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ABSTRACT 
GAETZ LAKES SANCTUARY 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

by David Van Den Assem 

Completed in partial fulfillment of the requirements 

for the degree of Master of Environmental Design. 

Project Supervisor: Dr. R.D. Revel 

Faculty of Environmental Design 

University of Calgary 

The Gaetz Lakes Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary is located in the Waskasoo 

Park system of The City of Red Deer, Alberta. The Sanctuary provides a wide variety of 

habitats indicative of the Aspen Parkland ecoregion. It has been a Federal Migratory 

Bird Sanctuary since 1924 and has enjoyed its special status since then. The City of Red 

Deer now encircles the Sanctuary. This may have significant impacts on the Sanctuary 

in the future. 

The objective of this MDP is to provide the Sanctuary's managers with a clear, 

focused direction for the proper management of this area in the face of further 

development. It is the purpose of this project to provide these managers with a plan to 

ensure proper supervision of environmental factors in the Sanctuary. 

This objective was fulfilled through the following methods: a literature review to 

determine appropriate planning strategies for the project, review background information 
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and determine the potential effectiveness of the project's recommendations; a 

questionnaire to determine issues of importance to the public; a series of public 

workshops and the development of a Round Table to involve the public in the creation of 

solutions to issues; and a public review of the draft plan. 

This management plan was created following the rational planning approach in 

order to develop a set of recommendations. Within this framework a modified version of

 eight step approach to strategic problem  was used to accommodate a large 
public participation process. 

The results consist of a series of recommendations including: the commissioning 

of a  study to understand the impact of ground and surface water 

which feeds into the Sanctuary, a wildlife corridor study to determine wildlife corridor 

information to make appropriate management decisions, and the creation of the 
following action plans: emergency response action plan and a prairie enhancement plan. 

Conclusions reached include the potential for a redesign of the Round Table in 

the future to expand its role in the public participation process. In addition, the use of 
the media is a vital part of the public participation process and should be further utilized 

in subsequent studies. 
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MANAGEMENT PLAN SUMMARY 

A management plan is submitted for the Gaetz Lakes Federal Migratory Bird 

Sanctuary, a municipal environmental reserve in The City of Red Deer's Waskasoo Park 
system. The management plan concludes with a number of prioritized recommendations 

and recommended ongoing policies. Professional costs are provided. These projects may

 done by educational institutions for a reduced rate. 

At present, minimal intervention is practiced within the Sanctuary and response 

to issues is ad hoc and reactive. This management plan provides a long term direction 

and focus for the proper management of the Sanctuary. Some recommendations are 

confirmations of existing informal policies and practices, and some are new. These 
recommendations are additional to the existing Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Policy Manual 
found in the Appendix of this document. 

The process involved with developing this management plan was a combination 

of a rational planning model and an eight step approach to strategic problem solving. 

These were modified to suit the project. A review of existing literature, key informant 

interviews, and public participation methods were incorporated into these planning and 

problem solving models to develop a set of recommendations. A summary of the 

recommendations are given below. 

VISION STATEMENT 

The Gaetz Lakes Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary shall be managed as a 

refuge for native plants and wildlife through long term preservation of habitat, while 

providing opportunities for education, interpretation and nature enjoyment by the 

public in a tranquil setting. 

Management of the Sanctuary is based on minimizing the human impact in the

 areas while maintaining a dynamic equilibrium between the forested 
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areas and the grasslands. The Sanctuary's educational aspect should also be maintained by 

continuing to provide excellent interpretive programming and working closely with Red 

Deer school districts as long as use of the area does not compromise the quality of either

 habitat or nature enjoyment. 

HIGH PRIORITY RECOMMENDATIONS

 Conduct A Wildlife Corridor Study to determine use of existing corridors, determine 

risks to wildlife and vehicles and provide cost benefit analysis of various mitigation 

techniques (cost: $7,000 -  A wildlife corridor study was deemed necessary 

to determine wildlife movement into and out of the Sanctuary so that protective 
measures can be implemented to minimize wildlife-vehicle accidents and ensure a 

continued natural link between the Sanctuary and the rest of the Waskasoo Park. 

2. Develop a detailed emergency response plan based on existing emergency response 

policies to ensure that staff and volunteers are adequately prepared and that the public 

is adequately protected (cost is negligible). 

3. Improve emergency vehicle access from the Kerry Wood Nature Centre parking lot 

onto the trail  and along the north side of the  trail (cost:

 Improving access will minimize emergency vehicle travel time around and 

within the Sanctuary to provide a safer environment for visitors. 

4. Undertake a  study as soon as possible to obtain baseline 

information and data before any development occurs in the Michener Centre lands 

(cost: $12,000 - $20,000 for Michener and Sanctuary  This information will 

provide a baseline from which future comparisons can be made to determine the 

impacts of development on Michener Centre lands. In addition, this information will 

aid in the appropriate planning of water resource use. This cost may be shared by 

developers on the Michener Centre Lands.

 1996, pers. comm.  Earth and Environmental Limited supplied these figures.

 1997, pers. comm. Geneva Gardens Ltd.

 1996. pers. comm. Border Paving Ltd. 
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aid in the appropriate planning of water resource use. This cost may be shared by 
developers on the Michener Centre Lands.

 Monitor and record visitor  to the  itself. The knowledge gained 
from this activity can be used to determine the optimal visitor use levels for the 
Sanctuary. 

MEDIUM PRIORITY ACTIONS
 Conduct a prairie habitat enhancement program with the goal of reclaiming and 

protecting a representative sample of healthy prairie in the Sanctuary for wildlife and 
educational purposes. Methods for enhancement include hand weed pulling and 
professionally guided, carefully planned prescribed burning program which can all be 
used as an educational tool (cost: $XXX). 

2. Improve  by constructing a  ramp and cutting 
peepholes in viewing blinds to aid wheelchair users (cost:  Accessibility 
should be optimized for this sector of Sanctuary users. 

LOW PRIORITY ACTIONS
 Maintain fences and plant vegetation as a barrier to limit unauthorized pedestrian 

access into the Sanctuary on top of the east escarpment and at other unauthorized 
access points. Fences may be added as necessary but should be designed with 
wildlife corridors in mind (costs are unavailable due to uncertainties regarding the 
types of vegetation desired, size of area to be revegetated and cost sharing options 
with potential developers).

 D.  1997. Geneva Gardens Ltd. 
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Priority 
High 

Medium 

Low 

Action
 Study 

Wildlife Corridor Study 
Emergency Vehicle Access 
Trail Improvement for Emergency Vehicles 
Emergency Response Plan 
Visitor Level Monitoring 

Cost Summary (High Priority Actions) 
Prairie Enhancement Plan

 Facilities 
Cost Summary (Medium Priority Actions) 

Planting Vegetation Barrier 
Total Costs 

Cost (1996 Dollars)
 - 20,000 

7,000 -
7,400 
2,000 

negligible 
100 

28,500 - 53,500 

$3,500 
32,000 - 57,000 

not available 
32,000 - 57,000 (min) 

ONGOING POLICIES 

Wildlife 

Habitat 

• No nesting islands will be built in the lakes, nor shall the lakes be stocked as means 

of habitat enhancement. 
• Purple loosestrife monitoring and immediate removal shall be practiced. 

• Salt licks should continue to be provided and should be placed in locations which 

optimize the balance between wildlife needs and educational/interpretive 

opportunities. 

Wildlife Corridors: Maintenance and Enhancement 

• Retain wildlife crossing signs at strategic locations and add more signs in other areas 

as needed. 

• Work with City departments to ensure that speed limits on 67th Street are not 

increased in order to minimize wildlife-vehicle collisions. 

• Ensure that current access restrictions from 67th Street onto 45th Avenue are 

maintained to keep traffic flow reduced along this corridor. 

• Work with developers through the Michener Centre Outline Plan in order to ensure 

the protection of wildlife corridors adjacent to Michener Centre lands.

 See page  for an explanation of the costs involved in this recommendation. 
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• Protect habitat along 45th Avenue. 

• Work with appropriate City departments to prevent any widening of the 45th Avenue 

during essential maintenance and  jobs. 
• Discuss with appropriate authorities the feasibility of reducing speed limits to 30

 along 45th Avenue from the 67th Street underpass to the end of the adjacent 

school zone. 

• Consideration should be given for the redesignation of the  lands to the east of 

45th Avenue to environmental reserve status in order to protect them from 
development, or that only developments conducive to wildlife habitat are placed here. 

• Ensure that wildlife crossing signs are erected and maintained along 67th Street in 

both directions at appropriate places. 

•  existing wildlife corridors at strategic locations. Recommendations 

have been made from the public participation process (see chapter 8) but it is 

suggested that these actions be postponed until their cost effectiveness is determined. 

• When 67th Street is twinned, ensure that appropriate wildlife mitigation measures are 

installed to reduce the risk of wildlife-vehicle collisions.

 of Native Wildlife Species 

• Native wildlife species normally unable to relocate to the Sanctuary on their own may 

be reintroduced into the Sanctuary only after their potential impacts on pre-existing 

ecosystem conditions have been examined. 

Introduced Animal Species 

• Any domestic animal found within the Sanctuary will be trapped in a humane 

manner and removed. An educational program for Sanctuary neighbours should be 

created regarding domestic animals within the Sanctuary. Fences will be properly 

maintained along the escarpment to keep introduced animal species out. 

• Dangerous native species will be dealt with by temporarily closing the Sanctuary and 

posting signs. Professional wildlife managers will be called in immediately to assess 

the situation. Moving people away from dangerous animals is the first course of 
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action, as the Sanctuary's primary purpose is habitat for native plants and animals. 

When peoples' safety is threatened, professional managers may be called upon to 

solve the problem. 

Vegetation Issues 

Grassland 

• The Sanctuary's grasslands will be actively managed to promote native species and 

communities, prevent any net reduction in current grassland area through aspen and 

shrub  and to provide enhanced winter wildlife forage and habitat. This will 

be done to protect representative samples of grassland within the Sanctuary for 

educational purposes and to maximize habitat diversity. 

• Grasslands in the designated portion of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary should not be 

mowed (except along existing pathways in a 2-3 foot strip to act as a firebreak), nor 

will grazing species be introduced as a management tool, as determined by public 

participation. Chemical control of introduced species within the Sanctuary's 
designated boundaries is not permitted. 

Forests 

• Minimal human impact is stressed. In general, the forested areas will be left 

untouched in order to provide wildlife habitat minimally influenced by humans. 

No deadfall will be removed, cut or otherwise altered unless it threatens the safety of 
Sanctuary facilities or users. 

Fire Management (Forests) and Emergency Response 

• The fire department will be called to extinguish all fires in the Sanctuary (except for 

prescribed bums - see grassland section). All staff and volunteers will be trained in 

first aid and CPR. 

• A detailed emergency response plan will be developed and will consist of the 

following:

 a map of the Sanctuary detailing emergency entrances and trail locations; 
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2.	 phone numbers of the police, fire department, ambulances, hospitals etc.; 

3.	 a first aid/CPR section; and 

4.	 a map showing the best route to the nearest hospitals. 

•	 Emergency vehicle access will be provided at specified locations. 

Insects/Disease in Vegetation 

•	 Monitoring and case-by-case analysis of infestations should be done to determine if 

control is necessary. Biological control is the preferred method of combating 

infestations, if control is necessary. Insect or disease outbreaks in vegetation will 

only be controlled if they threaten surrounding developments, according to City 

department practices. 

•	 There should be no mosquito control practiced in the Sanctuary. 

Human Use and Influence 

Water Levels and quality in Lakes 

•	 Support the approved Michener Centre Outline Plan Guidelines to ensure the 

following:

 Water channeling capabilities in the escarpment are optimized so ground and 

surface water loss to storm drains is minimized; 

2.	 Developments will be prevented from significantly altering natural 

groundwater input; 

3.	 The Gaetz Lakes are protected from any negative impacts; and 
4.	 Constructed wetland systems are placed in designated areas. 

•	 Monitor lake surface and bottom levels to determine rates of sedimentation and water 

gain or loss to properly manage the Sanctuary's water resources. 

•	 Appropriately plan water resource use. 

Alternate Access 

•	 Restrict access into the Sanctuary to the Kerry Wood Nature Centre. Alternate 

accesses should be discouraged by planting vegetation as a barrier, promoting the use 
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of bicycle trails in adjacent parks and subdivisions and creating neighbour awareness 

programs.

 Access 

• Gates which allow after-hours access for  but prevent bicycles from 

entering should be sought. Managers of the Sanctuary should strive to accommodate 

the needs of  users to the extent that the integrity of the Sanctuary is not 
compromised. 

Financial Limitations 

• Funding of the Sanctuary and its management is primarily The  responsibility, 

but the  Cultural and Natural History Society may wish to seek grants, 

sponsors and other sources of funding to manage the Sanctuary. 

Use and Overuse 

• Maintain the educational aspect of the  by continuing to provide excellent 

interpretive programs and by working with School Districts on educational 

initiatives. 

• Monitor for environmental degradation or stress caused by human use and 

intervention and promptly carry out appropriate remediation measures. 

• Admission into the Sanctuary will remain on a voluntary donation basis. 

Preserving the Sanctuary's Status 

• Any proposed developments which concern the Sanctuary should be brought before a 

public hearing process and members of the public should be encouraged to attend. 

• The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee should continue to monitor research, 

development and program plans affecting the Sanctuary. 
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• Further infrastructure will not be added. Existing trails will not be added to, nor will 

the boardwalks, viewing platforms and stairs be expanded (only modified as per 

management plan  Proper maintenance of existing structures will 

be carried out. 

Zoning 

• Strictly enforce regulations regarding proper use of the four human use zones in the 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, ensuring conformation to existing bylaws and agreements. 

Monitoring 

• Implement a monitoring program for each area of concern (i.e. lake depth, rates of 

sedimentation and natural  disease outbreaks in forested areas, 

determination of the rate of successional change in the forested areas, the condition 

of emergency vehicle access roads, gates and turnarounds, introduced plant and 

animal species, and conflicting use and unauthorized entry). Proposals have been 

accepted to have a large portion of this monitoring done by students at Lindsay 

Thurber Comprehensive High School. This program should be evaluated for its 

overall objectives, purpose and results. 

• The management plan should be reviewed every 5 years to ensure recommendations 

are being implemented and that these recommendations are feasible. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Parks and natural areas are valuable resources in city landscapes. They 
frequently provide wildlife habitat as well as a place for people to relax and enjoy a 

natural setting. The City of Red Deer has an excellent system of natural areas; the

 Park system. Within this system there is the  Lakes Federal Migratory 

Bird Sanctuary, an area set aside in 1924 to protect important habitat for migratory birds 

and other wildlife. At that time the Sanctuary was outside The City of Red Deer, but 

today it is found within the city limits and will soon be encircled by development. As 

The City of Red Deer expands, the need for a management plan has become apparent. 

The purpose of this study is to develop a management plan for the Gaetz Lakes 

Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary. Objectives of the  are to perform a detailed 

analysis of current and potential future management  recommend short and long 

term policies and management guidelines consistent with the Sanctuary's visions and

 and outline implementation and cost considerations for the short and long 

term policies and management guidelines. 

Research tools include literature reviews, key informant interviews and public 

participation (including open houses, questionnaires, workshops, a Round Table, 

stakeholder meetings, media contact and public review of the draft plan). These were 
used to identify, analyze and provide recommendations for issues which are of concern 

to the Sanctuary, its managers and its users. The end product of the project is a set of 

guidelines and cost estimates for the management of the  as well as an 

implementation strategy. 
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SITE DESCRIPTION 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is a  hectare parcel of land within Waskasoo Park in 

The City of Red Deer Parks system (see Figure 1). 

limited 

Figure 1: Sanctuary location map. 
Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is located in the Waskasoo Park system of The City of Red 

Deer in 
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The site has been a Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary since 1924 and is also a 

municipal environmental reserve. The Sanctuary contains a number of different plant 

communities including: grasslands; shrub communities; deciduous woodlands; 

coniferous woodlands; mixed woodlands; and wetlands (Cottonwood Consultants, 

1984). The lakes were formed by an oxbow of the Red Deer River. This oxbow has 

been divided in half by a landslide from the valley escarpment. The lakes retain their 

water levels due to inflow from springs in the river valley escarpment, a small creek and 

annual precipitation (Cottonwood Consultants, 1984). 

The Kerry Wood Nature Centre is adjacent to the Sanctuary (see Figure 2). In 

addition to providing administrative, interpretive and educational facilities for the

 Park interpretive program, the Nature Centre acts as the controlled access 

point into the Sanctuary (Bill Boucock Partnership Architects, 1984). Extensive 

educational programs are conducted from the Nature Centre for individuals of all ages 
using the Sanctuary. 

Figure 2: The Kerry Wood Nature Centre. 

The Nature Centre acts as the entry way into the  Interpretive programs for 

Waskasoo Park and beyond are managed from this facility. 
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The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary land is owned by The City of Red Deer and is 

operated and managed by the  Cultural and Natural History Society under 

Bylaw #2866/85 (Policy Reference 4.4) (City of Red Deer, 1988). The operation of the 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is monitored by the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee which was 

created in 1983 to act as a watchdog to ensure that the Sanctuary is used for the purposes 

outlined in the agreements between The  the Province of Alberta and the Public 

School Board under Policy Reference 3.5 (City of Red Deer, 1988). The Gaetz Lakes 

Sanctuary Committee also reviews the Normandeau Society's development and 

operations plans for the Sanctuary periodically as per Policy Reference 3.6 (City of Red 
Deer, 1988). 

Municipally, the Sanctuary is regulated under Policy references 3.4 (Provincial 

Use Restrictions), 3.10 (Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary: Policy Manual),  (Gaetz Lakes 

Sanctuary, Alien Bungalow: Policy Manual), 3.20 (Designation as a Federal Sanctuary) 

(City of Red  1988). Management recommendations from this project must fit into 

this framework of policies. 

METHODOLOGY 

The objectives of the project are: 

i. issue identification (analysis of management issues); 

ii. developing management guidelines; and 

iii. public draft management plan review. 

To achieve these objectives, a detailed planning approach needed to be developed. The 
resulting approach was a combination of the rational planning model and an eight step 

approach to strategic problem solving. This involved a complex public participation 

process guided by the eight step approach, which was augmented by the addition of a 

Round Table for stakeholder review of recommendations and public review of the draft 
management plan. The following methodology section discusses each of these processes 

in detail. For a schedule please refer to Appendix 
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PLANNING APPROACH 

In order to achieve the project's objectives, several different sources were 

reviewed to provide a framework for accomplishing these objectives. These included the 
Rational Planning Model  and Callaghan, 1985) the Eight Step Approach to 

Strategic Problem Solving  and  1985),  Evaluation (Keeny et 

1990; Edwards, 1977), Technology of Utility Assessment (Johnson and  1977), 

Concensus Mapping (Hart et  1985), value oriented policy generation methods (Berg,

 and Zissis, 1976), problem solving techniques  et  1973), public 

participation processes described in  and  1981), and focus group 

literature (Hughes and Dumont, 1993;  and Alonso, 1995). Also used were 

management plans for various National Parks, the management planning process 
materials for Fish Creek Provincial Park (Calgary) Management Plan, previous Master's 

Degree Projects relating to management plans and the  Bird Sanctuary Master 

Plan. This information was useful in providing ideas for identifying tasks that needed to 

be done, developing a schedule identifying interested parties and types of information to 

be collected. 

Of the methods reviewed, the rational planning model (Comerford and 

Callaghan, 1985) was chosen as the primary model. The eight - step approach to strategic 

problem solving (Enk and Hart, 1985) was also utilized to provide direction on specific 

public participation components. Integrating and adapting these two models provided 

the major framework for the research. The purpose of utilizing these value oriented 

methods was to ensure recognition of the public as key players in the management 

planning process. These methods provided a forum for the public to identify issues they 

deemed relevant. It also provided the opportunity for resolving these issues with the 

guidance of expert assessment to create a  evaluation of the

 et.  1990). 
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The Rational Planning Model Steps and the Eight Step Approach are shown in Figure 3 
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The steps of the rational planning model are explained below and compared to the 
eight step planning approach as they pertain to the study. 
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PHASE 1 - ISSUE IDENTIFICATION (ANALYSIS OF MANAGEMENT ISSUES) 

The first phase of public participation addressed the first management plan 

objective (performing a detailed analysis of current and future management issues). 
Included in this phase are the first two steps in the rational planning model (establishing 

management goals and identifying opportunities and constraints)  and

 1985) and the first 5 stages of the eight step approach to strategic problem 

solving (scoping, identifying  information  discovery of emerging 

knowledge and surveying potential participants) (Enk and Hart, 1985). These steps and 

their application to this project will be detailed below. 

Step 1 - Establishing management goals is the process by which the overall 
direction and style of management is created. It provides a common theme for all 

management actions and recommendations which will be carried out in the future. Enk 

and Hart's scoping step (step 1), covers the "identification of the fundamental 
dimensions of the problem or issue under consideration" (Enk and Hart, 1985). An 
initial site visit and discussion with the client late in  served the purpose of initial

 goal establishment and provided a basis for the management plan context. 

Step 2 - Identifying opportunities and constraints. This step can be paralleled to 

Enk and Hart's step 2 (identifying people [i.e. key informants and  3 

(information search) and 4 (discovery of emerging knowledge and concerns) (Enk and 
Hart  and 5 (surveying potential participants) (Enk and Hart  These will 

be detailed below. 

The  of  step (Enk and Hart, 1985) includes the utilization of 

public opinion. This helps to determine social attitudes towards a study area and its 

management which are vital with sites that are  Early in the study it was 
determined that a very high degree of public participation would be optimal for the 



 1:

 Arnstein's

 were

 (Flores  Alonso,

 (Enk

 al.,

 'information search'

 (1985)

'discovery  knowledge'.

Chapter  Introduction 8 

success of the management plan. According to  ladder of public participation 

(1969), the level of participation ranges from consultation to delegated power. 

Many individuals  contacted who represented different interests in the Red 

Deer area such as committees, boards, City departments, interest groups and others 

which may have a legitimate stake in the management of the Sanctuary. Their interest 

and involvement in the project were discussed and arrangements were made for their 
contribution to the management planning process. The Round Table members 

represented those groups which have the most direct interest in the Sanctuary and its 

management plan  and  1995). The Round Table will be discussed in 

detail in Phase 2 of the methodology section of this report. 

Brief presentations were given at various meetings, including the Red Deer River 

Naturalists executive and public meeting, the Golden Circle general meeting, and the 

Kerry Wood Nature Centre volunteer appreciation night. This was done to identify 

potential stakeholders  and Hart, 1985) and as a courtesy to the groups to introduce 

them to the project. 

An open house was conducted in order to accommodate public input in the 

identification of issues concerning the park, as used in Enk and Hart, 1985; Flores and 

Alonso, 1995; and Keeney et.  1990. Posters were developed to explain the 

management plan process and how the public could become involved (see Appendix 1). 

The  step (Enk and Hart, 1985) was conducted via a 

literature review to find information in prior studies as well as to identify opportunities 

and constraints. The literature review was extended to include documents which are not 
yet available in finished form. This is the fourth step in Enk and Hart  -

 of emerging 
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Following this, a questionnaire was developed which sought to identify the 

public's goals, perceived issues, opportunities and constraints regarding the Sanctuary. 
The questionnaire comprises  and Hart's  fifth step (surveying potential 

participants). Questionnaires and information sheets were available at strategic locations 

throughout The City, and their locations were announced in various media sources. 

The survey included open - ended questions (see Appendix 2) to encourage 

public feelings and opinions on Sanctuary issues. Since the questions were open ended, 

the results took the form of categories of concern and the incidence of each category was 

tallied. Frequency and cumulative percent are the only statistical methods that can be 
performed with these ordinal numbers. The results of the questionnaire will be discussed 

in chapter 4 - Results, and are used in the third step of the Rational Planning model. 

Step 3 - Generating a set of guideline alternatives involved processing the 

information attained from the public, previous studies and the literature to determine the 

scope of recommendations which could be developed. The results of this section were a 

series of issues for various areas of concern for the Sanctuary (see Appendix 7). 

In general, Phase 1 created: i) awareness in the community regarding the 

management planning process and how they could become involved, and ii) 
identification of issues facing the Sanctuary from the perspective of the public, interest 

groups and previous literature. 

PHASE 2: RECOMMENDATION DEVELOPMENT 

This phase  the information gained in the first phase to develop 

recommendations which address the issues facing the Sanctuary. The project objective of

 short and long term  and management guidelines consistent with 

the Sanctuary's visions and  is satisfied by this phase. Results from the first 

phase were developed into a workbook to be used in a series of workshops for the public. 
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These workshops used several processes to examine issues and develop 

recommendations which were presented to a Round Table for review and refinement.

 process simulates the generation, comparison and choosing of alternatives 

described in the Rational Planning model. These steps are compared to the eight step 

approach and explained subsequently. The sixth step of the rational planning model 

(monitor the results of guideline implementation) is also discussed here.

 and Hart's (1985) sixth step (profiling survey results) was accomplished by 

developing a summary of the information gained in Phase  This summary formed the 
basis of a workbook to be used in subsequent steps of the study (see Appendix 8). 

Step 4 - The comparison of alternatives was accomplished through literature 

review, interactive workshops and a Round Table. The range of recommendations 

derived from the previous step were critiqued for their feasibility and appropriateness 

with regards to the study site. 

Interactive workshops (Enk and Hart, 1985) were conducted in order to give the 

general public a voice in the policy decisions to be used for the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. 

The workshops were held over three evenings from August 6-8, 1996. Topics were 

divided into vegetation issues, wildlife issues and human use and influence issues 

(Alberta Environmental Protection,  Public participation was extensively used to 

"allow and encourage individuals to exert and express themselves fully in the making of 

social decisions and the undertaking of collective activities"  1975). This allows 
a normative, value-oriented factor to be included into the decision making process whose 

presence is critical in avoiding "charges of antidemocratic elitism and manipulation" 

(Berg, Chen and Zissis, 1982). 

Methods used in the workshops included structured group  as used 

in. Hart et.  1985;  et.  1973; and  and  1995. This was 
followed by discussion and ranking of ideas generated. This method was chosen as it is 
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more effective when done in groups than when done on an individual basis (Delbecq et.

 1975; Hart et.  1985). The use of discussion during and after the 

sessions aided in creative thinking, consensus generation and team building as found by 

Delbecq et. al. (1975). The ideas were written on a  as they were generated as 

described by Hart et. al.  so answers wouldn't be forgotten or repeated. After the 

brainstorming was completed, tradeoffs of each solution were discussed as with Keeney 

et.  and Hart et. al. (1975). The ideas were then voted on by the participants 

in order to gauge preference as done by Hart et. al. (1985). This allowed for a ranking of 
each solution to determine overall public receptivity to the solution as done by Edwards

 Each participant was allowed three votes for each topic, to be distributed in any

 that participants felt was appropriate (i.e. distributed over three, two or one

 depending on perceived importance). The votes were tallied and 

recommendations were ranked as either high, medium or low priority based on the 

numbers of votes received as by Edwards (1977) to ease in decision making by the 

Round Table (the Round Table process will be described in a subsequent section). 

Open discussion during the brainstorming sessions categorized this form of

 making as an interacting group process as described by Delbecq (1975). 
Utilizing interactive group processes for idea generation allows stimulation of 

participant's creativity by introducing them to different perceptions of issues as well as to 

question their own perceptions and feelings as described by  and 

In addition, the workshop participants represented an extremely heterogeneous group 
which can be more effective than a homogenous group in creating ideas, according to 

Enk and Hart (1985). 

Step 5 - Choosing Preferred Alternatives was accomplished through the use of a 

Round Table discussion group. The Round Table added another dimension to step 8 of 

the eight step approach (Reporting and follow - up) (Enk and Hart, 1985). Reporting 

and follow-up involves refining the results gained to achieve greater accuracy in the final 

set of management plan recommendations. This was the purpose of the Round Table. 
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The Round Table consisted of individuals representing stakeholders and other 

interests related to the Sanctuary. It was convened to discuss the results of the 

workshops and further refine the results through an inter-organizational collaborative 

alliance described by  and  This alliance reflects an 

interdisciplinary cooperation described by Berg et.  (1976) and 

consensus - based process detailed by British Columbia Round Table on the 

Environment and the Economy et. al.  and  Decisions were 
prioritized and given in an implementation strategy. 

The Round Table was designed according to structures discussed in the document 
"Local Round Tables - Realizing Their Full Potential" published by the National Round 

Table on Environment and the Economy  In brief, the guiding principles for the 

operation of the Round Table are given below (adapted from Round Tables on the 

Environment and Economy in Canada - August

 The Round Table meetings were purpose driven - to be actively and meaningfully 
involved in the development of the  Lakes Sanctuary Management plan. 

2. Inclusive not exclusive composition of the Round Table - all  identified as 
having a legitimate stake in the process were identified and represented on the 
Round Table. 

3. Voluntary Participation - all  were asked to volunteer their services in 
the development and functioning of the Round Table. 

4. Self Design - the parties have input into the consensus process. 

5. Flexibility - in the design process was recognized. 

6. Equal opportunity - all parties were given equal access to information on which to 
base decisions. 

7. Respect for Diverse Interests - each member of the Round Table has a different set 
of experiences and values. These differences are to be respected. 
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8. Accountability - members of the Round Table are representative of their 
stakeholder interests and take responsibility for those interests to be represented at 
the Round Table. 

9. Time Limits - a realistic timeline was proposed for the Round Table discussions 
and actions.

 Implementation - a commitment to see the management plan implemented is 
essential for the functioning of the Round Table. 

The Sanctuary Management Plan Round Table draws together a 

group of individuals with expertise in a wide variety of areas to help shape the guidelines 

under which the Sanctuary will be managed in the future, a process described in British 

Columbia Round Table on the Environment and the Economy et.  (1994). The Round 
Table was built on a consensus format as found in Round Tables on the Environment and 

Economy in Canada  where the members of the Round Table, chosen by the 

researcher with additions members added as deemed necessary by  Lakes Sanctuary 

management (The  Cultural and Natural History Society), and suggestions 

from other sources. The composition of the Round Table was designed to represent 

legitimate stakeholders from different public sectors as explained by  and 

(1996) (see Table 1). The Round Table structure was intended to create a synergistic 
partnership between citizens with different interests to allow for meaningful and 

empowered contribution to policy decisions and management of the Sanctuary (Wilson 

et.  1996). The Round Table terms of reference are given in Appendix 6. 

The Round Table reviewed the results of the workshop series and discussed the 

implications of each workshop recommendation with regard to its feasibility, value 

conflicts, effectiveness and implications (Berg et.  1976). The results were then 

narrowed and the most acceptable alternatives were chosen. 
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Name 
Ron Bjorge 

Harold Drok
 Ford 

Paul 

Grant Moir

 Neufeld 

Jim

 Schmidt 

Representing 
Fish and Wildlife Division, Department of Environmental 
Protection 
Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee 
Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee 
Red Deer Public School District #104 
Red Deer Fish and Game Association 
Heritage Preservation Committee

 Society 
Red Deer River Naturalists 
Community Services  City of Red Deer 
Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee 
Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee 
Parkland Community Planning Services 
City of Red Deer Recreation, Parks and Culture Department 
Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee 
Parks Action Group on the Environment 
Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee 
Red Deer River Naturalists 
Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee (Advisor) 
Kerry Wood Nature Centre Association 
Normandeau Society (Staff) 
Ducks Unlimited 

Table 1. Management Plan Round Table Membership. 

Step 6 - Monitor the results of guideline implementation. A system of monitoring 

was proposed. Monitoring the results of management actions is critical in developing 
adaptive management practices in order to respond to uncertainty  1994a). In 

addition, monitoring allows for continuous improvement in management practices by 

identifying the effectiveness of management techniques. The ability to modify 

management techniques based on monitoring information is worked into the program. 

Proposals for implementing monitoring programs as educational tools at a local level 

have been submitted by an instructor at a local school through the management plan 

public participation process. 



 1:

 (Enk

Chapter  Introduction 15 

Implementation and cost considerations for these guidelines were researched 

using literature review and interviews to determine standard implementation procedures 

and cost estimates. These procedures and estimates were then combined with the 
appropriate recommendations into the draft management plan and implementation 

strategy. 

In general, phase 2 further developed the issues determined in the first phase of 

the study and proposed recommendations to resolve these issues. This was accomplished 
by utilizing public opinion in the form of workshops and a Round Table. Appropriate 

literature was also consulted to support or refute decisions made by this process. 

Recommendations then formed the basis of the draft management plan which was 

reviewed by the public in phase 3. 

PHASE 3: DRAFT MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW 

In this phase, the draft plan was released for comment. This draft was distributed 

to the Round Table members, stakeholder groups, appropriate City appointed boards and 

committees, participants in the management planning process, and the signing 

authorities for the management plan. 

Feedback from this round of review was synthesized into a final report which was 

reviewed by the Round Table before being submitted for final approval. The Round 
Table completes the reporting and follow-up portion of the eight step approach to 

strategic problem solving  and Hart, 1985). 

SUMMARY 

The three project objectives were to identify current and potential future issues, 

develop short and long term management recommendations and review the draft 

management plan. To achieve these three project objectives, a wide variety of methods 
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were used. These include an open house, questionnaires, meetings with potential 

stakeholders, key informant interviews, literature reviews, contact with the media, 

workshops, a Round Table and public review of the draft management plan. The use of 
a wide variety of data gathering sources was chosen in order to "minimize data reliability 

problems common to field research settings"  and  1981). In addition, 

each method builds on its predecessor  and Hart, 1985) in order to overlap the 

methods thus providing continuity to the study. 

The public participation process was designed to allow for members of the 

general public to become involved in decision making regarding the future of their park 
system. Members of the public were asked to contribute to the management guidelines 

of the  Lakes Sanctuary throughout the planning process described above in order 

to create an atmosphere of shared stewardship of the Sanctuary and foster civic pride. 

STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT 

Chapter 1 details the description of the report, site description, methodology and 

project constraints. Chapter 2 addresses the historical inventory as well as the policy and 
legal context of the Sanctuary. Chapter 3 is the biophysical inventory of the Sanctuary. 

Chapter 4 reviews the results of the study. Chapters 5,6, and 7 detail the management 

plan discussions and recommendations for each of the issue categories (i.e. chapter 5 -

Vision Statement and Wildlife Issues, chapter 6 - Vegetation Issues, chapter 7 - Human
 and Influence Issues). Chapter 8 summarizes the recommendations and chapter 9 is 

the conclusion. 

PROJECT CONSTRAINTS 

There were a number of constraints associated with the project. The most 

significant are as follows: 
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 It is  that the Sanctuary falls within an urban area and is of a relatively 

small size (approximately  Ha). Surrounding populations and developments will 

inevitably affect the Sanctuary as a natural area. This influence constrains the 

management alternatives which can be implemented at the Sanctuary. In addition, 

the small size of the Sanctuary has implications regarding the ecological integrity 

within the Sanctuary's boundaries. 

2. The proximity to high density population centres has implications regarding the 
usage and carrying capacity of the Sanctuary. Management options must include 

consideration of increased visitation in the future.

 The management planning process made every reasonable attempt to hear the 

opinions expressed by the citizens of Red Deer and arrive at a collective decision 

regarding the most reasonable and likely set of guidelines to follow. Only a general 

consensus can be reached, which may be at the expense of a few individual opinions. 

4. There currently exists an operational infrastructure within and adjacent to the 

Sanctuary, including a building with washrooms, a parking lot, several walking 

pathways (gravel and paved),  stairs, viewing decks and blinds 
and fencing. Development of further infrastructure is generally discouraged. There 
is also a central  area which is off limits to humans and is designated as reserve 

area for wildlife. Land use immediately around this core is designated as limited use 

and pedestrian traffic is limited to designated trails.

 A general biophysical inventory of Waskasoo Park exists, with some references to the 

Sanctuary. A complete biophysical inventory specific to the Sanctuary would be 

necessary if one were to determine precisely what biophysical characteristics are 

present in the Sanctuary so that management plan recommendations specific to each
 can be implemented. 
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6.	 Time and budget constraints prohibited a full-scale Round Table process. The Round 

Table was restricted to responding to the workshops and questionnaire results. 

Interest groups were consulted separately and the results were brought to the Round 

Table for review and discussion. It should be noted that the majority of stakeholders 

and interest groups were represented in the Round Table. 

This management plan provides a set of recommendations resulting from a 

process which included public participation and input from various other sources. It 

does not represent a strict set of rules, but provides a window into public opinion at the 

time of the plan's development as well as research regarding recommended courses of 
action. The Sanctuary managers may utilize the policy development process detailed in 

this plan to address issues as they arise in the future. 
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Chapter 2 
HISTORY AND LEGAL CONTEXT 

HISTORY AND USE 

The land currently known as Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is a portion of  22-38-

27 west of the 4th meridian and a portion of El/2 21-38-27 west of the 4th meridian 
(City of Red Deer, 1988). The site is in the northeast of The City of Red Deer and is 

approximately  Ha in size (City of Red Deer, 1988). 

The first recorded European settlement of the Sanctuary area was that of James 

and Elizabeth  in January  (Dawe, undated). They did not stay for very 

long, but left a log cabin in what is now the southeast portion of the Sanctuary (Dawe, 

undated). 

The Reverend Leonard Gaetz was the first European to permanently hold title to 

the land currently designated as the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. He set up a homestead in a 
quarter section of Section  (Oxbow Historical Research Ltd., undated) which included 

the area currently designated as the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. His wife, Catherine Maria 

Gaetz and his nephew, John J. Gaetz, maintained the area after the Reverend accepted a 

position in  Manitoba (Oxbow Historical Resources, Ltd., undated). Ownership 

of the land designated as the SW 1/4 22 and NW 1/4 22-38-27-4 was transferred to J. J. 

Gaetz on August 5, 1890 (Oxbow Historical Research Ltd., undated). He resisted 

pressure to exploit the lumber resources or develop the area and instead allowed the site 

to be used for recreational purposes such as "skating, nature walks and picnics"
 Associates et.  1975). The SW 1/4 of section 22 was transferred to 

Catherine Maria Gaetz on January  and transferred to J. J. Gaetz and Grace
 Gaetz on July 27, 1917 (Oxbow Historical Research Ltd., undated). The NW 
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1/4 of section 22 was transferred from Catherine Maria Gaetz to J. J. Gaetz on the same 

date (July 27, 1917) (Oxbow Historical Research Ltd., undated). 

The area was designated as the Red Deer Bird Sanctuary in June, 1924 (Oxbow 

Historical Research Ltd., undated). Supervisory and maintenance responsibilities for the 

Sanctuary were granted to the Red Deer Chapter of the Alberta Natural History Society 

by Order of Council No. 1056 so that they may act as guardians of the Sanctuary 

(P.A.R.D. Associates et.  1975). The Society was later renamed the Red Deer River 

Naturalists. The Society and J. J. Gaetz named E.A. (Kerry) Wood an Honorary 
Canadian Wildlife Officer in charge of protecting the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary (Wood, 

1995). The Nature Centre has also been named in his honor for a lifetime of 

conservation and education efforts associated with the Sanctuary. 

After his death in 1937, J. J.  land titles were transferred to his wife, Grace 

M. Gaetz (Oxbow Historical Research Ltd., undated). In 1939 the area title was 

transferred to the Alberta Ministry of Public Works (Oxbow Historical Research Ltd., 

undated). After this transfer, the land became less actively maintained and protection 

declined. Hunting and accidental fires became familiar aspects of the site. In the early

 the government ordered the cutting of spruce trees on the escarpment. This order 

was met by stiff opposition by the citizens of Red Deer and the order was repealed 
(P.A.R.D. Associates et.  1975). 

In 1952, a wildfire broke out which threatened the area and surrounding lands. 

The public reacted by  the Provincial Parks Department to assume authority 
over the site. The result was that the Alberta Natural History Society was responsible for 

the maintenance and supervision of the site, as per the 1924 Order in Council, the 

Province took over jurisdiction (but not ownership), and the site was intended to be 

designated a Provincial Wildlife Park (P.A.R.D. Associates Ltd. et.  1975). The final 

designation apparently never occurred and provincial records from the time were lost or 

destroyed. 
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In 1969, 1.53 Hectares (3.79 acres) of Sanctuary land were transferred to The 

City to provide materials for the construction of 40th Avenue (P.A.R.D. Associates Ltd.

 1975). Also in that same year, Alderman Mrs. W. B. Parsons through City 

Council, agreed to set aside a 30.46 m (100 foot) strip of the Public School Board's land 

for "incorporation into the Sanctuary. No legal encumbrance was imposed however, to 

protect the land for Sanctuary use" (P.A.R.D. Associates Ltd. et.  1975). 

Sixty-seventh Street runs along the north side of the Sanctuary and was to be 

upgraded from  Ave. to 30th Ave. in the mid 80's  1984). The resulting 

street, right-of-way and bridge border the Sanctuary to the north and separate the 
Sanctuary's escarpment from the escarpments to the north. Allowance was made in the 

right-of-way for twinning of 67th Street, which is likely to proceed before the year 2000. 
The environmental impact on the Sanctuary from the upgrading of 67th Street was 

assessed by  Management Ltd. as a subcontractor to DeLCan Ltd. It was 

recommended that a  tunnel structure be placed at the east escarpment to 
accommodate wildlife crossing (DeLCan, 1984). Today, wildlife have been seen 

crossing under 67th Street along 45th  and at the top of the escarpment where large 

wildlife crossing signs have been erected  pers.  1996) (see Figure 4). 

A storm drain from the Michener Centre on the ridge formerly drained into the 

lakes. This drainage caused deep  fissures in the escarpment which threatened 

the lakes' water quality from resulting  with reclamation costs estimated at 

$50,000  1971). In 1976 the drain was decommissioned and erosion was halted 

from this source (O'Riordan, 1978). Sections of the pipes from this drain can still be 

seen at the base of the slope where the original drainage outlet was placed. 

Beginning in December  attempts were made by the Municipal Government 

to acquire land between the Sanctuary and the Red Deer River, which covered a portion 

of one of the lakes. The land was owned by the  who operated 
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Farms Ltd., a local farming and cattle operation. The historic Alien Bungalow is located 

on this farm and has recently been restored as an example of Edwardian style. 

Figure 4: Common places for wildlife crossings of 67th Street. 

Locations are under the 67th Street Bridge (point A) and along the ridge crossing 

67th Street (point B). 

In December 1982, Red Deer City Council began expropriation proceedings in 

order to acquire the Glenmere Farms Property (Red Deer Regional Planning 

Commission, 1983). The proceedings were met with a notice of objection by Glenmere

 Ltd. in February 1983 (Red Deer Regional Planning Commission, 1983). 

The expropriation of the Glenmere Farms land proceeded in the Summer of 1983 

(Red Deer and District Archives, 1984) and in August  a development plan for the 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary was completed (Bill Boucock Partnership Architects, 1984). 

Development was completed in late 1985  pers. comm, 1996) with the 

creation of the Kerry Wood Nature Centre and a set of interpretive  boardwalks and 

viewing platforms (see Figure 5). The grand opening ceremony was held on the August 
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long weekend, 1986 (Robertson, pers.  1996). The Nature Centre provides access 

into the Sanctuary and operates many interpretive programs which make use of the

 Wood
 Centre 

50  zoo 

Figure 5; Sanctuary infrastructure. 
The Sanctuary has two interpretive trails and several lookout points as part of its 

infrastructure. 
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In 1984  problems on the east escarpment were addressed in an 

study (AESL, 1984). The study concluded that the escarpment around the lakes was a 

natural spring source from escarpment lands. The escarpment was steep and 
inadequately vegetated to control erosion. Placement of fill over the ridge onto the 

Sanctuary escarpment by work crews on the  Centre parking lots "overloaded 

the top of the slope" (AESL, 1984). There was a service road which ran down the 
escarpment on the north side of the Sanctuary which was a cause of some instability and 

erosion. In addition, there was a tree nursery close to the crest of the escarpment along 

the northeast of the Sanctuary which prevented vegetative stabilization of the crest 
(AESL, 1984). 

In the level I study it was recommended that these issues be resolved by

 vegetating the unstable slopes, moving the nursery 100m away from the crest of the 

slope and  the crest (AESL, 1984). Existing failures, according to the study, 

should be regraded and  Fencing and posting should also be required to 

assist in stabilization of the slopes by minimizing human use in the areas while 

reclamation is taking place. The total estimated cost of this reclamation was $763,200 of 

which it was proposed that Alberta Environment provide 75% of the cost and The City of 
Red Deer provide the remainder (AESL, 1984). Based on visual site assessment in the 

Spring of 1996, the reclamation techniques used were effective and slope stability has 

increased. 

The Sanctuary is currently used for interpretation and educational programs run 

through the Kerry Wood Nature Centre. In addition, the public has 24 hour access to the 

site for walking, wildlife viewing and nature enjoyment through a revolving gate next to 

the Nature Centre. The Sanctuary has retained its Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary 

status. Under municipal policy the Sanctuary lands are designated as Environmental
 District (City of Red Deer, 1996). 
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The Sanctuary has had many factors threaten to alter it since the turn of the 

century. Most of the major proposed activities which would sacrifice the ecological 

quality of the site have been met with opposition by the Red Deer River Naturalists and 

the public in general. Citizens of Red Deer are proud of the  Lakes Sanctuary. It is 

necessary,  to accommodate meaningful public involvement into the creation of 

a management plan. 

POLICY AND LEGAL CONTEXT 

FEDERAL 

The Sanctuary is governed by many policies and involves several different 

organizations. The overriding regulations are those of the Migratory Bird Sanctuary 

Regulations found in the Migratory Birds Convention Act (RSC 1994). The Canadian 

Wildlife Service (CWS) has created a set of criteria to determine Federal Migratory Bird 

Sanctuary status designation for nominated sites. According to the Migratory Bird 

Sanctuary Policy, Criteria and Procedures document  (Canadian Wildlife 

1988), there are four basic criteria for the creation or  of a Migratory Bird 

Sanctuary. They are: 

1. "The area supports migratory bird populations that are concentrated, for any 
part of the year, in order to meet one or several essential needs, and that are 
vulnerable to site-specific threats. 

2. The area supports populations that occupy habitats of a restricted 
geographical type and are vulnerable to human disturbance. 

3. The area regularly supports at least one percent of a population of one species 
or subspecies. 

4. The area figures prominently in the requirement for the management of 
regional populations of migratory birds and/or has high capabilities for 
educational or interpretive purposes." 

(Canadian Wildlife  1988) 
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The area designated as the Red Deer Bird Sanctuary is only a portion of that 

which is known as the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, totaling 90.864 hectares (City of Red 

Deer, 1988) in the western half of Section 22, Township 38, Range 27, west of the 

Fourth Meridian (Canada Gazette, 1974). Municipal designation of environmental 

reserve covers 108.51 hectares (Alberta Government, 1991), including the eastern 1/2 of

 4th. Ancillary lands compose the remainder of the  hectares. Any 
change to the Migratory Bird Sanctuary designation would require a submission to be 

included in the Annual Regulatory Plan to be submitted to the Minister responsible for 

Regulatory Affairs (Canadian Wildlife Service, 1988). The submission will then be 
forwarded to CWS headquarters and will take 6 to 9 months to complete. This may be 
more time and budget intensive than any possible benefits which may be gained from the 

addition of the remainder of land into Sanctuary 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT ACT 

In addition to the Migratory Bird Sanctuary Regulations the Municipal 

Government Act, under Part 17, Planning and Development (formerly The Planning
 outline the guidelines for municipal designation of environmental reserve land

 In addition, the Act states that an environmental reserve's use or boundaries may 

be changed only after i) public notice has been given (according to rules set out in 

Section 606), ii) public hearings (according to Section 230) and bylaw creation (Section
 (Municipal Planning Act, 1996). 

land in the eastern half of section  was previously privately owned (see  Farms 
expropriation in the historical survey  of this chapter). Since Migratory Bird Sanctuaries are not 

commonly designated on private land, this area was not added. 
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MUNICIPAL BYLAWS AND POLICIES 

The Sanctuary land was acquired by The City of Red Deer from the Province of 

Alberta (Alberta Government, 1991). Land titles were transferred to The City from the
 under the agreement that: 

a) The Land shall be used primarily for the protection of wildlife in its natural habitat. 
b) No activity that conflicts with the protection of wildlife shall be permitted on the 

Land. 
c) The Council of The City of Red Deer shall establish and maintain a committee that 

shall include a representative of the Fish and Wildlife Division of the Department of 
Energy and Natural  to ensure that the Purchaser complies with the 
conditions and restrictions on the use of the Land set forth in this Agreement. 

d) Access to the Land and movement within the boundaries of the land shall be 
restricted. 

e) No boats or canoes shall be permitted on any lakes within the boundaries of the land.
 No vehicles of any type shall be allowed in, on or about the Land except for the 

purpose of an emergency. 
g) No horses or pets shall be allowed in, on or about the

 No camping, picnicking or partying shall be permitted in, on or about the Land." 
(City of Red Deer, 1988) 

This covenant was designed to ensure appropriate use of the Sanctuary in the 

future. All aspects of decisions made within the management plan must be consistent 

with this agreement. 

The committee mentioned in subsection (c) of the preceding covenant is the

 Lakes Sanctuary  formally initiated on June 18, 1983, whose mandate 

powers are as follows: 

"to ensure that The City of Red Deer complies with the conditions and 
restrictions on the use of the land, as outlined in the land sale agreement between 
The City and the Province. The committee shall make recommendations to City 
Council regarding the development and management of the sanctuary and the 
surrounding areas within Waskasoo Park." 

(City  Red Deer, 1988).

 Now the Department of Environmental Protection. 
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The committee is also responsible for ensuring that restrictions in an agreement between 

the Public School Board and The City are complied with, as outlined in Policy Reference 

3.4. The committee, therefore, acts as a watchdog to ensure that the Sanctuary is being 

used in the manner for which it was intended. As a result of the position and 

responsibilities of this committee, strong representation on the management plan Round

 was sought. 

The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee's membership consists of the following, as 
outlined in Policy Reference 3.6: 

•  representative of the Fish & Wildlife Division of the Department of Energy and 
Natural 

• A representative of the Red Deer River Naturalists. 
• A representative of The City Planning Section of Parkland Community Planning 

Services 
• A representative of The City Recreation, Parks and Culture Department. 
• A representative of the Red Deer Fish and Game Association. 
• A representative of the Red Deer Public School District No. 

(City  Red Deer, 1988) 

The role of watchdog is primarily fulfilled by the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary 
Committee, but all actions of the  Society which have environmental 

implications must first be passed by the Environmental Advisory Board. The 
Environmental Advisory Board was created to analyze environmental initiatives in The 

City of Red Deer and act as a coordinating body to assist environmental societies and 

organizations in making recommendations, directing concerns and inquiries to 

appropriate City departments, act as liaison between City departments and review 

environmental components of major planning documents (City of Red Deer, 1988). For 

the purposes of this project the Environmental Advisory Board adopted a reactionary 

position and provided advice on draft guidelines developed through the management 

planning process. 

Now the Department of Environmental Protection. 
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 CENTRE OUTLINE PLAN GUIDELINES 

A planning process by Parkland Community Planning Services (1996, unpubl.) 

has resulted in the creation of regulations that govern any developments which will occur 

on the escarpment above the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. Entitled  Centre Outline 

Plan Guidelines', the regulations were passed by City Council on October  1996. The 

development regulations are designed to: 

• "protect the environmental integrity of the Gaetz Lakes; 
• preserve and enhance unique environmental features on the Michener Centre lands; 

[and] 
• guide land use." 

(Michener Centre Outline Plan Committee April, 

Among other recommendations, the Michener Centre Outline Plan requires developers to 

do the following prior to any development occurring on the escarpment: 

• "Have a  evaluation completed to assess slope stability,
 movement and the effects of private residences on the Sanctuary's lakes 

and slope stability. This includes a preliminary development setback of 100  from 
the  with this width being subject to hydrogeotechnical study. In no case shall 
the setback be less than 50 metres. 

• Create a subdivision design which will protect the Gaetz Lakes from any negative 
impacts, including negotiations with The City regarding the erection of fencing 
structures. 

• Ensure that all existing wildlife corridors be preserved. 

• Ensure protection of natural drainage courses and tree stands which are currently 
found on site. 

• Install a constructed wetland for the treatment of  from developments in 
the vicinity of the Michener Creek drainage course and that the treated stormwater is 
to be drained into this drainage courses before it reaches the Gaetz Lakes. The

 to 50 m setbacks in certain areas  1996) 
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developer is also required to investigate the use of constructed wetlands to treat storm 
water in other parts of the area under 

• Preserve existing stands of trees between wetlands currently found on the 
escarpment." 

(Parkland Community Planning Services 

These guidelines were created with some foresight in that they detail a developer's 

requirements for land management before bids for land are placed and designs drawn up. 

Many issues of water quality and lake levels in the Sanctuary will be dependent on the 

studies to be carried out by the developers. Details regarding possible involvement of the 
Sanctuary, Nature Centre or Parks Department in the studies will be detailed in later 

chapters. 

MANAGEMENT OF GAETZ LAKES SANCTUARY 

This section will discuss some important issues concerning the managers of the 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary (and the Kerry Wood Nature Centre). These issues largely 

revolve around liability and protection from legal action. A list of recommendations is

 at the end of this section. 

JURISDICTION AND LIABILITY 

The management of the Sanctuary is under the jurisdiction of the 

Cultural and Natural History  The Society was created according to the 

regulations outlined in the Societies Act (Province of Alberta, 1995), and given

 to include that the existing creek channel will be  to function as a constructed 

wetland and that in certain places an overflow/diversion device is to be placed to divert  into the 

City's storm sewer system if the water quality into the lakes becomes poor as a result of high pulse levels 
of stormwater  pers.  1996).

 Society was incorporated on March 10, 1989 under registered charity number 50398410 
Consumer and Corporate Affairs, 1989). 
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managerial powers under Policy Reference 4.4 (City of Red Deer, 1988). The policy 

states that the Society is: 

"contracted to manage, operate and maintain the Red Deer & District Museum, Gaetz
 Sanctuary, Kerry Wood Nature Centre, Alien Bungalow, Fort 

Historic Site and Interpretive Centre, and the buildings in Heritage  the 
operation of The City's Historical Preservation Committee." 

(City  Red Deer, 1988). 

Based on this, the Society is contracted to manage the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary and 

the Kerry Wood Nature Centre and therefore has certain legal responsibilities. Not-for-

profit Societies in Canada are treated in a legal context as a corporation (Siegel, 1993) 

with a few differences in the areas of taxation, distribution of earnings and others 

(Brody, 1996). Under this designation a corporation's Board of Directors is the "guiding 

mind of the corporation and is ultimately accountable for the actions of such 

organization" (Siegel, 1993). In  a not-for-profit society cannot claim immunity 

for its actions which are outside its objectives (Siegel, 1993). Even within the scope of 

responsibility, acting in a negligent manner may constitute  (Recreation 

Association of Nova Scotia, 1978). For the Normandeau Society (and all other societies) 

these objectives are found in the  by-laws which are guided by the Societies 

Act. 

LIABILITY: SOCIETIES ACT 

Each province creates its own Societies Act. Alberta's Societies Act requires that 

a non-profit organization must comply with regulations regarding the following: 

• incorporation; 
• shares of the Society;

 case in Saskatchewan involved a park operated by a nonprofit organization which charged entry fees 
for a park on a lakeshore. The plaintiff was injured at the park and consequently sued for damages. The

 recovered 25% of damages as he was  negligent for 75% of damages 
1987). This demonstrates that non-profit organizations may be successfully sued in Canada. 
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• name of the society; 
• definitions in the Societies' by-laws; 
• purposes of the Society; 
• Members; 
• Meetings; 
• Revenue; 
• documents and seal; 
• dissolution; and 
• Amendments. 

(Government of Alberta, 1995) 

It appears that these regulations are followed by the  Society in its by-laws. 

However, it is recommended that these by-laws be reviewed by a lawyer to ensure 

conformity to the Societies Act and its regulations and that any rescissions, alterations or 

additions also be reviewed by a lawyer to ensure that liability is minimized and conflict 

within the bylaws is avoided.

 EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

In addition to by-law awareness and compliance, the Normandeau Society should 

review the emergency response procedures practiced by staff in the Gaetz Lakes and the 

Kerry Wood Nature Centre. Authorities should be notified immediately upon 

discovering an emergency, so that proper emergency responses can be carried out. 

Supervisor, staff and volunteer training in CPR, first aid and proper emergency 

response actions should be emphasized in order to minimize liability issues (Recreation 

Association of Nova Scotia, 1978). As managers, the Normandeau Society and its 

Directors should ensure that the supervisors of its areas of jurisdiction (i.e. the Kerry 

Wood Nature Centre, the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary and others) are familiar with the area's 

emergency response plan and that updates and review of this plan occur on a regular 

basis (Recreation Association of Nova Scotia, 1978). Staff and volunteers should also 

have regular retraining in first aid and CPR. 
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According to subsection 17 of the Societies Act, "a member of a society, in his 

individual capacity, shall not be liable for a debt or liability of the Society" (Government 

of Alberta, 1995). However, when an individual's actions are not covered by that 

individual's terms of employment, (i.e. the individual acts beyond his or her capacity as a 

Director or supervisor) individual liability may occur (Recreation Association of Nova 

Scotia, 1978). As well, a society member who commits a  is not freed from liability 

under s. 17 of the Societies  In addition, if an individual, officer or board acts 

negligently, they cannot be protected from liability. In other words, one cannot disclaim 
negligence. Ways of minimizing liability of directors and officers is detailed in 

subsequent sections. 

LIABILITY:  CARE 

The Kerry Wood Nature Centre staff and volunteers are responsible for ensuring 

that the Recreation, Parks and Culture Department have been monitoring and eliminating 
hazardous conditions on Sanctuary trails. The Society owes a duty of care to all visitors 

into the Sanctuary concerning the condition of the premises, activities carried out on the 

premises and the conduct of third parties on the  according to the Occupier's 
Liability Act (Province of Alberta, 1980). This Act also directs liability to the occupier 

in the case of trespassers injured as a result of willful or reckless conduct on the part of 

staff (Province of Alberta, 1980). Exercising due  and common duty of care is 

essential for protection of staff, volunteers and managers of the

 A tort is defined as a civil wrong independent of a contract.

 v.  (1996)  D. 3967-01. Corporations are liable for third parties in cases where 

directors are acting within their defined capacity. If a director commits a  the individual is 

liable  1987).

 Due diligence is the process by which an individual exercises reasonable care to investigate facts

 Reasonableness of investigation varies according to the individual's expertise  and
 1990).

 test for common duty of care is "that which would have been  to the average person of 

reasonable intelligence"  1987). 
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Directors of the  Society are required to exercise a duty of care 

which is less stringent than that of for-profit business directors, but are still required to 

act honestly, and with some degree of skill and diligence (Ziegel et.  1994). Directors 

are, however, only required to carry out their duties with "a degree of skill that may 

reasonably be expected from a person of his knowledge and experience" (Ziegel et. 

1994). They should be aware of situations in which they have insufficient knowledge or 
experience in which to make an informed decision.  in decision making is 

important for these situations (Ward, 1993). Protection from  also impinges on 

freedom of the director from fraud, illegality or conflict of interest when making 

decisions (Ziegel,  There are trends and desires to have the standard duty of care 
raised in North America (Institute of Law Research and Reform, 1989; Siegel, 1993;

 and Sorensen, 1984; Ziegel, 1994) so Society members and directors 

should exercise  measures to protect against potential litigation situations. 

LIABILITY:  RED DEER AND THE NORMANDEAU SOCIETY 

The City of Red Deer as owner of the land has some legal responsibilities as one 
who is in physical possession of the premises under the Occupier's Liability Act 
(Province of Alberta, 1980). The City has contracted the Society to manage certain 

heritage assets within The City. The Society communicates to the Community Services 

Director as a resource and liaison (City of Red Deer, 1988). The Community Services 
Director "may comment on all board recommendations directly to The City 

Commissioner and City Council" (City of Red Deer, 1988). The Society is therefore 

answerable to The City and is monitored by the Environmental Advisory Board, 

Recreation, Parks and Culture Board and the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee. In the 

event of a liability case against the Sanctuary and its managers, The City of Red Deer 

will also be named, as the Society is insured under The City's insurance policy.

 Prudence is the care given by the reasonable person to avoid  consequences. 



 (Newbury,

 volunteers18  liability
insurance19

 Normandeau  staff,

^Debra Nussbaum

19rrhe

 (Drache,

Chapter 2 - History and Legal Context Page 35 

conflicts of interest may be avoided (including the failure to disclose information) (Ward, 
1993). 

In addition, the indemnification of board members can be used to protect from 

liatbility to members as individuals in circumstances where a Director, supervisor or staff 

member has acted beyond his or her terms of employment (Ward, 1993). Indemnity is a 

contract between an institution and its board members where the institution agrees to pay 

or "reimburse actual costs or expenses of litigation resulting from individual service on the 
board" (Ward, 1993) if that member is acquitted  1990). Indemnity is 

recognized under the Canada Business Corporations Act (Newbury, 1990). 

Whereas indemnification covers directors as individuals, general liability insurance 

will cover the actions of a society, if exclusions in the insurance contract are identified and 

remedied (Siegel, 1993). Professional liability covers losses as a result of staff errors, 

accidents, wrongful acts and  (Maurer, 1996). Director and Officer
 covers mistakes or errors made while Directors or Officers are acting within 

the scope of their duties (Maurer, 1996). 

RECOMMENDATIONS - LIABILITY 

In order to protect the  Society, its  Board of Directors and 

supervisors of its assets from liability, it is recommended that: 
• the Society's by-laws (and changes thereto) be reviewed by legal council; 
• the Society exhibit due diligence in its management practices;

 of the New York Times reported that volunteers are being named in lawsuits in 

increasing numbers, citing examples of Red Cross volunteers who were driving individuals to medical 

appointments and Boy Scout volunteers being sued (Nussbaum, 1996).
 Public Trustee's Office in Ontario does not allow a charity to possess directors' liability insurance 

for reasons of personal gain by insurance coverage of a director. This limitation holds exclusively in the 

Province of Ontario  1996). 
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RECOMMENDATIONS - LIABILITY 

In order to protect the  its staff, Board of Directors and 

supervisors of its assets from liability, it is recommended that: 

• the Society's by-laws (and changes thereto) be reviewed by legal council; 

• the Society exhibit due diligence in its management practices; 

• the Society exhibit prudence in its management decisions; 

• members of the Society exhibit loyalty to avoid conflicts of interest and eliminate the 

failure to disclose information; 

• the Society maintain general, professional and Director and Officer liability 

insurance to address liability issues; and 

• the Society examine the purchase of indemnification contracts to protect its board 

members. 

SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS 

A management plan for the  Lakes Sanctuary must take  policies and 

regulations previously described into account when creating guidelines. No guidelines 

found in the management plan may contradict these regulations, nor can the status of 
Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary or Municipal Environmental Reserve be compromised. 

In addition, the committees, societies and signing authorities which are involved with the 

Sanctuary and its management must be involved in the process through all of its stages in 

order for the management plan to be successful. 

The management plan should consider the following when making guidelines:

 development proposals within the Sanctuary which contradict its intended use;

 strong public support and sense of civic pride for the Sanctuary as a natural area;

 the Red Deer River Naturalists as former guardians of the Sanctuary;

 quality of wildlife corridors into and out of the Sanctuary;

 the agricultural use of portions of the Sanctuary in the past; 



 erosional

 delisting  Sanctuary;;

10.

11.

13.  Normandeau

15.

16.
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6. previous  difficulties on the escarpment; 

7. the CWS criteria for creation and  of a Migratory Bird 
8. Alberta Government regulations on land use; 

9. the Municipal Government Act;

 land title agreement between The City of Red Deer and the Province of Alberta;

 agreement between The City of Red Deer and the Public School Board; 

12. the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee as a watchdog for the Sanctuary;

 the  Cultural and Natural History Society as managers of the Sanctuary; 

14. the Environmental Advisory Board as a monitor of environmental implications of 

developments;
 policies relevant to the Sanctuary and management guidelines carried out within; and

 the liability of the Society for any damages caused to any person within its 

jurisdiction. 
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Chapter 3 

BIOPHYSICAL INVENTORY 

CLIMATE 

The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is located in the Red Deer River Valley within The 

City of Red Deer. The climate in this area is typical of Central Alberta, with "cold winter 

air masses from the North and warmer Pacific air from the West" (P.A.R.D. Associates 
et.  1975). The Rocky Mountains cause a rain shadow in the prairies to the East, 

including the Red Deer area. This results in cold winters and relatively short, cool to 

warm summers  et.  1984). 

Precipitation levels are approximately 328.6 to 334.8 mm of rainfall and  to 

138.9 mm snow (rain  giving annual precipitation levels of 459.8 to 463.5 

mm (Wallis et.  1984). Precipitation is highest in June and July and lowest in 
November and December (Wallis et.  1984). Hail is more prevalent in the Red Deer 

area than in other areas of Alberta, and usually occurs from June to August (Wallis et.

 1984). 

The mean daily temperatures in the Red Deer Area are approximately 2.0 - 2.6°C 

(Wallis et.  1984). July is the warmest month, with mean daily temperatures of 16.1 -

16.5°C, and January is the coldest month with a mean daily temperature of 

(Wallis et.  1984). June and July hold the record high temperature at 37.2°C while 

December had the record minimum temperature of  (Wallis et.  1984). 

Winds are typically from the south or west but can come from the northwest as 

well (Wallis et.  1984). Mean wind velocity is 15.7  with a maximum of 103

 and a maximum gust speed of 137  (Wallis et.  1984). Typically, winds 
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originating from the North are Arctic in nature while winds from the south or west are 

indicators of warmer weather (Wallis et.  1984). 

GEOLOGY 

The underlying bedrock formation in the area of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is the 

Paskapoo formation, characterized by grey to green grey thick bedded calcareous 

sandstone (P.A.R.D. Associates et.  1975). Overlying this bedrock are mainly
 gravels, covered by glacial deposits of gravel, sand and silt  1960; 

P.A.R.D. Associates et.  1975) from the Tertiary period and Pleistocene epoch (Wallis 

et.  1984). Overlying these glacial deposits are the recent sediments of the Red Deer 
River. The river has cut into these glacial deposits and has formed a valley with 

escarpments approximately 30.5 - 33.5  feet) at the Sanctuary (P.A.R.D. 

Associates et.  1975). Within the Sanctuary, silt deposits of up to  m (10 feet) 

overlie sand and gravel around the lakes (P.A.R.D. Associates et.  1975). 

The valley walls at the Sanctuary are composed mainly of clay and sandy layers 

overlying a more porous layer which contains sands and gravels (P.A.R.D. Associates et.

 1975). This layer provides the ground water flow channel which replenishes the 

lakes. 

There is evidence that slide activity on the escarpment within Gaetz Lakes

 has been occurring for some time, as there exists a fossil slide at the base of 
the escarpment to the south of the lakes (P.A.R.D. Associates et.  1975). Analysis of 

the slopes within the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary were conducted by Associated Engineering 

Services Limited (AESL) After Hardy Associates  Ltd. and it was determined that 

the area contained  relatively steep slopes, a weak soil horizon between the clay till and 

overlying lacustrine sediments, soft  sediments and perched ground water 
conditions"  1984). Uncontrolled erosion on the slopes in the Sanctuary was 

addressed and controlled through response to the recommendations made by AESL 
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(1984). The slopes are still subject to some naturally occurring instability due to the 

perched water table and weak soil horizons (AESL, 

Management guidelines for the Sanctuary should include: 

i) considerations for the perched ground water conditions; and 

ii) the naturally occurring slope instability in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. 

HYDROLOGY 

The Gaetz Lakes are oxbow lakes which remained after the river meandered 

through the valley. Oxbows normally fill in with sediment over time, resulting in scars 

on the valley floor which are visible on aerial photographs. The Gaetz  however, 

are continually being recharged by a stream running through a ravine to the southeast of 

the lakes and from springs in the perched water table of the surrounding escarpment

 et.  1984) (see Figure 6). The aquifer feeding these springs consists of sand 

and gravel and can be up to 7.6 m (25 feet) in thickness (P.A.R.D. Associates et. 

1975). 

There are four types of aquifers in the Gaetz Lakes area, the first is the perched 
water table mentioned previously. The second is a permeable glacial and 

layer which feeds this water table and is "locally exploitable" (P.A.R.D. Associates et.

 1975). The third is a pre-glacial buried channel approximately 24.4 - 25.9 m (80 - 85 

feet) below the current river valley and is approximately  (20 feet) in depth 

(P.A.R.D. Associates et.  1975). There may be a connection between this aquifer and 

aquifers within the underlying bedrock. The jointed and fractured sandstone portions of 

the bedrock form the fourth aquifer and are located approximately 45.7 - 91.4 m 

300 feet) below ground level (P.A.R.D. Associates et.  1975). 
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Figure 6: Locations of springs and stream. 

The lakes are an average of 2.44 m (8 feet) above the mean surface of the river 
(P.A.R.D. Associates et.  1975). Water drains from the lakes via seepage 
underground. The majority of the Sanctuary was within the 100 year flood level, with 

exception of the escarpment and the central portion of the reserve lands between the 

lakes (Bill  Partnership Architects, 1984). The Kerry Wood Nature Centre was 
constructed on a slab set at the estimated 100 year flood level (Bill Boucock Partnership

 1984). Since the construction of the Dickson Dam, however, the 100 year 

flood level should not exceed the natural levee of the Red Deer according to a map of the 

100 year flood levels, as developed by W-E-R Engineering Ltd. (1991). 

The perched water tables supply the lakes with water to keep them from filling in. 

Reduction in the flow of these aquifers into the lakes may alter the lakes' size and 

capacity to sustain waterfowl populations. The alteration of the 100 year flood levels 

may affect the lakes in the long term. The  study to be conducted by 
developers on the escarpment could be extended to cover the lakes and their hydrology. 
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Management concerns regarding the hydrology of the site include 

i) perched ground water table and subsequent springs; and 

ii) long term ground water supply to the lakes. 

SOILS 

Soils in the Red Deer area are typically black chernozems (Strong, 1992) which 

develop by grassland vegetation growing over lake, stream and wind deposits (Wallis et.

 1984). Chernozems typically have A horizons with good humus levels and are "well 

to imperfectly drained mineral soils of good structure" (Clayton et.  1977). In areas 

where woody vegetation has taken over from grasslands the soils are luvisolic and are 

less fertile then chernozems because nutrients, clays, and other materials have been 

leaching out for some time (Wallis et.  1984; Clayton et.  1977). 

In the river valley, soils are less developed due to the rapidly changing nature of 
the river channel (on a geologic time scale). The typical soils found around oxbow lakes 

in this area are  gleysols (Wallis et.  1984). Gleysols are identified by the 

Canadian taxonomic system as poorly drained mineral soils which are usually saturated 

with water and have reduced aeration (Clayton et.  1977). Sampling by P.A.R.D. 

Associates et. al.  revealed "very fine grained sand, silt and clay with most of the 

clay being very silty. These materials are mainly non-to-low plastic with occasional 

samples of moderate plasticity" (P.A.R.D. Associates et.  1975). Soils on the slope

 in nature and contain "reworked lake or till materials" (Red Deer Regional 

Planning Commission, 1983). 

The saturated nature of the gleysols surrounding the lakes is of importance when 

developing management decisions which affect areas with these soil types. Management

 include restricting development in this area. 
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VEGETATION 

The  Lakes Sanctuary is located in the aspen - white spruce 
zone (Kojima, 1980), or aspen parkland ecoregion (Strong, 1992). This zone represents 

a  between fescue prairie and forested zones such as the boreal black and white 

spruce or aspen - lodgepole pine - white spruce zones (Kojima, 1980). Typical

 of this zone are a mixture of prairie and deciduous forest plant 

communities (Strong, 1992). The degree of tree or grass cover varies depending on

 conditions. When moisture levels in a specific area are high enough to 

sustain trees (e.g. north facing slopes with sufficient wind protection and soils with 

adequate moisture holding capacity), these areas will usually be covered by aspen 
(Populus  (Strong, 1992), balsam poplar  lodgepole 

pine  or white spruce (Picea  (Kojima, 1980). In areas where 

moisture levels are  grassland vegetation predominates. Typical grassland 

vegetation types include northern fescue  wheat grasses 

spp.), June grass (Koeleria  needle and thread grass (Stipa  buffalo 

bean  crocuses (Anemone  yarrow (Achillea 

and others (Johnson et.  1995; Wallis et.  1984). 

There are a variety of vegetation communities which may be found in the Gaetz 

Lakes Sanctuary. They are white spruce woodlands, deciduous woodlands, mixed 
woodlands, shrub communities, grasslands, wetlands, and disturbed fields (Wallis et. 

1984). A complete list of vegetation species which may be found in the Gaetz Lakes 

Sanctuary can be found in Appendix 3. Detailed topographical maps outlining the 

location of these vegetation communities may be found in Bill  Partnership 

Architects (1984). An airphoto from 1995 shows roughly where these zones are located 

(see Figure 7). 
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Figure 7: Vegetation zones.

 forest, D=deciduous forest, M=mixed forest, 

WHITE SPRUCE WOODLANDS 

White spruce  is the climax vegetation type on north and east 

facing slopes within the Sanctuary. These slopes typically are cooler, more moist and 

have a high frequency of springs and seepage from subsurface aquifers  et. 
1984). The  of these woodlands is typically sparse. 

The springs which occur within the white spruce woodlands represent habitats 

which are uncommon in the Red Deer area. Some species which may be found in these

 include those listed in Table 2. 
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Common Name 
golden sedge 
hair sedge 
yellow bog sedge 
green sedge 
beaked hazlenut 
yellow lady's slipper 
sparrow's egg orchid 
dwarf scouring rush 
woodland strawberry 
blunt-leaved orchid 
Labrador tea 
bishop's cap 
marsh 
round-leaved orchid 
mealy primrose 
dwarf raspberry 
hoary willow 
hooded 
false asphodel 
bog moss 

Table 2: Species list for 

Scientific Name

 capillaris 
Carex gynocrates 
Carex

 calceolus 

Equisetum 
Fragarla vesca 
Habenaria

 groenlandicum 
Mitella nuda 
Muhlenbergia glomerata 
Orchis rotundifolia 
Primula 
Rubus acaulus

 Candida 
Spiranthes 
Tofieldina 

woodland springs. 

Some of the species in the list are rare to the Red Deer area. 

The white spruce itself is not very sensitive to human disturbance but the springs 

and  vegetation communities are considered very sensitive to human impacts,

 detailed in the Gaetz Lakes Development Plan (Bill Boucock Partnership Architects, 

1984). The woodland springs contain an array of uncommon species and unique habitat. 
For these reasons, the Gaetz Lakes Development Plan recommended that existing trails 

through the woods be used to develop further trails, the steepest slopes and springs 

should be avoided (Bill Boucock Partnership Architects, 1984). 

Management concerns within this plant community include: 

i) the sensitivity of understory vegetation to human induced impacts; 

ii) the presence of uncommon species in the vicinity of the springs; and 

iii) the availability of water sources for the springs over the long term. 
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DECIDUOUS WOODLANDS 

In the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, the deciduous woodlands are located in the valley 

bottom around and between the Gaetz Lakes. The dominant species are aspen (Populus

 and balsam poplar (Populus  The  is densely 

populated with a wide variety of woody and herbaceous plant species. 

There are several management concerns regarding the deciduous woodland 

vegetation community, they are: 

i) aspen is an aggressive species and will invade grasslands if left undisturbed 

(e.g. if no grazing of young suckers occurs)  et.  1984); 

ii) according to Bill Boucock Partnership Architects  the ecological 

sensitivity of these areas is low and conducive to trail development with 
consideration for low lying areas susceptible to ponding; and 

iii) the area holds a high diversity of vegetation types so biodiversity can be 

aided by preserving this vegetation community. 

MIXED WOODLAND 

The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary has examples of mixed woodland, where species of 

both the aspen woodland and the white spruce woodland are present. Species lists are 

similar to those found in both of these communities, with the addition of paper birch

 in areas of higher moisture (Wallis et.  1984). The diversity of 

vegetation types in this community is the primary management concern, as species 

diversity is greater than in either the white spruce or the deciduous vegetation 

communities. 

SHRUB COMMUNITIES 

There are two samples of shrub communities in the Sanctuary. They are the 
wetland edge and low shrub communities. Wetland edge shrubs tend to be taller and 
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foirm dense stands while low shrub communities are significantly less dense and grow on 

slopes or drier areas. 

Wetland edge shrub communities consist typically of saskatoon

 (Prunus  (Prunus  and

 (Wallis et.  1984; Johnson et.  1995). 

Low shrub communities consist typically of woodland and grassland plants listed 
previously as well as graceful  (Potentllla  cinquefoil 

(Potentilla pensylvanicd), white cinquefoil  and

 (Wallis et.  1984; Johnson et.  1995). 

These areas provide good food sources for a number of different animals. The 

wetland edge communities have severe restrictions to development due to the extremely 

high moisture levels (Wallis et.  1984). The low shrub communities are found on 

drier sites and are only a minor community in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. 

GRASSLAND 

Native grassland communities are becoming rare in the aspen parkland zone 

(Morgan et.  1995). Grasslands are excellent for agricultural purposes, so native sod 

is typically turned in order to develop agricultural industry. In the Gaetz Lakes 

Sanctuary, some of the native grassland has been overrun by smooth
 which is commonly planted for grazing operations as it provides excellent 

forage for cattle. Smooth brome is extremely aggressive and tends to displace native 

prairie species in grassland areas. 

Management concerns for the grassland community include: 
i) the scarcity of native prairie in Alberta; 
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ii) the aggressive nature of introduced species which threaten native vegetation 

populations; and 
iii) the tendency of aspen to invade grassland communities. 

WETLANDS 

Data for wetland vegetation has not been thoroughly documented in Gaetz Lakes 

Sanctuary literature, and deserves further attention. The predominant source for existing 

information was in  et.  which was a study of the entire Waskasoo Park 

region. Specific, detailed information regarding the Gaetz Lakes is useful as baseline 
data for future management actions. 

Within wetland zones there are a number of different communities including 

emergent vegetation marsh, submerged aquatic plants and open water communities. 

Communities are differentiated by variations in depths of water inundation and length of 

inundation. Each community provides a different niche for wildlife species, which will

 discussed further in the wildlife section of this report. 

Emergent Vegetation Marsh 

Emergent vegetation marshes are typically found in shallow areas with permanent 

water on the surface. This community is prevalent around the Gaetz Lakes and 

extensively at the East end of the second, smaller lake. Emergent vegetation 

communities are very fragile and susceptible to human caused disturbance. 

Submerged Aquatic Plants 

Species of submerged aquatic plants which are widespread in the area include 
Fries' pondweed  and spiked 

water-milfoil  (Johnson et.  1995).

 Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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Open Water Communities 

Typical species found in open water communities include yellow water crowfoot 

(Ranunculus  common duckweed  minor) and water 

(Polygonum  et.  1984; Johnson et.  1995). 

Management concerns for the wetland areas include: 

i) sensitivity of emergent vegetation marsh to human disturbance, and 

ii) diversity of vegetation species which are supported by wetland systems. 

DISTURBED FIELDS 

Disturbed fields arise from agricultural conversion and use of prairie or 

deciduous woodland resulting in a mix of native and non-native species. Some of these 

species are persistent and aggressive (e.g. Canada thistle and smooth brome). They can 

invade native prairie and become established through minute disturbances in the native 
prairie sod. Although field examination of the grasslands could not  evidence of sod 

turning, ocular estimates suggest there exists a high density of non-native vegetation 

species. 

Management considerations should include non-native vegetation species 

management in disturbed areas. 

WILDLIFE 

The Aspen - White Spruce  zone provides a wide variety of habitat 

for various wildlife species. The combination of open grassy areas, deciduous and 

coniferous forests allow a great diversity of wildlife species to exist within this zone. 

Wildlife are inextricably linked to their habitat so their organization in this report 
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corresponds to the habitat types mentioned previously. Bird species are listed in 

Appendix 4;  reptile and amphibian species lists can be found in Appendix 5. 

WHITE SPRUCE WOODLANDS 

The population diversity in the White Spruce Woodlands community is relatively 

low as the diversity of vegetation is lower than in other communities  et. 

1984). Some bird species are found strictly in this vegetation community, while others 

ha.ve a wide range of habitat choices in which to live.

 considerations should include Sanctuary usage by species which are rare or 

uncommon to the area including: moose, Sharp-shinned Hawk - on the National

 Blue List signifying range or population reduction (Semenchuck ed., 

1992) and others. 

DECIDUOUS WOODLANDS 

This vegetation community has a greater diversity than the White Spruce 

Woodlands and has significant habitat types in several layers of vegetation. As a result,
 diversity of animal species can be seen in these areas (Wallis et.  1984).

 actions within the Deciduous Woodlands should take into consideration the 

rare or uncommon species present, including habitat for Cooper's Hawk (on the
 "Vulnerable" list) (Semenchuck  1992). Cooper's Hawk has been seen in

 and September/October with isolated sightings over the summer months 

(Richards, 1995). 

MIXED WOODLANDS 

These areas are extremely productive from a wildlife habitat perspective. Species 

found in this community include those common in both White Spruce Woodlands and 
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Deciduous Woodlands. Some of the avian species more typically found in mixed 

woodlands are the Blue Jay  Solitary 

Purple Finch (Carpodacus  and White-throated Sparrow

 (Wallis et.  1984;  1988). 

Mammals in the Mixed Woodlands communities include, in addition to those 

found in the White Spruce Woodlands and the Deciduous Woodlands, the Pygmy shrew 

(Microsoreox  Least chipmunk  minimum), Red squirrel

 and Red-backed vole  (Wallis et.  1984;

 1974 and Soper, 1966, in Red Deer Regional Planning Commission, 1983). 

Management concerns include the protection of species diversity in this area as it 

supports a wide variety of birds and mammals. 

SHRUB COMMUNITIES 

Shrub Communities are excellent feeding places for a great variety of birds and 

other animals. Long-tailed weasels inhabit Aspen Parkland zones near water (Bumett et.

 1989). There have been  of Long-tailed weasels in the area and one sub-

species, Prairie long-tailed  is on the  "Threatened" list. However, no 

sightings of Prairie long-tailed weasels have been recorded within the Sanctuary, so 

special management action in the Sanctuary is not recommended. Should this
 be encountered in the future, habitat should be protected in order to provide 

the opportunity to support viable populations. 

GRASSLAND 

According to Wallis et. al. (1984), typical "animal populations are either absent 

or very restricted in occurrence" (Wallis et.  1984). However, grassland communities 

can be utilized by many of the species found in the Shrub, Deciduous and Mixed 
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Woodland Communities. Additional species which specialize in edge and grassland 

habitat include Richardson's Ground Squirrel (Spermophilus  Deer Mouse

 Mountain Bluebird  Red-tailed Hawk

 and Sharp-tailed Grouse (Pediocetes  (Wallis et. 

1984; Semenchuck, ed., 1992). The scarcity of grassland habitat in Alberta due to 

agricultural activities has affected the populations of species dependent on these habitats 

for survival. Protection of grassland habitat is of concern to the management of the 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. 

Among species with isolated sight records in the Sanctuary include the Golden 

Eagle (scarce in Alberta) (Semenchuck  1992) and Ferruginous Hawk (on the

 [Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada] "Threatened" 

list). It should be noted that both Ferruginous Hawks and Golden Eagles have only an 

isolated sight record and that no breeding pairs have been recorded within the Sanctuary. 

For these reasons special management considerations and actions are not recommended 

at this time. Should these species be seen regularly in the Sanctuary in the future

 habitat may be considered. 

Other significant bird species which can be seen in the Sanctuary include 

Northern Harrier (Blue listed since 1972 (Semenchuck  1992), Swainson's Hawk 

(previously Blue  1992), American Kestrel (previously Blue 

listed) (Semenchuck  and Merlin (previously Blue listed) (Semenchuck 

1992). Swainson's Hawks are seen in low numbers every year in the Sanctuary so 

protection of their habitat (bushes and trees) and food sources (rodents) is important for 
the protection of this species. Northern Harriers, Kestrels and Merlins are all found with 

some frequency in the Sanctuary. These species also utilize the grasslands for either 

habitat or food sources, so prairie should be protected. 

Management considerations for grassland community wildlife include: 
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i) grassland habitat protection for the following rare, threatened or endangered 

species: 

Northern Harriers,  Hawk, American Kestrel and Merlin; and 
ii) protection of scarce native prairie. 

WETLAND 

The wetland areas in Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary represent "some of the richest bird

 great diversity of wildlife habitat opportunities in a relatively small 
area"  et.  1984). Species lists can be found in Appendix 4. The great 

diversity of birds, mammals, reptiles and amphibians which rely on the wetland zones for
 and food sources make the wetland zone key in protecting the biodiversity of the 

Sanctuary. 

Management considerations must take into account wetland species and their habitat 

requirements. 

Animal species found in grassland communities are typically found in the 

disturbed field areas within the Sanctuary. It should be noted that the rare, threatened 

and endangered species noted in the Grassland section will also utilize the fields present 
for food and shelter. 

ZONING 

The zoning of the Sanctuary, as designated by the Gaetz Lakes Development Plan 

(Bill Boucock Partnership  1984) designates four different zones in the

 according to human usage. They are:  zone, interpretive 

zone, recreation zone and building site zone and are detailed below (from Bill Boucock 

Partnership Architects, 1984) (see Figure 8). 
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Figure 8: The four different land use zones of the Sanctuary. 

1.  Zone 

• Restricted Access 

• Human presence of any kind generally discouraged 

2. Interpretive Zone 

• Primarily non-paved trails 

• Limited paved trails (e.g.:  access) 
• Open to public with potential to control access 

• Guided or self-guided trails 

3. Recreation (Buffer) Zone (around Sanctuary, not within) 

• Regional and local paved trails 

• No controlled access 

• Limited vehicle access
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4. Building Site Zone 

• All structures 

• Road/emergency vehicle access 
• Reclamation areas 

Management considerations include: 
i) the protection of the conservation/research zone and wise use of the interpretive, 

recreational and building site zones; and 

ii) the proper management of access and emergency vehicle access. 

ADJOINING LAND-USES AND OWNERSHIP 

The Sanctuary is bordered to the north by the recently upgraded 67th Street right-

of-way which is owned by The City of Red Deer (see Figure 9). The right-of-way has 
been developed with accommodation for further expansion of traffic lanes, so no further 

perimeter changes will be necessary. 

The East side of the Sanctuary is at the top of the Red Deer river valley 

escarpment. Cultivated fields cover some of the area which contain sloughs, narrow 

channels and intermittent streams (see Figure 9). A tree nursery formerly stood on the

 next to the Sanctuary perimeter. The nursery has since moved to the north 

side of 67 Street in the river valley. The escarpment bordering the Sanctuary to the East 

is also the current site of the  Centre (formerly A.S.H. Deerhome) (see Figure 

9). The Centre is currently being downsized and residents are either being transferred to 

other institutions or integrated into the community. The Centre may be decommissioned 

at the same time in the future and there are plans for housing developments to be placed 

on the escarpment, subject to the regulations outlined in the draft Michener Centre 

Outline Plan, as detailed in the previous chapter.
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Figure 9: Adjacent land uses. 
l=67th Street,  fields, 3=tree nursery, 4=Michener Centre, 5=J.J. 

Gaetz House,  School,  Bungalow, 9=City 

maintenance yard. 

To the south of the Sanctuary there is an historic site, the  Gaetz House, along 

55th Street (see Figure 9). Immediately adjacent to the J.J. Gaetz House is a ravine which 

is bisected by 55th Street. The ravine is a wildlife corridor as identified by Bill Boucock 
Partnership Architects (1984). A cemetery has been placed next to the ravine along 55th 

Street and extends to the southwest corner of the Sanctuary. 

The west side of the Sanctuary is separated from adjacent developments by a 
bicycle pathway which is fenced on either side. Lindsay Thurber Comprehensive High 

School is located next to the bicycle path (see Figure 9). The school has keyed access to 
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 Sanctuary through a locked gate for projects and field trips. Projects include a 

proposed baseline study and monitoring system largely pertaining to the lakes which 

would provide useful information for management of the Sanctuary in the future. 

The west portion of the  is bordered by the Kerry Wood Nature Centre, 

the Historic Alien Bungalow a City of Red Deer Parks maintenance yard, all located in 

close proximity to each other (see Figure 9). The remainder of the Sanctuary is bordered 

by 45th Avenue and the Red Deer River to the west. 45th Avenue travels under the 67th 

Street overpass, but the two do not connect. This is a result of public pressure to limit 

the traffic on 45th Ave., as wildlife utilize the underpass to cross the 67th Street right-of-

way. 

Management considerations for surrounding land uses include the effectiveness

 the wildlife underpasses, increased traffic on 45th Ave in the future, housing 

developments on the escarpment to the east of the Sanctuary, the decommissioning of the
 Centre (both according to the Michener Centre Outline Plan) and wildlife 

safety on 55th Street in the future. 

ACCESS 

Currently, access to the Sanctuary is controlled through the Kerry Wood Nature 

Centre during regular hours. There is a revolving gate adjacent to the Nature Centre for 

24 hour access to pedestrians. No bicycles or other forms of transportation are allowed 

within the Sanctuary (except for  There is an unauthorized access near the 

Michener Centre. Attempts to close this access in the past have resulted in sections of 

chain link fence being cut away. To prevent the cost of repeating this procedure, the gate 

has been left open to pedestrian usage with a sign saying "No Unauthorized Access, 

Enter through the Kerry Wood Nature Centre Only". The High School has access to the 
Sanctuary for class projects through a locked gate to the west of the Sanctuary.
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There are several  sections around the Sanctuary to facilitate wildlife 

movement. They are in the vicinity of the J.J. Gaetz house, the ravine by the 

house and 55th Street, the woods below the cemetery, along 45th Ave between the 

Nature Centre parking lot and 67th Street and along the escarpment between the limits of 

Michener Centre developments and 67th Street. Well-used trails can be seen in most of 

these areas. 

Management guidelines should address the unauthorized usage of the site through 

alternate access points while allowing for the unimpeded travel of wildlife through these 

areas. In  emergency vehicle access should be considered. 

SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS 

Management plan for the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary should take into consideration 

the following:

 the perched groundwater conditions and how they relate to the geology of the site; 

2. the naturally occurring slope instability in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary; 
3. preservation of the natural springs and associated vegetation found in the area; 

4. long term ground water supply to the lakes and lake levels; 

5. the saturated nature of the  surrounding the lakes; 

6. the sensitivity of understory vegetation in the white spruce woodland community 

to human induced impacts; 

7. the presence of uncommon species in the vicinity of the white spruce woodlands 

springs; 

8. the availability of water sources for the springs over the long term; 
9. the invasion of grasslands by aspen and balsam poplar; 

10. the ecological sensitivity of the aspen forest is low and conducive to trail 

development with consideration for low lying areas susceptible to ponding;
 a high diversity of flora and fauna in the deciduous woodlands;

 a high diversity of flora and fauna in the mixed woodlands; 
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 high moisture levels inhibit development within the shrub communities next to 

water sources; 

13. many species of animals utilize shrub communities for food and shelter; 

14. the scarcity of native prairie and aspen parkland in Alberta;

 the aggressive nature of introduced species which threaten native vegetation 

populations; 

16. emergent vegetation communities are very fragile and susceptible to human 

caused disturbance; 
17. great diversity of flora and fauna which are supported by wetland systems;

 non-native vegetation species management in disturbed areas; 

19. species rare or uncommon to the white spruce woodlands include  Sharp-
shinned Hawk - on the National Audubon Society's Blue List signifying range or 

population reduction (Semenchuck ed., 1992) and others; 

20. rare or uncommon species in deciduous woodlands, including Cooper's Hawk

 the richness of species diversity the mixed woodlands community; 

22. grassland habitat protection for these rare, threatened or endangered species: 

Northern Harriers,  Hawk, American Kestrel and Merlin; 

23. protection of rare native prairie; 

26. appropriate use and protection of the  zone, interpretive, 

recreation and building site zones; 

27. the proper management of access and emergency vehicle access; 

28. the effects on the Sanctuary of future developments on Michener Centre lands; 

29. the regulations regarding development on the escarpment as outlined by the 

Michener Centre Outline Plan; 

30. unauthorized usage of the site through unofficial access points while allowing for 

the unimpeded travel of wildlife through these areas;

 usage of wildlife corridors under the 67th Street underpass; 

32. increased traffic on 45th Ave; and 

33. emergency vehicle access to all parts of the Sanctuary is not possible.
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Chapter 4 

RESULTS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Public input into the management planning process is examined in this chapter 

and is broken down into three phases; issue  issue resolution and draft plan 

review. 

PHASE 1 - QUESTIONNAIRE 

The questionnaire was designed to provide the maximum amount of freedom for 

respondents to voice their concerns. The questions were open-ended so restrictions on 

responses would be minimized. The responses from each question were grouped into 

broad categories for ease of interpretation. The results are examined according to each 

question in the questionnaire. For a complete list of responses with associated frequency 

and percentages calculated, please refer to Appendix 7. 

Response rate for the questionnaire was approximately 6%. This is not 

statistically representative of the population of Red Deer, and no scientific research may 

be based on these results. The results were, therefore, only used as a collection of ideas 

for participants in further stages of public participation. The low response rate could 

have been a result of several factors. In general, there is a feeling of satisfaction with the 

current management of the Sanctuary  pers.  1996). There is no 

perceived threat to the  of the Sanctuary. The questionnaire was made available at 

several locations in Red Deer but was not mailed out or delivered directly to people's 

doors. This may have contributed to the lower response rates as people may not want to 
go out to get a questionnaire but would rather have one delivered to them. Newspapers 

and radio were not utilized to their potential in this phase of the study. This oversight 

was rectified in subsequent public participation phases.
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For each question, respondents were allowed and encouraged to supply as many 

responses as they felt were appropriate in order to provide a range of issues and potential 

solutions to these issues. 

What should be the management goal of the Sanctuary? 

This first question was used as an introduction to the study questionnaire because 

it stimulated thought on the purpose of the Sanctuary and its place in the community, 

from a community perspective. Thirty-eight percent of responses favored maintaining 

wildlife and/or habitat as it currently exists in the Sanctuary. Another 38% were in favor
 active management, if appropriate. These two responses are similar in that the 

maintenance of current habitats would involve some form of active management. Ten 

percent of responses favored allowing natural processes to proceed without human 

influence. This translates to 2 out of 21 responses which favored this mode of 
management.  managing only those disturbances that were man  received 

5% of the votes.  managing  received another 5%, as did 

the  and the unclear response of  part of Waskasoo Park 

In general, responses favored active management to protect existing habitat 

diversity. 

What do you think are areas of concern for the  Lakes Sanctuary? 

Twenty-one percent of responses said that (lower) lake levels and (reduced) water 

sources were a major concern for the Sanctuary. In addition, 7% said that water quality 
was a major concern. The lakes seem to be a central focus of the Sanctuary and the 

public is in favor of their preservation. Water quality has been an issue in the past (see 

chapter 2), but all storm sewer outlets into the lakes have been sealed off. Seventeen 

percent of responses stated that development on adjacent lands were concerns. 
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The management of vegetation (native and non-native species) was a concern to 14% of 

respondents. Increased number of access points into the Sanctuary gained 7% of 
responses, as did  of Sanctuary  and

 corridors'. The following each received 3% response rate:  from 

The City to preserve and finance the  pressures',  levels from 

humans in the  of nesting pairs of  (it is unclear whether this 

last response referred to too few or too many nesting pairs of geese). 

Major trends reflected in this section were that people saw the Gaetz Lakes as a 
focus of the Sanctuary and they felt that the lakes should be retained in order to preserve 

the  aspects' of the Sanctuary. Other key issues identified in responses include 

development in adjacent land, access into the Sanctuary and vegetation management 

issues. Fire was an issue which was discussed at length in subsequent phases of the 

public participation process. 

What aspects of Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary would you change? 

The majority of responses (27%) were in favor of managing the vegetation on 

site, either to improve grasslands, reduce weed problems, enhance the appearance of the 

Nature Centre, etc. Thirteen percent stated that they would change very little, if 
anything, and 7% said that nothing should be changed. Water quality improvement 

received  of responses. Better signs and converting viewing decks to viewing blinds 

each received 7% of responses. Also receiving 7% of responses were  the 

native species  levels',  familiar with problems' and  nest boxes'. 

Key directions to come out of this question were that vegetation management is 

acceptable and encouraged, and minor infrastructure changes were requested. 

What would you like to see unchanged? 
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One third (33%) of responses were in favor of retaining the present infrastructure, 

while 13% stated that current use of the Sanctuary was appropriate and should not be 

changed. Thirteen percent also stated that  should remain unchanged. 

Thirteen percent expressed a concern that the natural environment remain unchanged. 

Each receiving 7% of responses were (fewer)  points', (more)  nest sites'

 fee for  and (unchanged levels of)  in the 

Overall impressions of the responses were that the status quo is acceptable and 

that overall satisfaction with the Sanctuary is very high.

 are your main reasons for using the area? 

Nature enjoyment,  and wildlife 

received 36%, 29%, and 14%, respectively. Other responses include exercise  the 

Kerry Wood Nature Centre (educational) facilities and staff (7%) and to show visitors 
(4%). Overall use for the area seemed to be the enjoyment of nature (including plant and 

animal observation) and relaxation. Educational aspects of the Nature Centre were

 in the list of uses. 

How can the Sanctuary work with developments on adjacent lands in order to minimize 

their impact on Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary?

 around the  were mentioned in 26% of responses, while

 with The City and developers' received 16% of responses. The  of bylaws 

and policy by The  received  of responses, as did  fences'. Each 

receiving 5% of responses were the following:  will adapt to these changes',

 wildlife corridors',  in other areas of town  and

 disturbance to groundwater',  regarding  and  using the lakes 

for storm 
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How can the site accommodate different user needs (e.g.  access) or a wider 

variety of uses (e.g. cross-country skiing, berry picking, 

Over half of responses (57%) stated that no additional uses should be considered 

for the Sanctuary. Ten percent stated that user needs generally were met. Another 10% 
stated that wheelchair accessibility was adequate. However, 5% stated that (improved) 

wheelchair access is a priority. Other responses which each received 5% include

 nature observatory  use only if site quality not

 educational school  and  habitat 

Overall responses for this question were overwhelmingly against the 

accommodation of a wider variety of uses. The respondents stated that the rest of
 Park allowed for these uses and that the Sanctuary's use should remain as it is 

today. Wheelchair access was addressed further in subsequent sections of the public 

participation process, as was the educational use of the Sanctuary. 

Should there be more infrastructure (e.g. more 

Responses for this question were overwhelmingly against the addition of more 

infrastructure in the Sanctuary, with 43% stating "no", and another 29% saying that 
infrastructure was sufficient at present. There were four responses to the contrary, each 

receiving 7% of the total number of responses. They are as follows:  could 

be  attractive signs',  trails',  if integrity of the Sanctuary is not 

The site is a Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary. There are also a wide variety of other 

animals who use the Sanctuary. How should the diversity of wildlife in the Sanctuary 

be managed?
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Thirty-five percent of responses favored the control of undesirable plant and 

animal species. Nineteen percent of responses stated that a mix of active and passive 

management was favorable. The maintenance of water levels in the lakes received 12% 
of responses. Management through the use of nest boxes/islands and wildlife corridors 

each received 8% of responses. The following each received 4%:  burns',

 management except with  sanctuary 

policies to protect the Sanctuary from humans' and  artificial nest boxes/islands'. 

Most of the responses emphasized one form of active management or another, 

with only a few responses stating that passive management was preferred. Compared to 

the responses for the first question (management goals), the preference of active 
management over passive management is consistent. 

How should external pressures on the Sanctuary be managed? 

Working with The City and the public received the highest frequency of response 

at 45%. The use of education to control external pressures had the second highest 
frequency at  The following each received 9% of responses:  between the 

Sanctuary and  lands',  control external  and 

bylaws'. 

As mentioned in a previous chapter, the Michener Centre Outline should address 

the majority of the issues presented by this question. 

How should the vegetation in the Sanctuary be managed (including issues such as fire, 

grazing, native  introduced 

Responses for this question largely detail different active management techniques 

in order to manage the vegetation. The highest number of responses were in favor of 

controlling introduced species (19%). Fifteen percent of responses favored controlled 

burns for vegetation management. Twelve percent stated that active management was
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desirable. Another 12% stated that fighting and control of wildfires was desirable. 

Controlled grazing and no grazing each received 8% of responses and removal of 
deadfall received another 8%. Each of the following received 4% of responses:

 grassy areas (during low wildlife usage  involvement

 infestations/disease  selective  and  herbicide 

The desire to control introduced species is consistent with the responses for the 

previous question (How should the diversity of wildlife be  Preference for the 

use of active management is consistent throughout the questionnaire responses. 

Herbicides are currently prohibited within the Sanctuary, but are used outside the 

Sanctuary for vegetation management. Subsequent public input rejected the use of 

herbicides within the Sanctuary. 

What priority should the issues (including those identified by you) be given in the Gaetz 

Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan? 

The responses for this question were analyzed in two different ways. First, the 

responses given were compared by priority (e.g. all priority 1 responses were grouped 

together, all priority 2 responses, etc.). Second, the priorities were all grouped together 

and the frequency of their occurrence was measured. 

Items given highest priority were the maintenance of current habitat, wildlife use 

and purpose of the Sanctuary at  The next most common top priority was the 

prevention of abuse through education at 18%. Maintaining water levels was also given 

top priority by  of responses. The following responses both received 9%:  only 

be answered by debate and  and  protection into 

Priority 2 items were evenly split at 25% each, they include:  water 

levels',  surrounding  awareness of financial  and 

area for people and 
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Priority 3 item was maintain current human use. Priority four items were 

maintain current human access (50%) and maintain current human use (50%). 

Overall priorities were the maintenance of current habitat, wildlife and human use 

at 47%. Maintaining water levels came in second at  Prevention of abuse was third 

at  followed by a 5 way tie for fourth with each of the following receiving 5% of 

responses:  only be answered by debate and  protection into

 surrounding  awareness of financial pressures'; and 

area for people and 

The maintenance of status quo seems to be the most popular choice and priority 

for respondents, followed by the maintenance of lake levels. This theme is consistent 

with responses from other questions, and from the public participation process in 

general. 

How can unauthorized entry into the Sanctuary be minimized while still providing 

access corridors for wildlife? 

Enforcement through either fines, patrolling, strict guidelines and working with 

developers was the most popular method given by respondents, with 20% of responses. 

Education as a means of controlling unauthorized entry into the Sanctuary was the 

second most popular response at 15%. Tied with this is the use of thick vegetation as a 
barrier (15%). The following each received 10% of responses:  signs'; 
fences'; and  a  and  access restrictions' 

each received 5% of responses. 

A combination of enforcement methods with the use of education and vegetative 

barriers seemed to be the most popular responses. 

Other comments?
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Thirty-three percent of respondents felt that the sanctuary should remain natural 

with minimal human interference. The following four responses each received 17%: 

burn in other parts of Red Deer has killed plant  is well managed, more 

promotion and volunteers may help  do we have to plan for 

and  do a great 

In general, it appears people are satisfied with the current use and appearance of 

the Sanctuary. 

PHASE 2: RECOMMENDATION DEVELOPMENT 

This phase of the public participation process involved two main steps. The first 

was a series of public workshops which were held to help resolve these issues through 

providing input and choosing preferred alternatives. The second was a Round Table 

discussion of the workshop results. In the workshops, management actions for each 

issue were listed on a flip chart and discussed. Participants then had three votes which 

they could distribute in any manner (including all three votes for one choice). The 

number of votes were tallied and used as a gauge of public preference for the various 

management actions to be implemented by the management plan. Workshops were split 

into three sections; vegetation issues, wildlife issues, and human use and influence 

issues. Approximately  people attended the workshops per evening. 

Results of these workshops formed the basis of Round Table discussions. The 

Round Table decided which decisions made in the workshops would be used in the 

management plan. Workshop data and resulting Round Table decisions are detailed 

below. Priority ratings were assigned to the numbers to aid in decision making by the 

Round Table. For each session, a vision statement exercise was conducted to aid 

participants in procedures used for the workshops and to help in the visualization of an 
overall framework from which the subsequent workshop exercises could be based. 
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VISION STATEMENT 

Participants were asked to think of words or phrases that encompassed their 

feelings about what the Sanctuary meant to them to be included in a vision statement. 

The items were then discussed and participants voted on the ones they thought would be 

appropriate in a vision statement. The following were rated as high priority, with the 

percentage of votes received following in parentheses:  (22%); 

managed for continued biological integrity (14%); habitat diversity (10%); and 

Sanctuary (as a refuge for wildlife) (10%). Medium priority words and phrases include 
legal protection (7%), corridors to other areas (5%), nature enjoyment (5%), biodiversity 

(4%), protection of native species (4%) and strategies for intervention (4%). Low

 words and phrases include maintain lake levels (3%), minimal

 (3%), tranquillity/serenity (3%), long term preservation (2%), 

nature observatory (1%), and visual and environmental buffers (1%). Words and phrases 

not receiving any votes include ecological succession, gene pool, habitat enhancement, 

maintain "feeling" of wilderness, natural processes, oasis and wildlife viewing. 

It should be noted that many of the suggestions given in this brainstorming 

session were methods of managing a natural area, not how participants felt about the 

Sanctuary. It should also be noted that the questionnaire responses voted 
tranquillity/serenity and nature enjoyment as higher priority than in the workshops. The 

Round Table preferred  managed for long term preservation, 

habitat diversity, Sanctuary as a refuge for wildlife, nature enjoyment, biodiversity, 

protection of native species and tranquillity/serenity. 

WILDLIFE 

Habitat Enhancement 

The enhancement of habitat was deemed acceptable in both phases of the 
planning study. Workshop participants gave the highest priority to maintaining 
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grasslands and habitat diversity to support wildlife (35% of votes received). Medium 

priorities were the use of nesting islands made from natural materials to minimize visual

 (23%) and the use of salt licks  Low priorities include a limited 

number of nest boxes which would be used as an educational tool  and stocking 

the lakes with fish (12%). 

The Round Table decided that there should not be any additional nesting islands 
as two beaver islands already exist on the lakes. The addition of some discreet duck nest 

boxes near the school to be used as an educational tool was also ruled out. In addition, 

the stocking of lakes was not deemed acceptable because: i) the  nature of the 

lakes prohibits fish populations; and ii) the temptation for people to fish in them. 

Wildlife Corridors 

Protection and enhancement of existing wildlife corridors was a high priority for 

participants in both phases of the public participation program. Recommendations were 

made to reforest/protect existing habitat at key corridor areas (Cemetery Hill, 67th Street 

Underpass and 45th Ave.). This suggestion received 33% of votes in the workshops. 

Next was mitigating  crossings (67th street at the top of the escarpment 

and speed reductions on streets and avenues), with 25% of votes. Receiving 16% of 

votes was the recommendation that 45th Ave upgrades be discouraged. This 

recommendation was given a medium  the reinforcement of current restrictions 

on access from 67th Street onto 45th Ave. was supported by 14% of votes, and given a 
medium priority as well. Receiving low priorities were the suggestions of fences which 

allow wildh'fe movement  and overpasses on 67th Street for wildlife (2%). 

Suggestions which did not receive any votes included discouraging wildh'fe from moving

 the ridge at 67th Street and a tunnel under 67th Street. 

The Round Table supported the recommendation of reinforcing and protecting 

existing habitat at 67th Street underpass (primary priority), Cemetery Hill and 45th Ave.
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(secondary priority). Mitigating  crossings was supported by the Round 

Table at 67th Street near the top of the escarpment. Methods include the use of 

reflecting strips along the highway and avoiding further speed increases along adjacent 

roads. 

Regarding the upgrade of 45th Ave., the street is currently a "rural cross-section" 

so that the natural vegetation on either side can be preserved. The Round Table 

recommended that the road be protected from widening and destruction of vegetation. 

Extension of the 30  zone from the school to 67th Street was recommended, as well 
as education regarding the critical environmental aspects of the  perhaps by the 

addition of wildlife crossing signs. 

The current restrictions on vehicular access from 67th Street to 45th Ave were 

supported by the Round Table. Current fencing allows for wildlife movement, although 

younger ungulates may not be able to jump the fences along 67th Street. The Round 

Table voted against overpasses and tunnels due to the cost involved. Wildlife movement 
at the ridge crossing 67th Street should be mitigated. It was suggested at the Round 

Table meetings that salt licks may be used to direct wildlife movement if placed 

strategically in the Sanctuary (similar methods are used in range management).

 of Native Species 

It was determined in the workshops that  of any native species 
would only occur if the presence of that species would not interfere with the current 

balance within the Sanctuary. This should be done on a case-by-case study before any 

species is introduced. 

The Round Table supports this action, stating that human-induced separation of 

species from this and other natural areas should be compensated via introduction, should 

the introduction be proven acceptable ecologically. 
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Introduced Animal Species 

The respondents from the questionnaire were interested in controlling undesirable animal 

species within the Sanctuary. Participants in the workshops recommended that the 

following be done regarding introduced animal species into the Sanctuary: 

• List introduced species in the management plan (e.g. rock doves, house 
sparrows, starlings, dogs, cats, etc.); 

• Educate the public regarding the prohibition of pets within the Sanctuary; 
• Actively control by live trapping and removal of domestic animals (if 

domestic animals become a problem); and 
• Reinforcing the fences on the East hill to prevent pets from entering the 

Sanctuary. 

All recommendations were given equal weighting by participants. 

These recommendations were given full support by the Round Table, with the 

addition of monitoring of introduced species. 

VEGETATION 

Grassland 

Methods of grassland management which were given high priority in the 

workshops were selective planting to encourage native species (30%) and the use of 

controlled burns (26%). Methods given medium priority were the removal of non-native 

species  and grazing (17%). Building trails as firebreaks was given a low priority, 

receiving 9% of the votes. Mowing and no action did not receive any votes. 

The Round Table supported the decision to selectively plant native species and 

the removal of non-native species. Restoring native prairie was favored in parts of the 
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Sanctuary, which may include the use of fire, planting and grubbing. The use of 

controlled burns was accepted with caution, stating that there be a high educational 

component before, during and after the burn. Extreme caution with the use of  was 
emphasized in the Round Table. The use of grazing, firebreaks, mowing and nothing 

were decided against by the Round Table.

 Interactions 

Workshop participants discussed the invasive nature of Populus species near 

grassland and decided that the maintenance of current proportions of grassland habitats 

was desirable. In order to control the invasion of aspen and balsam poplar into 
grasslands, controlled fire received 30% of votes, followed by grazing with 26%. 

Medium priorities include mowing at 22% and. maintaining current proportions of each 

habitat at 17%. Low priority suggestions include not taking any course of action (4%). 

Neither the use of chemical control nor the construction of pathways to act as barriers 
each received any votes. Popularity of mowing in this section compared to the grassland 

management section seems to be discontinuous in the results of the workshop study. 

The use of controlled fire and maintaining current proportions of each habitat 

were the only choices accepted by the Round Table. 

Forests 

Participants were in favor of minimizing human impact and management in the 

forested areas of the Sanctuary. Reforestation of areas near critical wildlife corridor 

connections was highly recommended, with 39% of votes. Medium priority 

recommendations from the workshops include very selective removal of trees (22%), no 

interference (17%) and maintain proportions of forested areas to non-forested areas 

(17%). The low priority recommendation was the selective removal of underbrush (6%).
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The Round Table approved the restoration of forests in critical wildlife areas 

according to the details in the wildlife corridor section, and that no interference with the 

forested areas should occur. Selective removal of trees should be done only if they block 

the designated pathways or threaten people or existing infrastructure. 

Fire Management (Forests) 

Workshop participants recommended that fires only be stopped if they threaten 

surrounding areas (75%). Fire suppression and selective removal of ground fuel were 

unpopular choices at 13% of votes received each. 

The Round Table recommended that fire be suppressed in all cases. It was 
determined that any fire in the forested areas would spread  endangering 

surrounding developments due to the small size of the Sanctuary. In addition, the Round 

Table supported recommendations made by a representative of The City of Red Deer Fire 

Department that: i) an access gate be built near the Nature Centre; ii) a turn around area 

for 4x4 fire fighting vehicles be placed near 67th Street; and iii) that staff and volunteers 

notify authorities promptly so that any small fires may be suppressed in the forested 

areas to minimize the risk of a wildfire. 

Non-Native Plant Species 

The control of introduced species was very important to questionnaire 

respondents and active removal and control was recommended by workshop participants.

 priority actions include physical removal (21%) and controlled burns (17%). 

Medium priorities (13%) include active management,  monitoring and native 

prairie restoration. Low priorities include balance between control and elimination (8%) 

and biological control (4%). Chemical control received no votes. 
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The Round Table supported the same actions as discussed in the grassland 

section, i.e. selective planting to encourage native species, controlled burns, removal of 

noxious non-native species (by grubbing). 

Insects/Disease in Vegetation 

All of the options below were given equal weight with participants. The option of 

no disease or insect control was not favored. 

• Biological control 
• Control if necessary 
• Monitor and control 

It was also determined that there should be no change in mosquito control programs. 

The Round Table approved these recommendations, with emphasis on case-by-

case study before monitoring and control of each infestation. It was determined that 

Sanctuary management comply and work with The City regarding mosquito control. 

Currently no mosquito control techniques are used in the Sanctuary. 

HUMAN USE AND INFLUENCE 

Water Levels in Lakes 

The improvement of water channeling capability on the escarpment was 

recommended by workshop participants. Recommendations included that a water 

channeling feasibility study is needed, and that 30th Ave may be acting as a dike to 

prevent water flow into the Sanctuary (24%). Medium priorities include the prevention 

of new developments from reducing water input into the Sanctuary  the use of 

constructed wetlands to feed Gaetz Lakes (16%), the monitoring of lake 

levels and determining historical levels  and working with the Michener Centre 
Outline Plan (14%). Low priority recommendations include the use of currently existing 
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groundwater pumps  and lake depth maintenance (hand or mechanical dredging) at 

6%. Suggestions of pumping river water or a windmill pump received no votes. 

The Round Table recommended that  managers of  Sanctuary work with the

 Centre Outline Plan in the following areas: assessing and protecting water 

channeling capability on the escarpment; preventing new developments from 
significantly altering natural groundwater input into the Sanctuary at the East side; the 

use of constructed wetland systems to feed the Gaetz lakes; and the monitoring of lake

 levels (and determining historic levels). It was also recommended that 
the  study and feasibility studies all be conducted as soon as possible 
before developments begin on the escarpment so that sound baseline data can be 

determined. It was recommended that the Sanctuary's hydrogeotechnical study should

 conducted by the same company and concurrently with the hydrogeotechnical study 
on the Michener Centre lands. This eliminates duplication and provides continuity, a 

budget sharing option, and is impartial to either the Sanctuary or to developmental 

interests. 

Water Quality 

This issue is closely related to the lake level section and responses for both are 
similar. It was recommended that water quality be retained by each of the following 

methods (all recommendations are weighted equally): 

• Support constructed wetland system in Gaetz Creek area; 
• Monitor for baseline data; 
• Reforestation of Cemetery Hill; 
• Repair of wetland deterioration on 30th Ave; and 
• Residential water feature be implemented in developments on escarpment 

(e.g. man-made lake or water body). 

The Round Table stated that establishing a monitoring system to provide baseline 

data is the primary concern in this section. The support of a constructed wetland system 
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in the Gaetz Creek area was also recommended, as was the recommendation to repair the 

wetland deterioration at 30th Ave. The reforestation of Cemetery Hill has very little to

 with water quality into the lakes. The Round Table also decided against 

recommending that water features be implemented in developments on the escarpment. 

Alternate Access 

Participants in the workshops were unanimous in their desire to have the Kerry 
Wood Nature Centre the only access point into the Sanctuary. This is also mentioned in 

the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee 1994 annual report. Access restriction methods 

given high priority include planting thick vegetation groupings as barriers to access 

before any development occurs on the escarpment (30%) and encouraging the use of 

bicycle trails (27%). Medium priorities include the improvement  quality (15%) 

and resident awareness programs for new subdivisions to be built on the escarpment 

(15%). Low priority alternatives included the encouragement of using alternate 

destinations for activities such as tree forts, etc. (12%). 

The Round Table supported the planting of thick vegetation groupings where 

appropriate, the use of existing bicycle trails as part of new developments, the use of 
resident awareness  a neighborhood park watch and the preservation of 
currently existing treed areas mentioned in the Michener Centre Outline Plan. It was

 that current fencing was adequate and that arrangements will be made with 

developers regarding any additional fencing along areas not currently fenced.

 Access 

The workshop participants were unanimous in the following recommendations: 

• Access to all parts of the  Trail were deemed impractical; 
• Re. access onto site by persons in  (after hours): 

Locked gate with keyed access or card lock access 
Prior arrangements made; and 
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• Re. wheelchair access within the site: 
A ramp be built onto the west platform at the west lake 
The  Trail is to be paved to the west platform from the Nature Centre. 

Round Table discussions agreed that access to all parts of the trail by 

was cost prohibitive. In addition, it was recommended that a wheelchair ramp be added 

onto the west platform of the west lake to allow wheelchair access to that viewpoint. The 

addition of peepholes in the bird blinds which are eye level to the wheelchair user were 

recommended too. There are currently no complaints about after hours access via 

wheelchairs, so no management recommendations were suggested by the Round Table.

 it was recommended that staff should monitor for any complaints. The Round 

Table decided against paving the Wishart trail from the Nature Centre to the west 
platform of the west Lake. 

Financial Limitations 

Funding of the Sanctuary and its management is primarily The City's 

responsibility, but the  Cultural and Natural History Society may wish to 

seek grants, sponsors and other sources of funding to manage the Sanctuary. 

Overuse 

Both phases of public participation disapproved of entrance fees as either a
 source or as a means to control visitor use. Development of alternate sanctuaries 

in the park system to relieve future pressure on the Sanctuary received the highest 

number of votes (33%). Next was support of the current "no fees" nature of entrance into 

the Sanctuary (24%). Medium priorities include the collection of baseline data for 
visitor use in the Sanctuary (21%) and education regarding the impacts of use (12%). 

Low priorities included the continuation of controlled use by school programs (6%) and

 addition of more trails if the Sanctuary's integrity is not threatened (3%). Neither the
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use of paid entry nor the limitation of the number of people per day utilizing the

 received any votes in the workshops. 

The Round Table supported the use of other natural areas in the park system as 

well as the addition of more park areas in the future to relieve pressure on the Sanctuary. 
The recommendations of free admittance, baseline data for visitor use, education

 impacts of use and continued controlled use by school programs were 

supported. Rejected were the addition of more trails, the use of fees and limiting the 

number of visitors per day into the Sanctuary. 

Preserving the Sanctuary's Status 

The preservation of the Sanctuary from future developments within its boundaries 

is of great importance to all of those who were involved with the management planning 

process. It was determined from the workshops that the status may be preserved through 

the following: 

• Public support and awareness; 
• Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee as 
• Agreements between The City and the Province, and between The City and the Red 

Deer Public School District; 
• The Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary status; and 
• Community Services Master Plan (1996). 

The Round Table added that this management plan, The City of Red Deer general 

municipal plan, the Community Environmental Action Plan and municipal land use 

bylaws all act to protect the Sanctuary in addition to those mentioned in the workshops. 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

In general, active management is recommended to preserve the Sanctuary the way 
it exists today. Actions to be implemented consist of the following:

 Maintain habitat diversity; 
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2. Providing salt licks to aid in wildlife viewing and as an educational tool; 

3. Reforestation/protection of existing wildlife corridors at strategic locations; 

4. Mitigate wildlife crossings at 67th Street;

 Discourage the widening of 45th Ave.; 
6. Reinforce restrictions on access between 67th Street and 45th 

7.  of native species only on a case-by-case study; 

8. List and monitor introduced animal species; 

9. Educate the public regarding the prohibition of pets within the Sanctuary; 

10. Actively control by live trapping and removal of domestic animals;

 Reinforcing the fences on the East hill to prevent pets from entering the Sanctuary; 

12. Reclaim native prairie areas via several techniques; 

13. Prevent  poplar forested areas from invading the grasslands; 
14. Minimize disturbances in the forested areas, only removing trees which pose a threat; 

15. Suppress accidental fires in all cases in order to minimize the hazards to nearby 

developments;

 Actively control noxious non-native plant species; 
17. Monitor and control  infestations in vegetation via case-by-case study; 

18. No mosquito control is to be practiced in the Sanctuary; 

19. Support the Michener Centre Outline Plan with regards to methods of ensuring 

quantity and quality of water entering the Sanctuary; 

20. Conduct  studies as soon as possible before development occurs;

 Prevent alternate access into the Sanctuary by people via various means; 

22. Make the decks and blinds on the west lake more  accessible; 
23. Support future  area expansions in the city parks system; 

24. Retain a voluntary fee donation system; 

25. Develop baseline data for visitor use in the Sanctuary; 

26. Educate the public regarding the impacts of use; and

 Continue Sanctuary use by school programs.
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PHASE 3: DRAFT MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW 

The first draft of the management plan is to be distributed on October  for 

comment by the various interests. These include (but are not limited to) the Round Table 

members, the  Society, contact list members, signing authorities and 

relevant stakeholders, committees and boards. Comments received from this round of 

re view were worked into the final draft which was presented in a public ceremony and 

submitted for final signing authority approval.
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Chapter 5 

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS: VISION 
STATEMENT AND WILDLIFE 

This section will discuss issues identified in prior chapters and resulting 

management actions to be implemented regarding Vision Statement and Wildlife issues. 

These are further broken down into various sub-categories where issues are discussed

 management actions are recommended. A summary and strategic implementation 

plan will follow in chapter 8. 

VISION STATEMENT 

The Gaetz Lakes Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary shall be managed as a 

refuge for native plants and wildlife through long term preservation of habitat, while 

providing opportunities for education, interpretation and nature enjoyment by the 

public in a tranquil setting. 

The Sanctuary's identity relies on the existence of plants and animals in a 

or near natural setting. It is the plants, animals and habitat that make the Sanctuary the

 jewel in the Waskasoo Park  If any of these components were to be taken 

away the value of the area would be reduced both  and intrinsically. 

The Sanctuary is largely home to native species of plants and animals. However, 

the grassland areas are being overrun by non-native species. It is desirable to foster the

 of native species in the grasslands (and to protect native plants and

 species in the Sanctuary). The implications of these will be discussed further in 

subsequent sections of this chapter. 
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Public opinion overwhelmingly favored the use of active management techniques 

to maximize the diversity of habitat found within the Sanctuary. These techniques 
include the use of prescribed  to maintain grassland areas in their current proportion 

to other vegetation communities. Fire would prevent the encroachment of woody 

vegetation onto current prairie areas. 

The presence of a wide variety of vegetation communities allows for a greater 

diversity of animal species, as many plants and animals are only found in one type of 

habitat. Therefore, if many habitat types exist, a larger variety of plants and animals may 
be seen in the Sanctuary (Sinclair et.  1995). 

In addition to providing a refuge for plants and animals, the Sanctuary is also 

used by the public. Education and interpretation are the highest human use priorities, 

followed by nature enjoyment. The Kerry Wood Nature Centre and Lindsay

 High School are both in close proximity to the Sanctuary and utilize it to 

varying degrees for educational purposes. The general public may access the Sanctuary 

24 hours per day to enjoy nature via the two trails and various lookouts and viewing 

blinds. It is also important that the people of Red Deer have a place of tranquillity and 

serenity in which to retreat from time to time. The Sanctuary fulfills this purpose, as one 

can relax and contemplate while strolling through natural landscapes. The land 

acquisition agreements with the Government and local public school boards preclude

 recreation in the  Lakes Sanctuary (e.g. jogging, cross-country skiing). 

Balancing the needs of wildlife with human needs is the underlying challenge of 

the vision statement. Attempts to achieve this balance can be seen throughout the 

recorded history of the Sanctuary. People have used it for their enjoyment, but there has

 been a strong sense of protective stewardship by the people of Red Deer. It is this 

stewardship that has had the area designated as a Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary,

 the area from being logged and turned into a storm sewer outlet, created a central 

core of habitat free from human influence, and other factors. Balancing the different
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needs and uses of the Sanctuary is an attempt to reconcile the differences between 

humans and nature and to allow people to find their place in nature  1994). 

The vision statement blends  of these concerns into a guide for proper management of 

the Sanctuary in the future. 

HABITAT ENHANCEMENT 

Maintain grasslands and habitat diversity. 

Public input showed a preference for the existence of a wide variety of habitat 

within the Sanctuary. Habitats change naturally but this change is often accelerated by 

human interaction (Sinclair et.  1995) so some actions are necessary to minimize 

human intervention as in the case of native grassland habitats. Grasslands are an 

important type of habitat found in this part of Alberta. Native grasslands are

 in the Aspen Parkland zone with only 5% of Fescue Prairie remaining 

(Morgan et.  1995). It was determined that the Sanctuary's grasslands should be 
preserved and enhanced in order to provide habitat and an educational tool. In addition, 

reclaimed grasslands are important for winter ungulate forage (Green et.  1987). 

It should also be noted that several rare, threatened or endangered species can be 
found in the Sanctuary which make use of grasslands for part or all of their life 

requirements. These include Northern Harriers,  Hawk, American Kestrel and 

Merlin (see chapter 3 for details). Protection of the grassland habitat should be a priority 

in order to provide habitat requirements for these rare species. 

Habitat quality can be optimized within the Sanctuary by monitoring and removal 

of noxious vegetation species. Purple loosestrife is one example of a species which can 

cause extensive damage to natural ecosystems in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. Continual 
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monitoring of the lake shores should be conducted by staff, volunteers and users of the 

Sanctuary. If any is spotted, it should be removed immediately, also taking as much of 

the  as possible as new plants can grow from small sections of the 
Immediate removal should reduce the seed bed for this  Minimizing 

disturbances while removing this plant should be exercised as disturbing the site may 

promote dormant seed germination (Canadian Wildlife Service, 1994). Proactive 
monitoring and quick removal is essential if the integrity of the lakes is to be  as 

it has been shown that this weed causes greater than 50% reduction in native species

 and decreases waterfowl and aquatic fur bearer productivity (Thompson et. 

1987). No purple loosestrife problem has been seen to date. 

Management Action 

Preservation of the Sanctuary's grasslands may be carried out primarily by the 

methods described subsequently (see "Grassland" section). Managing the diversity of 

wetland habitat will depend on the results of  studies to be 

commissioned concurrent with the studies to be conducted under the Michener Centre 

Outline Plan. Control of purple loosestrife is necessary to ensure the protection of the 

lakes for indigenous plants and animals. Preservation of grasslands is given a medium 

priority as there is no immediate danger of drastic reductions in habitat quality, but the 

degradation of this habitat is continuous so changes will be necessary. The 

hydrogeotechnical report is a high priority issue as baseline data is needed as soon as 

possible before any development occurs on the escarpment above the Sanctuary. 

Changes to the wetland habitat from development can be better gauged if there is several 

years of baseline data to which these changes may be compared. Purple loosestrife 
monitoring is a high priority as it is easy to implement and has virtually no cost. In

 of purple loosestrife have an 80% viability even after three years of dormancy (Thompson et. 

1987).
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addition, immediate removal is critical for the preservation of the integrity of the lake 

ecosystem. 

Provide salt licks to aid in wildlife viewing and as an educational tool. 

One way to balance the needs of wildlife with educational/interpretive 

opportunities is to provide salt licks at strategic locations during the winter in order to 

increase viewing opportunities for people while supplying mineral supplements to 
wildlife. Care should be taken in placement of these mineral sources so that the wildlife 

aren't subject to undue stress from proximity to humans. Discussions in the workshops 

and Round Table sessions emphasized that the presence of salt licks (which are currently 
placed within the Sanctuary) does not substantially increase the fecundity rates of 

ungulates, but may contribute marginally to their overall health, as they can obtain 

minerals which might otherwise be uncommon. Locating salt licks near the 67th Street 

underpass at 45th Avenue may encourage wildlife usage of the underpass and minimize 

potential hazards of wildlife movement across 67th Street. These locations may also 

prevent ungulates from trying to access the highway in order to use it as a salt lick in

 therefore reducing the potential of ungulate - vehicle collisions (Miller and

 1992). 

Management Action 

It is recommended that the use of salt licks be continued and that they should be 
placed in locations which minimize the risk of ungulate-vehicle collisions as well as 

optimizing the balance between wildlife needs and educational/interpretive opportunities. 

This recommendation is given a high priority as it is relatively easy to implement and it 

will give ungulates a longer time frame in which to become habituated to the underpass 

at 67th Ave. and 45th Street.
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WILDLIFE CORRIDORS

 of existing wildlife corridors at strategic locations. 

Wildlife corridors are believed to reduce mortality and habitat fragmentation for 
animals in areas of human development (Foster and Humphrey, 1995). The protection of 

wildlife corridors is critical for the long term utilization of the Sanctuary by ungulates 

and other animals. Without a means of entering and exiting the Sanctuary freely, 

wildlife populations may abandon the area in order to find more accessible places to 
reside. This loss would depreciate greatly the nature experience gained by visitors and 

may affect the ecological integrity of the site in the long term (through loss of species 

diversity). 

The three corridor areas of concern within the Sanctuary are (according to 

priority of  the 67th Street underpass, 45th Avenue and 

Cemetery Hill (see Figure 10). It was determined through the various public 
participation opportunities that these areas should be made more amenable to wildlife 

movement by the addition of trees and shrubs. This would provide greater cover for 

wildlife movement (Alberta Fish and Wildlife  1990c) and increased edge habitat

 et.  1987). 

According to the  Centre Outline Plan, a developer is required to protect 

existing wildlife corridors on designated lands. The Sanctuary may work with 

developers in preserving these corridors. Before any restoration of corridors occurs, 

however, there should be studies done to determine wildlife (especially ungulate) 

dispersal movements (Paquet et.  1994), ungulate inventory and population 
characteristics  [ed.], 1994). This should be done in order to have proper data 

for making informed management decisions. 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 



 al.,  Sanderson,  Flygare,

Woods,  Fehlberg,

 'enhancement'

Chapter 5: Discussion and Recommendations: Vision Statement and Wildlife Page 89 

Figure 10: Wildlife corridors of the Sanctuary. 
Primary corridors are marked with large arrows. Secondary corridor areas are 

outlined by smaller arrows. 

67th Street 

The use of underpasses by wildlife in the Sanctuary area should be monitored as 
part of a comprehensive wildlife corridor study. Research in the area of wildlife use of 

underpasses is well documented (Reed et.  1975;  1983;  1979;

 1990; Foster and Humphrey, 1995;  1994) and site specific data 
regarding wildlife inventory, relative and absolute abundance, resident population 

characteristics, frequency of highway crossings and underpass use should be studied 

before any corridor  proceeds. This information would be useful in 

determining future management actions in order to protect the populations of ungulates 

and to determine the most cost effective methods for the use of wildlife mitigation 

funding. 
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Street underpass at 45th Ave. by wildlife (see Figure  (Alberta Fish and Wildlife 

1986, 1990c). Additional benefits accrued from this activity include a reduction in the 

visual impact of 67th Street on users in the Sanctuary. 

Figure 11: Area designated to be reforested. 
Reforestation should aid wildlife corridor movement and reduce highway sight 

and noise impacts. 

45th Avenue 

Habitat along 45th Avenue consists of dense stands of saskatoon

 wild rose (Rosa  white spruce  Populus sp. and 

willow species  spp.) (see Figure  which run parallel to the Red Deer River. 

These strips of habitat are extremely rich in food for a wide variety of species as well as 

providing cover for movement. Forty-fifth Avenue itself is currently a rural cross-section 
type of road and has been retained in that form in order to preserve the vegetation on 

either side of the shoulders, and to keep speeds reduced along this section of road. The 
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Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee has recommended that the road be retained at its 

current status. 

Figure 12: Wildlife underpass. 
This picture looks west along 45th Avenue under 67th Street. The river is to the 

right over the levee, the Sanctuary may be accessed by wildlife to the left 

The lands adjacent to 45th Ave to the east are designated as  lands (Parks and 

Recreation District) under The City of Red Deer Municipal Land Use Bylaw 

(City of Red Deer, 1996). Permitted uses include "formal parks including trees, shrubs, 

flowers, lawns, pedestrian walks, statuary, ornamental ponds and fountains" (City of Red 

Deer, 1996). Discretionary uses range from tennis courts to parking facilities "ancillary 

to a permitted or discretionary use" (City of Red Deer, 1996). While the likelihood of 

these areas being subject to any development is slim, they are critical to wildlife habitat 
and corridor movement and should be offered every protective measure available. 
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Figure 13: 45th Avenue looking east. 

The Red Deer river is to the left and the entrance to the Nature Centre is 

approximately 500  ahead to the right. 

Cemetery Hill 

Wildlife corridors at Cemetery Hill in the southwest corner of the study site (see 

Figures  were a secondary priority for rehabilitation, according to public 

participation results. 

The area was originally removed of trees in order to excavate fill material for the 55th 

Street and 40th Avenue connector. Now free from trees, the area is subject to instability 

due to the high water table and presence of  aquifers. Cattail marshes may 
be seen in the grassy areas near the bottom of the hill. The Cemetery is at the top of the 

hill.
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Figure 14A: Cemetery hill as seen from the 55th  Ave connector. 

To the right is the cemetery, the bicycle pathway to the left and the borrow pit 

directly in the middle over the stand of poplar trees. 

Mitigate wildlife crossings: 67th Street at the top of the Escarpment 

Wildlife commonly travel at the top of the escarpment  pers. 

1996) in order to cross 67th Street (see figure  This street currently has a speed limit 

of 70  and was designed for 80  In addition, it will be twinned before the year 

2000 at which time the speed limits might increase to 80  The route will become a 

major artery for travel between the east and west sides of the Red Deer River. An

 glycol plant located east of the city is undergoing expansion to become the 
largest plant of its kind in North America, perhaps the world (Anonymous, pers. 

1996). The doubling of 67th Street has been hastened for this reason. The overall result 
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is more vehicular traffic and higher speeds across this area. Wildlife crossing in this area 

must be mitigated. 

Figure 14B: The 55th Street/40th Ave connector looking west (down 55 Street). 

This wildlife corridor may also be affected by housing developments in the 

future. Fencing may be required in this area to limit human entrance into the Sanctuary 
in the future. If this is done, the effectiveness of this area as a wildlife corridor will be 
severely restricted. Ungulate mortality rates for this section of 67th Street are currently 

unavailable so the cost effectiveness of installing mitigation techniques cannot be 

determined. However, since some corridor movement has been seen in this area, the 

installation and maintenance of wildlife crossing signs should be a priority.
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Figure 15: Site of wildlife crossing at 67th Street along the ridge. 

Results of the corridor study should specify whether or not additional mitigation 

techniques such as reflective devices should be installed. Studies show mixed responses
 the usefulness of reflective devices.  et.  (1984),  and Ludwig 

(1986), found that  reflectors caused a significant (P < .005) reduction in 

wildlife mortality. On the other hand, Armstrong (1992),  and Smith (1987) and 

Reeve and Anderson  state that reflectors do not significantly reduce wildlife-

vehicle collisions.  (1979) notes that reflectors only work at night, don't work if 

the animal is on the road or during foggy or snowy conditions, are easily destroyed, are 

expensive and have a high maintenance cost associated with them. Flygare  also 

notes that Stratolite mirrors and Van de Ree mirrors are not effective in reducing wildlife 

mortality. The effectiveness of these mirrors in the Sanctuary should be determined by 

further study.

 Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 



Samctuary.

 al.,  DeLCan,

participation

Chapter 5: Discussion and Recommendations: Vision Statement and Wildlife Page 96 

The cost of implementing a wildlife corridor study for the Sanctuary is 

approximately $7,000 - $20,000 (Agra Earth and Environmental Limited). 

Management Actions 

A wildlife corridor study should be conducted for all areas of the Sanctuary in 

order to determine use levels and population densities for ungulates in the Gaetz Lakes

 This information could elaborate upon previous studies in wildlife corridors 

(e.g. P.A.R.D Associates et.  1975;  1984) and provide information to assist 

in developing informed management decisions. Management actions detailed in the 

following paragraphs are dependent on the outcome of this study. It is suggested that 

these recommendations be postponed until their cost effectiveness is determined. 

Implementation priority of these recommendations was determined by public

 but should be reviewed in the study to determine ecological priorities. The 

wildlife corridor study itself is given a high priority due to the twinning of 67th Street in 

the very near future. In order to obtain several seasons of data before construction 

commences on 67th Street, a study should be commissioned as soon as possible. 

67th Street 

The Citizen's Action Group on the Environment, in their annual tree planting 

program, has been active at the 67th Street location planting trees for several years. 

Further support of this effort, in addition to regular tree planting efforts by the Sanctuary 

management, should be conducted following a wildlife corridor study. Trees and shrubs 

should be planted in order to provide a variety of food and shelter sources (Alberta Fish 

and Wildlife, 1986). Planting both deciduous and coniferous trees should be considered 

rather than monotypic stands. This will aid in the enhancement of species diversity 

(plant and animal) through providing representative serai stage communities (Anderson, 

1980). 
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Immediate and Ongoing Actions 

Retain wildlife crossing signs at strategic locations and add more signs in other 

areas as needed. Work with City departments to ensure that the 70  speed limits are 

not increased in the future. Ensure that current restrictions on access from 67th Street 

onto 45th Avenue are maintained in order to keep traffic flow on 45th Avenue at a low 

level. Work with developers through the  Centre Outline Plan in order to 

ensure the protection of this wildlife corridor. 

45th Avenue: Immediate and Ongoing Actions 

Management recommendations concerning 45th Avenue between the river and 

the Sanctuary include: i) the protection of habitat along the road; ii) working with 

appropriate City departments to prevent any widening of the road during essential 

maintenance and resurfacing jobs; iii) attempt to have the speed reduced to 30 

from the 67th Street underpass to the end of the adjacent school zone; and iv) consider 

the redesignation of the  lands to the east of 45th Avenue to environmental reserve 

status (A2 designation) in order to protect them from development. 

Cemetery Hill 

The reforestation of this area is recommended and should begin (pending the 
results of the wildlife corridor study) with planting native poplar species in areas which 

are least likely to be in the path of those using sleds in the winter. This would minimize 

the risk of liability in the future. The trees will sucker and take over the exposed grassy 
areas in a relatively short time. Aspen poplar is more suited to survival on moister and 

more sheltered areas than grasses  et.  1990) so excess groundwater seepage 

would be controlled. In addition, tree roots would help physically stabilize the soil below 

1  depths, in addition to understory vegetation soil stabilization up to 1  below the 

soil surface (Peterson and  1992). 
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Mitigate wildlife crossings: 67th Street at the top of the Escarpment 

A study of wildlife corridors is necessary to determine accurate data regarding 

cost effectiveness of various mitigation techniques. Included in this study should be 

testing of the effectiveness of reflective devices placed along 67th Street. The addition

 reflecting strips to posts along highway to deter wildlife from crossing at night when 

cars are approaching has been chosen as acceptable by the public participation process 

but should be carried out only if the wildlife corridor study deems them useful and cost 

effective. 

Immediate and Ongoing Actions 

Ensure that wildlife crossing signs are erected and maintained along 67th Street 

in both directions at appropriate places. 

REINTRODUCTION OF NATIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES 

It was determined in the workshops that  of any native wildlife 

species would only occur if the presence of that species would not interfere with the 

current balance within the Sanctuary. This should be done on a case-by-case study basis 

before any species is introduces. The rationale for  locally extirpated 

species is to compensate for human caused barriers to movement. Some species 

(amphibians, for example) may not be able to cross man-made barriers such as 

subdivisions and divided highways. The reintroduction of these species provides an 
opportunity to compensate for this deterrent. Reintroduction should only be attempted 
for those species which would not normally be able to find their own way into the 

Sanctuary. Highly mobile species should not be considered for reintroduction as they 

would normally be capable of entering the Sanctuary under their own power. 
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Management Action 

Native wildlife species may be reintroduced into the Sanctuary only after their 

potential impacts on pre-existing ecosystem components have been studied. 

Furthermore, only species which are normally unable to relocate to the Sanctuary on their 

own may be considered for  This activity is designed to compensate for 

potential population isolation as a result of human developments. 

INTRODUCED ANIMAL SPECIES 

According to public participation responses, non-native animal species (see Table 

3) are to be actively managed if they become a  species'. Active monitoring for 

these species will be conducted by volunteers and Kerry Wood Nature Staff to determine 
if problems exist. Domestic animals are not allowed into a Federal Migratory Bird 

Sanctuary as they are likely to molest or disturb the wildfowl (Canada Gazette, 1974). 

Any reports of domestic animals seen within the Sanctuary will be immediately 

examined by Nature Centre  If a domestic animal is found, it will be trapped 
humanely and removed from the Sanctuary. In order to prevent an influx of domestic 

animals into the Sanctuary from potential housing developments on the  Centre 

lands, existing fences will be maintained and holes will be repaired in order to reduce the 
possibility of domestic animals entering the  Efforts will be made to ensure 

that any future neighbours in this area are made aware of the restrictions regarding 

domestic animals found on site. 

Rock dove  livid) European starlings (Sturnus 
House sparrow (Passer  all domesticated animals 

Table 3: Non-native animal species to be monitored within the Sanctuary. 

The cost of monitoring, trapping and removing animals is negligible and can be 

factored into normal Nature Centre expenditures.
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Management Actions 

The managers of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary will ensure that there is an awareness 

of the different types of introduced species that may found in the Sanctuary and that 

reports of domestic animals seen within the Sanctuary will be examined further. Any 

domestic animal found within the Sanctuary will be trapped humanely and removed. An 

educational program for future neighbours regarding domestic animals within the 

Sanctuary will be created. Fencing along the escarpment will be kept free from gaps 

sufficient to allow domestic animals entry in order to minimize the potential for pets

 access into the Sanctuary. This is given a high priority. 

Dangerous native species will be dealt with temporarily closing the Sanctuary and 
posting signs. Professional wildlife managers will be called in immediately to assess the 

situation. Moving people away from dangerous animals is the first course of action, as 

the Sanctuary's primary purpose is habitat for native plants and animals. When peoples' 

safety is threatened, professional managers may be called upon to solve the problem. 

A summary of recommendations and implementation strategies for this chapter is 

given in chapter 8. 
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Chapter 6 

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS: VEGETATION 
ISSUES 

This section will discuss issues identified in prior chapters and resulting 

management actions to be implemented regarding vegetation issues. This topic is further 

broken down into various sub-categories in which issues are discussed and management 

actions are recommended. A management action summary will follow in chapter 8. 

GRASSLAND 

Native prairie is becoming a scarcity in Alberta due to developments, agricultural 

use and encroachment by balsam poplar and aspen. Less than 5% of prairie in the aspen 

parkland remains today (Morgan et.  1995). The Sanctuary contains representative 

samples of aspen parkland prairie. However, aggressive non-native species are 

becoming abundant within this vegetation community. Active management of 

grasslands to promote native species  prevent any reduction in current 
grassland area of the Sanctuary through aspen invasion and enhanced winter wildlife 

forage and habitat was a recommended action in all phases of public participation. 

Approved methods include the use of selective planting methods to encourage native 
species, combined with controlled burns and physical removal of non-native species. 
Grazing and mowing were not favored. 

In order to address these problems in an orderly fashion, a native prairie 

enhancement program should be designed and implemented within the Sanctuary. The 

goal of this program should be the protection of a representative sample of healthy native 

prairie in the Sanctuary for wildlife and education. Guiding principles for the 

enhancement program are included in this report which provide a direction for achieving 

the stated grassland enhancement program goals.
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Enhancement of the existing prairie vegetation communities is a more cost
 to restoration as restoration involves the complete re-creation of an 

ecosystem by removal of all non-indigenous species and managing to simulate all natural 

condilions which were found in the area prior to disturbance  et.  1996),

 is significantly more time and capital intensive. Enhancing the existing 

grasslands will provide reasonably inexpensive methods for managing an area to 

acceptable levels of ecosystem integrity. 

NATIVE PRAIRIE ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM 

Native prairie refers to a vegetation community and its associated environmental 

influences which were present prior to settlement by Europeans. Once this prairie is 

disturbed it is virtually impossible to recreate conditions which exited previously. 

Instead, one can attempt to increase the vitality and diversity of native species present 

and reestablish a dominance of native grassland vegetation. A native prairie 

enhancement program will provide an opportunity to do this. A set of guiding principles 
are given which explain what a native prairie enhancement program should contain. 

Before prairie enhancement guiding principles are developed it is important to 

discuss some background information regarding grassland communities in the Aspen

 ecoregion. Grasslands have evolved under the influence of climate, grazing 

and  1992), likely since the last glaciation period  unpubl.). 

Grasslands in this ecoregion interact with aspen parkland by forming a dynamic 

equilibrium which depends on variations in moisture over decades. During periods of 

higher moisture, aspen tends to expand, encroaching on grasslands. In drier periods 

aspen retreats which expands the area of grassland

 and Wroe  measured aspen invasion at .05% - .75% per year depending on moisture 
content with higher percentages occurring in years of higher precipitation. In addition, they found a 3.2% 

increase of aspen coverage over a 59 year period (1907-1966) and a 10-25% reduction in herbage in the 

same areas (Bailey and Wroe, 1974). 
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Aspen Parkland was once subject to intense grazing by bison. Grazing controlled 

the buildup of thatch and kept nutrients cycled effectively. It also acted to prevent 

shrubs and suckering trees (e.g. aspen) from encroaching on prairies. Natives practiced 

prescribed burning to enhance the quality of forage for this species and thereby actively 

controlled the size and amount of shrub and tree cover. 

Fire plays a key role in the evolutionary processes of the aspen parkland. Fire has 

helped shape this ecosystem over thousands of years and has resulted in species which 
have adapted to fire conditions (Kucera 1981; Parsons 1981;  1974;  and 

Wallace  1990; Bird, 1961). Grassland species have been said to use  as a 

primary decomposition agent and important nutrient recycler as their biomass 

accumulation is much greater than the decomposition rate (Kozlowski and

 1974; Collins and Wallace [eds], 1990). Fire has also been known as a tool for 

controlling the invasion of aspen (Kucera,  and Bailey,  Nose Hill 

Study Team, 1994) and controlling cool weather invasive species (Wright and Bailey, 

1980;  and Bultsma, 1984;  et.  1984; Nose Hill Study Team, 1994). 

If fire is suppressed, aspen tends to encroach on grasslands. In the past, this was 

controlled by  grazing and more recently by chemical methods. Through public 

participation in the management planning process it was determined that grazing was not

 as a management tool as livestock would detract from the special feeling of the 

Sanctuary to many of the visitors. Likewise, other foraging species were unpopular as 

they would need to be tended which could be time consuming and expensive and may 

cause safety concerns with visitors in the Sanctuary (in addition to detracting from the

 feeling of the Sanctuary). Chemical control of vegetation is currently prohibited 

in designated Sanctuary lands. The use of mowing was decided against by the 

participating public as it detracts from the  feeling of the Sanctuary. Fire remains 

as the main controlling tool for aspen invasion of grasslands. 
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A healthy prairie can aid in the survival of birds and other animal species as 

many animals rely on prairies for food, shelter and other uses. By preserving this habitat 

type the biodiversity of the  can be enhanced. 

Native Prairie Enhancement Plan: Goal 

A native prairie enhancement plan should have a goal. The goal of this program 

should be to protect a representative sample of healthy native prairie in the 

Sanctuary for wildlife and education. A method (action plan) for the realization of 

this goal should be created and act as a manual for carrying out this goal. This action 

plan should incorporate methods for addressing the invasion of non-native species into 

the  the reduction in grassland size by aspen invasion and the improvement of

 and productivity in the grasslands. A method for monitoring the success of these 

actions should be developed so that continuous improvement of management policies 

and actions can be carried out. The guiding principles will be divided into the following 

sections: fire, weed control and monitoring. 

Fire 

Controlled fire is an extremely useful and cost effective tool in grassland 

management. Properly planned and executed prescribed burns can improve wildlife 

habitat, grassland health and nutrient cycling, control invasion by non-native plant 

species and control aspen invasion. It is recommended that professional assistance be 

sought in the development and implementation of a prescribed burning program as this 

minimizes risk. An extensive public education program should accompany the planning 

and implementation of this program. 

Prescribed burns are an ongoing commitment. Once prescribed burning has been 

started, continuing practice and monitoring is essential as several years of work may be 

lost in a single season if burning is not done at appropriate times. It has even been 
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shown that grassland productivity decreases if no fires occur (Collins and Wallace 

1990), 

Fire: Controlling Aspen Invasion 

Fire can be useful in controlling aspen invasion if it is done correctly. Repeated 

consistent use of fire can offer a competitive advantage to grasses over aspen

 1975; Bird, 1961; Anderson and Bailey, 1980; Quintilio et.  1991). The 

first year of a prescribed burn may see an increase in the  of aspen and

 This phenomenon is called apical dominance. It is an adaptive response 
which limits competition within different parts of an individual plant. 

notes that intense fires which kill the above ground portion of the trees tend to cause 

profuse suckering while "gentle surface fires only weaken aspen, causing eventual

 with little suckering". This evidence is supported by  and 

and can be explained by apical dominance. The consistent, repeated damaging of young 

aspen trees at the forest edge will prevent them from overtaking the grasslands. 

Associated with aspen invasion of grasslands is snowberry

 which chokes out grasses allowing for aspen to invade more easily 

(Anderson and Bailey, 1979; Bird, 1930). Repeated burning of snowberry reduces its 

influence on grasslands and allows grass and forb productivity to increase (Bird, 1930). 
It should be noted that snowberry also exhibits apical dominance characteristics, so 

significant reduction in the presence of this shrub may not be seen for the first year or 

two of burning (Anderson and Bailey, 1979). 

Fire can be used to effectively control the invasion of woody vegetation into 

grasslands. A prairie enhancement manual should include a component for control of 

forest invasion. 
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Fire: Controlling Weeds 

Native prairie sod can be invaded by aggressive, non-native species as well as by 

aspen. The grasslands in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary have considerable invasion by

 brome  Kentucky Bluegrass  and Canada 

Thistle  A native prairie enhancement program should be designed to 

weaken these species while enhancing conditions for native varieties. This should offer a 

competitive advantage to native varieties so that they may limit invasion by exotics. 

Native prairie grasses and forbs are considered warm season plants as they 

generally start growing later in the spring and do most of their growth during the warmer 

periods of the summer. Cool season plants, conversely, start growing early in the spring 

and do most of their development before June (Anderson, 1992). The extra few weeks of 

growth by cool season plants gives them a competitive advantage over warm season 

native varieties. By conducting early spring burns (before native species emerge), one 

can damage cool season exotics at a very sensitive time in their life cycle. This gives

 season native varieties a competitive advantage and allows a gradual shift in 
species composition to more desirable native species. 

Fire can be an extremely useful tool in the control of introduced plant species and 
should be used at the correct time of year and in conjunction with other methods of 

prairie enhancement described in subsequent sections. 

Fire: Improving Grassland Health and Wildlife Habitat 

Annual spring burning releases nutrients into the soil from the previous year's 

litter  and Wallace [eds.], 1990). This, along with warmer soils in the spring, 

provide excellent conditions for native prairie species to flourish. This causes increased 

herbage and productivity (Anderson and Bailey, 1980;  1992;  and

 which can carry over into the winter and provide important food sources for 
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overwintering species. Bailey and Anderson  measured 250-280% increases in 

canopy cover of a Festuca-Stipa Grassland after the first year of burning. 

The primary benefits of prescribed burning to wildlife are that forage conditions 

are enhanced and hunting grounds for insect-eaters or seed-eaters. Care should be 

exercised in the timing of burns to minimize the impacts to nesting birds. 

Fire: Planning 

Using fire requires great care in order to minimize the risk of outbreaks, damage 

to property and smoke disturbance. A complete  management program should be 

included in the prairie enhancement guide which covers (Fischer, 1978):

 treatment area and objectives; 
2. fire prescription; 
3. burning plan; and 
4. report. 

Prescribed burning should be well documented so that it may aid in long term monitoring 

of the progress of enhancement procedures. 

Treatment area and objectives portion of prescribed burn planning should analyze 

the grassland area of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary and determine what the physical and 

biological characteristics of the site to be treated are (in detail) and relate them to the 

goal of grassland enhancement (Fischer, 1978). 

The fire prescription section defines the desired results of the burn, appropriate 
fire behavior, conditions under which a fire should and should not be set, the strategy of 

fire treatment, methods for  monitoring and methods of evaluating the results 

(Fischer, 1978). 
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The burning plan is an action plan based on the  prescription section. It 

determines exactly  and how the burn should be conducted, human 

burn preparation, and details for preburn monitoring, ignition, mop-up and evaluation. 

Included here is information regarding fuel and buildup, topography, weather, fireguards, 

public:  firing plan and safety 

The reporting section will evaluate the fire and its effects, relate procedure and 

resulting fire behavior, environmental conditions and their influence on the burn, and 

cost. Recommendations will be made based on this report for the next series of burns. 
In this way, managers may continuously monitor and improve their skills and knowledge 
regarding how to conduct and evaluate prescribed burns for native prairie enhancement. 

It is anticipated that Nature Centre staff will eventually be able to conduct 
prescribed burns themselves with knowledge gained through practice and reporting. 

This will significantly reduce the costs of conducting controlled burns. A prescribed 

burn plan will need to provide sufficient detail so as to eventually allow managers to 

conduct prescribed burns without the aid of a professional, once they have gained 

experience in prescribed burning. Any manager of the Sanctuary who does not have 

extensive experience in conducting prescribed burns must consult with an expert before 

attempting to conduct a prescribed  on his or her own. 

Weed (Canada Thistle) Control 

In addition to prescribed burning as an enhancement tool there are other methods 

for improving grasslands by reducing the invasion of aggressive non-native vegetation 

species. Hand pulling of weeds (specifically thistle) is recommended as an acceptable

 and daily timing of a burn is important. A bum conducted early in the morning will likely have 
fewer wind problems than a fire conducted in the afternoon. In addition, late  fires are 
not recommended as the smoke may collect in low lying areas causing health and safety concerns. 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 



 use23.

 snowberry,

 rootstalks.

 very

 (Agropyron dasystachyum or  smithii),  (Calamovilfa

23Biological
(Chanidattan  Walker[eds.],

Chapter 6: Discussion and Recommendations: Vegetation Issues Page 109 

alternative to chemical  The optimal time to pull thistle is when it has bolted and 

just before it flowers. At this time the root system has used a large amount of energy in 

producing above ground material and has been depleted. Pulling at this time (while 

getting as much of the root as possible) will further deplete the root system. More of the 

root will come out with the plant if the soil is wet (i.e. just after a rain). Repeated 

treatments at this stage of thistle development should decrease their aggressiveness over 

the long term. Thistle flowers are capable of producing viable seeds before the flowers 

open, when they are just starting to turn purple. Pulling them at this stage will not 
reduce the seed bed as the pulled plants will cure and release viable seeds. Careful 
disposal is recommended. 

Like aspen and  thistles exhibit apical dominance characteristics and 
under no circumstances should they be mowed with a trimmer or mower as a method of 

treatment. This will result in an increased density of plants which will further strengthen 

the  What was once a small stand of thistles will turn into an enormous patch 

in  little time if cutting is practiced. 

Thistles can become established in the smallest disturbances in the prairie sod 

(e.g. digging a post hole or damage from vehicle tires during muddy conditions). It is 
recommended that the sod be carefully managed to minimize disturbances so that new 

patches of thistles do not become established. If disturbance is inevitable, reseeding 

should be done as soon as possible after the disturbance in order to minimize the 

opportunities for thistle establishment. Some native varieties are extremely aggressive 

and can spread via underground rhizomes which quickly build up sod. Some of these 

include wheatgrasses  A.  sand grass

 control of Canada Thistle is an area of ongoing research and investigation. To date, a rust
 and  1982) and an insect (McClay, 1993) may prove to be useful in combating 

the spread of thistles, but further research is necessary before biological control methods become 
commercially available. 
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 sweetgrass  and  rice grass

 et.  1996). There are several books which may aid in choosing 

species to be used for planting, including "A Guide to Using Native Plants on Disturbed 

Lands" (Gehrling et.  1996) and "Manual for Plant Species Suitability for 

Reclamation in Alberta" (Reclamation Research Technical Advisory Committee, 1989). 

The combination of hand pulling and prescribed fire should control the thistle 

problem and keep numbers of the plants to a manageable level and give native varieties a 

competitive advantage. 

MONITORING 

A monitoring program whereby the results of the controlled burns and weed 

control can be recorded and analyzed should be implemented. In order to determine the 

effectiveness of burns and the species specific responses to these fires a system of 

permanent plot and transects (Alien et.  1983) should be used. This would also 
provide information regarding the rate of aspen  change in species 

composition of grasslands, and effectiveness of weed control methods. 

There are six basic monitoring steps. They are as follows  et.  1987):

 Specify information to be collected for  purposes;
 Determine a tentative information collecting approach;
 Conduct pilot sampling;
 Collect information;
 Analyze and interpret data and results;
 Use the information gained to continuously improve the monitoring and 

management of the resources 

This system should be adequate for management and educational purposes. The 

specification of  information needed in the first step will minimize 
the collection of unnecessary information. This monitoring program could be done 

entirely in a classroom setting for any of the high schools in Red Deer as a part of a 
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biology/chemistry program. Utilizing the schools for this type of work will minimize the 

costs of gathering this information as well as enhance the  aspect 

of  Sanctuary. 

It is recommended that a professional be consulted for planning and conducting 

presadbed burns as this can be a difficult area for the inexperienced individual to master. 

Guiding Principles: Prairie Enhancement 

• Professional assistance be sought in the development and implementation of a 

prescribed burning program. 

• Burns be done at the proper times, use correct methodologies and be conducted under 

proper conditions or they may be more detrimental than beneficial. 
• Once prescribed burning has been started, continuing practice and monitoring is 

essential. 

• Include a component for control of forest invasion in the prairie enhancement guide. 
• Managers should check grasslands daily as soon as the snow melts in order to 

determine the best time to burn for weed control. 

• Any disturbances in native prairie sod should be avoided as Canada Thistle can 
invade these disturbed areas very quickly. 

• Mowing or other cutting of thistles should be avoided as this will result in a 

proliferation of plants over a very short time. 

• Prescribed burns should be timed so as to maximize the impacts on introduced 
species 
while minimizing the impacts to nesting bird species. 

• Planning for prescribed burns should include the following four steps: 

Treatment area and objectives; 
Fire prescription; 
Burning Plan; and 
Report.
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• In addition to fire, hand pulling of thistles should be conducted as a means of 

reducing the invasive nature of this plant. 

• A monitoring program should be placed in the Sanctuary for grasslands as part of the 
monitoring of the Sanctuary in general. 

• A large educational component should be stressed in grassland enhancement and in 

the monitoring of the Sanctuary in general. 

Cost of a Native Prairie Enhancement Program 

The costs of implementing a program of this nature are widely variable due to 
many factors. Seed availability and cost (from $1 -  depending on variety and 

availability), project management varies from $300 -$500/day for qualified

 the number of staff and volunteers available per year (depending on 
fund  variability in the costs of transplanting native sod from development 

sites nearby ($35 - $50/sq.  and availability of funding  timeframe of 

implementation (5 years vs. 20 years) and the variability of costs from year to  It 

is advised that only those actions which are within each annual budget are attempted 
(i.e.  what can be done with available funds). For these reasons a finalized budget is 

not available. 

Management Actions 

A native prairie enhancement program should be designed for the Sanctuary. 

Included in this program is a series of methods for controlling aggressive non-native 

plant species through controlled  physical removal (hand grubbing) and active 

planting of native species.

 1997.
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Grasslands in the  Lakes Sanctuary will not be mowed (except along 
existing pathways in a 2-3 foot strip to act as a firebreak), nor will grazing species be 
introduced as a management tool. Chemical control of aggressive introduced species 

within the Sanctuary boundaries is not permitted. 

FORESTS 

The forested areas of Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary range from pure stands 
spp. in the canopy to white spruce dominated canopies. Based on the historical review 

(chapter 2), these forested areas have never been cleared but have sustained a severe burn 
in the early  Either felling or grazing may have occurred on the former 

Farms property as evidenced by a straight line of aspen in the northern portion of the 

Sanctuary. 

Management concerns regarding forests Centre on the ability of these areas to 
support populations of plants and animals including many species of animals (and 

plants) which are rare, threatened or endangered, as described previously (see chapter 3). 

Mixed woodland areas hold a wider diversity of plant and animal species than do 

coniferous or deciduous woodland areas alone. 

There is a dichotomy between public desire to minimize interference with the 

forested areas and the desire to accommodate maximum flora and fauna varieties. 
Leaving the forested areas free of human intervention may allow succession to occur 

which, in this  may result in a climax white spruce forest where aspen and 

mixed forests now exist. This change would be very gradual, and would not likely occur 
in an individual's lifetime. White spruce woodland communities do not have as great a 
diversity of flora and fauna as mixed woodland areas and the Sanctuary would likely see 

a reduction in species diversity over this time frame.
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A major factor influencing the succession from aspen to spruce forests is soil 

moisture level. Populus spp. tend to be found in richer, more  sites and may

 spruce under these conditions. This would result in the protection of mixed 

and pure stands of Populus spp. from succession and encroachment by spruce. Moisture 

levels in the Sanctuary are not known empirically as no monitoring is currently underway 

and no detailed  studies have been undertaken. This study has been 

proposed in this document. No definite management actions can be undertaken to 
address this issue without the results of a detailed hydrogeotechnical study. 

Management Actions 

Management of these areas shall be carried out so as to minimize human impact, 

according to the public participation process. Restoration and reintroduction of forested 

areas in critical wildlife corridors, as detailed in chapter 5, is dependent on the outcome 

of a wildlife corridor study. 

Removal of trees will only be practiced if the tree is threatening the safety of 

people or the Sanctuary facilities. In general, the forested areas will be left untouched. 

No deadfall will be removed, cut or otherwise altered unless it threatens the safety of 

Sanctuary facilities or users. This should offer protection for rare species which should 

help to retain high levels of biodiversity within the Sanctuary. 

In order to manage for the protection of species diversity in the forested areas 

through preservation of mixed forest and aspen forest areas, a full hydrogeotechnical 

study should be commissioned. This study will detail the moisture regimes found in the 

forested areas which will have implications towards the protection or succession of these 

forest types. 
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 MANAGEMENT (FORESTS) 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is located within The City of Red Deer and will likely 

have developments on all sides in the near future. As a result, proper management of any 

accidental fires which may break out on Sanctuary land is critical.  fires may 

cause serious risk to surrounding houses, schools, etc. Unfortunately, the Sanctuary is of 

such a small size that any wildfire which could break out on site would immediately 

become a hazard to surrounding areas before it could be controlled and used as a 
management tool. The Round Table decided that fires should be suppressed in all cases 

except for the prescribed burns of prairie which would be very strictly and carefully 

managed. 

The quick response time required for emergencies such as fire, the proximity of 

housing and other infrastructure to the Sanctuary and the use of the Sanctuary by the 

public necessitates the creation of an emergency response plan. This plan will be based 

on the emergency response procedures outlined in the Kerry Wood Nature Centre and the 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary policy manuals. 

The emergency response plan should include the following items:

 a map of the Sanctuary detailing emergency entrances and trail locations; 

2. phone numbers of the police, fire department, ambulances, hospitals, etc.;

 a first  section; and 

4. a map showing the best route to the nearest hospitals. 

In addition, emergency vehicle access will be made available from the Kerry 

Wood Nature Centre parking lot onto the trail system. This provides the most direct 

access onto the site by emergency vehicles. It is the responsibility of Kerry Wood Nature 
Centre staff and volunteers to notify authorities in the event of an emergency. Appendix

 details the existing requirements for staff and volunteers under existing policy. 
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Nature Centre staff and volunteers should assist emergency personnel if 

necessary. The addition of vehicle access and turnaround points may require changes in 

zoning. These should be considered when implementing these recommendations. 

The  trail will be maintained at a width suitable for emergency 4X4 

vehicles to pass along the length of the old sewer right-of-way (see Figure  A 

turnaround will be constructed at location A (Figure 16) with access made available for 
emergency vehicles at location B (Figure 

Figure 16: Emergency Vehicle trails and access. 
Emergency vehicle turnaround (point A) is necessary, as is proper maintenance of the 

trail (between A and B) for vehicle access. Point B is where emergency vehicles may 
enter the trail. A connector between the Nature Centre parking lot and the trail 

system is essential for quick access by emergency vehicles. 
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Management Action 

Fire departments will be called to extinguish all fires in the Sanctuary (except for 

prescribed burns - see grassland section). All staff and volunteers should be trained in 
CPR and first aid. 

A detailed emergency response plan should be developed which would include:

 a map of the Sanctuary detailing emergency entrances and trail locations; 

2. phone numbers of the police, fire department, ambulances, hospitals, etc.;

 a first aid/CPR section; and 

4. a map showing the best route to the nearest hospitals. 

Emergency vehicle access should be provided at specified areas.

 IN VEGETATION 

Insects and disease are forms of natural selection to eliminate genetically inferior

 from an ecosystem and are essential to the normal functioning of that ecosystem. 

However, some infestations may threaten surrounding public and private lands and 

should be examined closely. All infestations of insects or disease within the Sanctuary 

should be monitored and analyzed in a case-by-case manner to determine if control is 

necessary. Biological control of outbreaks was determined to be the preferred method of 

managing infestations. City Recreation, Parks and Culture Department's integrated pest 

management programs should offer expertise in this area. Chemical control within the 

Sanctuary is prohibited. Identification of infestations can be assisted by using guides 
such  "Forest Tree Diseases of the Prairie Provinces" (Hiratsuka, 1987). 

No control of mosquitoes will be conducted in the Sanctuary. 
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Management Actions 

Monitoring and case-by-case analysis of infestations should be done to determine 

if control is necessary. Biological control is an accepted method of combating 

infestations. Insect or disease outbreaks in vegetation will only be controlled if they

 surrounding developments, according to City department regulations. There 
should be no control of mosquitoes in the Sanctuary. 

The recommendations made in this chapter are summarized in chapter 8. 
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Chapter 7 

DISCUSSION AND  HUMAN USE 
AND INFLUENCE 

This section will discuss issues identified in prior chapters and resulting 

management actions to be implemented regarding human use and influence issues. This 

topic is further broken down into various sub-categories in which issues are discussed 

and management actions are recommended. A management action summary will follow 

in chapter 

The public participation process resulted in strong support of restricting human 

use in the Sanctuary to education, nature enjoyment, relaxation, wildlife viewing. These 

should be the only activities carried out on site (consistent with current policy - see 

Lakes Sanctuary Policy Manual - Appendix  Human use and influence covers issues 

such as water levels and water quality in the lakes, alternate access into the Sanctuary,

 access, financial limitations, overuse and preserving the Sanctuary's status. 

Each of these will be discussed in subsequent sections. Management actions will be 
recommended based on public participation and research. 

WATER LEVELS AND QUALITY IN LAKES 

The preservation of water levels in the Gaetz Lakes was a major concern 

throughout the public participation process. The lakes are, to many  what makes 

the Sanctuary a special place, and there are concerns that this feeling of uniqueness 

would disappear if the lakes were to be replaced by meadows and forest. There is 

concern that the lakes may eventually fill in with sediment and organic material to 

become wet meadows, grasslands, poplar forest, mixed forest and eventually a mature 

spruce forest. 
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The lakes are being recharged by groundwater seepage and a small stream along 

the escarpment and at the south end of the  It is currently unclear what are the 

rates of recharge, drainage and sedimentation as well as lake depths and water quality. 

This information is necessary before any management of the lakes can be attempted.

 water quality monitoring should be incorporated into management of the 

Sanctuary and should include tests for levels of  chlorophyll A, total 

dissolved solids, BOD, COD, pH, etc. (Mitchell, 1993). Baseline lake quality 

information and monitoring techniques can be determined by conducting a

 study of the Sanctuary area. 

It is therefore recommended that a hydrogeotechnical study of the Sanctuary and 

surrounding area should be conducted. The Michener Centre Outline Plan stipulates that 

any developers wishing to build on the escarpment above the Sanctuary (on Michener 

Centre Lands) shall be required to conduct a similar study. A tremendous opportunity 

exists for the Sanctuary to work with developers in combining hydrogeotechnical studies 

in order to: minimize duplication of research and information; attain consistency by 

hiring one firm to do the work (rather than having several groups working on very 
similar projects with no interaction); and to have both the Sanctuary's and the developer's 

interests equally represented. The cost of the study may be shared by the developer and 

the Sanctuary. The study should be done in a way which minimizes any impacts to the 

Sanctuary (such as minimizing the threat of puncturing impermeable soil layers). 

The Michener Centre Outline Plan also requires a developer to: protect the 

Lakes from any negative impacts; install a constructed wetland which will feed the Gaetz 

Lakes via an existing stream at the south end of the west lake; and ensure that slope 

stability is not compromised by any developments. These requirements add to the 

protection of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary (see chapter 3 - Summary of Management 

Considerations for further details regarding the Outline Plan). 
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The cost of conducting a  study is approximately $ 12,000 -

$20,000 for the Michener Centre lands and the Sanctuary (Gareau, 1996 pers. 

This study can be broken down into phases where the Sanctuary's hydrogeotechnical 

study could be completed as soon as possible, followed by the Michener Centre 
hydrogeotechnical study when a developer is found. Student work may be significantly 

less if it is available. Discussions with potential developers about contractors and project 

cost sharing will be necessary. 

Management Action 

A hydrogeotechnical study should be done for the Sanctuary as soon as possible 
in order to obtain baseline information and data before any development occurs in the 

Michener Centre lands. This is given a high priority. It is critical that 

baseline data collection occurs so that changes due to development can be monitored 

accurately so proper management actions can be implemented. 

The Michener Centre Outline Plan will be supported by Sanctuary managers to 

ensure the following: 

• Water channeling capabilities in the escarpment are optimized (so surface and 

ground water loss to storm drains is minimized) - including the use of a water 

channeling feasibility study; 

• New developments will be prevented from significantly altering natural
 input into the Sanctuary; 

• The Gaetz Lakes are protected from any negative impacts; 

• Constructed wetlands systems are placed in designated areas; and 

• Appropriate planning of water resource use is necessary. 

In addition, lake surface and bottom levels will be monitored to determine rates of 
sedimentation, and rates of water gain or loss to properly manage the Sanctuary's water 

resources.

 Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 



Michener

Management

revegetated

WHEELCHAIR

Chapter 7: Discussion and Recommendations: Human Use and Influence Page 122 

ALTERNATE ACCESS 

Restriction of access to the Kerry Wood Nature Centre was unanimously 

supported in the public participation process and it was recommended in the Gaetz Lakes 

Sanctuary Committee 1994 Annual Report. Recommendations to restrict access include 

planting thick vegetation groupings where appropriate as a barrier to access before 
developments arise. These vegetation types should be native varieties. In addition, the 

use of existing bicycle trails by the public and the creation of trails within new 

communities should be supported. Neighbour awareness programs regarding existing 

restrictions to access should be developed and implemented in new subdivisions. 

Support should also be given to the preservation of existing treed areas within the

 Lands (these areas are recognized in the Michener Centre Outline Plan).

 Action 

Restrict access into the Sanctuary to the Kerry Wood Nature Centre via planting 

vegetation as a barrier, promoting the use of bicycle trails, creating resident awareness 

programs and preserving currently existing treed areas on the escarpment while allowing 

for movement of wildlife through the Sanctuary. The planting of vegetation as a barrier is 

given a low priority as developments are not yet threatening the Sanctuary and 

negotiations between potential developers, the Sanctuary and The City can occur to 

distribute costs evenly. To date no developers have purchased the land. Costs of 

planting vegetation will vary according to types of vegetation required, area to be

 and use of hired or volunteer help in planting. Because of this variance, no 

cost estimate is given.

 ACCESS 

The public participation process resulted in recommendations that a ramp be built 

onto the west platform of the west lake and that peepholes be constructed into the bird 
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be paved from the Nature Centre to the west viewing deck of the west lake, as the hard 

packed gravel trail was adequate for  movement. Access to all parts of the

 trail for wheelchairs was deemed impractical due to the steepness of slopes and 

presence of stairs in portions of the trail. Redesigning and building ramps to replace 
stairs was deemed financially prohibitive by management planning participants. The

 of ramps and additional infrastructure to accommodate wheelchairs 

throughout the Wishart trail may also cause significant damage to the sensitive
 of white spruce forests. 

Gates which will allow wheelchairs entry into a fenced enclosure but prohibit 

bicycles from entering have not been found to date. Should this type of structure be
 the Sanctuary managers should consider incorporating it into the 24 hour access 

gates on the north side of the Nature Centre. 

Wheelchair ramp installment should cost on the order of $3,500  1997 

pers. comm.). Cutting peepholes in the bird blinds at eye level for wheelchair users is 

minimal and can be done by maintenance staff of the Kerry Wood Nature Centre. 

Management Action 

Gates which allow access for wheelchairs but prevent bicycles from entering 

should be sought. Managers of the Sanctuary should strive to accommodate the needs of 

wheelchair users to the extent that the integrity of the Sanctuary is not compromised. A 

wheelchair ramp should be built on the west platform of the west lake to allow access to 
the viewing deck. Peepholes should be cut into bird blinds at wheelchair users' typical 

eye level in order to accommodate the needs of these users. The placement of a 

wheelchair ramp and peepholes should be given a high priority as the cost of

 is low and immediate benefits to users can be seen. Minimization of 
wheelchair patrons inconvenience is also a factor in prioritizing this action.

 LIMITATIONS
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In the workshops it was difficult to distinguish between Nature Centre funding 

and Sanctuary funding. A portion of the funds (approximately  are 

apportioned from the Nature Centre budget to be used for Sanctuary maintenance and 

upkeep  pers.  1996). Typical fund raising procedures for extra 

projects in the Sanctuary include requisitions from The City parks budget as a

 in conjunction with granting agencies, foundations and donations volunteers. 

Additional sources for funding and expertise may include sponsorship from 

corporate/service club/grant agency sources and the encouragement of volunteer 

assistance for bylaw enforcement and a stewardship program. The Sanctuary may have 

projects done by students in either the Red Deer College, University of Calgary, 

University of Alberta, Olds College or any other educational institution. In addition, 
educational programs offered by the Nature Centre should be more aggressively 

advertised and promoted in the community. 

Recent budgetary restraints have limited the amount of funding available from 

governmental sources and this trend is not likely to reverse in the foreseeable future. 

Consequently, it cannot be presumed that funding by The City for extra projects through

 requests will always be available. Sponsorship through either corporations, 

service clubs or grant agencies may be an option. In addition, individual sponsorship

 be sought through similar means as is used for the  Canada trail system 

(Ostrinsky, 1996), where individuals donating funds towards a project (e.g. planting a 
tree, rebuilding worn parts of the boardwalks or contributions to studies conducted for 

the  would receive a plaque or be recognized on a  in the 

Volunteer assistance is a cornerstone in the operation of the Kerry Wood Nature 

Centre. The volunteers have a tremendous sense of pride in their involvement with the 
Centre and the Sanctuary. This loyalty can be fostered through the creation of a 

volunteer stewardship program similar to that which exists at the  Bird 
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Sanctuary in Calgary (also a Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary). The stewardship 

program relies on volunteers to periodically visit the site and walk the pathways offering 
educational information to users as well as looking for people who are breaking 

Sanctuary regulations (e.g. jogging, walking  leaving the trails or bicycling in the 

Sanctuary). Volunteers could educate these individuals as to the hazards or damages that 

they are doing to the Sanctuary by breaking these rules. 

Educational institutions provide a large source of expertise and talent from which 

to draw. Students working individually or with classes may be  by the Sanctuary 
to study specific aspects of the Sanctuary, develop operational plans, business plans,

 studies, marketing studies etc. This management plan is the product 

of student work, and was completed for a fraction of the cost of what a consultant would 

ask. There are many high quality educational institutions in Alberta from which to draw 

expertise. This avenue is one that should be explored more extensively in the future. 

Management Action 

Funding for the Sanctuary and its management is primarily The City's 

responsibility, but The  Cultural and Natural History Society may wish to 

seek grants, sponsors, and other sources of fundraising to aid in managing the Sanctuary. 

USE AND OVERUSE 

The City of Red Deer's population as of 1995 was 59 834 people (Community 

Services Division, 1996). Its growth rate is currently at an average of 1.3% down from 

the 1977-1982 boom of 7.5% (Community Services  1996). Projected 

populations for the years of 2010 and 2020 are 72 301 and 80 949 people, respectively 

(Community Services Division, 1996). This increase in population will undoubtedly 
lead to an increase in visitor use in the Sanctuary.
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A direct correspondence between the population increase and the increase in 
usage of the Sanctuary cannot be assumed, as exemplified by the data obtained from the

 Bird Sanctuary in Calgary. The  Sanctuary saw an increase in 

visitor use of 330% between 1975 and 1990 while Calgary's population increased by 

50% during the same time period (Inglewood Bird Sanctuary Master Plan, 1992). Data 

of this nature would help Sanctuary managers gauge the levels of use for the Sanctuary. 

Unfortunately, the current levels of use for the  can only be determined 

through educated guesses. A system for determining usage for the Sanctuary is needed 

in order to determine the approximate pressures on the Sanctuary in the future. Nature 
Centre visitors and phone calls are counted daily by staff and volunteers at the front 

counter. 

Obtaining visitor use data is the first step in the awareness of the Sanctuary's 

ability to accommodate visitor populations. The Sanctuary's capacity to remain 

ecologically stable is important for the manager to recognize and constant monitoring 

must be done to ensure that the ecosystem health is not compromised. Ecosystem health 

is explained by Noss  as the ability of an ecosystem to stabilize and repair itself 
with minimal external help. Closely related to ecosystem health is ecosystem integrity 

which can be defined as the optimal functioning of an ecosystem for its geographic 
location (Noss, 1995). An attempt to quantify this concept will result in a system similar 

to the carrying capacity concept. 

Carrying capacity is intended to determine the maximum number of visitors to an 

area without causing significant changes in the vegetative or ecological structure of an 

area  and Armour, 1980). Carrying capacity is a difficult factor to determine and 

the use of exact numbers may not be very useful  and Cole,  As 

and Cole suggest (1987), carrying capacity may be different depending on conditions 
which would affect soil stability/compaction such as rain or drought. What may be good 

for one year or season may be inadequate for another. 
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Ecological integrity and number of visitors per year are interrelated. An increase 

in visitor use will likely result in some decrease in ecological integrity  and 

Armour, 1980). In order to balance integrity with public needs, it is first necessary to 

know rates of visitor use. From here, one can monitor use and integrity to determine 

correlations. When visitor numbers increase, additional impacts may be seen. 

Management steps can then be implemented which will combat these impacts. 

In addition, the social impact of higher visitor density may detract from visitors' 

enjoyment of the Sanctuary (Manning, 1994). Visitors may feel overcrowded and may 
wish  go elsewhere for nature enjoyment. Overcrowding is not currently an issue (I had 

not encountered a large number of visitors during several weeks of field work in the 

middle of summer). It is anticipated that as The City of Red Deer increases in 
population that the parks system will be increased to accommodate these higher 

population pressures. No additional infrastructure is to be placed in the Sanctuary, 

according to public participation opinions. 

The Nature Centre currently runs interpretive programming for Waskasoo Park. 

In addition, schools in the area use the Sanctuary for educational purposes. 

Management Actions 

The managers of the Sanctuary will ensure that Kerry Wood Nature Centre staff 

and volunteers will monitor the Sanctuary for environmental degradation or stress caused 

by human use and intervention and appropriate remediation measures will be carried out 

promptly. Staff and volunteers should be aware of sensitive areas of the Sanctuary and 

conditions which are conducive to damage in order to minimize environmental 

degradation of the Sanctuary. 

A system of counting the numbers of visitors into the Sanctuary will be used.
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The continued use of the educational aspect of the Sanctuary is recommended 

through continuing to provide excellent interpretive programs and to work with school 

districts in providing opportunities for education. 

Currently a fee system for revenue or limiting visitor use is not a favourable 

option according to public input.  admission into the Sanctuary will 

remain a voluntary donation system. 

PRESERVING THE SANCTUARY'S STATUS 

Preservation of the Sanctuary from future developments is critical to the long 

term survival of the area. It is protected under a number of different policies. These 

include the following: Status as a Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary (Canada Gazette,
 agreements between The City and the Province and between The City and the Red 

Deer Public School District (City of Red Deer, 1988); the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary 

Committee as a  for the proper management of the area (City of Red Deer, 
1988); the Community Services Master Plan (City of Red Deer,  The City of Red 
Deer General Municipal Plan (City of Red Deer, 1993); Red Deer REACT 

Environmental Action Plan (City of Red Deer, 1995); Municipal Government Act 

(1996); Municipal Land Use Bylaws (City of Red Deer, 1988 and 1996b); the Canadian

 Service's Criteria for creation and  of a Federal Migratory Bird 

Sanctuary (Canadian Wildlife Service, 1988) Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary and Kerry Wood 

Nature Centre Policy Manuals (City of Red Deer, 1988) and this Management Plan. 

Adherence to these policies and plans fulfills preservation requirements and prevents the 

Sanctuary from being used for purposes other than those for which it was intended (see 

chapter 2 for details regarding any of these documents). 

In addition, public support and  issues facing the Sanctuary 
are vital in preserving the Sanctuary's integrity and status. This relationship between 

public concern and preservation has been proven repeatedly throughout the Sanctuary's
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history. This sense of civic pride in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary should be fostered 

through education and involvement. Non-governmental organizations such as the Red 

Deer River Naturalists are also critical players in the protection of the Sanctuary. Their 
continual involvement has seen the Sanctuary through some uncertain times when the 

area  protected to the degree which it is today. 

This combination of public support and legal protection should offer sufficient 

preservation of the Sanctuary into the future. Any proposed changes by The City must 

be accompanied with a public hearing process in which all members of the public are 

eligible to attend. In addition, any changes in use of the Sanctuary will result in forfeit of 
property ownership to the Province. 

Management Actions 

Any threats which concern the Sanctuary should be brought before a public 

hearing process and members of the public should be encouraged to attend. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

Additional infrastructure is not recommended because public opinion favours 

minimizing human impacts in the Sanctuary. In addition, there are sensitive areas in the 

Sanctuary which preclude the expansion of infrastructure. These include the perched
 slope instability natural springs and their associated vegetation, 

the sensitivity of  vegetation in the white spruce woodland community and the 

sensitivity of ground and vegetation communities adjacent to water sources (see chapter 

3 - Summary of Management Considerations). 
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Management Action 

There will be no addition to infrastructure except the interpretive signs agreed 

upon by Ducks Unlimited and Mr. Jim  in exchange for management plan 

funding, and the additional interpretive sign mentioned in the management plan 

recommendations. The existing trails will not be added to, nor will the boardwalks, 

viewing platforms and stairs be expanded (only modified as per the management plan 

recommendations regarding  ramps). Proper maintenance of existing 

structures will be carried out by the Kerry Wood Nature Centre staff as part of the annual 

operating budget of the Sanctuary. 

ZONING 

Appropriate use of the four different human use zones of the Gaetz Lakes 

Sanctuary  Interpretive, Recreation and Building Site) is 

important in the protection of the natural resources of the Sanctuary. The

 zone protects the sensitive soils around the lakes, associated 

emergent vegetation communities and the diversity of wildlife which rely on them for 

survival (see chapter 3 - Summary of Management Considerations). In addition, the wise 

use of the recreation, interpretive and building site zones are critical in the minimization 

of impacts to these areas (see chapter 3 - Summary of Management Considerations). 

Management Action 

Strictly enforce regulations regarding proper use of the four human use zones in 

the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, ensuring conformation to existing bylaws and agreements. 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 



 131

Management

 Normandeau

found

(Platts,

1.  management/planning

3.

Chapter 7: Discussion and Recommendations: Human Use and Influence Page 

SOCIETY AND DIRECTOR LIABILITY 

Liability issues were discussed in detail in chapter 2. A summary of the 

recommendations regarding Society and Director liability is given below.

 actions 

In order to protect the  Society, its staff, Board of Directors and 

supervisors of its assets from liability, it is recommended that: 

• the Society exhibit due diligence in its management practices; 

• the Society exhibit prudence in its management decisions; 
• members of the Society exhibit loyalty to avoid conflicts of interest and eliminate 

the failure to disclose information; 

• the Society examine the purchase of indemnification contracts to protect its board 

members. 

MONITORING 

A system of monitoring is required to determine the health of the ecosystems

 in the Sanctuary. As mentioned in the grassland section (under prairie 

reclamation), a six step method for monitoring is proposed. The six steps are as follows

 1987):

 Specify information to be collected for  purposes; 
2. Determine a tentative information collecting approach;

 Conduct pilot sampling; 
4. Collect information; 
5. Analyze and interpret data and results; 
6. Use the information gained to continuously improve the monitoring and 

management of the resources 
Monitoring the natural resources of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary should be done with the 

goal of determining rates of change and amount of human influence in the area. For the 

grasslands, the return of native species dominance is the primary goal. For the lakes, 

determining depth, rates of sedimentation and natural fluctuation in water levels is of 
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primary concern. Forested areas should be monitored for disease outbreaks and to 

determine rates of successional change in the different communities. The condition of 

emergency vehicle access roads, gates and turnarounds should be monitored regularly to 

ensure that they are of an acceptable level. Introduced plant and animal species should 

be monitored to determine if control measures are necessary. Conflicting use and 
unauthorized entry into the Sanctuary should be monitored by staff, volunteers and 

Sanctuary users to  degradation. The number of visitors into the Sanctuary and 

environmental degradation should be should be monitored and remedied promptly. 

A large portion of this monitoring can be done through student programs at 

Lindsay  Comprehensive High School. A proposed monitoring system has been 

delivered to the Nature Centre and outlines methods for determining basic 
data, chemical data, biota and sampling programs to analyze water levels, 

status and ecological processes in the Gaetz Lakes (Burley, 1996, pers. 

Management Action 

A monitoring program based on the six steps described previously should be 

implemented for each area of  Information from this process can be used to 

improve management practices on an ongoing basis. A large portion of this monitoring 

can be done by students at Lindsay Thurber Comprehensive High School. This program 

should be evaluated for its overall objectives, purpose and results. 

A review of the plan every 5 years is necessary to ensure recommendations are being 

implemented or are feasible.

 depth, rates of sedimentation and natural fluctuation, disease outbreaks in forested areas, 
determination of the rate of successional change in the forested areas, the condition of emergency vehicle 
access roads, gates and turnarounds, introduced plant and animal species, and conflicting use and 
unauthorized entry
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Chapter 8 

SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

The recommendations given herein are summarized from the discussions in 

chapters 5, 6 and 7. Many of these form policies which should be acted upon 

immediately (short term policies) and others which can be acted upon at later times 
(medium and long term policies). Many of these recommendations are interrelated and 

the full benefits may only be seen when all of the recommendations are implemented. 

VISION STATEMENT 

The Gaetz Lakes Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary shall be managed as a
 for native plants and wildlife through long term preservation of habitat, while 

providing opportunities for education, interpretation and nature enjoyment by the 

public in a tranquil setting. 

Balancing the needs of wildlife with human needs is the underlying challenge of 

the vision statement. Attempts to achieve this balance can be seen throughout the 

recorded history of the Sanctuary. People have used it for their enjoyment, but there has 

always been a strong sense of protective stewardship by the people of Red Deer. It is this 

stewardship that has had the area designated as a Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary, 

stopped the area from being logged and turned into a storm sewer outlet, created a central 

core of habitat free from human influence, and other factors. Balancing the different 
needs and uses of the Sanctuary is an attempt to reconcile the differences between 

humans and nature and to allow people to find their place in nature  1994). 

The vision statement blends all of these concerns into a guide for proper management of 

the Sanctuary in the future.
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WILDLIFE 

HABITAT ENHANCEMENT 

Grassland Preservation 

Preservation of the Sanctuary's grasslands may be carried out primarily by the 

methods described in the grasslands section of this report. Preservation of grasslands is 

given a medium priority as there is no immediate danger of drastic reductions in habitat 

quality, but the degradation of this habitat is continuous so changes will be necessary. 

Management of Wetland Habitat Diversity 

Managing the diversity of wetland habitat will depend on the results of

 studies to be commissioned concurrent with the studies to be 

conducted under the Michener Centre Outline Plan. Control of purple loosestrife is 

necessary to ensure the protection of the lakes for indigenous plants and animals. 

The hydrogeotechnical report is a high priority issue as baseline data is needed as 

soon as possible before any development occurs on the escarpment above the Sanctuary. 
Changes to the wetland habitat from development can be better gauged if there is several 

years of baseline data to which these changes may be compared. Purple loosestrife 

monitoring is a high priority as it is easy to implement and has virtually no cost. In

 immediate removal is critical for the preservation of the integrity of the lake 

ecosystem.
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Provide salt licks to aid in wildlife viewing and as an educational tool. 

It is recommended that the use of salt licks be continued and that they should be 

placed in locations which minimize the risk of ungulate-vehicle collisions as well as 

optimizing the balance between wildlife needs and educational/interpretive opportunities. 

This recommendation is given a high priority as it is relatively easy to implement and it 

will give ungulates a longer  in which to become habituated to the underpass at 

67th Ave. and 45th Street before increased traffic flow on 67th Street occurs. 

WILDLIFE CORRIDORS 

A wildlife corridor study is to be conducted which will determine use levels, 

corridor use and population densities for ungulates in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. This 

information could elaborate upon previous studies in wildlife corridors (e.g. P.A.R.D 

Associates et.  1975;  1984) and provide information to assist in developing 

informed management decisions. Management actions detailed in the following 
paragraphs are dependent on the outcome of this study. 

This study is given a high priority because expansion of 67th Street to the north 

of the: Sanctuary is likely to proceed before the year 2000. Adequate field data are 

required before construction on 67th Street begins so data can be gained without 

influence from construction activities. 

Immediate and Ongoing Actions 

• Retain wildlife crossing signs at strategic locations and add more signs in other areas 

as needed. 
• Work with City departments to ensure that the 80  speed limits on 67th Street 

are not increased in the future. 
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• Ensure that current restrictions on access from 67th Street onto 45th Avenue are 

maintained in order to keep traffic flow on 45th Avenue at a low level. 

• Work with developers through the Michener Centre Outline Plan in order to ensure 

the protection of wildlife corridors adjacent to Michener Centre lands. 

• Habitat along 45th Avenue shall be protected. 

• The Sanctuary managers should work with appropriate City departments to prevent 

any widening of the 45th Avenue during essential maintenance and resurfacing jobs. 

• Sanctuary managers should attempt to have the speed reduced to 30  along 45th 
Avenue from the 67th Street underpass to the end of the adjacent school zone. 

• Consideration should be given for the redesignation of the  lands to the east of 

45th Avenue to environmental reserve status (A2 designation) in order to protect 

them from development. 
• Ensure that wildlife crossing signs are erected and maintained along 67th Street in 

both directions at appropriate places. 

Reforestation/protection of existing wildlife corridors at strategic locations. 

It is suggested that these recommendations be postponed until their cost 

effectiveness is determined. Implementation priority of these recommendations should 

be reviewed in the wildlife corridor study to determine ecological priorities. 

67th Street 

The Citizen's Action Group on the Environment, in their annual tree planting 

program, has been active at the 67th Street location planting trees for several years. 

Further support of this effort, in addition to regular tree planting efforts by the Sanctuary 

management, should be conducted following a wildlife corridor study. Trees and shrubs 

should be planted in order to provide a variety of food and shelter sources (Alberta Fish 

and Wildlife, 1986). Planting both deciduous and coniferous trees should be considered 

rather than monotypic stands. This will aid in the enhancement of species diversity 
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(plant and animal) through providing representative serai stage communities (Anderson, 

1980). 

Cemetery Hill 

The reforestation of this area is recommended and should begin (pending the 

results of the wildlife corridor study) with planting native poplar species in areas which 

are least likely to be in the path of those using sleds in the winter. This would minimize 

the risk of liability in the future. The trees will sucker and take over the exposed grassy 

areas in a relatively short time. Aspen poplar is more suited to survival on moister and 

more sheltered areas than grasses  et.  1990) so excess groundwater seepage 

would be controlled. In addition, tree roots would help physically stabilize the soil below 
1  depths, in addition to understory vegetation soil stabilization up to 1  below the 

soil surface (Peterson and  1992). 

Mitigate  crossings: 67th Street at the top of the Escarpment 

A study of wildlife corridors is necessary to determine accurate data regarding 

cost effectiveness of various mitigation techniques. Included in this study should be 
testing of the effectiveness of reflective devices placed along 67th Street. The addition 

of  strips to posts along highway to deter wildlife from crossing at night when 

cars are approaching has been chosen as acceptable by the public participation process 

but should be carried out only if the wildlife corridor study deems them useful and cost 

effective.

 OF NATIVE WILDLIFE SPECIES

 wildlife  may be  into the Sanctuary only after their 
potential impacts on pre-existing ecosystem conditions have been examined. 

Furthermore, only species which are normally unable to relocate to the Sanctuary on their
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own may be considered for  This activity is designed to compensate for

 population isolation as a result of human developments. 

INTRODUCED ANIMAL SPECIES 

The managers of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary will ensure that there is an awareness 

of the different types of introduced species that may found in the Sanctuary (see Table 4) 

and that reports of domestic animals seen within the Sanctuary will be examined further. 

Any domestic animal found within the Sanctuary will be trapped humanely and removed. 

An educational program for future neighbours regarding domestic animals within the 

Sanctuary will be created. Fencing along the escarpment will be kept free from gaps 

sufficient to allow domestic animals entry in order to minimize the potential for pets 

gaining access into the Sanctuary. This is given a high priority. 

Rock dove  livid) European starlings 

House sparrow (Passer  all domesticated animals 

Table 4: Non-native animal species to be monitored in the Sanctuary. 

Dangerous native species will be dealt with by temporarily closing the Sanctuary 

and  signs. Professional wildlife managers will be called in immediately to assess 

the situation. Moving people away from dangerous animals is the first course of action, 

as the Sanctuary's primary purpose is habitat for native plants and animals. When

 safety is threatened, professional managers may be called upon to solve the 

VEGETATION ISSUES 
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GRASSLAND 

The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary contains representative samples of aspen parkland 

prairie which are generally in good condition. However, aggressive non-native species 

are becoming abundant within this vegetation community. The Sanctuary's grasslands 

will be actively managed to promote native species compositions, prevent any reduction 

in current grassland area through aspen invasion, and to provide enhanced winter 

wildlife forage and habitat. 

Native Prairie Enhancement Program 

Goal 

The goal of this program should be to protect a representative sample of

 native prairie in the Sanctuary for wildlife and education. A method (action 

plan) for the realization of this goal should be created and detailed to act as a manual for 

carrying out this goal. This action plan should incorporate methods for controlling 

aggressive non-native plant species through controlled burns, physical removal (hand 

grubbing) and active planting of native species. The reduction in grassland size by aspen 

invasion and the improvement of health and productivity in the grasslands. A method 

for monitoring the success of these actions should be developed so that continuous 

improvement of management policies and actions can be carried out. 

Fire is an extremely useful and cost effective tool in grassland management. It is 

recommended that professional assistance be sought in the development and 

implementation of a prescribed burning program as this minimizes the risk of using fire 

as a prairie enhancement tool. It is critical that burns be done at the right times, in the 

right ways and under proper conditions to achieve maximum benefits. Properly planned 

and executed prescribed burns can improve wildlife habitat, grassland health and nutrient
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cycling, control invasion by non-native plant species and control aspen invasion. It 
should also be noted that the use of prescribed burns is not something that can be 
practiced for a few seasons or years and then discarded or forgotten. Once prescribed 

burning has been started, continuing practice and monitoring is essential as several years 

of work may be lost in a single season if burning is not done at appropriate times. Input 

from professionals is important in the design and implementation stages of a prairie 
reclamation program involving fire. To aid in the development of a native prairie 

reclamation program , a set of guiding principles are given below. 

Guiding Principles: Prairie Enhancement 

• Professional assistance be sought in the development and implementation of a

 burning program. 
• Burns be done at the proper times, use correct methodologies and be conducted under 

proper conditions or they may be more detrimental than beneficial. 

• Once prescribed burning has been started, continuing practice and monitoring is 
essential. 

• Include a component for control of forest invasion in the prairie enhancement guide. 

• Managers should check grasslands daily as soon as the snow melts in order to 

determine the best time to burn for weed control. 
• Any disturbances in native prairie sod should be avoided as Canada Thistle can 

invade these disturbed areas very quickly. 

•  or other cutting of thistles should be avoided as this will result in a 
proliferation of plants over a very short time. 
• Prescribed burns should be timed so as to maximize the impacts on introduced 

species while minimizing the impacts to nesting bird species. 

•  for prescribed burns should include the following four steps: 

Treatment area and objectives;
Fire prescription; 
Burning Plan; and 
Report. 
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• In addition to fire, hand pulling of thistles should be conducted as a means of 

reducing the invasive nature of this plant. 

• A monitoring program should be placed in the Sanctuary for grasslands as part of the 

monitoring of the Sanctuary in general. 

• A large educational component should be stressed in grassland enhancement and in
 monitoring in general. 

Grasslands in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary will not be mowed (except along 

existing pathways in a 2-3 foot strip to act as a firebreak), nor will grazing species be 

introduced as a management tool. Chemical control of aggressive introduced species 

within the Sanctuary boundaries is not permitted. 

FORESTS 

Management of these areas shall be carried out so as to minimize human impact, 

according to the public participation process. Restoration and reintroduction of forested 

areas in critical wildlife corridors, as detailed in chapter 5, is dependent on the outcome 

of a wildlife corridor study. 

Removal of trees will only be practiced if the tree is threatening the safety of 

people or the Sanctuary facilities. In general, the forested areas will be left untouched. 

No  will be removed, cut or otherwise altered unless it threatens the safety of 

Sanctuary facilities or users. This should offer protection for rare fauna species that may 
make use of this habitat which should help to retain high levels of biodiversity within the 

Sanctuary. 

In order to manage for the protection of species diversity in the forested areas 

through preservation of mixed forest and aspen forest areas, a full

 as detailed in the  Use and  section (subsection: Water Quality 
and Quantity) of this summary should be commissioned. This study will detail the 
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moisture regimes found in the forested areas which will have implications towards the 

protection or succession of these forest types. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT (FORESTS) 

Fires will be suppressed in all cases (except for prescribed burns - see grassland 
section). Authorities should be notified immediately upon discovery of a fire of any size 
in the Sanctuary. 

A detailed emergency response plan should be developed which would be derived 

from Ihe policies outlined in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary and Kerry Wood Nature Centre 

policy manual emergency procedures sections and would contain the following:

 a one page map of the Sanctuary outlining all emergency entrances; 
2. phone numbers of authorities such as the fire department, the police, ambulances, 

hospitals, etc.;

 a first aid and CPR section; and 

4. the best routes to the nearest hospitals. 

The  trail will be maintained at a width suitable for emergency 4X4

 to pass along the old sewer right-of-way parallel to 67th Street. A turnaround 

will be constructed at the end of this section with access made available for emergency 

vehicles at the top of the escarpment. In addition, emergency vehicle access will be 

made available from the Kerry Wood Nature Centre parking lot onto the trail system. 

The Kerry Wood Nature Centre staff and volunteers are responsible for notifying 
authorities immediately when an emergency occurs. Nature Centre staff and volunteers 

will work closely with other emergency personnel as needed in the case of emergencies. 

The addition of vehicle access and turnaround points may require changes in zoning. 

These should be considered when implementing these recommendations. 
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The implementation of these recommendations is given a high priority and can be 

implemented in phases. Wildfires and accidents can occur at any time and proper 

procedures, equipment and access must be in place as soon as possible. The 

implementation of recommendations for improvement of emergency vehicle access 

within the Sanctuary should be done first. After this has been completed, a detailed 

emergency response program should be created.

 IN VEGETATION 

Monitoring and case-by-case analysis of infestations should be done to determine 

if control is necessary. Biological control is the preferred method of combating 

infestations. Insect or disease outbreaks in vegetation will only be controlled if they 

threaten surrounding developments, according to City department regulations. 

No mosquito control is to be implemented in the Sanctuary. 

HUMAN USE AND INFLUENCE 

WATER LEVELS AND QUALITY IN LAKES 

A  study should be done for the Sanctuary as soon as possible 

in order to obtain baseline information and data before any development occurs in the 

Michener Centre lands. This is given a high priority. It is critical that 

baseline data collection occurs so that changes due to development can be monitored 
accurately so proper management actions can be implemented. 

The Michener Centre Outline Plan should be supported to ensure the following:

 Water channeling capabilities in the escarpment are optimized - including the use 
of a water channeling feasibility study so ground and surface water loss to storm 
drains is minimized;

 Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 



 groundwater

WHEELCHAIR

 wheelchairs

 wheelchair

 users'

Gaetz

Chapter 8: Summary of Management Recommendations Page 144 

2. Developments will be prevented from significantly altering natural 

input into the Sanctuary; 

3. The Gaetz Lakes will be protected from any negative impact; 

4. appropriate planning of water resource use is necessary; and 
5. Constructed wetlands are placed in designated areas. 

• In addition, lake surface and bottom levels will be monitored to determine rates of 

sedimentation and rates of water gain or loss to properly manage the Sanctuary's 

water resources. 

ALTERNATE ACCESS 

Access into the Sanctuary should be restricted to the Kerry Wood Nature Centre. 
Alternate accesses should be discontinued by planting vegetation as a barrier, promoting 

the use of bicycle trails in adjacent parks and subdivisions, creating neighbour awareness 

programs. 

The planting of vegetation as a barrier is given a low priority as developments are 

not yet threatening the Sanctuary and negotiations between potential developers, the 

Sanctuary and The City can occur to distribute costs evenly. To date no developers have 

purchased the land.

 ACCESS 

Gates which allow after-hours access for  but prevent bicycles from 

entering should be sought. Managers of the Sanctuary should strive to accommodate the 

needs of  users to the extent that the integrity of the Sanctuary is not 

compromised. A wheelchair ramp should be built on the west platform of the west lake 

to allow access to the viewing deck. Peepholes should be cut into bird blinds at 

wheelchair  typical eye level in order to accommodate the needs of these users.

 Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 



ChapterS:

 Normandeau

initiatives.

Gaetz

 Summary of Management Recommendations Page 145 

The placement of a wheelchair ramp and peepholes should be given a high 
priority as the cost of implementation is low and immediate benefits to users can be seen. 

Minimization of wheelchair patrons inconvenience is also a factor in prioritizing this 

action. 

FINANCIAL LIMITATIONS 

Funding of the Sanctuary and its management is primarily The City's responsibility, but 

the  Cultural and Natural History Society may wish to seek grants, sponsors 
and other sources of funding to aid in the management of the Sanctuary. 

USE AND OVERUSE 

Maintain the educational aspect of the Sanctuary by continuing to provide 

excellent interpretive programs and by working with School Districts on educational 

The managers of the Sanctuary will ensure that Kerry Wood Nature Centre staff 

and volunteers will monitor the Sanctuary for environmental degradation or stress caused 

by human use and intervention and appropriate remediation measures will be carried out 
promptly. Staff and volunteers should be aware of sensitive areas of the Sanctuary and 

conditions which are conducive to damage in order to minimize environmental 

degradation of the Sanctuary. 

A system of counting the numbers of visitors into the Sanctuary will be 

implemented. This can be done for very little costs so implementation should commence 

as soon as possible. Baseline data for visitor use is important for proper management 
and monitoring of facilities (and ecological integrity) so a high implementation priority 

is recommended.
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Currently a fee system for revenue or limiting visitor use is not a favourable 

option according to public input and City Council direction. Consequently, admission 

into the Sanctuary will remain a voluntary donation system. 

PRESERVING THE  STATUS 

Any threats which concern the Sanctuary should be brought before a public 

hearing process and members of the public should be encouraged to attend. 

Opportunities for a more active role in the Sanctuary's management by the 

Canadian Wildlife Service could be considered to ensure protection of the Federal 

Migratory Bird Sanctuary Status. 

The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee should continue to monitor research, 

development and program plans affecting the Sanctuary. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

There will be no addition to infrastructure. The existing trails will not be added 

to, nor will the boardwalks, viewing platforms and stairs be expanded (only modified as 

per the management plan recommendations regarding wheelchair ramps). Proper 

maintenance of existing structures will be carried out by the Kerry Wood Nature Centre 

staff as part of the annual operating budget of the Sanctuary. 

Strictly enforce regulations regarding proper use of the four human use zones in 

the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, ensuring conformation to existing bylaws and agreements.

 AND DIRECTOR LIABILITY 
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In order to protect the  Society, its staff, Board of Directors and 

supervisors of its assets from liability, it is recommended that: 

• the Society exhibit due diligence in its management practices; 

• the Society exhibit prudence in its management decisions; 

• members of the Society exhibit loyalty to avoid conflicts of interest and eliminate 

the failure to disclose information; 

• the Society examine the purchase of indemnification contracts to protect its board 

members. 

MONITORING 

A monitoring program based on the six steps described in chapter 7 should be 

implemented for each area of concern (i.e. lake depth, rates of sedimentation and natural 

fluctuation, disease outbreaks in forested areas, determination of the rate of 

change in the forested areas, the condition of emergency vehicle access roads, gates and 
turnarounds, introduced plant and animal species, and conflicting use and unauthorized

 Information gained from this monitoring process can be used to adjust 

management practices on an ongoing basis to provide continuous improvement in the 

management of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. A large portion of this monitoring can be 

done by students at Lindsay Thurber Comprehensive High School. This program should 

be evaluated for its overall objectives, purpose and results. 

A review of the management plan every 5 years is necessary to ensure 

recommendations are being implemented or are feasible. 

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY 

The recommendations given in this report are rated as either high, medium or low 

priority. High priority recommendations are ones which should be acted upon as soon as 
possible after completion of this  for reasons given in the text. Medium priority 
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immediately. They may be considered after financial commitments for high priority 

considerations have been completed. Low priority recommendations are ones which do 

not critically affect the quality of management or ecological integrity of the Sanctuary 

but are necessary in the long term for proper management. 

Priority 
High 

Medium 

Low 

Action 

Wildlife Corridor 
Emergency Vehicle 
Trail Improvements for Emergency 
Emergency Response Plan 
Visitor Level Monitoring 
Purple Loosestrife Monitoring 
Salt Licks for Wildlife 
Introduced Species Monitoring 

Cost Summary (High Priority Actions) 

Grassland 

Cost Summary (Medium Priority Actions) 

Planting Vegetation Barrier 
Cost Summary (Low Priority Actions) 

Total Costs 

Cost (1996 Dollars)

 - 20,000
 -

2,000 
negligible 

100 
negligible 
negligible 
negligible 

28,500 - 53,500 

variable 
3,500 

32,000 - 57,000 (min.) 

not available 
not available 

$32,000 - $57,000 
(min.)

 costs provided by:  1996

 costs provided by: Gareau, pers.  19%
 costs provided by:  pers.  1997

 costs provided by: XXXXX, pers.  1996
 Costs vary greatly depending on a large number of factors  pers.  1997): A discussion of 

these factors may be found on page
 costs provided by: Duplain, pers.  1997) 
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Chapter 9 

CONCLUSIONS 

The development of a management plan for the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary utilized a 

number of different information sources and research methods to achieve the objectives 
of performing a detailed analysis of current and potential future management 

recommending short and long term policies and management guidelines consistent with 

the Sanctuary's visions and philosophy and outlining implementation and cost 

considerations for the short and long term policies and management guidelines 

suggested. These methods include literature reviews, key informant interviews and 

public participation (including open houses, questionnaires, workshops, a Round Table, 

stakeholder meetings, media contact and public review of the draft plan). 

Improvements on methodologies for future reference include a more extensive use 

of the media from the onset of the project to foster public awareness, and the use of a 

full-scale Round Table format. The advantages of a full scale Round Table include the 

opportunity for individuals or stakeholders to present proposals or ideas to the Round 
T'able and provides a greater opportunity for interaction in general. This would be 

advantageous in that individual citizens would find the process very accessible and 

would have more opportunities for meaningful contribution into the process. 

The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary will likely face several challenges in the future. Its 

viability as a natural area in the midst of a constantly growing city provides many unique 

challenges which are addressed by several recommendations within this document. In

 many opportunities exist for cooperation between the Sanctuary managers, 

departments of The City of Red Deer and future developers in surrounding areas. 

Overall, there is a great sense of civic pride in the Sanctuary which has been 

demonstrated throughout the Sanctuary's recorded history. The area is a beautiful sample 
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of aspen parkland and truly deserves its unofficial title of  jewel of the Waskasoo 

Park  With this management plan and implementation of the recommendations 
found  this  should remain a unique part of the Waskasoo Park system, 

fostering the same sense of civic pride in future generations of Red Deer citizens. 
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APPENDIX 1:

PURPOSE

The

Appendix 1: Management Plan Posters Page 169

 MANAGEMENT PLAN POSTERS 

These posters were displayed at the Kerry Wood Nature Centre regarding public 

participation in the management planning process. Poster size was 61cm x 91cm.

 purpose of the Management Plan is to create a means of 
preserving the long term integrity of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary 
while accommodating visitor needs now and in the future. 

This Management Plan will address the goals and objectives of the 
Sanctuary in order to ensure the long term protection of the site as 
one of the "crown jewels" in the Red Deer Parks system. 

OBJECTIVES 

The objective of the Management Plan is to consolidate existing data 
on the Sanctuary, refine existing management procedures and 
develop methods to address issues relevant to the Sanctuary now 
and in the future. 

The management plan process will utilize public input as an 
important part of the identification of issues and the development of 
guidelines. 

The Management Plan will guide future decision making within the 
Sanctuary. 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The public may become involved in this process through several 
methods, including questionnaires, open houses, and letters written to 
the Kerry Wood Nature Centre or the principal researcher. Public 
involvement occurs in three phases; they are as follows: 

Phase  Issue Identification 

Phase 2: Issue Discussion and Guideline 
Development 

Phase  Draft Plan Review and Final Presentation 

MANAGEMENT PLAN RESEARCH 

• The development of the Management Plan is a partial 
requirement for fulfillment of a Master's of Environmental Design 
degree from the University of Calgary by the principal researcher, 
David Van Den Assem, under the supervision of Dr. R.D. Revel, 
Ph.D., Professor of Environmental Science, Faculty of 
Environmental Design, University of Calgary. 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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Phase 1 

Phase 1 will create awareness in the community through various 
media regarding the management planning process and how you may 
become involved. 

A questionnaire and open house will be conducted in order to 
accommodate your input in the identification of issues concerning 
the Sanctuary. 

You may become involved in further phases in the Management Plan 
by providing your name and address on the questionnaire when you 
fill it out. 

Phase 1 Schedule 

Saturday, April 27

 April 27 

May 31 

June 15 

Ongoing 

Open house at Kerry Wood Nature Centre 

Questionnaire release 

Last Day to submit questionnaires 

Summary of Issues Identified 

Development of Contact List from 

Questionnaire 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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Phase 2 

• Issues identified from questionnaires, the open house and key 
informant interviews will be addressed by a Round Table. 

• The Round Table will be the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee - an 
organization which controls the direction of the Sanctuary. 

• Public input at this stage will be in the form of responses to letters 
mailed to each individual on the contact list. The letters will provide 
opportunities for input regarding resolution of the issues identified in 
phase 

• From here, a draft plan will be developed. 

Phase 2 Schedule 

June - August 

June 

June 

July 

August - September 

Round Table Discussions 

Release Newsletter 

Letters for Public Input (From Contact 

List) 

Summary of Input 

Prepare Draft Plan 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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Phase 3 

• In this phase, the draft plan will be released for comment. 

• The draft will be reviewed by the Round Table and appropriate 
signing authorities. 

• A summary of the draft will be released to the contact list members. 

• A newsletter will be available at the Sanctuary to keep the public 
informed. 

• The approval of the Management Plan will occur at this stage. 

Phase 3 Schedule 

September - October 

September - October 

September 

September 

October - November 

December 

Round Table Draft Review 

Signing Authority Review 

Draft Summary Release to Contact List 

Release Newsletter 

Update Draft Plan 

Final Draft Submission for Approval

 Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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APPENDIX 2: QUESTIONNAIRE AND INFORMATION 
SHEET 

The questionnaire and information sheet have been modified to fit on standard sized 

pages. The original size for the questionnaire was  x 14" in three columns. The 
information sheet was reduced to fit on a double sided 8 1/2" x 11" page. 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary 

Management Plan 

We Need Your Help 

to Develop a Management Plan 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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A management plan is being prepared for the Gaetz Lakes 

Sanctuary. The Sanctuary is an important part of Waskasoo Park 

and requires special care in its management. Your input is a 

valuable part of the Management Plan Process. 

What is a Management Plan?

 A Management Plan is a set of guidelines which detail how the 
Sanctuary will be operated now and in the future consistent with the 

mandate of protecting indigenous plants and animals in a natural refuge 

while providing benefit and enjoyment to Central Albertans. This plan is 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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being prepared by David Van Den Assem in partial fulfillment of a 

Degree. 

Why does the Sanctuary need a Management Plan? 

* There are many issues that the Sanctuary will need to address now and in 

the future to ensure its long-term survival and prosperity. 

Why is your participation important? 

* The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary has a rich cultural history and was the first 

designated Federal Migratory Bird Site in Alberta.

 The Sanctuary belongs to the people who use it and to The City of Red 

Deer for their enjoyment now and in the future. Your input will 

determine how we can meet the needs of the people of Red Deer with 

this unique natural area. 

We Would Like Your Input 

Your contribution to the Management Plan would be greatly appreciated. 

Please help us by letting us know your opinions in the space below (feel free 

to add extra sheets if necessary). The responses from this questionnaire will 

be used to identify issues to be addressed in later stages of the Management 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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• What should be the management goal of the Sanctuary? 

• What do you think are areas of concern for Gaetz Lakes 

Sanctuary? 

• What aspect of Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary would you change? 

• What would you like to see unchanged? 

• What are your main reasons for using the area? 

• How can the Sanctuary work with developments on adjacent 

lands in order to minimize their impact on Gaetz Lakes 

Sanctuary? 

• How can the site accommodate different user needs (e.g. 

wheelchair access) or a wider variety of uses (e.g. 

skiing, berry picking, etc.) 

• The area is a Federal Migratory Bird Site . There are also a wide variety 

of other animals who use the Sanctuary. How should the diversity of 

wildlife in the Sanctuary be managed? 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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• What priority should the issues (including those identified by 

you) be  in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan? 

• How should the external pressures on the Sanctuary be 

managed? 

• How should the vegetation in the Sanctuary be managed 

(including issues such as fire, grazing, native species, 

introduced species, 

• Should there be more infrastructure (e.g. more

 walks, 

• How can unauthorized entry into the Sanctuary be minimized 

while still providing access corridors for wildlife? 

• Other comments? 

You are not required to provide your name or contact information . However, 

if you would like to become involved in further phases of the Gaetz Lakes 

Management Plan please provide: 

Your Name 

Mailing Address 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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c/o

 Robertson

 kwnc@supernet.ab.ca

 Assem

Calgary,

 dvdenass@acs.ucalgary.ca
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E-mail Address (if available) 

Mail or drop off your completed comments by May  to: 

Gaetz Lakes Management Plan

 Kerry Wood Nature Centre 

6300 - 45 Street 

Red Deer, Alberta, T4N 3M4 

Phone (403) 346-2010 Fax (403) 347-2550 

ATTENTION: Jim 

Head of Interpretation, Waskasoo Park 

e-mail: 

or David Van Den 

Faculty of Environmental Design 

Professional Faculties Building 

University of Calgary

 Alberta, T2N 1N4 

e-mail: 
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Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
• 

•The issues behind the questions in the Questionnaire 
• 

•  What should be the management goal of the Sanctuary? 
• 

•The  main purposes are for the protection of wildlife in its natural habitat 

and as a gene pool for native species. How to accomplish this is the focus of the 

management plan. 
• 

•There are many different ways of managing a natural area, including active and passive 

(hands off) management. 
• 

•Active management may include pumping water into the lakes to replace water 

diverted into storm sewers. Controlled burns to simulate native prairie conditions could 

be conducted in order to retain or enhance wildlife habitat. If natural processes proceed 

without intervention, the lakes will eventually be replaced by grassland, deciduous forest 

and finally spruce forests. Should the Sanctuary be managed to keep it in its current 

state, preserving it as a "frozen snapshot in time", should the natural ecosystem processes 

be allowed to proceed unaltered by humans, or should it be managed for maximum 

biodiversity? 
• 

•6. How can the Sanctuary work with developments on adjacent lands in order to 

minimize their impact on Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary? 
• 

•The Sanctuary is becoming an isolated natural area in a sea of development. 

Populations of plants and animals within the Sanctuary may become separated from 

populations outside the Sanctuary. Urban developments may threaten the water supply 

of the lakes through altered  regimes. Development, however, is necessary 

and is an unavoidable result of a city experiencing growth. The Sanctuary needs to work 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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with others to minimize impacts when these developments affect its integrity. How can 

this be done? 
• 

•7. Should the site accommodate different user needs (e.g. better disabled access) or a 
wider variety of uses? Which ones? 
• 

•Currently, natural vegetation and parks are the only permitted uses according to 

municipal bylaws. Access is restricted to designated trails in order to minimize the 

impacts of human use on the Sanctuary. There is no jogging, skiing, cycling, picking, 

collecting or fishing currently allowed in the Sanctuary. Pets are also not allowed, in 

order to protect the wildlife. 
• 

•There are designated walking paths throughout the Sanctuary.  have 

access to most of these pathways. Movement is currently restricted to pathways in order 

to protect wildlife habitat. 
• 

•The main activities allowed on the site are natural history interpretation and education,

 watching and nature enjoyment. Should a greater variety of activities be allowed on 

site or should the Sanctuary restrict use to its current activities? 
• 

•8. Part of the area is a Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary. It is also a Municipal Nature 

Sanctuary. How should the diversity of plants and wildlife in the Sanctuary be 

managed? 
• 

•The Sanctuary is dedicated to providing a refuge for native birds and other native 

plants and animals. Currently, active management of habitat is discouraged, except to 

control noxious weeds and to pump water into the lakes to maintain water levels. 
• 

•There are a mix of native and non-native species of bird, plants and animals on the site. 

Should non-native species be actively controlled or not? If so, to what degree? 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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•Should the Sanctuary actively manage habitat in order to promote native species 

survival (e.g. provide nestboxes, breeding islands, etc.), should a  off approach be 

adopted, or should there be a mix of approaches? 
•

 How should the external pressures on the Sanctuary be managed? 
• 

•There are developments around the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary which may affect the 

amount and quality of water entering the lakes in the future. 
• 

•The bushes along 45th Ave. and the Red Deer River currently provide excellent food 

and protection for wildlife. Any development of 45th Ave. may threaten this resource. 
• 

•Housing on the former Michener Centre farmlands will have many impacts (people, 

pets, interrupted groundwater flow) to the Sanctuary. How can the Sanctuary work with 

these external forces to ensure the long term quality of the site is preserved? 
•

 Should there be more infrastructure (e.g. more benches, viewpoints, trails, 

boardwalks, interpretive signs, 
• 

•Current regulations prohibit development of the central core of the area which is 

reserved for habitat protection. Are existing facilities sufficient, excessive or 

inadequate? 
•

 How can unauthorized entry into the Sanctuary be minimized while still providing

 corridors for wildlife? 
• 

•Dogs and other domestic animals are prohibited under the Sanctuary Policy, as are 

open fires, partying and camping.

 East Hill (former Michener farmland and city tree nursery) will soon be developed 
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for housing. There will be a demand for access to the Sanctuary from the east. How 

should access be addressed in this area? 
• 

•What should be done to control unauthorized access by individuals and animals 

through the portions of the Sanctuary perimeter which are not fenced? 
•

 How should the vegetation in the Sanctuary be managed (including issues such as 

fire, grazing, native species, introduced species, 
• 

•One of the Sanctuary's purposes is to provide a refuge and genetic bank for native 

plants and animals. Aggressive introduced species (e.g. Canada thistle, canary grass, 
toadflax, etc.) already exist in the Sanctuary and may threaten native species. 
• 

•Vegetation can be actively or passively managed. If nothing is done to the grasslands, 

uncontrolled fire may be a threat to the Sanctuary and visitor safety. Fire may be used in 

the form of controlled burns to actively manage the grasslands in a way that emulates the 

frequent grass fires in native prairie ecosystems. Other methods of vegetation control 

include grazing by low impact species. 
• 

•The forested areas of the Sanctuary are approaching maturity and may represent a fire 

hazard with extensive deadfall on the forest floor. What should be done in the case of 
fire, and/or to prevent a fire? 
• 

•Should diseased vegetation be removed in order to protect the rest of the plant 

population, or should disease be used to  genetically inferior plants? What 

should be done in the case of an insect infestation? 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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baneberry

slender wheatgrass

bearberry

Lindleys

 brome

water

 millefolium
Actaea
Agropyron

 trachycaulum
Amelanchier alnifolia

 canadensis
 cylindrica
 multiflda

Apocynum androsaemifolium
 uva-ursi

 frigida

 laevis

Beckmannia
Brachythecium velutinum
Bromus ciliatus

 inermis
Calamagrostis

 aurea
Carex capillaris
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APPENDIX 3: LIST OF PLANT SPECIES IN GAETZ LAKES 
SANCTUARY 

W = White Spruce Woodlands 

W* = White Spruce Woodlands Springs 

D = Deciduous Woodlands

 = Mixed Woodlands 

S = Shrub Communities 

G = Grassland 

E = Wetlands 

F = Disturbed Fields 

Common Name 
yarrow 

quack grass 

saskatoon 
Canada anemone 
cylindrical-fruited anemone 
cut-leaved anemone 
prairie crocus 
spreading dogbane 

pasture sagewort
 aster 

smooth aster 
purple milk vetch 
slough grass 
feather moss 
fringed
smooth brome 
Canada reed grass 
bluebell

 sedge 
golden sedge 
hair sedge 
yellow bog sedge
beaked sedge 
green sedge 

Scientific Name Habitat 
Achillea  G,S

 rubra D
 repens F 

Agropyron  D
 most 

Anemone  D 
Anemone  G,S 
Anemone  G,S 
Anemone patens G,S

 G 
Arctostaphylos  S 
A rtemisia  F,G 
Aster ciliolatus D,G 
Aster  G 
Astragalus agrestis G

 syzigachne E
 W

 D 
Bromus  F

 canadensis D 
Campanula rotundifolia G 
Carex aquatilis E 
Carex  W*

 W* 
Carex gynocrates W* 
Carex utriculata E 
Carex viridula W* 
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hornwort

bunchberry

silverberry
fireweed

 fleabane

 hedysarum

 muhly

Cerastium vulgatum
Ceratophyllum demersum

 maculata  angustifolia
Cirsium arvense

 canadensis
 stolonifera

Corylus cornuta
Cypripedium calceolus

 passerinum
Disporum trachycarpum
Eleagnus commutata
Epilobium agustifolium

 fluviatile

Erigeron glabellus

Fragaria
Fragaria virginiana
Galium boreale

 triflorum
Glyceria striata
Goodyera repens
Habenaria obtusata

Heuchera richardsonii
Lathyrus ochroleucus
Lathyrus
Ledum groenlandicum

 lewisii
\jonicera dioica  glaucescens
Lysimachia thyrsiflora
Maianthemum

 saliva
 oficinalis

 nuda
 glomerata
 spicatum
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mouse-ear chickweed 

water hemlock 
Canada thistle 

red osier 
beaked hazlenut 
yellow lady's slipper 
sparrow's egg orchid 
fairy bells 

horsetail 
swamp horsetail 
dwarf scouring rush 
smooth 
fescue 
woodland strawberry 
wild strawberry 
northern bedstraw 
three-flowered avens 
fowl manna grass 
rattlesnake plantain orchid 
blunt-leaved orchid 
alpine 
alum root 
yellow pea vine 
purple pea vine 
Labrador tea 
common duckweed 
wild blue flax 
twining honeysuckle 
tufted loosestrife 
star-flowered Solomon's seal 
alfalfa 
yellow sweet clover 
bishop's cap 
marsh 
spiked water-milfoil 

round-leaved orchid 
green dog-tooth lichen 
palmate-leaved coltsfoot 
arrow-leaved coltsfoot 
common reed grass

 G
 E 

Cicuta  var.  E
 F 

Cornus  W 
Cornus  D

 W*
 W* 

Cypripedium  W*
 D

 S,E
 D 

Equisetum arvense W 
Equisetum  E 
Equisetum scirpoides W*

 G 
Festuca scabrella G

 vesca W*
 W,D

 D,G 
Geum  G

 E
 W

 - W* 
Hedysarum alpinum G

 G
 D

 venosus D
 W* 

Lemna minor E 
Linum  G

 var.  D
 E

 canadense D 
Medicago  F 
Melilotus  F 
Mitella  W* 
Muhlenbergia  W* 
Myriophyllum  var. E 
exalbescens 
Orchis rotundifolia W* 
Peltigera apthosa W 
Petasites palmatus W 
Petasites sagittatus E 
Phalaris australis E 
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 smartweed

Files'

Pennsylvanian
Pennsylvanian

pincherry
chokecherry

dewberry

 buffaloberry
 melic

w

 lady's-tresses
snowberry

stinkweed

Phleum
Polygonum

Potamogetonfriesii
Potentilla arguta
Potentilla

 incana

 secunda

 gmelinii
 woodsii

Salix
 ssp.validus

Sisrynchium montanum
Slum

 missouriensis
 arvens

Sparganium eurycarpum
Spiranthes romanzofflana
Symphoricarpos
Symphoricarpos

 officionale
Thalictrum venulosum
Thermopsis rhombifolia
Thlaspi arvense
Tofieldina

Trifolium hybridum
Typha
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timothy 
water 
water smartweed

 pondweed 
white cinquefoil 
white cinquefoil 
graceful cinquefoil 
graceful cinquefoil

 cinquefoil
 cinquefoil 

mealy primrose 

pink wintergreen 
one-sided wintergreen 
prairie buttercup 
yellow water crowfoot 
rose 
dwarf raspberry 
wild raspberry 
dewberry 

brown-eyed Susan 
wapato 
hoary willow 
common great bulrush
Canada 
false 
blue-eyed grass

 ater parsnip 
Canada goldenrod 
Missouri goldenrod 
sow thistle 
giant bur-reed 
hooded 

buckbrush 
dandelion 
veiny meadow-rue 
buffalo bean 

false asphodel
bog moss 
clover 
cattails

 pratense F
 amphibium E 

Polygonum amphibium E
 E

 S
 arguta G 

Potentilla gracilis S 
Potentilla gracilis G 
Potentilla pensylvanica S 
Potentilla pensylvanica G 
Primula  W* 
Prunus pensylvanica S,E,M 
Prunus virginiana S,E,M 
Pyrola asarifolia D 
Pyrola  W,D 
Ranunculus acris G 
Ranunculus  E 
Rosa  W,D,M,S 
Rubus acaulus W* 
Rubus idaeus D 
Rubus pubescens W 
Rubus pubescens D 
Rudbeckia serotina G 
Sagittaria latifolia E

 Candida W* 
Scripus lacustris  E 
Sheperdia canadensis D 
Shizachne purpurascens D

 G
 suave E 

Solidago canadensis D,G 
Solidago  G 
Sonchus  F

 E
 W*

 alba D
 occidentalis W,D,M,S 

Taraxicum  F
 D
 G

 F
 glutinosa W* 

Tomenthypnum nitens W*
 F

 latifolia E 
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 bladderwort Utricularia vulgaris
wiild  Vicia americana

 adunca
 canademis

 al.,  al.,  al.,
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common  E
 vetch  D 

early blue violet Viola  D 
Western Canada violet Viola  D 
meadow parsnip Zizia aptera G 
(Wallis et.  1984; Johnson et.  1995; Vance et.  1984; Scotter and Flygare, 

1986). 
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M

G

Cooper's

Spotted

Blue-winged

Gadwall

Lesser

Canvasback

 gentilis
 striatus

 macularia
Aechmophorus

 acadicus W,M,D
Agelaius phoeniceus
Ammodramus caudacutus
Ammodramus

 acuta

 platyrhynchos

 chrysaetos

 herodias
Asia flammeus
Asia  W,D,M,G
Ay thy  affinis
Ay thy
Ay thy  collar
Ay thy

 longicauda
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APPENDIX 4: LIST OF BIRD SPECIES FOUND IN THE AREA 

W = White Spruce Woodlands 
W* = White Spruce Woodlands Springs 

D = Deciduous Woodlands

 = Mixed Woodlands 

S = Shrub Communities

 = Grassland 

E = Wetlands 
F = Disturbed Fields 

Common Name
 Hawk 

Northern Goshawk 
Sharp-shinned Hawk

 Sandpiper 
Western Grebe 
Northern Saw-Whet Owl 
Red-winged Blackbird 
Sharp-tailed Sparrow 
LeConte's Sparrow 
Northern Pintail 
American Wigeon 
Green-winged Teal 
Northern Shoveler 
Cinnamon Teal

 Teal 
Mallard 

American Pipit 
Golden Eagle 
Ruby-throated Hummingbird 
Great Blue Heron 
Short-eared Owl 
Long-eared Owl

 Scaup 
Redhead 
Ring-necked Duck 

Upland Sandpiper 

Scientific Name Habitat 
Accipiter cooperii D,M 
Accipiter  W,D,M 
Accipiter  W,M 
Actitis  S,E

 occidentalis S,E 
Aegolius

 S,E
 S,G,E

 leconteii S,M,E 
Anas  S,E 
Anas americana E 
Anas carolinensis S,E 
Anas clypeata E 
Anas cyanaptera E 
Anas discors S,E 
Anas  S,E 
Anas streptera S, E 
Anthus rubescens G,S,E 
Aquila  G,M 
Archilochus colubris G 
Ardea  S,E

 S,G
 otus

 a  S,E
 a americana S,E
 a  is S,E
 a valisneria S,E 

Bartramia  G 
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Bufflehead

Swainson's

Hary

Swainson's
Brown

Stellar's

Yellow-rumped

Bombycilla garrulus
Bonasa umbellus

 lentiginosus

 virginianus
Bucephala  W,D,M,E,S
Bucephala clangula

 islandica
 jamaicensis

 platypterus

 swainsoni

Capella gallinago
Carduelis flammea

 hornemanni
 pinus

 S,D,G
 W,M,D

Certhia
Ceryle

 semipalmatus

Chen caerulescens

Cistothorus
Coccothraustes

 livia

Corvus brachyrhynchos
Corvus

 cristata

Cygnus columbianus

 castanea
Dendroica coronata
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Cedar Waxwing 
Bohemian Waxwing 
Ruffed Grouse 
American Bittern 
Canada Goose 
Great Horned Owl 

Common Goldeneye 
Barrow's Goldeneye 
Red-tailed Hawk 
Rough-legged Hawk 
Broad-winged Hawk 
Ferruginous Hawk

 Hawk 
Baird's Sandpiper 
Common Snipe 
Common Redpoll

 Redpoll 
Pine Siskin 
American Goldfinch 
Purple Finch

 Thrush
 Creeper 

Belted Kingfisher 
Semipalmated Plover 
Killdeer 
Snow Goose 
Black Tern 
Common Nighthawk 
Northern Harrier 
Marsh Wren 
Evening Grosbeak 
Northern Flicker 
Rock Dove 
Western Wood-pewee 
Olive-sided Flycatcher 
Common Crow 
Common Raven 
Blue Jay

 Jay 
Trumpeter Swan 
Tundra Swan 
Spruce Grouse 
Bay-breasted Warbler

 Warbler 

Bombycilla cedrorum most
 W,M,S

 most 
Botarus  S,E 
Branta canadensis G,S,E 
Bubo  D,M,G

 albeola
 W,D,M,E,S 

Bucephala  E 
Buteo  most 
Buteo lagopus G,E 
Buteo  W,M 
Buteo regalis G 
Buteo  most 
Calidris bairdii E

 S,E
 M,D,S,G 

Carduelis  M,D,S,G 
Carduelis  W,M,D 
Carduelis tristis 
Carpodacus purpureus 
Catharus ustulatus W,E

 americana W
 alcyon E 

Charadrius  E 
Charadrius vociferus S,E

 E 
Childonias niger E 
Chordeiles minor most 
Circus cyaneus S,G

 palustris E
 vespertinus W,M,D 

Colaptes auratus D,G 
Columba  most 
Contopus sordidulus most 
Contupus borealis W,M,G

 most
 corax most 

Cyanocitta  most 
Cyanocitta stelleri W 
Cygnus buccinator E

 E 
Dendragapus canadensis W,M 
Dendroica  W,M

 W 
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Aider

Gryrfalcon

 Yellowthroat

Veery

King-billed

Bonaparte's

VWiite-winged

Dendroica palmarum
 petechia

Dryocopus pileatus
Dumtella

 alnorum

Euphagus
Euphagus cyanocephalus
Falco columbarius
Falco peregrinus

 sparverius
 americana

 immer

Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Hirundo pyrrhonota

 rustica
Hylocichla fuscescens

 hyemalis

 delawarensis

 Curvivostra

Melanitta

Melospiza

W.M.D

W,M,D

W,D,M

S,E

S,G,E

W,M,D,E

W.M.D

G,E

W,M,D
W,M
S,E
S,E

Gaetz
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Palm Warbler 
Yellow Warbler 
Magnolia Warbler 
Blackpoll Warbler 
Black-and-white Warbler 
Black-throated Green 
Warbler 
Pileated Woodpecker 
Gray Catbird

 Flycatcher 
Least Flycatcher 
Rusty Blackbird 
Brewer's Blackbird 
Merlin 
Peregrine Falcon 

American Kestrel 
American Coot 
Common Snipe 
Common Loon 
Common 
Sandhill Crane 
Bald Eagle 
Cliff Swallow 
Barn Swallow 

Northern Oriole 
Varied Thrush 
Dark-eyed Junco 
Northern Shrike 
LrOggerhead Shrike 
Herring Gull 
California Gull

 Gull 
Franklin's Gull

 Gull 
Hooded Merganser 
Red Crossbill

 Crossbill 
American Widgeon 
White-winged Scoter 
Surf Scoter 
Swamp Sparrow 
Lincoln's Sparrow 
Song Sparrow 

Dendroica 
Dendroica magnolia 
Dendroica striata 
Dendroica varia 
Dendroica virens

 carolinensis 
Empidonax 
Empidonax minimus

 carolinus 

Falco rusticolus 
Falco 
Fulica 
Gallinago gallinago 
Gavia 
Geothlypis trichas 
Grus canadensis 

Hirundo 

Icterus galbula 
Ixoreus naevius 
Junco 
Lanius excubitor 
Lanius ludovicianus 
Larus argentatus 
Larus californicus 
Larus 
Larus pipixcan 
Larus Philadelphia 
Lophodytes cucullatus 
Loxia 
Loxia leucoptera 
Mareca americana

 fusca 
Melanitta perspicillata

 georgiana 
Melospiza lincolnii 
Melospiza melodia 

W,M 
most 
W,M,E 

D,M,E 

S 
S 
D 

most 
most 
E 
E 
most 
S,E 
M,E 
E 

S,E 

most 
most 
M,G 
D,G 
W 
most 

S,M 
E 
E 
E 

W,E 
E 

E 
S,E 
S,E 
most
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Osprey
 Chicadee

V/ilson's phalarope

Black-backed
E>owny

 Tanager

F'urple
 Crackle

Say's
Ovenbird

Mergus
Molothrus ater

 townsendi

Oxyura jamaicensis S
Pandion haliaetus
Parus
Parus

 domestlcus
 sandwichensis

 iliaca
Perdixperdix
Perisoreus canadensis

Phasianus

 tridactylus
 villosus W,D,M
 enucleator  .-

 erythrophthalmus

Plectrophenax

Podilymbus

Porzana

Quiscalus

Recurvirostra americana
Regains
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Common Merganser 
Red-breasted Merganser 
Brown-headed Cowbird 
Townsend's Solitaire 
Mourning Warbler 
Ruddy Duck 

Black-capped 
Boreal Chickadee 
House Sparrow 
Savannah Sparrow 
Fox Sparrow 
Cfray Partridge 
Gray Jay 
Double-crested Cormorant 

Ping-necked Pheasant 
Rose-breasted Grosbeak 
Black-billed Magpie

 Woodpecker
 Woodpecker 

Three-toed Woodpecker 
Hairy Woodpecker 
Pine Grosbeak 
Rufous-sided Towhee 
Western 
Snow Bunting 
Black-bellied Plover 
Horned Grebe 
Eared Grebe 
Red-necked Grebe 
Pied-billed Grebe 
Vesper Sparrow 
Sora Rail

 Martin 
Common 
Virginia Rail 
American Avocet 
Golden-crowned Kinglet 
Ruby-crowned Kinglet 
Bank Swallow 
Eastern Phoebe

 Phoebe 

American Redstart 

Mergus merganser E
 serrator E

 D,M,G 
Myadestes  W 
Oporornis Philadelphia M,D,S

 ,E
 M,E

 atricapillus most
 hudsonicus W 

Passer  most 
Passerculus  S,G 
Passerella  W,M,S

 S,G
 W,M,D 

Phalacrocorax auritus E 
Phalaropus tricolor S,E

 colchicus S,G 
Pheucticus ludovicianus D,M,S 
Pica pica most 
Picoides arcticus W 
Picoides pubescens W,D,M 
Picoides  W,D,M 
Picoides 
Pinicola  ~  W,M 
Pipilo  M,S 
Piranga ludoviciana W,M,D

 nivalis G 
Pluvialis squatarola G,E 
Podiceps auritus S,E 
Podiceps caspicus S,E 
Podiceps grisegena S,E

 podiceps S,E 
Pooecetes gramineus S,G

 Carolina S,E 
Progne subis most

 quiscula most 
Rallus limicola S,E

 S,E
 calendula W 

Regulus satrapa W,M 
Riparia riparia most 
Sayornis phoebe G 
Sayornis saya G 
Seiurus aurocapillus M,D,S 
Setophaga ruticilla M,D,S 
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Mountain

Shoveler

CMpping

 currucoides
 W,M

Sitta carolinensis

Sphyrapicus varius
 arborea

 passerina
Stelgidopteryx serripennis

 hirundo
 neglecta

 vulgaris

 flavipes
Tringa melanoleuca

Turdus migratorius
Tympanuchus

 tyrannus

Vermivora
 peregrina

 gilvus

Wilsonia pusilla
Xanthocephalus

 macroura

 leucophrys

Wallis  al.,  Farrand,  1992;,  Savage,
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 Bluebird 
Red-breasted Nuthach 
White-breasted Nuthach 

Yellow-bellied Sapsucker 
American Tree Sparrow 
Clay-colored Sparrow

 Sparrow 
Northern Rough-winged 
Swallow 
Common Tern 
Western Meadowlark 
European Starling 
Tree Swallow 
Lesser Yellowlegs 
Greater Yellowlegs 
Solitary Sandpiper 
House Wren 
American Robin 
Sharp-tailed Grouse 
Eiastern Kingbird 
Western Kingbird 
Orange-crowned Warbler 
Tennessee Warbler 
Warbling Vireo 
Red-eyed Vireo 
Solitary Vireo 
Canada Warbler 
Wilson's Warbler 
Yellow-headed Blackbird 
Mourning Dove 
White-throated Sparrow 
White-crowned Sparrow 

Sialia  G 
Sitta canadensis

 D 
Spatula clypeata S,E

 D,M 
Spizella  S,G 
Spizella pallida S 
Spizella  most

 G,S 

Sterna  E 
Strunella  G 
Sturnus  most 
Tachycineta bicolor most 
Tringa  M,E

 M,E 
Tringa solitaria W,S,E 
Troglodytes aedon D,G

 most
 phasianellus G 

Tyrannus  D,G 
Tyrannus verticalis D,G

 celeta D,S 
Vermivora  D,M 
Vireo  D,M,E 
Vireo olivaceus D 
Vireo solitarius D,M,S 
Wilsonia canadensis S,E

 S,E
 xanthocephalus G,E 

Zenaidura  D,M,G 
Zonotrichia albicollis W,D,M 
Zonotrichia  M,D,S,G

 et.  1984;  1988; Semenchuck, ed.,  Savage and  1981; 

Richards, 1995. 
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W

M

Capper's

Snowshoe
Whitetailed jack

Canis latrans

Erethizon dorsatum
Eutamias
Glaucomys sabrinus
Lasionycteris noctivagans
Lasiurus cinereus

 americanus
lepus towsendii
Mephitus mephitus
Microsoreox
Microtus pennsylvanicus
Mustela erminea
Mustela frenata

 W,D,M
 D,M,S,G

Peromuscus maniculatus
 intermedium
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APPENDIX  ANIMAL SPECIES FOUND IN GAETZ LAKES 
SANCTUARY

 = White Spruce Woodlands 

W* = White Spruce Woodlands Springs 

D = Deciduous Woodlands

 = Mixed Woodlands 

S = Shrub Communities 

G = Grassland 

E = Wetlands 

F = Disturbed Fields 

5A: List of Mammal species found in the area. 

Common Name 
Moose 
Coyote

 Red-backed Vole 
Porcupine 
Least chipmunk 
Northern flying squirrel 
Silver-haired bat 
Hoary bat

 hare
 rabbit 

Striped skunk 
Pygmy shrew 
Meadow vole 
Ermine 
Long-tailed weasel 
Least weasel 
Mink 
Little brown bat 
Mule deer 
White-tailed deer 
Muskrat 
Deer mouse 
Mountain phenacomys 
Arctic shrew 

Scientific Name Habitat 
Aides aides W,E

 most 
Clethrionomys gapperi W,M

 M,G
 minimum W,M

 W
 W,D,M,E

 W,M 
Lepus  W,M

 G
 most

 hoyi M
 G

 W,M
 S,G 

Mustela rixosa most 
Mustela vixen S,E 
Myotis lucifugus 
Odocoileus hemionus 
Odocoileus virginianus D,M,S,G 
Ondatra zibethicus E

 most 
Phenacomys  W 
Sorex arcticus M,E 
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 D,M,W,G
 Spermophilus

 richardsonii
Tliirteen-lined  tridecemlineatus

 Tamiasciurus hudsonicus
 Taxidea

 Thomomys talpoides G,M

 Walk's  al.,

 Ambystoma tigrinum
 hemiophrys

 triseriata
 Rana

Wood  sylvatica
 Thamnophis  vagrans

G
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Masked shrew Sorex cinereus 
Franklin ground squirrel  franklinii D,M 
Richardson's Ground Squirrel Spermophilus  G

 ground squirrel Spermophilus  D,M 
Mountain cottontail Sylvilagus nutallii S,G 
Red Squrrel  W,M 
Biadger  taxus S,G 
Northern pocket gopher 
Red fox Vulpes vulva D,M,G 
Western jumping mouse Zapus princeps S 
Soper, 1964;  et.  1984; Savage and Savage, 1981; Banfield, 1974, and Soper, 

1966 in Red Deer Regional Planning Commission, 1983). 

513: Amphibians and Reptiles in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary 

Common Name Scientific Name Habitat 
Tiger Salamander  E 
Dakota Toad Bufo  E,W* 
Chorus Frog Pseudacris  E,W* 
Leopard Frog  pipiens E,W*

 Frog Rana  E,W* 
Wandering Garter Snake  elegans  G 
Plains Garter Snake Thamnophis radix G 
Red-sided Garter Snake Thamnophis sirtalis parietalis G 
(Walks et. al, 1984)
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APPENDIX 6: ROUND TABLE TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Round Table Format 

Terms of Reference 

Overall Mandate 
The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Round Table will be an advisory body to review public 

suggestions for management of the Gaetz Lakes  explore alternatives and give 

final input into the draft Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary management plan guidelines. 

Objectives
 Provide input regarding economic, environmental and social aspects of issues 

identified by the public participation process. 

2. The expertise of Round Table members will be called upon to identify and provide 

input for any issues not identified by the public participation process. 

3. Provide input and final approval regarding the draft management plan guidelines. 

Reporting Relationship 
The guidelines reviewed and approved by the Round Table will pass through the signing 
authorities for the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. The signing authorities are: Jim 

Head of Interpretation, Waskasoo Park; the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee; the

 Cultural and Natural History Society; and Red Deer City Council. 
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Membership Criteria 
The Gaetz Lakes Round Table is an ad-hoc, temporary assembly of citizens. The Round 

Table is designed to allow a maximum diversity of interests in the community to be 

represented as practicably possible while retaining a manageable size. The Round Table 

will be active from late July, 1996 to the completion of the Management Plan project, 

scheduled for December, 1996. 

Maintaining Contact With the Media
 and guidelines developed from the Round Table discussions will be made public, 

but the discussions and opinions given in meetings will remain confidential. 

In addition: 
• It is assumed that all members of the Round Table will not use information gained at 

meetings for personal, corporate or interest group gain. 

• All public statements made by the Round Table will be made by the mediator (the 
principal researcher for the management plan) and Mr. 

• Only guidelines approved by the Round Table are official.

 to Consensus-Based Decision-Making 
Each member of the Round Table may expect: adequate time to become informed of 

issues to be discussed at meetings; full explanation of agreement or disagreement, if any; 
and  opportunity to appeal decisions if new information is made available during the

 period. 

In the event that consensus is not reached, the agreeing members of the Round Table will 
state in written form the full explanation of why the decision is beneficial to those in

 and those in disagreement will state in written form the full explanation of 
why the decision is detrimental to those in agreement. This information will be 

exchanged and creative solutions will be sought. If this does not solve the disagreement, 
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a summary of damages and benefits of the issue at hand will be presented in the 

management plan. 

Agenda 
The agenda will be developed by the principal researcher and will consist of a list of 

issues and their potential solutions to be explored by the Round Table. 

Schedule 
The Round Table will meet approximately 3 times between late July and December, 

1996. The meetings will be brief, but adequate time will be given for each issue to be 

explored. Since membership in the Round Table is of a volunteer nature, every 

reasonable effort will be made to ensure that the time commitment by the members on 

the Round Table proceedings will be minimized. 

The Round Table discussions will commence in late July and will consist of a review of 

the issues and methods of addressing these issues to be incorporated into the first draft 

management plan to be presented to the signing authorities. Two meetings will be 

scheduled for this stage as it will likely be more time consuming than subsequent 
activities. 

The third Round Table meeting will cover the comments given by the public and signing 

authorities. It will further detail the guidelines to be given in the management plan. 
Following this stage, the management plan will be submitted for final approval. 

Deadlines 
The tentative deadline for the completion of the first two Round Table meetings is the 

end of August,  The tentative deadline for the draft update (after signing authority 

review and public comment) is the end of October,  The scheduled deadline for the 

management plan project is December, 1996. 
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Style of Operation 

The Round Table will make decisions by consensus, similar to the National Round Table 

on the: Environment and the Economy, and provincial Round Table initiatives. 

Quorum 

Quorum exists when 50%  of the Round Table members are present at any meeting. If 

members are absent from the meetings, it can be assumed that their consent is given for 

any decisions made at that meeting, unless their written comments regarding items on the 

agenda are given ahead of time. Comments given by this nature will be given full 

exposure in the meeting. 
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 10%
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APPENDIX 7: QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS 
GAETZ LAKES SANCTUARY MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Phase 1 Questionnaire Results 
The response rate for the questionnaire was approximately 6%. Individuals could 

provide more than one response for each question. These results form the basis of Phase 

2 workshop discussions. 

What should be the management goal of the

 Percent 
Maintain  as is 8 38% 
Some active management, if feasible 8 38% 
Natural processes without human touch 2

 manage man made disturbances only 1 5% 
Actively maximize biodiversity 1 5% 
Protecting the Sanctuary 1 
Unique part of Waskasoo Park 

Total 21 100% 

What do you think are areas of concern for Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary? 

Frequency Percent 
Lake levels and water sources

 on adjacent lands
 of vegetation (native and non-native species) 

Increased number of access points 
Overuse/abuse of Sanctuary land 
Water quality 
Wildfire/fire suppression 
Wildlife corridors 
Commitment from City to preserve and finance 
Economic pressures 
Noise 
Number of nesting pairs of geese 

Total 

6 
5 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 

29 

21% 
17% 
14% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
3% 
3% 
3% 
3% 

100% 
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What aspect of Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary would you 

More vegetation management 
Very little, if anything 
Water quality improvement 
Better signs

 viewing decks to blinds 
Enlarge native species garden 
Noise levels 
Not familiar with problems 
Nothing 
Remove nest boxes 

What would you like to see unchanged? 

Present infrastructure 
Almost everything 
Current use 
Natural environment 
Access points 
Artificial nest sites 
No fee for entry 
Tranquillity 

What are your main reasons for using the area? 

Nature enjoyment 

Wildlife 
Exercise (walking)

 Wood Nature Centre facilities/staff 
To show visitors 

change? 

Frequency 
4 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Total 15 

Frequency 
5 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Total 15 

Frequency 
10 
8 
4 
3 
2 
1 

Total 28 

Percent 
27% 
13% 
13% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
7% 

100% 

Percent 
33% 
13% 
13% 
13% 
7% 
7% 
7% 
7% 

100% 

Percent 
36% 
29% 
14% 
11% 
7% 
4% 

100% 
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How can the Sanctuary work with developments on adjacent lands in order 

to minimize their impact on Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary? 

Frequency Percent 
Buffers around Sanctuary 
Work with City/developers 
City support through bylaws/policy 
Maintain fences 
Nature will adapt

 wildlife corridors 
Develop in other areas of town instead 
Educate and lobby 
Minimize disturbance to groundwater 
Signs regarding access 
Stop  the lakes for storm drainage 

5 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Total 19 

26% 
16% 
11% 
11% 
5% 
5% 
5% 
5% 
5% 
5% 
5% 

100%

 can the site accommodate different user needs (e.g. wheelchair access) 

or a wider variety of uses (e.g. cross-country skiing, berry picking, etc.)

 Percent 
No additional uses 12 57% 
User needs met generally 2 10%

 accessibility adequate 2 10% 
Emphasize nature observatory aspect 1 5% 
Wheelchair access a priority 1 5% 
Increased variety of uses only if site quality not jeopardized 1 5%

 educational school use 1 5%
 habitat 

Total 21 100% 

Should there be more infrastructure (e.g. more

 Percent 
No 6 43% 
Sufficient at present 4 29% 
Infrastructure could be improved 1 7% 
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Nestboxes/islands
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How
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____________________________________Frequency
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More attractive signs 1 7% 
More trails 1 7% 
Yes, if integrity of Sanctuary not 

Total 14 100% 
The site is a Federal Migratory Bird Site. There are also a wide variety of

 animals who use the Sanctuary. How should the diversity of wildlife 

in the Sanctuary be managed? 

Control undesirable plant and animal species 
Mix of active and passive management 
Maintain water levels in lakes 

Wildlife corridors 
Controlled burns 
Passive (hands off) management 
Passive management except with porcupine 
Wildlife sanctuary policies to protect from humans 
Remove (artificial) 

9 
5 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Total 26 

35% 
19% 
12% 
8% 
8% 
4% 
4% 
4% 
4% 
4% 

100% 

How should the external pressures on the Sanctuary be managed? 

Frequency Percent 
Work with City and public 
Education 
Buffer between Sanctuary and  lands 
Can't control external development 

Strong bylaws 

5 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Total 11 

45% 
18% 
9% 
9% 
9% 
9% 

100%

 should the vegetation in the Sanctuary be managed (including issues 

such as fire, grazing, native species, introduced species,

 Percent 
Control introduced species 5 19% 
Controlled  4 15%

 Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 



Public;

 1________________________________Frequency
Maintain

 planning___________________1____9%
 11

 2_________________________________Frequency
 25%

 wildlife_____________________1____25%
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Active management 
Fight/control wildfires 
Controlled grazing 
No grazing 
Remove deadfall 
Minimal intervention 
Mow grassy areas (during low wildlife usage periods)

 involvement re. infestations/disease management 
Selective logging 
Some herbicide application 

3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

12% 
12% 
8% 
8% 
8% 
4% 
4% 
4% 
4% 
4% 

Total 26 100% 
What priority should the issues (including those identified by you) be given 

in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan? 

Priority  Percent
 current habitat, wildlife use and purpose of Sanctuary 5 45% 

Prevent abuse through education 2 18% 
Maintaining water levels 2 18% 
Can only be answered by debate and consensus 1 9% 
Incorporate protection into 

Total  100% 

Priority  Percent 
Preserve water levels 1 
Protect surrounding area 1 25% 
Public awareness of financial pressures 1 25% 
Quiet area for people and 

Total 4 100% 

Priority  Percent 
Maintain current human 

Total 2 100% 

Priority  Percent 
Maintain current human access 1 50% 
Maintain current human 

Total 2 100% 

Overall priorities 
Maintain current habitat, wildlife and human use 
Maintaining water levels 
Prevent abuse through education 
Can only be answered by debate and consensus 

Frequency 
9 
3 
2 
1 

Percent 
47% 
16% 
11% 
5%
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Incorporate protection into planning 
Protect surrounding area 
Public: awareness of financial pressures 
Quiet area for people and wildlife 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Total 19 

5% 
5% 
5% 
5% 

100% 

How can unauthorized entry into the Sanctuary be minimized while still 

providing access corridors for wildlife? 

Frequency Percent 
Enforcement: fines, patrolling, 
developers 
Education 
Thick vegetation as barrier 
Extra signs 
Fences 
No fences 
Not a problem

 vandalism 
Maintain access restrictions 

strict guidelines/work with 

Total 

4 

3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 

20 

20% 

15% 
15% 
10% 
10% 
10% 
10% 
5% 
5% 

100% 

Other comments? 

Frequency Percent
 should remain natural with minimal human 2 33% 

interference 
A bum in other parts of Red Deer has killed plant growth 1 17% 
Park is well managed, more promotion and volunteers may 

help financially 1 17% 
Why do we have to plan for everything? 1 
You  a great 

Total 6 100%
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APPENDIX 8: MANAGEMENT PLAN WORKBOOK 

GAETZ LAKES SANCTUARY


MANAGEMENT PLAN


Workbook for Phase 2 Workshops
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August 1996 

Introduction 

Why is a management plan needed for the Sanctuary? 

The Sanctuary needs to be protected from external pressures such as housing 
developments and future population growth. In addition, wildlife and vegetation need to 

be protected so the Sanctuary may continue to be a source of natural beauty for years to 

come. 

The area was designated a Migratory Bird Sanctuary in 1924 and since then has been 

threatened on several occasions by wildfires, highway construction, erosion, lake siltation, 

reduced lake levels and other factors. These threats were met with public pressure to 
protect the Sanctuary. Now is the time to plan ahead so managers have a way of 

minimizing these threats to the Sanctuary in the future. 

The  purpose is to preserve habitat for the protection and viability of future 

wildlife populations while providing an educational resource and a place for enjoyment of 
nature. The management plan will provide a balance between these interests. 

Public Involvement
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Public involvement in the development of the management plan will take place in three 
phases. The first phase was initiated in April 1996 with the distribution of a questionnaire, 

an open house and meetings with various interest groups to increase awareness regarding 
the management planning process and to help identify some of the issues which face the 

Sanctuary. 

The second phase involves the development of guidelines to resolve these issues and 

consists mainly of workshops and round table discussions. The results of these workshops 
will be a set of ideas which will form the basis of the guidelines and recommendations 
found in the management plan. 

The  phase will be a review of the draft management plan by the public, round table, 
city council and interest groups. 

Workshops 

The workshops are designed to allow participants to brainstorm ideas and discuss options 

regarding guidelines for the Sanctuary's management. It is intended as a guide for 
discussion and contains quotes from the questionnaire responses as well as questions 
which arise from this input. 

The questions found in the workbook will be discussed and ideas will be written down so 

they may be used in the development of the draft management plan.
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Vision Statement 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is a unique part of  Park in that it has largely been 
protected from development and overuse. It is relatively pristine and accommodates a 

wide variety of birds and other  A central core of habitat which is off limits to 

humans provides an excellent opportunity for wildlife to live in a peaceful setting. 

Balancing the importance of the area to wildlife and to people is a difficult task. The 

managers of the Sanctuary need a guiding theme to coordinate their actions now and in 
the future. 
A vision statement does this by emphasizing the unique aspects of the Sanctuary. A vision 

statement contains a clear message saying how the Sanctuary should and shouldn't be 

managed. 

From the questionnaire responses it was found that people wanted the area to remain 

natural so that habitat could be available for wildlife. Many people suggested that some 
intervention was acceptable to retain this natural environment, and they wanted the 

Sanctuary to look like it does today in the future. Others felt that no intervention was the

 method of management. 

"Current usage appears first to be as a nature observatory that is unique from other 
parts of the Waskasoo Park system." 

"Maintain natural habitat and native wildlife." 

"The protection of wildlife in its natural habitat, including active and passive 

management." 
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"The preservation of the serenity of the Sanctuary. Protection of wildlife and native 
species. Include active management. Nothing in nature is "Frozen in  It grows 

and changes and needs care and protection."

 - leave out human touch." 

"Maintain a natural area with minor intervention." 

"Active management for maximum biodiversity." 

"Simulate natural conditions (fire) but allow Sanctuary to evolve naturally over time 
(lakes replaced by 

• What are some key words or phrases you would like to see in the vision 

statement for the Sanctuary? 
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Wildlife 

It is likely that the Sanctuary will be almost completely surrounded by housing and other 

developments in the near future. This will affect the movement of some wildlife through 

the area. In addition, the habitat for wildlife in the Sanctuary is being analyzed. Habitat 

enhancement is an issue which must be addressed. The lake levels and water quality in the 

lakes are habitat issues which have been identified by many people as high priority 

concerns. 

"Active management is discouraged, exception: tree planting, nest boxes, bird feeders, 
etc. Show that selective active management occurs. That's  with me." 

"Insofar as possible, maintain a natural balance so that each species is able to survive. 

Don't allow pests (e.g. crows, magpies, coyotes) to take over." 

"(Prevent a) polluted high water level, consider easier access by wildlife into the park, 

try to keep people out of the interior in a hands off policy." 

"Non-native species should be actively controlled so that native species are assured of 
survival." 

"Keep  free of domesticated animals."

 non-natives, remove artificial nest - boxes,  allow natural 

evolution but stimulate natural processes." 
' 

"Some predator control must be used. i.e. large populations of crows, magpies and cow 

birds and English sparrows." 

"...pump water when necessary." 
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"...allow Sanctuary to evolve naturally over time (lakes replaced by 

• Should habitat enhancement be allowed? If so, what kind and how much? 

•  can be done to protect and enhance the wildlife corridors in the area? 

• Should introduced species be actively controlled? If so, how? 

• What should be done about the water levels in the lake, if anything? 

• What should be done about the water quality in the lakes? 

Gaetz; Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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Vegetation 

There are several different types of vegetation communities found in the Sanctuary, and 

each may need to be treated differently. There are wetlands, grasslands, shrub 

communities, aspen stands, spruce woodlands and a mixed woodlands. 

Accumulation of  in the forested areas may lead to a fire hazard, but provides 
some habitat for wildlife. Thatch may need to be controlled in the grasslands in order to 

promote growth and reduce the fire hazard. Aspen stands may encroach on the grasslands 

if left alone. Non-native species of plants may be aggressive and out compete native 
varieties.

 weeds and growth should be cut back because of fire  (and to improve 

"Cut down more dead wood to hasten new growth." 

"I  like to see some active management plan as some areas are becoming messy 
and overgrown with weeds, deadwood, etc." 

"Active control of non-native plant life." 

"Use a heavy duty mower to mulch the grass after birds have nested." 

"To control nature in a "natural" way, fight the fires, no domestic  increase 
access for flora and fauna, keep people on paths." 

"Sheep grazing should be considered..."
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"Use natural means to protect vegetation - encourage deer, rabbits, destroy non - native 
plants..." 

"Fires must be controlled as should weeds like purple loosestrife." 

• What methods should be incorporated to manage: 

• Grassland areas? 

• Forested areas?
 Competition between aspen and grassland? 

• Introduced (non-native) plant species?

 Disease?

 Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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Human Use and Influence 

The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is an important part of the  Park system and is
 by many people throughout the year. Based on questionnaire responses, the 

primary uses of the Sanctuary seems to be nature enjoyment and wildlife viewing. There 

are many issues associated with use of the area and developments which occur close to the 

area. 

There will likely be housing developments around the Sanctuary in the future, which will 

result in greater numbers of people living nearby and using the Sanctuary. The 

combination of more people and different land uses may affect the Sanctuary in many 

ways. The water quality and quantity in the lakes may be of concern (primarily through 
changes in  systems), as will overuse and budgetary concerns. Enforcement 

of rules and bylaws may be a concern in the future with many more people living in close 

proximity to the Sanctuary. 

"No more trails or points of access. Don't pave trails." 

"Keep access by humans to paths, no pets, no jogging, no (berry) picking. Keep quiet
 for those who love nature." 

"No charges for entry so that everyone can enjoy."

 places offer the natural beauty of woodlands - the smells of  Its like 

finding the peace of childhood along the creek and quiet strolls down the Gaetz Lakes." 

"Birds and animals will adapt." 

"Provide a 1/8 mile no construction zone on all sides of the Sanctuary for any future 
development."

 Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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"Construct wildlife corridors,  disturbance to ground water (supplement with 

pumping for short - term if 

"If greater use is provided it must be only if the beauty of the area is not jeopardized."

 access  - all other uses as at present." 

"Don't expand usage." 

• How should water quantity/quality be managed? 

• Regarding development in surrounding areas: 

« Should there be alternate accesses for the developments which may occur 
around the Sanctuary? 

« How can wildlife corridors be  in these areas? 

• How can overuse in the future be managed? 

• How should the issue of wheelchair access be addressed? 

• How can the Sanctuary address financial limitations? 

• How can the Sanctuary work with The City in preserving its status in the 
future? 

• Should habitat be enhanced or not? If so, how much?
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T2J
 271-8727
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dvdenass@acs.ucalgary.ca
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Conclusions 

Your ideas for managing these issues are appreciated. These  will be carefully
 and developed into a draft management plan after review by a round table. If 

you have supplied your name and mailing address in the sign-in book, you will be mailed a 

summary of the draft recommendations and guidelines for your review. 

If you have any questions about the workbook or the management planning process, 

please contact either of the two names given below: 

David Van Den  Jim 
Principal Researcher Head of Interpretation

 Deer Ridge Dr. S.E.  Park 
Calgary, Alberta Kerry Wood Nature Centre

 5W1 6300 45 Avenue 
(403)  Red Deer, Alberta 
(403)  (fax) T2N 3M4

 346-2010 
347-2550 (fax) 

Thank you again for your contribution to the  Lakes Sanctuary management plan. 
Please fill out the attached workshop evaluation form to either of the above addresses so 

that we can make improvements in the format for future workshops.

 Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 



 attended:_________________

Appendix 8: Management Plan Workbook Page 219 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 

Workshop Evaluation Form 

The Workshop 

What did you like best about the workshop? 

What did you like least about the workshop? 

Do you have any suggestions for improvement in the future? 

The Workbook 

Was the workbook a useful tool? 

What did you like the best about the workbook? 

What did you like the least about the workbook? 

Please describe any issues which you felt were not covered in the workshop you 
attended. 

Workshop 

Issues not identified: 

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 
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APPENDIX 9: ROUND TABLE DISCUSSION DOCUMENT 

GAETZ LAKES SANCTUARY 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

ROUND TABLE DISCUSSION DOCUMENT 

Based On A Summary of Public Participation From 

Questionnaires and Workshops 

August 

Facilitated by: David Van Den Assem 

Principal Researcher 
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Introduction 

The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Round Table is intended to provide a review of the 
recommendations made by the public in phases 1 and 2 of the public participation 

process. 

Those recommendations approved by the Round Table will form the basis of a draft 
management plan which, upon completion, will be distributed to Round Table members, 

interest groups, relevant committees and boards, members of the public and City Council 

members for 

Comments received from this review will be used to revise the draft plan. The Round 

Table will meet to discuss and provide approval of the revisions. The revised draft will

 reviewed by the Round Table, presented to the public and interest groups and 
submitted to the signing authorities for final approval. 

Anticipated date of final draft submission is late December, 1996 to early January, 1997. 
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Vision Statement 

Participants were asked to provide words or phrases which would be included in a vision 

statement. Key concepts which came out of the questionnaire were the use of active 

management to maintain habitat in its current form. Active management of the 

Sanctuary was also favored in the workshop sessions. 

Vision Statement 

Managed for continued biological 
integrity 
Habitat diversity 
Sanctuary (refuge for wildlife) 
Legal protection 
Corridors to other areas 
Nature enjoyment 

Protection of native species 
Strategies for intervention 
Maintain lake levels 
Minimal 

Long term preservation 
Nature observatory 
Visual and environmental buffers

 succession 
Gene pool 
Habitat enhancement 
Maintain "feeling" of wilderness 
Natural processes 
Oasis 
Wildlife viewing 

Frequency 
20 
13 

9 
9 
6 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
2 
1 
1 

Percent 
22% 
14% 

10% 
10% 
7% 
5% 
5% 
4% 
4% 
4% 
3% 
3% 
3% 
2% 

Priority 
High 
High 

High 
High 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 

Total 92 100%

 Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan 



Reforest/protect

 wildlife/highway

 ridge/67th
Street

Gaetz

Appendix 9: Round Table Discussion Document Page 224 

Wildlife 

Habitat Enhancement 

the enhancement of habitat was deemed acceptable in both phases of the planning study. 

Habitat Enhancement 
Maintain grasslands and 

(to support wildlife) 
habitat 

Nesting islands made from 
Salt licks 
Limited number of nest 
tool 
Stock lakes 

Frequency Percent Priority 
diversity 

natural materials 

boxes as educational 

Total 

9 
6 
5 
3 

3 
26 

35% 
23% 
19% 
12% 

12% 
100% 

High 
Medium 
Medium 

Low 

Low 

Wildlife Corridors 
Protection and enhancement of existing wildlife corridors was a high priority for 
participants in both phases of the public participation program. 

Wildlife Corridors - Protect and Enhance
 existing habitat at: 

-Cemetery Hill 
-67th Street Underpass 
-45th Ave. 

Mitigate  crossings 
-67th Street at top of escarpment 
-Speed reductions on streets, avenues 

Discourage upgrade of 45 Ave 
Reinforce current restrictions on access from 

67th Street onto 45th Ave. 
Fences should allow wildlife movements 
Overpass for Wildlife 
Discourage wildlife movement @ 

Tunnel under 67th Street 
Total 

Frequency 

21 

16 
10 

9 
6 
1 

63 

Percent 

33% 

25% 
16% 

14% 
10% 
2% 

100% 

Priority 

High 

High 
Medium 

Medium 
Low 
Low
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 of Native Species 

It was determined in the workshops that reintroduction of any native species would only 

occur if the presence of that species would not interfere with the current balance within 

the Sanctuary. This should be done by case-by-case studies before any species is 

introduced. 

Introduced Animal Species 

The respondents from the questionnaire were interested in controlling undeskable animal 
species within the Sanctuary. Participants in the workshops recommended that the 

following be done regarding introduced animal species into the Sanctuary: 

• List introduced species in the management plan (e.g. rock doves, house 

sparrows, starlings, dogs, cats, etc.) 

• Educate the public regarding the prohibition of pets within the Sanctuary. 

• Actively control by live trapping and removal of domestic animals (if 
domestic animals become a problem) 

• Reinforcing the fences on the East Hill to prevent pets from entering the 

Sanctuary. 

All recommendations were given equal weighting by participants. 
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Vegetation 
In general, active management of the grassland areas (and their interaction with the 

aspen areas) was recommended. Participants in both phases preferred to have minimal 

intervention in the forested areas. 

Grassland 
Controlling introduced species and use of prescribed burns were among the most popular 

choices for grassland management in the Sanctuary in both phases  public 

participation.

 Percent Priority 
Selective planting to encourage native species 
Controlled burns 
Removal of non-native species 
Grazing 
Firebreaks 
Mowing 
Nothing 

7 
6 
4 
4 
2 

30% 
26% 
17% 
17% 
9% 

High 
High 

Medium 
Medium 

Low 

Total 23 100% 

Aspen/Grassland Interactions 
If left undisturbed, aspen stands will tend to invade and take over grassland areas.

 the public participation process it was determined that the grasslands are an 

important part of the Sanctuary and should be actively maintained. Several methods 

were suggested as being suitable for achieving this  they are as follows: 

Aspen/Grassland  Percent Priority 
Controlled fire 
Grazing 
Mowing 
Maintain current proportions of each habitat 
Do nothing 
Chemical control 
Pathways as barriers 

7 
6 
5 
4 
1 

30% 
26% 
22% 
17% 
4% 

High
High 

Medium 
Medium 

Low 

Total 23 100%
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Forests 

Participants were in favor of minimizing human impact and management in the forested 

areas of the Sanctuary. Reforestation of areas near critical wildlife corridor connections 

was highly recommended.

 forests into areas which 
provide good corridor connections

 buffer zones and potential arboretum 
adjacent to 45th 

Very selective removal 
No interference 
Maintain proportions of forested areas to 

non-forested areas 
Selective removal of underbrush 

Total 

Frequency 

7 
4 
3 

3 
1 

18 

Percent 

39% 
22% 
17% 

17% 
6% 

100% 

Priority 

High 
Medium 
Medium 

Medium 
Low 

Fire Management (Forests) 

The controlling of fires to minimize the threat to infrastructure and neighboring areas 
was the main concern of participants. Fire suppression was not favored. 

Fire Management  Percent Priority 
Stop fires only if they threaten surrounding areas 6 75% High 
Selective removal of ground fuel 1 13% Low 
Fire suppression in all

 Total 8 100% 

Non-Native Plant Species 

The control of introduced species was very important to questionnaire respondents and 

active removal and control was highly recommended by workshop participants. 

Non-Native Plant  Percent Priority 
Physical removal 5 21% High
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Controlled burns 
Active removal 

Monitoring 
Native prairie restoration 
Balance between control and elimination 
Biological control 
Chemical control 

4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
1 

17% 
13% 
13% 
13% 
13% 
8% 
4% 

High 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

Low 
Low 

Total 24 100% 

Insects/Disease in Vegetation

 of the options below were given equal weight with participants. The option of no 

disease or insect control was not favored. 

• Biological control 

• Control if necessary 

• Monitor and control 

It was also determined that there should be no change in mosquito control programs. 
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Human Use and Influence 

Questionnaire results indicated that the most significant human use and influence issues 

were the following: 

• Access be limited to the Kerry Wood Nature Centre 

• No new trails be created 
• Lakes were to be retained as a focal point of the Sanctuary 

• Current uses (education, nature enjoyment, relaxation, wildlife viewing) 

should be the only activities carried out on site. 

Water Levels in Lakes 

Most responses relate in some way to the recommendations made in the  Centre 

Outline Plan. The participants fully supported the initiatives involved with the Outline 

Plan. 

Water Levels in Lakes 
Improve water channeling capability in uplands 

-30th Ave. acting as dike 
-Water channeling feasibility study needed 

Prevent new developments from reducing 
water input into Sanctuary 

Constructed wetlands to feed  Lakes 
Monitor lake  levels, 

determine historical levels 
Work with Michener Centre Outline Plan 
Pumps for groundwater (currently existing) 
Lake depth maintenance 
Pump river water 
Windmill pump 

Total 

Frequency 

15 

10 
10 

10 
9 
5 
4 

63 

Percent 

24% 

16% 
16% 

16% 
14% 
8% 
6% 

100% 

Priority 

High 

Medium 
Medium 

Medium 
Medium 

Low 
Low 

Water Quality 
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 issue is closely related to the lake level section and responses for both are similar. It 

was recommended that water quality be retained by each of the following methods (all 

recommendations are weighted 

• Support constructed wetland system in Gaetz Creek area 

• Monitor for baseline data 

• Reforestation of Cemetery Hill 
• Repair of wetland deterioration on 30th Ave. 

• Residential water feature be implemented in developments on escarpment 

(e.g. man-made lake or water body) 

Alternate Access 

Participants were unanimous in their desire to have the Kerry Wood Nature Centre the 

only access point into the Sanctuary. This is supported by the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary 

Committee 1994 annual report. 

Alternate Access 
No - plant thick vegetation groupings as 

barrier to access before developments arise 
No - use existing bike trails 
No - improve quality of fences 
No - post notices regarding no access in 

new subdivisions (resident awareness 
programs) 

No - encourage the use of alternate destinations 
for uses such as tree  etc. 

Yes - alternate access points 
Total 

Frequency 

10 
9 
5 

5 

4 

33 

Percent 

30% 
27% 
15% 

15% 

12% 

100% 

Priority 

High 
High 

Medium 

Medium 

Low

 Access 

The workshop participants were unanimous in the following 
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• Access to all parts of the  Trail were deemed impractical 

• Re. access onto site by persons in wheelchairs (after hours): 

Locked gate with keyed access or card lock access 

Prior arrangements made 

• Re. wheelchair access within the site: 

A ramp be built onto the west platform at the west lake 

The Wishart Trail is to be paved to the west platform from the Nature 

Centre 

Financial Limitations 

In the workshops, it was difficult to distinguish between Nature Centre funding and 

Sanctuary funding. The unanimous recommendations are presented below. 

• Enhance bookstore capacity while maintaining its educational component. 
• More prominent contribution box. 

• Advertise paid programs more aggressively 

• Sponsors: -Corporate 
-Service Clubs 

-Grant Agencies 

• Encourage volunteer assistance via: -Bylaw enforcement 
-Stewardship program 

Overuse 

Both phases of public participation resulted in a disapproval of the use of entrance fees 

as either a revenue source or as a means to control visitor use.

 Percent Priority 
Alternate "Sanctuaries" in park system 

-identify/preserve potential natural areas 
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-consider Rack properties, Canyon, 
No fees

 data for visitor use in Sanctuary 
Education regarding impacts of use 
Continue controlled use by school programs 
More trails if integrity of Sanctuary not 
threatened 
Fee for use 
Limit the number of people per day 

Total 

11 
8 
7 
4 
2 
1 

33 

33% 
24% 
21% 
12% 
6% 
3% 

100% 
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Preserving the Sanctuary's Status 

The preservation of the Sanctuary from future developments within its boundaries is of 

great importance to all of those who were involved with the management planning 

process. It was determined from the workshops that the status may be preserved through 

the following: 

• Public support and awareness 

• Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee as 

• Agreements between The City and the Province, and between The City and 
the Red Deer Public School District 

• The Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary status 

• Community Services Master Plan (1996)
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APPENDIX 10: GAETZ LAKES SANCTUARY POLICY 

This appendix is a copy of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Policy as seen in The City of Red 
Deer Community Services Policy Manual (City of Red  1988). It is included as a 
quick reference for interested individuals who may wish to compare the management 
plan recommendations with existing Sanctuary policy. 

1. Introduction

 The area known as the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is located in the north east 
area of The City of Red Deer, Alberta and occupies approximately 
hectares in Waskasoo Park.

 The area designated as Gaetz Lakes sanctuary occupies 292 acres.

 The legal land description of the designated Sanctuary is a portion of
 meridian and a portion of  W4th.

 The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary area includes two  lakes, remnants of a 
former oxbow of the Red Deer River, which are known as the east and west 
Gaetz Lakes. The greater portion of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is on the Red 
Deer River  The top of the river valley escarpment forms the east 
and south boundaries of the Sanctuary.

 The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary area has been a federal migratory bird sanctuary 
since 1924 and a provincial bird sanctuary since 1974.

 The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is owned by The City of Red Deer and is 
operated under Bylaw #2866/85 by the Museums Management Board.

 The operation of the designated portion of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is 
governed by an agreement between The Province of Alberta and The City of 
Red Deer dated August  which is interpreted and monitored by the 
Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee.

 Natural History interpretive programming in Waskasoo Park, including the 
Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, is the responsibility of the Kerry Wood Nature 
Centre Staff. 
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2.

 It is generally believed to be important that some protection be afforded the 
natural environment in any natural region. 

2.2 It is necessary to ensure that indigenous plants and animals have a natural 
unimpaired refuge for their continued survival and the benefit of future 
generations of Central 
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3. Statement of Purpose

 The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is a special place of refuge for the region's native 
plants and animals, and shall be used primarily for the protection of wildlife 
in its natural habitat. 

3.2 The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary serves as a gene pool for the native species of the 
natural area in Waskasoo Park and the Red Deer River Valley in Central 
Alberta.

 The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is a "living museum". The Sanctuary is available 
to all people for study, relaxation, and enjoyment insofar as these human 
intrusions are compatible with its ecological integrity. No activities which 
conflict with the Sanctuary's ecological integrity shall be permitted on the 
land. 

3.4 Access to and movement within the designated portion of the Sanctuary shall 
be restricted.
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4. Maintenance and Development

 The Kerry Wood Nature Centre staff and volunteers are to provide regular 
on-site monitoring of trail conditions, habitat status, effects of human 
intrusion, and patterns of usage. 

4.2 The standards of and requests for regular and special maintenance of built 
structures is the responsibility of the Museums Management Board. 

4.3 Regular and special maintenance projects are to be done with care and 
respect for the special nature of the Sanctuary. 

4.4 Development proposals affecting the Sanctuary must be submitted to the 
Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee for review and comment prior to formal 
approval. 

4.5 No vehicles of any type are allowed in or about the designated portions of the 
Sanctuary except in the instance of an emergency, or for special maintenance, 
subject to obtaining authorization from the Chief Park Naturalist. 
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5. Access

 The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is to be available to the public on a year-round 
basis. 

5.2 The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is to have usage zones including no access, 
limited access and interpretive zones 

5.3 Portions of the perimeter shall be fenced to prevent casual intrusion. 

5.4 Portions of the perimeter are to remain  to accommodate the 
migrations of wildlife. 

5.5 Access to and use of the Sanctuary is governed by the conditions contained 
in the Agreement dated August  1983 between The Province of Alberta 
and The City of Red Deer. Without limiting the above, specifically excluded 
are boats or canoes, vehicles, horses or pets, skiing, camping, picnicking, 
partying or open fires. 
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6. Emergency Procedures

 "Emergencies" are defined as special circumstances threatening the well-
being and safety of the Sanctuary, its inhabitants or visitors, and requiring 
immediate attention. 

6.2 Kerry Wood Nature Centre staff will be trained to initiate appropriate 
emergency responses. 

6.3 Kerry Wood Nature Centre staff will play an active role in public education 
to minimize emergencies in the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. 

6.4 Medical emergency responses are the responsibility of the Red Deer 
paramedic services. 

6.5 Fire emergency responses are the responsibility of the Red Deer Fire 
Department. 

6.6 Kerry Wood Nature Centre staff will monitor public usage of the Gaetz Lakes 
Sanctuary and will assure compliance with the regulations and bylaws of the 
Sanctuary. 
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7. Biological Management

 The natural evolution of the indigenous biological community will be 
accepted. 

7.2 The natural resources of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary are to be selectively 
managed in consultation with the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee to 
maintain the special nature of the Sanctuary. 

7.3 Preventative management techniques will only be employed following 
consultation with the Gaetz Lakes  Committee. 

7.4 Construction within the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary will only be done following 
consultation with the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee. 

7.5 Construction within the Sanctuary will be as visually  as 
possible and will be undertaken in a manner having the minimum impact on 
the ecology of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. 

7.6 Habitat enhancement is generally to be discouraged within the designated 
portion of the Sanctuary.

 Introduction of non-indigenous species is generally to be discouraged within 
the designated portion of the Sanctuary.
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APPENDIX  WORKSHOP EVALUATION RESPONSES 

Approximately 10 people per evening attended the workshops, the majority attended 2 or 
3 workshops. 

The Workshop 

What did you like best about the workshop? 

Information about the area and what makes it tick 
Educational, made me think 
Learned new things and historical information 
Informative 
Informal, the opportunity to discuss ideas 
Discussion between people

 d a great job 
Informal, everyone was unafraid to speak 
Informal, opportunity to express ideas 

What did you like least about the workshop? 
Lack of turnout from park users 
My limited knowledge of subjects 
Difficult to hear some of the audience 
Not enough participants 
Lack of support by public 
Too slow 

Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the future? 

Advertise more 
Needs more  - multimedia tools 
Control non-relevant discussions 
Repeated questions on different nights 
Have people introduce themselves 

The Workbook 
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Was the Workbook a useful tool? 

Yes (x9) 

What did you like best about the workbook? 
Clear, easy to read, not long-winded 
Need to study it more 
Questionnaire responses included in workbook 
Questions printed in bold type 
Kept the meeting on track 
It very quickly made us aware of a wide range of ideas 
It was laid out extremely well 
It was good 
Well organized 
Shows people's ideas 

W hat did you like least about the workbook? 
Need to study it more 
Nothing 

Workshop attended: 
Vegetation (6) 
Wildlife(5) 
Human Use and 

Issues not identified: 
Some good maps of the area might help - such as topographical and land use. 
Very interesting and informative evenings. 
Not known. 
Job done well. 
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APPENDIX 12: SCHEDULE 

The schedule for the three management planning phases is as follows: 

Phase 1 

April 27, 28 
Saturday, April 27 
June 15 
June 30 
Ongoing 

Open house at Kerry Wood Nature Centre 
Questionnaire release 
Last Day to submit questionnaires 
Summary of Issues Identified 
Development of Contact List from Questionnaire 

Phase 2 

August 6, 7, 8 
August 13, 14 
August 15 - October 15 

Public Workshops 
Round Table Discussions 
Prepare Draft Plan 

Phase 3 

October 15 - November 

November 15 - January 
1997 
February 1997 
February 1997 

Draft Review (Round Table Members, Signing 
Authorities, City Council, Stakeholder Groups, 
Contact List Members) 
Update Draft Plan 

Final Draft Submission for Approval 
Public Presentation of Draft 
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