and attempts in Scotland to provide “access™*" in order to provide some insight into

the problems of establishing

national parks in Scotland.

' Cherry (1975:9) notes that during the 1930s there was concern shown for the country’s arcas of high
landscape values. It was suggested that national parks in these areas might be the vehicle nceded to
both protect and enhance facilities in the wider interests of the community.
* Given the land ownership mosaic in Scotland, defining and dealing with “access” to land has been a
contentious issue for many years. Even with Scottish Parliament considering national park legislation,
the issue of access will continue to be a matter which nceds to be addressed. To put the matter into
perspective, an Access to Mountains (Scotland) Bill was introduced in 1884 and eight subscquent
attempts from 1908 to 1938 were never successful (Cherry 1975:16). In 1939, an Access to
Mountains Act was passed which did not apply to Scotland as the Scottish organisations involved
;vere not able to reach agreement over the terms of the legislation.

“Access” in England and Wales continues to be a contentious issuc given the current trespass laws.
Scotland has no comparable laws and the “Right to Roam” which has been assumed, but not enshrined

in law, has been challenged by some land owners in recent years (Parnell, personal comment,
September 1999).
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It is not practical for this study to consider all the nature designations nor to cxamine

the non-governmental organisations which have entered into the nature conservation
business. Discussion will be limited to the new proposed national parks in the

Cairngorms and Loch Lomond and Trossachs.

4.1  Brief history of system development

National Parks in Scotland are areas of outstanding natural heritage of

special importance to the nation where management in perpetuity will:

o safeguard and enrich the biodiversity, natural beauty and amenity, the
natural systems which support these qualities, and the cultural
heritage of the area;

o promote the sustainable use of its natural resources;

o promote the social well-being and economic prosperity of its local
communities; and,

o provide for and enrich the enjoyment and understanding by the public

of its natural and cultural values.

- These purposes should be pursued in ways which are mutually supportive.
The resolution in the event of any conflict between them shall be guided by a
precautionary approach in favour of the long-term conservation of the
natural resources. (SNH Advice to Government, 1999b:12)

This statement of purpose is proposed by Scottish Natural Heritage, to be enshrined
in national park legislation for Scotland. Reaching a consensus on the purpose has
been a long time in coming and fraught with debate and difficulties and, given the
legislation for Scottish national parks is not yet in place, this statement of purpose
may change again. It is interesting to note that although the language has changed,
the underlying intents are similar to those first brought forward in 1943, the

concepts (in terms of what a national park will be) are substantially different.’

* John Dower’s 1943 recommendations for English national parks were to:
strictly preserve characteristic landscape beauty:
provide ample access and facilities for public open-air enjoyment;

suitably protect wildlife, building and places of architectural and historic interest;
maintain established farming use.
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As mentioned, there have been numerous attempts at addressing the issue of national
parks and access to areas in Scotland. Smout (1990) provides a good overview of
some of the problems encountered in the 1800s and the early 1900s. Although the
very early history is interesting, it is not until 1929 that the issue of national parks
began to take serious form. For the purposes of this study then, the review will begin
with the appointment of a Committee of Inquiry by Prime Minister J. Ramsay
MacDonald in 1929. The committee remit was to determine if suitable lands should
be reserved for national parks, along the lines of those in Canada and the United
States. The 1931 committee report ® found that the North American model for
national parks was not practical but it did point to a need for adequate measures for
preserving the countryside, in particular a national park was recommended for the
Cairngorms. Although no further action was taken at that time, a lobby in favour of
national parks was encouraged. By the early 1940s, England and Wales
commissioned further study into national parks however, for a variety of reasons
Scotland chose to retain some degree of autonomy (Cherry 1975:67 - 69). The
approach taken by the Secretary(ies) of State for Scotland was to not participate or to
establish small committees to review recommendations contained in the Addison
report. In 1942, a Scottish Council for National Parks (SCNP) was formed’ in part to
establish a Standing National Parks Committee for Scotland which would be
responsible for formulating a policy for national park provision and administration.
In 1943, the standing committee submitted a memo to the Secretary of State which

argued for national parks along the same lines used in England and Wales® and
suggested that a Scottish National Park Commission be formed and given some

administrative functions. The Scottish Office apparently received these suggestions

Dower made his recommendation at the same time the government was contemplating post war
planning machinery and powers. Given the uncertainty of what would eventually become law, Dower
recommended joint action by national and local authorities to create a specific national authority and
that National Park Authorities should not override government departments or central bodics
cszoncerncd. He felt collaboration was fundamental for success (Cherry, 1975:37-48).

For example, in 1945 it was contemplated that national parks be owned by the nation. As will be
discussed shortly, current proposals do not entertain such a vision.

® The Report of the National Park Committee, or named the Addison report after the chairman,
Christopher Addison.

" Due largely to the initiatives of the Association for the Preservation of Rural Scotland.
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with little enthusiasm and, by some accounts, the proposed Scottish National Park
Commission was viewed simply as another autonomous executive body which could
buy, own or use land in Scotland (memo from the Department of Agriculture, as
quoted in Cherry, 1975:71). Overall, little was done with the recommendations other

than the Secretary of State inviting SCNP members to discuss various issues.

From those discussions, a Scottish National Park Survey Committee” was formed in
1944 to advise the Secretary of State on four or five suitable national park arcas but
the committee remit did not include a review of administration or cost. A total of
nine areas were identified and, in their final report, the Committee narrowed their
choices to five which included Loch Lomond and the Cairngorms.' At this point, it
appeared that the national park movements in England and Scotland were on a
parallel course. In 1945, England and Wales announced a preparatory National

Parks Commission with the Secretary of State recommending a Committee be

formed for Scotland. The Secretary’s rationale was that a Committee was already 1n

place (the Ramsay Committee) and it would be in a good position to advise him on

the administrative and financial requirements of a Scottish National Park system.

Ramsay agreed and chaired the newly appointed (1946) National Parks Committce

(NPC) which had as its terms of reference (as quoted in Cherry 1975:76-77).

a) to consider and report on the administrative, financial and other measures
necessary for the provision, on the lines recommended in the Report of the
Scottish National Parks Survey of National Parks in Scotland, and

b) to consider and make recommendations relating to national parks and on the

conservation if wildlife as may be referred to the Committee by the Secretary
of State for Scotland.

8 To encourage physical, mental and moral health, preserving the countryside from alien
developments and encouraging enjoyment as a right rather than a privilege.

? The report of this committee, Scottish National Parks Survey, was named the Ramsay report after Sir
Douglas Ramsay of the SCNP. This paralleled the Dower Report.

;09%gc$5?omond-Trossachs was given first priority with the Cairngorms in fourth place (Cherry,
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The NPC agreed to base their work on three assumptions, similar to thosc of the
English Hobhouse Committee.'' They assumed that 1) there might be national parks,
2) if appropriate there would be a central authority for their administration and 3)
there would be a solution for the problem of compensation and betterment. The

committee came to relatively easy agreement over the role that a National Parks

Commission would take and its relationship with local interests. '

The NPC called for submissions on what national parks and the commission should
embody. Among the submissions received, Cherry (1975:78) notes that three very
powerful groups provided decidedly different views. The Scottish Counctl for
National Parks strongly advocated the abolition of sporting rights and public
ownership, with some exceptions for small private owners. The second group, the
Scottish Land and Property Federation'” held that given the demand for national

parks was unknown, parks should be created as needed. They also argued that

conversion of an area to a national park would affect the local economy by
depreciating and potentially extinguishing the sporting value of the area. Lastly, the
Association of County Councils in Scotland argued on an administrative basis,

stressing the importance of local committees.

After all submissions to the NPC, a general picture of the National Park Commission
emerged in 1947; the NPC supported establishment of a government sponsored
central administrative body to be supplemented by some form of local organisation,
either advisory or executive. It was suggested the Commission remit include
preservation of natural amenities, provision of access, holiday accommodation,
recreation facilities and the maintenance of continuity of rural life. As well, the NPC
suggested that land required for specific national park purposes should be acquired
outright and that a local committee, which had some executive responsibility

devolved to them, be formed for each park. It was recognised that for this proposal

' In short the Hobhouse Committee was formed to consider and report on the recomme ndations made
in the Dower Report. This included measures necessary to secure objects of national parks and other
matters affecting the establishment of national parks (Cherry 1975:49).

12 : : C e LN
Apparently this was in contrast to the English situation where there was intense concern over local
versus central powers.

"> Now the Scottish Landowners Federation (SLF).
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to be successful, there would need to be a high degree of collaboration between the

Commission and the local planning authorities and other agencies (Cherry 1975:80).

By 1949 the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act was passed and,
although the Act applied only to England and Wales, legislation for Scotland was
expected to follow shortly thereafter. This is when the English and Scottish situation
once again separated. As noted earlier, with the submission of the Ramsay Report in
1947, the immediate indications were that national park legislation for Scotland
would be introduced. However, according to Cherry (1975:141), the position in
Scotland with regard to national parks differed from England primarily on two
counts. Firstly, in England, the main problem was protection, conservation and
opening for public use. In Scotland, the problem was more of how to encourage
tourism and rural industries in order to rehabilitate and develop the areas. Secondly,
there were reservations about a Commission and how it was set up under the English

Act. Scottish local authorities did not have sufficient resources to conduct planning
for national parks and the alternative would be to have a central administration with
executive powers be responsible. Central administration would require exchequer
funding and Treasury support at the time was minimal, given that greater expenditure
would be needed for the relatively undeveloped Scottish parks. These two 1ssucs,
combined with a lack of evidence indicating that there were acute problems of
preservation and access in Scotland resulted in the national parks lobby becoming

overwhelmed by the strong vested interests opposed to the parks.

During the same time period, agriculture had become a focus of attention and, in
particular, it was recognised that rural land was a resource requiring positive
planning and protection against certain types of development. As Mackay (1995:5)

notes, “Thus it was that in the UK three massive statutes (with their Scottish

counterparts), which still form the pillars of rural policy today, came to be enacted

within a three year period - The Agriculture Act 1947, The Town and Country
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Planning Act 1947 and The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act
19 49.1115

Turning back to the matter of national parks, according to Cherry (1975:141), in the
twenty years subsequent to the England and Wales Act, there were three very distinct
and separate periods with regard to Scottish national park development. The first
period lasted to 1960 when the Scottish Office, in spite of the Ramsay Committce
reports, remained indifferent to the idea of a National Parks Act along the lines of the
English Act. The second period, from 1960 to 1964, had two separate pieces of
legislation come forward and, although neither dealt with national parks,'® both
floundered. The last period, from 1965-67 marked the formative years when the

Countryside in 1970 Conference'’ promoted a new look at countryside policy and

advocated the new facility of country parks.

At the 1965 conference, the Secretary of State for Scotland, W. Ross, announced his
intention to establish, in principle, a Scottish Countryside Commission whose work
would be co-ordinated with that of existing agencies, local authorities and voluntary
bodies. Most participants welcomed the proposal, but again there were strong
opponents. Most notably was the Association of County Councils in Scotland who,
in a meeting with the Minister of State, G. Willis in 1966, made it clear that they felt

a Scottish Countryside Commission was unnecessary. They felt the purposes of the

" The historical overviews given by Cherry are accurate but do not give weight to the politics of the
day. In England the demand for national parks was primarily access led. In Scotland, the perception
of the “Right to Roam™ made access a non-issue. It was likely that the Labour government would
have introduced legislation at this time but subsequently lost the election (Parnell, personal comment,
June 1999).

13 Although the Acts will not be discussed in detail, a brief mention of them is important in sctting the
framework with regard to how government in the UK tends to approach the control of land usc. Like
most legislation, these Acts are not concerned to any extent with particular uses of land. Rather, as
Mackay (19935:5) notes “they are devoted to defining concepts - whether of good husbandry, or of
change of use, or of areas of special scientific interest — around which control measures can be
formulated, and to establish machinery, outside of government itself, for the enforcement of control
(italics in original).”

' The first one sought to extend the scale of grant aid for countryside amenity provision and the
second was primari