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ABSTRACT

Development Decision-Making in National Parks:
Strengthening the Development Review Process
By: Eva J. Katie
Supervisor: Michael S. Quinn
September, 2002
Prepared in partial fulfilment of the requirements of the MEDes (Planning) degree in
the Faculty of Environmental Design, The University of Calgary
The integrity of Parks Canada's development review process has been called into
question (Parks Canada Agency 2000a, Banff Bow Valley Study 1996), largely because of
the concerns about the negative impact of land-use decisions on the natural environment.
There has also been mounting criticism over the weaknesses of current practice (Parks
Canada Agency 2000a). This Master's Degree Project examines the process for reviewing
development proposals in national parks, in order to make recommendations to enhance the
quality of decision-making in national parks. Three important concepts are examined. First, I
discuss the appropriateness of adopting the common elements of sustainable development in
national parks: economic growth, ecological integrity, and inter and intra generational equity.
Second, I explore the relationship of environmental assessment to development decisionmaking. Third, I examine the importance of effective participation in decision-making by
addressing the following questions: why involve the public in decision-making; what is the
role of participation in a democratic society; and, how can the public be engaged in the
decision-making process. Recommendations are proposed to better align the development
review process in national parks with that of municipal planning practice. I propose a
consistent, predictable, and efficient development review process for national parks that
provides a foundation for promoting sustainable development decisions.

Key Words:
National Parks; Development; Development Review; Decision-Making; Sustainable
Development; Sustainability; Environmental Assessment; Public Participation
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INTRODUCTION

One goal of national parks is to provide recreational opportunities for the public to
visit and experience natural and cultural areas of national significance. Since the inception of
national parks, however, tough decisions continue to be made concerning human land uses
and environmental protection. The most difficult decisions often relate to finding a balance
between tourism development and the public responsibility to protect and maintain national
parks unimpaired for future generations.
The Panel on Ecological Integrity (Parks Canada Agency 2000), the State of the Parks
Report (Parks Canada 1998), and the Banff Bow Valley Study (1996) suggest that many of
Canada's national parks are experiencing difficulty in conserving, maintaining and restoring
ecological integrity. The State of the Parks Report (Parks Canada 1998) indicated that many
national parks reported significant ecological impacts from various stressors related to human
activities, one of which is land use and development activities. The Panel (Parks Canada
Agency 2000) also noted that the decision-making process used to manage the built
environment, including infrastructure, park communities, and visitor facilities, directly
affects ecological integrity and public perception of Parks Canada's commitment to
maintaining ecological integrity.
Parks policy (Canadian Heritage 1994) and the recently revised Canada National
Parks Act (Parks Canada Agency 2001) emphasize the importance of achieving sustainable
forms of development in national parks. They also suggest that national park communities
should be models of sustainability. The World Commission on Environment and
Development (WCED 1987) notes that the challenges of achieving sustainable development
are often the result of institutions working with closed decision-making processes. In support
of this position, the Bow Valley Study (1996) noted that the problems facing national parks
are often tied to decision-making. This failure in decision-making results from the absence of
a consistent process, the lack of formal means to appeal decisions, political or ministerial
interference in local decisions, and discretionary powers for park superintendents that lack
clear criteria and are not well supported by policy (Banff Bow Valley Study 1996).

1

Purpose and Intent
The purpose of this Master's Degree Project (MDP) is to examine how the process to
review development proposals can enhance the quality of decision-making in national parks.
The main objectives include:
•

Review the national park legislation and policy that guide land use and development
decision-making;

•

Investigate how the concept of sustainable development can be applied within a national
park context;

•

Examine the role of environmental assessment and public participation in development
decision-making in national parks;

•

Describe the current development review practice in a typical Albertan municipality and
in national parks, discuss the significant differences between the two processes, and
recommend specific improvements to the national park process based on the municipal
model; and,

•

Formulate recommendations for restructuring the development review process in national
parks so that it is more closely aligned with the municipal model.

This research has been pursued for three reasons. First, the lack of a systematic
national park framework to review development proposals has led to decisions that are often
procedurally inconsistent and sometimes scientifically indefensible (Parks Canada Agency
2000). The key issues associated with current practice include consistency and transparency,
opportunities for meaningful public involvement, and the role of environmental assessment
as de facto development approval. Second, the substantive aspects of development decisionmaking, that is what must be considered in reaching a decision (e.g. concepts of ecological
integrity and sustainable development, public interest, and information and scientific
knowledge) are often disassociated from decision-making in favour of pre-determined
political outcomes. Third, national park management plans call for a revised approach to the
development review process that uses the municipal development review process as a model.
Although I believe present national park practice to be far from ideal, there are some
key principles related to public participation and the environmental assessment process that,
if revisited, may help the shift toward more sustainable development decisions. The
preparation of a guide to review development proposals for use by planners, managers,
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development officers, developers, and the public will assist in implementing a pragmatic
development review process for national parks that is more in line with the Alberta municipal
model.
Methods
Research methods consisted of a review of relevant literature and a situational
analysis of development review practices employed in a typical Albertan municipality and
national parks. The City of Calgary was selected to represent the municipal review model for
several reasons: its proximity to the researcher, recognition that the City of Calgary was
representative of practice in other Canadian municipalities, and recognition that four out of
the six national park communities are located within a five hour driving radius from the City
of Calgary.
Currently, no formal development review process similar to that found in a municipal
context, exists for national parks, with the exception of the Town of Banff . Existing practice
1

is composed of a patchwork of steps based on antiquated building permit guidelines and
environmental assessment requirements. These steps collectively constitute an informal
development review process that varies according to the desires of various national park
communities and park administrators. In describing current development review practices in
national parks, I refer to the publication entitled Building Permit Guidelines (Parks Canada
1980) and the 1995 Canadian Environmental Assessment Act.
In light of the potential for the release of new park documentation and ministerial
announcements, I established a cut-off date to base my review of park literature. Technical
documents released after the introduction of the Canada National Parks Act in March 2000
were not considered in this research. The review of technical reports was augmented with my
knowledge and professional work experience. I am very familiar with the practice of
development review in national parks and have undertaken the review of numerous
development proposals that have been treated in different ways for various reasons and with
different outcomes. I am also familiar with the context and the reasons as to why the various
The Town of Banff is distinctfromother national park communities due to a federal-provincial agreement,
referred to as the 1990 Incorporation Agreement. This agreement permits a self-governing body to administer
the majority of planning and development decisions. A recent decision by the Minister of Canadian Heritage
not to grant a similar agreement to other national park communities verifies that Parks Canada will continue to
be responsible for land use and development decision-making in all other national park communities.
1
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approaches are used. In essence, this research is an assessment of this experience, with the
aim of helping to understand and improve Parks Canada's development decision-making
practice.
Organization of the Document
Chapter 1 explores national park legislation and policy that guides land use and
development decision-making. The concept of "sustainable development" is explored to
determine its application within a national park context. It is my belief that the World
Commission on Environment and Development (WCED 1987) definition adopted by Parks
Canada does not take into account the unique environmental, social and economic values
expressed in national parks. For this reason, the concept of "sustainability" is examined and
defined within a national park context.
Chapter 2 examines the environmental assessment process and role of the public in
development decision-making. The environmental assessment process is the primary means
of gathering and assessing information related to land use and development proposals.
Environmental assessment is examined because it has been perceived as a substitute for a
development review process rather than a tool to decision-making. This section provides a
brief overview of environmental assessment, outlines the procedural elements, and discusses
current criticisms of the process. The theme of public participation is explored because, in a
pluralistic democratic society, it is expected that interested parties should have an
opportunity to influence decision-making. I discuss the evolution of participation in Canadian
planning practice and review the theoretical concepts of participation, the role of the public
in decision-making, and provide an overview of participation practice and methods used by
Parks Canada.
Chapter 3 describes the processes used to review land use and development proposals
in a typical Albertan municipality and contrasts them with those used in national parks. The
decision to apply municipal practice within a national park context is based on the direction
in recently revised park management plans. Additionally, it is my working assumption that

For the purposes of this MDP, I provide a definition of sustainable development that differs from the WCED
definition. A distinction has not been made between the terms sustainability and sustainable development; both
are used interchangeable.
2
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the municipal review model is better than current practice in national parks . For these
reasons, the question of whether the municipal review model is flawed will not be addressed
in this research. I discuss current development review practice in national parks, identify
significant deviations between the two processes, describe the key strengths and weaknesses
of the Parks Canada framework, and recommend specific improvements that align the
national park process with municipal practice.
In the final Chapter, I present a development review framework for national parks.
The framework will make the development review process in national parks more
predictable, consistent and timely; increase the degree and improve the quality of
participation; and, effectively integrate the environmental assessment process. It is my hope
that the guide will contribute to a systematic development review process for national parks
in Canada.

The municipal model is preferred since it defines a procedure to be followed in applying for development and
building permits and outlines the prerequisites for such approval. Additionally, municipal practice found in
Alberta does not differ significantlyfromthat found in other Canadian municipalities and in British and U.S.
planning systems.
3
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CHAPTER 1:
NATIONAL PARK LEGISLATION, POLICY, AND THE
CONCEPT OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Most definitions of conservation relate to the wise use and management of nature for
the benefit of human society (Fiedler and Jain 1992). The concept of conservation has
presented a fundamental challenge for the management of Canada's national parks.
Historically, the management of national parks has been considered controversial because of
the difficulties of protecting park resources while at the same time allowing for their
continued use and enjoyment (Bella 1987). More recently, concepts of sustainable
development and ecological integrity have been added to national park legislation to facilitate
enhanced protection of park resources against the influences of human activities.
This chapter examines national park legislation and policy and how the concept of
sustainable development is applied within a national park context. The concept of sustainable
development is considered essential in national park decision-making (Canadian Heritage
1994). However, I believe that the application of the World Commission on Environment and
Development (WCED 1987) definition does not take into account the unique environmental,
social and economic attributes expressed in national parks. I turn to the concept of strong
sustainability to provide for a more appropriate definition of sustainability within a national
park context.
NATIONAL PARK LEGISLATION AND POLICY
Evolution of Park Legislation
The impetus for establishing national park legislation can be linked to the private
development interests associated with the 1883 discovery of the Cave and Basin Hot Springs
(hot springs) in what is today, Banff National Park. The decision by the federal government
to deny the private developer's claim over the hot springs allowed the 26 km site to be
established as a park reserve in 1885. This decision was founded on the intent to promote
economic development within the parks (Hildebrandt 1995), and resulted in the first park
legislation being established in 1887 (i.e. Rocky Mountain Park Act).
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The Rocky Mountain Park Act was modelled after the American act of 1872 for
Yellowstone National Park. The Rocky Mountain Park Act, affirmed the first boundary for
Banff National Park at 674 km , which was a fraction of the size of Yellowstone (7,800 km )
2

2

The Act provided the government with a variety of land use and development regulatory
powers over activities including mining, timber cutting, harvesting of fish and wildlife, and
the trading of natural resources. These activities were consistent with the direction from the
federal government, which stressed that parks should be valued for the commodities they
could produce to develop the national economy. However, this philosophy began to change
with the growing public concern over the quality and extent of natural resource development
within the park. This concern resulted in the 1902 expansion of the Banff Park boundary to
11,400 k m The new park boundary included Bow, Spray and Kananaskis Lakes, the
2

watersheds of the Bow, Red Deer, Kananaskis and Spray Rivers as well as the Lake Louise
area.
The Canadian Commission for the Conservation of Nature (Canadian Commission)
established in 1909, nurtured the idea of conservation in national parks. However, the park
was considered by some to be too large and it was argued that the land in the foothills was
more suited for economic purposes (i.e. logging and grazing). Consequently, the size of the
park was reduced to 4,663 k m when the Dominion Reserves and Parks Act passed by
2

Parliament in 1911 replaced the Rocky Mountain Parks Act. The purpose clause in the
revised Act was not much different than the one found in the Rocky Mountain Park Act (see
Table 1). However, the revised legislation made the distinction between forest reserves and
national parks, reduced the level of development in parks, and provided for the creation of a
more centralized management structure (Lothian 1976).
Over the years, the Banff National Park boundary changed eight times. In 1930, the
first National Parks Act (herein referred to as the Act) was passed, which increased the area
of the park to its current size at 6,697 km . This Act represented a substantial shift from the
2

1911 Dominion Forest Reserves and Parks Act since it prohibited mineral exploration and
development, and provided a common set of rules for the operation of every national park.
With the passing of the Act, parks were no longer simply dedicated as a pleasure ground for
the benefit and enjoyment of the people of Canada, but were to be maintained 'unimpaired'
for future generations. Bella (1987) suggests that the Act had a dual mandate consisting of
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equal but competing interests relating to visitor use and keeping the parks unimpaired for
future generations. The "use versus preservation" debate has persisted and continues to
challenge park managers despite further amendments to the Act. The influence of the
perception of a dual mandate in land use and development decision-making in national parks
will be discussed further below.
The most notable amendment made to the Act occurred in 1988, with the inclusion of
the principle of ecological integrity , reflecting the growing public interest in the long-term
4

protection of the natural environment. However, the goal of conserving and protecting a
parks' native ecosystem integrity was still not considered by park staff and the public as the
first priority for park management (Parks Canada Agency 2000a). The 1988 amendment also
allowed for the establishment of local government bodies for the towns located in Banff and
Jasper National Parks, which will be discussed later in this Chapter. Another notable revision
related to the requirement to engage the public in park management. The importance of this
amendment will be discussed in Chapter 2, where I explore the role of the public in decisionmaking.
The Act was most recently revised in 2000. The primary amendment related to
strengthening the protection of national parks. This was accomplished through a variety of
changes including a statement that ecological integrity is to be the first priority in park
management (see Table 1). Another amendment that is particularly relevant to this research
relates to controlling commercial development in national park communities. The Act (Parks
Canada Agency 2001) repeals the provision for authorized self-government for the town of
Jasper. The goal of this amendment is to avoid repeating the mistakes related to the town of
'Section 2.(1) of the Canada National Parks Act (2000) indicates that ".. .ecological integrity means, with
respect to a park, a condition that is determined to be characteristic of its natural region and likely to persist,
including abiotic components and the composition and abundance of native species and biological communities,
rates of change and supporting process." It is acknowledged that there may be differences or problems
associated with this definition due to its vague theme. The intent here is not to delve into the debate associated
with the interpretation of this concept but rather highlight the definition that has been formally adopted in the
Canada National Parks Act (2000).
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Banff model of self-governance, which created unacceptable pressures for commercial
development. Additionally, the boundaries of all national park communities have been fixed
and commercial development capped.

TABLE 1.0: EVOLUTION OF NATIONAL PARK LEGISLATION.

1887 Rocky Mountain Park Act
The said tract of land is hereby reserved and set apart as a public park and pleasure
ground for the benefit, advantage and enjoyment of the people of Canada, subject to
the provisions of this Act and of the regulations hereinafter mentioned, and shall be
known as the Rocky Mountains Park of Canada, (subsection 2).
1911 Dominion Forest Reserves and Parks Act
The Governor in Council may by proclamation designate such reserves or areas
within forest reserves or such other areas as he sees fit, the title to which is vested in
the Crown in the right of Canada, to be and to be known as Dominion Parks, and
they shall be maintained and made use of as public parks and pleasure grounds for
the benefit, advantage and enjoyment of the people of Canda, and the provisions of
this act governing forest reserves. (Section 18).
1930 National Parks Act
The national parks of Canada are hereby dedicated to the people of Canada for their
benefit, education, and enjoyment, subject to the provisions of this Act and the
regulations, and such parks shall be maintained and made use of so as to leave them
unimpairedfor the enjoyment of future generations (subsection 4.(1)).
This dedication clause has remained unchanged.
1988 National Parks Act (Amendment)
Maintenance of ecological integrity through the protection of natural resources shall
be the first priority when considering Park zoning and visitor use in a management
plan (subsection 8.(2)).
2000 Canada National Parks Act
Maintenance or restoration of ecological integrity, through the protection of natural
resources and natural processes, shall be the first priority when considering all
aspects of the management ofparks (subsection 8.(2)).

Evolution of National Park Communities
The creation of national park communities was viewed as a necessary step in
promoting the legislation of 1887. The federal government's principal motive in establishing
park communities was to foster a tourism industry and to attract private investments (Bella
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1987). They were also to serve as divisional points for rail operations and as the
administrative base for park operations.
The Canadian Pacific Railway (CPR) and the tourist industry played a powerful role
in promoting national parks as international tourist attractions, which generated the growth
and development of park communities (Hildebrandt 1995). By the 1960's, tension began to
surface between individuals who wanted more development in park communities and those
who thought there had been too much. In response to the growing pressures for more and
better recreational opportunities, arbitrary development decisions were often made to satisfy
either the demands of the developer or of conservationists.
There are seven communities within national parks: the towns of Banff and Jasper
and the visitor centres of Lake Louise, Field, Waterton, Wasagaming, and Waskesiu (see
Table 1.1).
TABLE 1.1: NATIONAL PARK COMMUNITIES

Community
Town of Banff
Field
Lake Louise
Town of Jasper
Waterton
Waskesiu
Wasagaming

National Park
Banff
Yoho
Banff
Jasper
Waterton Lakes
Prince Albert
Riding Mountain

Province
Alberta
British Columbia
Alberta
Alberta
Alberta
Saskatchewan
Manitoba

Established
1887
1884
1892
1913
1895
1927
1930

It was not until the 1988 Act amendments that significant direction was provided for
the management of park communities. The 1988 amendment allowed for the establishment of
local government bodies for the towns located in Banff and Jasper National Parks and set
criteria for individuals wishing to reside in park communities. Specifically, the two sections
inserted in the 1988 Act relating to local government in the towns of Banff and Jasper,
include:
8. The Governor in Council may, following the holding of a public hearing in the
town of Banff in relation to the boundaries thereof, or in the town of Jasper in relation
to the boundaries thereof, fix those boundaries by an order adding a description of them
as a schedule to this Act, but a schedule so added is not subject to amendment by the
Governor in Council.
8.1 The Governor in Council may authorize the Minister to enter into agreements with
the Government of Alberta for the establishment of local government bodies for the
towns of Banff and Jasper and to entrust to those bodies such local government
functions as are specified in those agreements.
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Consequently, the town of Banff was officially created as a unique Alberta municipal
corporation by way of a federal/provincial agreement between Ottawa and Alberta, referred
to as the Banff Incorporation Agreement (1990) . The town of Banff is distinct from the other
5

six park communities and from other Alberta towns with respect to self-governance, land use
planning and regulation, and development decision making. Although Section 8 and 8.1 of
the 1988 Act afforded the opportunity for Jasper residents to pursue a similar model of local
self-government, a similar agreement was never established for the town of Jasper. The town
of Banff will remain an anomaly in national parks, since the revised Act (Parks Canada
Agency 2001) stipulates that the Banff model of local self-government will not be extended
to other park communities. Due to the unique self-governance and land-use planning
authority granted to the town of Banff, the development review process proposed in Chapter
4 will not apply to the town of Banff.
In contrast to the larger urban settlements in Banff and Jasper National Parks, the
smaller communities of Lake Louise, Field, Wasagaming, Waskesiu, and Waterton Lakes are
officially designated as visitor centres. The primary focus of a visitor centre is to provide
visitor services and facilities, act as administrative headquarters for the park, and provide
eligible residents with a considerable collection of dwellings, which range in density
according to community.
Park communities vary significantly from those located outside national parks. They
are administered under national regulations, with limited input from local residents and
businesses. Specifically, land tenure, in the form of leases or licences of occupation, is
intended to manage land use. Additionally, residency requirements are meant to manage
who lives in a national park. According to the Lease and Licence of Occupation Regulations
(1991), an eligible resident means:
(a) an individual whose primary employment is in the park,
(b) an individual who operates a business in the park and whose presence at the place of
business is necessary for the day-to-day operation of the business,
(c) a retired individual who resides in the park and who, for five consecutive years
immediately prior to retirement,
(i) was employed primarily in that park, or
5

For an explanation of this agreement refer to Laux (1990).
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(ii) operated a business in that park and whose presence at the place of business was
necessary for the day-to-day operation of the business,
(d) a retired individual who resided in the park at the time of the individual's retirement
and who resided in that park on July 30,1981,
(e) an individual who is a student in full-time attendance at an educational institution that
is located within the park and registered under the Income Tax Act or applicable
provincial legislation relating to education,
(f) an individual who is a lessee of public lands in the park and who
(i)

was the lessee of those public lands prior to May 19,1911, or

(ii)

(ii) is a descendant, by blood or adoption, of an individual who was the lessee
of those public lands prior to May 19,1911,

(g) the spouse or a dependant of an individual referred to in any of paragraphs (a)-(f).
A l l park communities experience, to varying degrees, internal pressures to develop,
but it has been recognized that growth cannot continue indefinitely (Banff Bow Valley Study
1996). The State of the Parks Report (Parks Canada 1998) identified park infrastructure,
urbanization, and visitor/tourism facilities originating inside the park as key stressors causing
significant ecological impacts. Consequently, recent amendments to the Act (2000) provided
specific direction related to land use planning and development of park communities. The
new Act requires that a community plan, which is analogous to a land use plan, be prepared
for each park community. The community plans make it possible to envision future
development and redevelopment proposals within park communities.
Use versus Protection Debate
The use and protection debate was founded on varying opinions as to what was
exactly meant when the Act was passed in 1930. National parks were dedicated 'to the
people of Canada for their benefit, education and enjoyment', and were to be 'maintained and
made use of so as to leave them unimpaired'. What did 'unimpaired' mean? Where did the
limits to tourism development end and requirements for conservation begin?
Many people maintain that the ambiguity of the park mandate entrenched a system
and philosophy of parks as a source of economic development (Bella 1987, McNamee 1993,
Hildebrandt 1995). It is my belief that the Act was misinterpreted by successive governments
and that commercial development within national parks continued relatively unchecked.
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This initial misinterpretation of the Act appears to have been the result of a lack of coherent
parks policy, public involvement, and ad-hoc decision-making premised on economic
development (McNamee 1993, Hildebrandt 1995).
In 1960, the minister in charge of national parks, the Honourable Alvin Hamilton,
made a plea in the House of Commons for help in defending National park values:
How can a minister stand up against the commercial interests who want to use the
parks for mining, forestry, for every kind of honky-tonk device known to man, unless
the people who love these parks are prepared to band together and support the minister
by getting the facts out across the country. (McNamee 1993, pg. 29).
This plea resulted in the formation of a non-government organization to perform a
'watchdog' role over the management of national parks. The National and Provincial Parks
Association of Canada, now the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society, was formed in 1963
and focused attention on the ecological value of national parks. This shift from the
recreational value of national parks towards their ecological value was instrumental in
establishing the first National Park Program Policy in 1964. This policy made it clear that
preservation of natural features in national parks was the first priority and that private urbantype development and inappropriate recreational activities were to be discouraged. Any
lingering confusion over the primary purpose of the Act was clarified by a revised policy in
1979, which adopted a stronger role for natural resource protection. The 1979 policy was
influential in formally introducing the concept of ecological integrity as a guiding principle
for park management.
Direction from 1994 National Parks Policy
In sharp contrast to the Act, which is the most formal expression of written law that is
made by Parliament, national parks policy is a statement of government intent that is not
enforceable by the courts. The preferred course of action for the federal government is set
out in current national parks policy entitled Parks Canada's Guiding Principles and
Operational Principles (Canadian Heritage Parks Canada 1994). To achieve its legislated
mandate, ten broad principles guide the current and future management of national parks.
Each principle has been summarized below.
•

Ecological Integrity: Highlights the importance of managing parks with a conservation
focus. Encourage the adoption of a more holistic approach in making informed decisions
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by taking into account the complex structure and function of ecosystems and their finite
capacity to withstand and recover from human induced activities.
•

Leadership and Stewardship: Recognizes that Parks Canada should 'lead by example'.
This principle advocates adopting environmental practices and working within the local,
regional and international context to co-operatively move towards the principle of
ecological integrity.

•

New Protected Heritage Areas: Addresses the need to broaden the natural and cultural
significant areas and identify the criteria by which to assess designation.

•

Education and Presentation: Stresses the importance of providing accurate,
comprehensive, and timely information in order for park visitors to appreciate and
understand the natural and cultural importance of national parks. This is promoted
through interpretation, outreach, and environmental education programs.

•

Human-Environment Relationship: Emphasizes that humans are an integral part of the
ecosystem and that nothing stands alone (i.e. people and their environment cannot be
separated).

•

Research and Science: Promotes the use of the best available scientific knowledge and
research as the foundation of management and associated development decisions.

•

Appropriate Visitor Activities: Recognizes the need to control and manage park activities,
visitor and residential services, and related activities, in order to maintain ecological
integrity.

•

Public Involvement: Regards public participation as the cornerstone of policy planning
and management practices to help ensure sound decision-making.

•

Collaboration and Cooperation: Highlights the importance of Parks Canada providing
genuine opportunities to work together with various people, organizations, associations,
user groups, interest groups, and government agencies.

•

Accountability: This term is synonymous with responsibility. Stresses the government's
responsibility to adhere to its legislated requirements, to implement parks policy, while
respecting these principles.
These principles not only provide important direction for the management of national

parks, but they provide a basis for the development review framework proposed in Chapter 4.
The principles related to participation and the role of scientific information (i.e.
environmental assessment) in decision-making are particularly relevant to land use and
development decision-making. A n assessment of the role of the public and environmental
assessment in decision-making is made in Chapter 2.
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
Origin and Evolution
Concerns about sustainability, even though the term was not used, can be traced to the
origins of the conservation movement in North America and from statements such as 'bestuse, wise-use' and 'maintain in an unimpaired condition'. For example, Leopold (1949)
expressed the need for a holistic approach to natural resources management, based on a
strong ecological and ethical framework of conservation. Carson (1962) further promoted
the adoption of an interrelated approach to resource management, by conveying the
important relationships between healthy ecosystems and healthy people.
Perhaps the most important impetus to link ecological conservation with economic
development occurred at the 1972 United Nations Conference on the Human Environment in
Stockholm Until the Stockholm meeting, issues of population growth and resource use in
economic development tended to be addressed individually. This conference suggested the
need for an integrated approach, which attempted to take into account the inter-relationships
between natural ecosystems and socio-economic processes. As a result, the concept of ecodevelopment emerged as a planning concept. Premised on the need to conserve renewable
resources, to pace or regulate the rate of exploitation of non-renewable resources and to
control the discharge of residuals (Moffat 1996), eco-development was considered too radical
to implement. The ideas expressed within the eco-development framework, however, forged
the acceptance of sustainable development as a viable alternative (Moffatt 1996).
In 1980, the publication of the World Conservation Strategy (IUCN 1980) officially
linked conservation and development with the concept of sustainable development. The basic
principles viewed as essential for sustainable development in The World Conservation
Strategy were to maintain and preserve essential ecological processes, protect biological
diversity, and ensure sustainable utilization of species and ecosystems (Moffat 1996). In
1987, the Brundtland Commission of the United Nations (WCED 1987) authored the most
widely cited definition of sustainable development as "development that seeks to meet the
needs and aspirations of the present generation without compromising the ability of future
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generations to meet their own needs" and reaffirmed the role of national parks in achieving
this goal (WCED 1987, pg. 43) .
6

Since the publication of Our Common Future (WCED 1987), issues related to the
concept of sustainable development have received growing discussion and support from
global conferences and government agencies. The Earth Summit at Rio de Janeiro (1992) led
to the agreement of Agenda 21, a process that aims to integrate the social, environmental and
economic aspects of development in order that all future development is 'sustainable' in the
21 century. Premised on the definition offered by W C E D (1987), many government land
st

agencies continue to integrate the principles of sustainable development into aspects of
planning and operations. The important role that national parks can take in promoting and
achieving sustainable development, emphasized by the W C E D (1987), is still taking shape
(Panel on Ecological Integrity 2000). Buhrs (1996), suggests that the largest barrier to
achieving sustainable development stems from the fact that what is sustainable is determined
largely in a top-down manner by the government of the day, within the realm of bureaucratic
and political feasibility. The notion of sustainable development has generated and continues
to arouse a great deal of debate about how it should be defined or interpreted (Evans 1997,
Moffat 1996, Grumbine 1994), particularly within a national park context (Noss 1996).
Applying the Concept of Sustainable Development in National Parks
The main focus of the sustainable development debate relates to how people interpret
the term. It should be noted that many people make a distinction between the terms of
sustainability and sustainable development. For example, Jacobs and Stott (1992) suggest
that social dimensions are more integral to the concept of sustainable development. This
distinction has not been made here, since the concept of sustainable development is rooted in
the principle of sustainability (Blowers 1997), which recognizes that there are 'limits' or
'capacities' of the natural environment.
The concept of sustainable development is seen as essential for national parks. The
Sustainable Development Strategy for Canadian Heritage (1997) and National Parks policy

Canada's response to the Brundtland Commission was twofold: The National Task Force on Environment and
Development (1987,pg. 1) adopted a similar interpretation of the term: "sustainable development
is.. .development that ensures that the utilization of resources and the environment today does not damage
prospects for their use by future generations", and the amendment made to the federal Auditor General Act,
which incorporated the Brundtland definition of sustainable development into Canadian Law.
6
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(1994) both embrace the Brundtland (WCED 1987) definition. Despite this commitment, the
Panel on Ecological Integrity (2000) suggests that inappropriate developments are
jeopardizing a park's ecological integrity. In this section, I question whether adopting the
Brundtland (WCED 1987) definition of sustainable development within a national park
context is appropriate, given the legislated priority to protect and preserve ecological
integrity.
The seminal definition of sustainable development (WCED 1987) is usually
translated into the simultaneous satisfaction of three objectives: environmental protection,
economic efficiency, and inter and intra-generational equity (Moffat 1996, Sadler and Jacobs
1989). Noss (1996) suggests that the principal focus of the Brundtland Commission was on
humans, with interest in the natural environment only to the extent that it contributes to
meeting human needs and desires. This focus is contradictory to Parks Canada's legislation
to conserve, restore and maintain ecological integrity. Is it appropriate to equally apply the
three pillars of sustainable development (i.e. environmental, social, and economic) in
national parks? To answer this question, I review the Parks Canada's direction for each of
the three sustainable development objectives.
Environmental protection
Achieving this objective is consistent with the national parks Act (2000) and policy
(1994). Parks policy, directs park protection and management to maintain ecosystems in "as
natural a state as possible" and that ".. .park ecosystems will be given the highest degree of
protection to ensure the perpetuation of natural environments essentially unaltered by human
activity" (Canadian Heritage 1994, pg. 33). In national parks, the goal of environmental
protection has been addressed by adopting the concept of ecosystem management as a
5

paradigm for sustainability (Canadian Heritage 1994, Agee 1996).
Economic efficiency
In addressing the second objective of sustainability, economic efficiency, parks policy
states that national parks do "not have a direct mandate for tourism" or economic

There are multiple definitions of ecosystem management. For the purposes of this research, I refer to the
definition provided by Grumbine (1994, pg. 228): "Ecosystem management integrates scientific knowledge of
ecological relationships within a complex socio-political and values framework toward the general goal of
protecting native ecosystem integrity over the long term"
5
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development but, do ".. .have a part to play in recognizing and supporting tourism's place in
presenting an image of Canada to visitors, in helping to maintain a sound and prosperous
economy, and in fostering sustainable development that benefits local
communities"(Canadian Heritage 1994, pg.13).
Inter and intra-generational equity
Equity is used here, as it is used in Our Common Future (WCED 1987), to mean
justice or fairness. Achieving this objective means providing equal opportunities for all
members of society to access and enjoy national parks. The equity principle is linked to the
objective of environmental protection, providing a temporal timeframe for the protection and
management of national parks "so as to leave it unimpaired for future generations" (Canadian
Heritage 1994, pg. 25).
The direction provided by national park legislation and policy relating to economic
efficiency, suggests that the three pillars of sustainable development should not be applied
equally within a national parks context. However, the sustainable development approach
adopted by Parks Canada gives the strong impression that economic development (i.e.
tourism and commercial activity) is a coequal to environmental protection and inter and intra
generational equity. Although this may be justifiable as a pragmatic measure to achieve
sustainability within a protected landscape, it has led to the continued discourse over the
interpretation of the term within a national park context.
It is my contention, that the three principles of sustainable development need to be
subjected to critical thought i f they are to guide decision-makers in their attempts to make
development sustainable in national parks. In particular, there appears to be a contradiction
between the principles of economic efficiency and environmental conservation since
economic development may impose costs on the natural environment, which may ultimately
threaten the primary goal of maintaining and protecting ecological integrity. Jope and
Dunstan (1996) suggest that economic decisions made far away from parks have profound
effects on the well-being of park ecosystems. The Panel on Ecological Integrity (2000)
supports this point of view, suggesting that current economic initiatives, particularly
marketing practices, conflict with the primary objective of ecological integrity. A key
question remains, namely, how is the concept of sustainable development to be
operationalized within national parks given the interest in economic development? Based on
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the assumption that, to some degree, the instrumental utility of nature has a unique national
economic function to play within the national parks, I address two different paradigms of
sustainable development: weak and strong sustainability.
Weak versus Strong Sustainability
The differences between the paradigms of weak and strong sustainability are often
discussed in terms of the deep ecology and wise-use movements (Theberge 1993, Grumbine
1994). The approach taken by deep ecologists assumes that "plants, animals, and sometimes
even natural forms of land and water merit respect independently of their utility for or regard
for human beings" (diZerega 1997, pg.57). The opposing views of wise-use advocates regard
the non-human world as providing for the production of consumption goods, with an interest
in expanding the human influence over nature for economic benefit (Grumbine 1994).
The paradigms of weak and strong sustainability draw heavily on economic
metaphors including 'capital', which is often defined as a stock that provides current and
future utility (Neumayer 1999). Weak sustainability (WS) and strong sustainability (SS) have
different assumptions about which forms of capital are necessary to achieve sustainability.
WS concentrates on man-made capital such as technology, factories, machinery, roads, etc.
SS focuses on natural capital, which can be defined to include land, animals, fish, plants,
abiotic features, biotic communities, and also consists of the amenity, aesthetic and noninstrumental values of the natural environment (Cowell and Owens 1997, Moffat 1996,
Corniseli 1999). The essence of WS is its assumption that natural capital is substitutable with
other resources and or with man-made capital. It also infers that future generations can be
compensated for long-term environmental degradation through increased economic
consumption. In contrast, the SS paradigm regards natural capital as non-substitutable and
denies the possibility of compensating future generations for long-term environmental
degradation.
In my view, the requirement to maintain the ecological integrity of national parks and
ensure the conservation and maintenance of functioning ecosystems (Act 2000, Policy 1994)
provides justification to be cautious about sustaining environmental assets in national parks.
For this reason, I turn to SS to answer how the concept of sustainable development can be
better operationalized given the unique provincial and national interest in marketing national
parks.
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Reasons for Adopting Strong Sustainability
Adopting the paradigm of strong sustainability (SS) within a national park context
provides an ethically sound set of principles for guiding development decision-making. The
main reasons for adopting the paradigm of SS within a national park context is a combination
of three normative principles: future generation non-compensability, non-substitutability of
natural resources, and scientific uncertainty. Each is discussed in turn below.
1. Non-Compensability of Future Generations
Assessing whether or not future generations can be compensated for environmental
degradation relies heavily on speculation since future generations, almost by definition, are
not present and have no present voice in today's political decisions. Consequently, future
generations are inherently vulnerable to the decisions made by the present generation. This
fundamental asymmetry puts the present generation into a strong position of dominance.
SS is explicit in rejecting the possibility of compensation for long-term
environmental degradation. It would seem fair to say that it rejects compensability for
normative reasons (consumption growth should not be allowed to compensate for future
environmental degradation). Additionally, the National Parks Act dedication clause that
".. .parks shall be maintained and made use of so as to leave them unimpaired for the
enjoyment of future generations" (Act 2000) infers that the current generation should care for
the future because it is right or just to do so. A good argument for having a concern for the
future can be made by applying Rawl's (1987) principles of social justice. Adopting Rawls'
position on justice as fairness could help to support adopting the SS argument of future
generation non-compensability within a national park context. First, each generation should
maintain the national parks resource base it inherits and leave the next generation with no
less than it inherited. Second, the total stock of national park natural and cultural resources,
and biodiversity should be maintained through time (Moffat 1996).
2. Non-Substitutability of Natural Resources
The weak measure of sustainability assumes the possibility of substitution of natural
capital and man-made capital (i.e. substitutability between running down environmental
resources and economic investment). The WS proposition that economic growth is good for
the environment in the long-term is logically inconceivable within a national park context
20

since it fails to set clear ecological limits on the economic utility of natural resources and
protected areas (Moffat 1996, Grumbine 1994).
In applying the concept of SS, Costanza and Daly (1992) suggest that it is best, at
least provisionally, to assume that natural capital is at or below the desired levels of
sustainability and to allow no further decline. Therefore there is a need to maintain the total
natural capital above the current level (Costanza and Daly 1992) and not allow for
substitutability by other resources (Neumayer 1999).
The discourse of ecological capacities, limits, and constraints is central to applying
the concept of sustainability in a national park (Noss 1996). Environmental capacity is
typically defined as the ability of a given environment to accommodate particular activities
without suffering significant and irreversible damage. This draws on the concept of
ecosystem management , which has been adopted in national parks as a paradigm for
7

sustainability (Canadian Heritage 1994, Agee 1996). Rydin (1998, pg.751) suggests three
reasons that substantiate placing a priori limits on the amount of development in national
parks:
•

Individual economic development activities are.. .generally replaceable, whereas many
aspects of the environment are irreplaceable. This relates not so much to 'hard'
environmental issues such as water stocks and climate control functions but rather to the
'softer' cultural aspects - preserving 'who we are.'

•

There is a need for a precautionary approach to avoid the loss of elements of the
environment for which there is some evidence that they are likely to be significant.

•

There is a need for a shift towards demand management and away from meeting demand
with a ready supply in order to develop a more sustainable approach to resources use and
development.

3. Scientific Uncertainty
National park ecosystems are complex and dynamic (Keiter 1996). Consequently,
there is considerable risk and uncertainty about the ability of ecosystems to recover from, and
to absorb, internal and external threats (Neumayer 1999) related to park tourism and
infrastructure development. Many environmental decisions are based on aspects of both
scientific uncertainty and knowledge limitations about the consequences of human activity

7

For a summary of the principles of ecosystem management refer to Keiter (1996, pg. 68).

21

and associated land use decisions on the state of the environment in the long-term. The lack
of information on park ecosystems derived from scientific research and monitoring is a
constant source of frustration to most park managers who strive to make informed decisions.
Given the current state of scientific knowledge related to how national park
ecosystems function and the lack of understanding concerning the role and impacts of people
(i.e. development proposals) on the landscape, it would be prudent to adopt the precautionary
principle in decision-making, as advocated by SS. Adopting a precautionary approach would
not deny the need for greater scientific research and environmental management but would
temper current decision-making with a spirit of care and humility. Taking a preventative
approach is based on several normative foundations (Parks Canada Agency 2000,1-18):
•

nature has intrinsic value;

•

governments [decision-makers] must be willing to act in favour of conservation in the
absence of evidence of negative environmental effects;

•

people proposing a change are responsible for demonstrating that the change will not
have a negative effect on the environment;

•

today's actions are tomorrow's legacy; and,

•

all decisions have a cost. Exercising caution may mean some people must forgo
opportunities for recreation or profit.
The main impetus for this examination of the concept of sustainable development is

to examine how the established W C E D (1987) could be applied to national parks.
Maintaining ecological integrity as the first priority of national parks would infer a
subordinate role to economic development activities. However, given the interest in fostering
economic development in national parks, there is a need to properly apply the concept of
sustainable development within a national park context. Given the implicit economic realities
of national parks and the need to view the economy in its proper perspective (as a subsystem
of the larger ecological system), the application of the SS concept may be an appropriate
paradigm of sustainable development.
Maybe the most elaborate and explicit arguments for SS are the normative principles
of non-substitutability of resources and environmental thresholds, resulting in future
generations to be free of intergenerational environmental damages. In addition, exceeding
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ecological thresholds would act as warning signals to decision-makers so that unsustainable
development decisions can be avoided.
Implementing the paradigm of SS requires a revised approach to decision-making in
national parks. It requires an approach that realigns the role of economic interests, endorses
the commitment made to future generations, and recognizes the existence of scientific
uncertainty, including mechanisms to safeguard against its potentially harmful effects.

SUMMARY
This chapter has sought to bring to light the unique national parks legislation and
policy that guides land use and development decision-making to create a realistic foundation
from which to propose a development review framework for national parks. National parks
policy promotes the concept of sustainable development as essential, but rarely has this
concept been expressed within a national park context. I have endeavoured to develop a
deeper understanding of what sustainability is and how it could be applied more effectively
within national parks by assessing the claims of WS and SS. I conclude that national parks
should follow the paradigm of SS, which is more consistent with the concept of ecological
integrity.
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CHAPTER.2:
EXPLORING THE ROLES OF ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
AND OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN DIÎCISION-MAKING

The decisions made in national parks are seldom simple resolutions of factual
disputes. Instead they involve complex technical issues and controversial value judgements
that have potential social and ecological effects. Over the past tiiirty years, rising public
concern has led to the enactment of dozens of studies to assess the environmental pressures
in national parks, questioning whether land uses pose threats to the maintenance of
ecosystem sustainability. Nevertheless, public dissatisfaction with the effectiveness,
efficiency and equity of current decisions is still evident. After years of declining confidence
in the national park decision-making process, broad agreement exists that innovative
decision-making practice is required and development decisions need to be redefined around
the goal of sustainability (Banff Bow Valley Study 1996, Parks Canada Agency 2000a,
Canadian Heritage 1994).
The term "decision-making" suggests a process where a choice or trade-off is made
between alternative courses of action to accomplish stated objectives, based on some known
input. Beliefs about the best way to make a decision vary greatly from one field of
knowledge or area of experience to another (Sexton et al 1999). However, most processes
tend to share similar decision actions .
7

The discussion in this Chapter focuses on the role of environmental assessment and
public participation, as essential aids that influence decision-making and as tools to promote
sustainability in national parks. Part I addresses the practice of environmental assessment
(EA), which is the primary means of assembling information and scientific knowledge of
impacts on natural systems. Part II reviews public participation and its role in decisionmaking.
The rationale for focussing on E A and public participation is twofold. The provision
of accurate, comprehensive and timely information and providing opportunities for public

A typical decision-making process generally followsfiveidentifiable stages (adaptedfromFriedman 1987,
Tonn et al 2000): problem identification, generation of options/alternatives, information collection, option
assessment, and reaching a decision based on information provided in the preceding steps.
7
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participation are considered cornerstones of sound decision-making in national parks
(Canadian Heritage 1994) and in achieving sustainable development (WCED 1987). The
major issues and concerns with environmental assessment and public participation decisionmaking functions are reviewed in this Chapter. I offer suggestions for improvement that are
integrated into the development review framework proposed in Chapter 4.

PART I: ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
The discussion on environmental assessment (EA) has two primary objectives. First,
I briefly explain the purpose and procedural elements of EA. Second, I review the major
issues and concerns of E A practice in national parks and offer suggestions for improvement
that are integrated into the development review process proposed in Chapter 4.
Background
The World Commission on Environment and Development (1987) acted as a catalyst
to improve decision-making with respect to sustainable development. Decision-making with
respect to development is heavily dependent on the ability to foresee the implications of a
development proposal on natural systems. Environmental assessment (EA) is used by many
government agencies to aid decision-makers in identifying, predicting, and evaluating the
potential environmental consequences of a development proposal. It is considered an
important tool for development planning and decision-making, and an essential instrument to
support the goals of environmental protection and sustainable development (Morgan 1998,
and Jones 1997, Sadler 1996, Glasson et al 1999, Jacobs and Sadler 1989). In national parks,
E A is acknowledged as an important tool in support of sustainable decision-making
(Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 2001).
The foundations of E A originated over 30 years ago with the implementation of the
US National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. Since then, several countries use
E A to document and evaluate the environmental effects, risks, and consequences of
development proposals. In 1973, Canada introduced a Federal Environmental Assessment
and Review Process, which has been significantly modified through legislation. The
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) came into force in 1995. C E A A sets out
responsibilities and procedures for the EA of projects involving federal government agencies,
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including Parks Canada. It applies to projects where the federal government is the decisionmaking authority, whether as a proponent, land manager, or source of funding.
Purpose
E A is typically referred to as a process for identifying, predicting, evaluating, and
mitigating environmental impacts related to the consequences of a development proposal
(Glasson et al 1999, Morgan 1998, Sadler 1996). The substantive purposes of E A are
threefold. First, the immediate goal is to facilitate sound, integrated decision-making in
which environmental considerations are explicitly included. Second, the E A process is an
aid to development review and control. Third, it is directed toward achieving or supporting
the goals of environmental protection and sustainable development, which is of particular
importance within a national park context.
Morgan (1998) suggests that a full understanding of the nature of E A requires a
recognition of E A as a combination of formal and informal aims. Formal aims or end goals
are often contained in enabling legislation or policy. Specifically, the formal objectives of
the E A process stated in C E A A (1995) are to:
•

ensure that the environmental effects of projects receive careful consideration before
actions are taken in connection with them;

•

encourage that actions promote sustainable development, thereby achieving or
maintaining a healthy environment and healthy economy;

•

ensure that projects do not cause significant adverse environmental effects outside the
jurisdictions in which the projects are carried out; and

•

ensure that there be an opportunity for public participation.
Informal aims refer to the non-institutional use of E A , where E A is used in a manner

that is not explicitly stated in the enabling legislation. Morgan (1998, pg. 14) points out that
informal aims can "affect the implementation and effectiveness of the impact assessment
process." For example, E A can improve coordination among participating agencies, raise
public consciousness of the short and long-term environmental consequences of development
proposals, foster better designed and planned development proposals, and promote
environmental values through public involvement.
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Procedural elements in the E A process
The typical approach to the E A process follows key steps that lead from initiation and
screening to decision-making and implementation. The E A process in national parks broadly
approximates the main steps and activities outlined in Figure 2.0. Many benefits are
attributed to a structured, logical approach to the E A process. Sadler (1996) suggested the

Development Proposal

SeraMiing
Does this proposal need an EA?

Preliminary EA required

EA not required

EA required

Scoping
What issues should be
addressed in the EA?
Who are the key stakeholders?

Identify Alternatives &
Issues Analysis

Identify Mitigations
Can impacts be avoided
or prevented?

Prépare Screening Report
Presents the accumulated knowledge
of environmental effects & idenfies
measures to reduce adverse impacts

Report Review/EA Statement
Will project result in
significant environemtal impact?

EA Determination

Decisiori-Making

App x>val

Reject

Monitoring

FIGURE 2.0: THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS SCHEMATIC (ADAPTED FROM SADLER 1996 AND
WIESNER 1995).
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theoretical benefits of EA to decision-making include: an opportunity to withdraw
environmentally unsound proposals, the modification of proposals to improve their
environmental acceptability, the reduction of environmental impacts, and the facilitation of
public involvement in the review of proposals.
Since E A is the only formal, regulated project review process available to Parks
Canada, it is often considered a de facto final development approval review. Using E A as a
substitute for a development review process has been criticized as ineffective (Parks Canada
Agency 2000a, Banff-Bow Valley Study 1996). The subsequent section addresses key
concerns associated with utilizing E A as a substitute for a development review process.
Current Criticisms
Designing an effective role for E A in the context of development review and
decision-making in national parks requires an understanding of the key issues of current
practice. While the following critique refers specifically to the national park experience, the
main issues may also be found in other E A processes in Canada and other countries. The
issues presented below draw upon E A literature and my experience in reviewing
development proposals for Banff National Park.

1. The use ofEAasa
making.

de facto development review process rather than a tool to decision-

In most national parks, E A has been used as a process to modify, approve or reject a
development proposal rather than an input to decision-making, due in part to C E A A
providing the only legislated project review process available to Parks Canada. This has
resulted in the E A process evolving beyond its traditional function as a land use planning tool
(Gardner 1989) and tool for sustainable development ( C E A A 2001) to a de facto
development review process. Consequently, approvals of development proposals are
commonly presumed i f it can be demonstrated that environmental impacts are mitigatable.
2. The lack ofplanning and policy review in the environmental assessment process.
The discussion of whether, from a policy perspective, a proposal is appropriate in
terms of scale, and the potential effect on ecological integrity, is sometimes absent and has
rarely been documented in the E A process (Parks Canada Agency 2000a, Rees 1988). For
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example, many proposals are closely associated with urban type developments (Canadian
Heritage 1998), where environmental effects appear to be minimal or capable of being
mitigated, but the appropriateness of a proposal in terms of the acceptability and scale of
these types of developments may be uncertain. Such policy and planning related issues are
inadequately dealt with in the E A , and more attention is required to evaluate proposals from a
policy perspective (Parks Canada Agency 2000a, Holtz 1989).

3. The problems of objectivity and impartiality.
There are two main issues associated with objectivity in the E A process. The first
relates to the politicization or the lack of transparency in the process. Decisions on
development proposals are often made in meetings between parks management staff and
proponents, creating the perception of 'back room deals.' Proposals often receive conceptual
approval or approval in principle based on their political acceptability rather than on
technical information (Jakimchuk 1989). This negative politicization in turn influences the
technical advisors to structure their advice according to the perceptions of senior managers or
politicians. The Panel on the Ecological Integrity of Canada's National Parks (2000, pg. 1217) support this view suggesting that parks staff feel "vulnerable to influences that may not
support ecological integrity objectives and sometimes appear to pit development against
preservation."
The second issue of objectivity relates to the bias of the self-assessment, where the
proponent of a development proposal contracts a consultant to prepare the EA.
Consequently, this bias may cast doubt on the environmental consequences of development
and the trade-offs involved, since the consultant is not likely to write a report suggesting the
proposal should not proceed. In the case of internal projects, Parks Canada is both the
proponent and the assessor of the E A . This raises concerns about impartiality and the
fairness to other proponents.
4. The problem with timelines.
A critical aspect of E A is that it is almost invariably carried out too late. The
assessment should be carried out before the proposal is designed, when there is still time to
modify the proposal or consider alternative proposals (Morgan 1998). However, time
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allowed for the preparation of an E A by proponents is often too short, reflecting a belief that
E A is merely a procedural hurdle (Brouwer 1987). Pressure by a developer to rush a project
through often results in inadequate review of the proposal. Parks staff may also exercise
discretion in engaging the public in reviewing the proposal. Additionally, no sunset clause is
specified for an approval, allowing an approved development proposal to be in place for
several years or even decades.
5. Public participation in EA process.
Public participation remains a fundamental objective of the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act (CEAA), but there continues to be challenges in its implementation.
Concerns have been expressed about the scope and timing of opportunities for early,
meaningful public participation, and access to information. In an effort to streamline the
process, some national parks do not post an E A for the fourteen-day public commenting
period as suggested by C E A A . Such discretion in consultation does not leave the decision
process open and inclusive, but rather excludes participants from development review. When
opportunities for public comment are provided, many participants feel their comments are
not given fair consideration. For example, many citizens have expressed opposition to a
proposal, but they are unable to determine if their positions and concerns were appraised
fairly, prior to a decision being rendered. In addition, there is no defined formal mechanism
to appeal a development decision, other than challenging an E A determination in the courts.

6. Assessment of cumulative environmental effects.
Assessing cumulative effects is a key challenge facing environmental assessment in
national parks. Questions are often raised about the long-term changes that may occur not
only from a single development proposal, but also from the combined effects on the
environment from successive proposals. This is a concern because the incremental effects of
a proposal may be significant, even though they may be insignificant when considered on
their own. The Panel on the Ecological Integrity (Parks Canada Agency 2000),
acknowledged the need for Parks Canada to enhance its expertise in understanding and
managing cumulative effects.
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Recommendations
This section is based on the premise that E A is an important function of decisionmaking. Properly executed, E A can identify, predict, evaluate, and mitigate environmental
impacts related to the consequences of a development proposal, thus contributing
significantly to the decision-making process. Therefore, I propose recommendations, based
on the earlier discussion of issues, to better integrate the E A process within the development
review framework proposed in Chapter 4. The recommendations are as follows:
•

Affirm the role of E A as a tool to gather information that is used by decision-makers to
understand potential environmental impacts of a development proposal by formally
incorporating the E A process in the development review framework.

•

Recognize the limitations of E A in policy review and establish a step in the development
review process that assesses parks policy.

•

Promote a fair, open and transparent process by establishing a consistent framework for
development review that applies to all development proposals in national parks, including
proposals by Parks Canada. This should take into account the need to adequately assess
suggested alternatives to a proposal, early in the review process.

•

Establish approximate timelines for the review of a development proposal based on the
scope and complexity of a proposal and E A requirements. This should take into
consideration the timing requirements related to consultation with the proponent and
parks staff, and public notification and appeal periods.

•

Establish a sunset clause for the approval of development proposals.

•

Promote public participation by providing information in a timely manner. Incorporating
public perspectives in the E A , and expand opportunities for the public to actively
participate in the review of development proposals.

PART II: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
The potential for public participation in decision-making is broad. In practice,
however, public involvement can vary from high to low, in degree of influence (Arnstein
1969), and vary considerably between national parks. In this section, I explore the evolution
of participation in Canadian planning practice, present a typology of definitions of
participation, describe the theoretical concepts of participation, and discuss the role of the
public in decision-making. I conclude with an overview of participation practice in national
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parks and offer recommendations for increasing the degree and improving the quality of
participation in development review.
Background
It is widely accepted, in principle, that public participation is an essential component
of decision-making in a democratic society, including national parks (Canadian Heritage
1994). However, effectively integrating the public into the decision-making process remains
controversial. In recent years, the public has become critical of the approach used in national
parks to approve or refuse development proposals, and has questioned whether the quality of
decision-making supports the concepts of sustainability and ecological integrity (Banff Bow
Valley Study 1996, Panel on Ecological Integrity 2000a). The tendency of the public to
challenge government decisions and the long-standing debate over the scale of development
in many national parks (Rollins 1993, Bella 1987) may indicate a perception of exclusion
from the decision-making process (Hofmann and Davidson 1997).
Historical Context: The Roots of Participation in Canada
The concept of public participation in planning and decision-making began in the late
19 and early 20 centuries. Four distinct areas of public concern can be identified within
th
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this period. The first three areas of public health, inadequate housing, and conservation of
natural resources, grew out of early problems of urban growth in Canadian communities
(Hodge 1998). Public health reformers campaigned for measures to mitigate problems with
disease, pollution, sanitation, and fires in towns and cities. The public health debate gave rise
to public concern over poor housing conditions and led to public demands to eradicate slum
housing and improve building standards. The turn of the century was marked by public
recognition that rapid industrial and urban developments were negatively impacting the
environment. Air and water pollution and the rate of natural resource depletion compelled
citizens to demand government action to protect the environment.
The fourth area of public concern related to dissatisfaction with the planning system
(Hodge 1998). Procrastination, inefficiency, and abuse of discretionary power by public
administrators and planners were common complaints. Public discontent resonated in
debates about government decisions and development proposals that were considered
socially and environmentally disruptive, such as disputes over urban expressways
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fragmenting residential and park areas. Unpopular or questionable development decisions by
government led to public assertions that decision-makers needed regulating (Langton 1978).
These social reform movements opened the door for the public to participate in
planning and public decision-making. In the 1940s, the Curtis Commission, established to
address housing and planning matters, recommended that citizens become involved in the
planning of their own communities. The Commission, however, did not necessarily
encourage public interest in planning for idealistic reasons. Rather citizens were 'educated'
and 'mobilized' in hopes that planning proposals would be supported. The recommendations
made by the Commission resulted in the establishment of the Central (now Canada)
Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) and the Community Planning Association of
Canada (CPA). Both of these organizations were influential in legitimizing broader public
participation in Canada. Furthermore, involving the public in decision-making and
institutionalizing the process for public participation was a direct outgrowth of the late 1960s
and 1970s environmental movement.
Defining Participation
The definition of 'public participation' is subject to a wide range of interpretations
and opinions. Kaufman (1991) contends that ambiguity surrounding this concept exists
because participation is defined through specific organizations, processes, and philosophies.
For example, Schumpter (1943) notes that the public has no special role to play in decisionmaking and suggests that high levels of participation could decrease the effectiveness and
stability of government agencies. In contrast, Arnstein (1969) equates participation with
citizen empowerment and advocates its effectiveness in persuading significant social reform.
Oakley (1991) suggested that it is difficult to give one definition of participation. Oakley, in
addition to others (Schatzow 1977, Marshall et al 1997, Coehen et al 1998) refer to
participation as the involvement of the public in decision-making with the purpose of
influencing the choice(s) being made by a government authority.
To investigate the role of public participation in development review, I will address
three important questions with respect to decision-making. First, why involve the public in
decision-making? Second, what is the role of participation in a democratic society? Third,
how can the public be engaged in the decision-making process?
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Why involve the public in decision-making?
Most responses to this question claim that public participation is both inherently and
instrumentally good, in that it strengthens the democratic process and results in better
decisions or outcomes (Day 1997, Hofmann et al 1997, Langton 1978). Rationale for
participation has been grouped according to the political and social functions performed by
participation.
The political function performed by participation relates to its contribution to the
democratic process. Public participation promotes the democratic ideals of equity and
sovereignty by opening up the decision-making arena and taking into consideration a variety
of inputs from the public (Shepherd et al, 1997, Checkoway 1978). The important
relationship between democracy and public participation will be discussed in more detail in
the subsequent question. Participation may also identify new options and solutions, and
build support and legitimacy for government policies (Coenen et al 1998). Participation has
also been used as a means to exchange information, to educate the public, to build consensus,
and to foster a sense of shared responsibility (Day 1997, Rosenbaum 1978, Marshall and
Roberts 1997, McAfee 1997, Moote et al 1997). It is widely accepted that decisions carry
more legitimacy and less hostility i f the public can influence the decision-making process
(Pretty 1998, Hofmann and Davidson 1997).
In contrast to positive aspects of participation, the following section addresses the
negative aspects of participation in decision-making. Several arguments have been put
forward that demonstrate the ineffectiveness of participation in decision-making processes
(Day 1997, Huitema 1998). These criticisms have been categorized into five main issues:
efficacy, representation, access, time and cost, and decision-making authority.

Efficacy: The ability of the public to effectively contribute to decision-making is often
brought into question. Checkoway et al (1987) put forward three reasons to demonstrate the
ineffectiveness of participation decision-making. 1. Members of the public are considered to
lack expert knowledge and are incapable of understanding complex issues and technical
information. 2. There is no assurance that public comments will influence or contribute to
better decision-making. 3. Public expectations may become heightened, which may create
public dissatisfaction when various interests are not met.
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Representation: The public is considered to be a constantly shifting assortment of
individuals, organizations, and interests (Sinclair and Diduck 1995). How best to determine
public interest is a major concern. Issues of citizen apathy and the promotion of personal and
special interests by individuals and organized groups make it difficult to identify general
interests. Those often involved in the process may not be representative of the public,
allowing well-organized groups or influential stakeholders disproportionate input in decisionmakingAccess to the process: Public participation is often considered a weak function of
decision-making, since few citizens and groups have the time, money, or energy to devote to
participation.

Participation is often criticized for occurring too late in the process to

contribute to decision-making.

Time and Cost: Many critics consider participation to be a poor use of time and money, since
it may result in the unnecessary use of public funds and significant delays that add costs to
the process and developer.

Decision-making authority: The literature puts forth concerns that participation may
undermine governmental authority to the point that it is no longer able to act decisively and
effectively. It is perceived as a threat to the 'top-down' approach to decision-making, and
may trigger a debate on issues related to economic, social, and environmental issues that are
considered to be non-negotiable or off-limits by public authorities.
What is the role of participation in a democratic society?
Although there is general agreement that participation contributes to the vision of
democracy (Day 1997, Hofmann and Davidson 1997, Langton 1978), there is considerable
debate regarding how participation in the democratic decision-making arena should work
(Day 1997). The normative debate about the role of participation centres on the notions of
power and authority. Based on a set of assumptions and judgements, rival hypotheses have
been formulated on whether too much participation is a threat to decision-making or too little
public involvement presents a threat to democratic process. This debate spawned two schools
of political thought, centralists versus decentralists (Coenen et a, 1998, Friedman 1987).
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Within this debate, three models of democracy can be identified: elitist, participatory, and
pluralist.
The power elite theory, commonly referred to as representative democracy, claims
that a minority of capable citizens, elected by the people, should make the decisions on
behalf of the populace without the direct involvement of the "masses". This approach is
essentially grounded in a modernist scientific method, with an emphasis on science,
knowledge and objectivity. Participation by 'lay people' is discouraged because it is
assumed that people lack the skills and knowledge to contribute effectively. A limited role
for participation is preferred, since there are concerns that excess participation may pose a
threat or detract from the quality of public decisions. The philosophical basis for this line of
reasoning is found in utilitarianism, where it is assumed that expert decision-making brings
the greatest benefit to the greatest number of people.
In sharp contrast, the participatory model of democracy, ordinarily referred to as
direct democracy, suggests that people have a fundamental right and responsibility to be
directly involved in decisions that affect their lives. The participatory discourse essentially
advocates a process to decentralize decisions by expanding decision-making to a wide range
of participants. This approach is primarily concerned with providing opportunities for people
to exchange information, to learn and appreciate other points of view, and reach decisions
based on consensus rather than majority rule. The philosophical basis for this democratic
model is articulated in Forester's (1989) communicative planning theory, where extensive
public involvement, dialogue and information are necessary i f a good decision is to be made.
The basis of pluralism is the notion of power in numbers. More specifically, it is
thought that decisions should be made by a multiplicity of relatively small organized groups
comprised of individuals with common interests. As noted by Day (1997), the public interest
is achieved through the resolution of competing interests. Competing interests are resolved
through debate and negotiations, placing a particular emphasis on due process. Huitema
(1998, pg. 232) suggests, due process implies "unrestricted access to the decision arena by all
affected parties." It is important to note that under a pluralist theory, the main role of the
government is to maintain a role of neutral arbitrator or judge when no agreement can be
reached (Huitema 1998). The theoretical basis for the pluralist model of democracy is
founded on the liberal ideologies of Robert Dahl and Charles Linblohm (Day 1997).
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Table 2.0 classifies the characteristics of the three models of democratic participation
in decision-making. The participatory approach aims to maximize participation while the
elitist approach tends to minimize it. The pluralist approach falls in the middle of the
participation continuum, but under such an approach, little participation takes place in the
sense that ordinary citizens are able to raise questions and determine their support for (or
opposition to) public policy or a particular development proposal. It is my contention that
understanding the subtleties of various approaches to participation is essential in formulating
a workable and satisfactory participation program in national parks.

TABLE 2.0: VARIOUS DEMOCRATIC APPROACHES TO PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN DECISION-MAKING
(ADAPTED FROM HUITEMA 1998)

Public Participation in decision-making

<
Elitist Model
Model
Limited Participation
Participation

Level of DecisionMaking
Which type of
information is needed?

Participatory
Broad, Inclusive

Elitist
Who participates?

•

Pluralist Model

Pluralist
Organized groups
representing various
public interests
Decentralized, but central
when no agreement can be
reached.
Information from groups

Only experts:
Government officials,
scientists, etc.
Central
Scientific information

Participatory
As open as possible.
Typically local or
community members
Decentralized
Local information

Scientific information
Legitimization for
decision

Agreement among
experts

Theoretical Basis

Utilitarianism

Direct result of
negotiation/compromise
between groups or by
decision of third party
Transactive

Scientific information
Dialogue resulting in
consensus
Communicative Action
Liberal

How can the public be engaged in the decision-making process?
How to engage the public in the decision-making process requires specifying the
types and extent of participation (Coenen et al 1998). The type of participation extended to
the public influences the role of the public and their access to the decision-making arena. The
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extent of participation is the amount of participation offered by those with authoritative
control over decisions, typically government. Blakney (1997) suggested that great care must
be taken in selecting the type of participation activity, as most types may not deal with the
real concerns of individuals and groups. This may result in prolonged debates and a loss of
support and legitimacy, making the authorities, the public, and their relationship worse off.
Any discussion on how to engage the public in decision-making should begin with
Arnstein's (1969) eight-step ladder of participation, ranking different levels of participation
according to the degree of power extended to the public. Table 2.1 summarizes Arnstein's
ladder of public power over the decision in participatory processes. Level 1 and 2 are
essentially non-participative and are characterized as attempts to influence or neutralize
interests. The lowest two rungs often represent little more than a public relations exercise,
where people are told what is to happen and act out predetermined roles. Levels 3 and 4
allow for the exchange of information and a chance for the public to influence decisions as
deemed acceptable by the decision-making authority.

Table 2.1: Arnstein's Ladder of Public Power in Participatory Processes
(Adapted from Arnstein, 1969).

8
7
6

Citizen Control
Delegated Power
Partnership

5
4
3
2
1

Placation
Consultation
Informing
Therapy
Manipulation

Degrees of Citizen Power
(real impact on decision outcomes)

Degrees of Tokenism

Non-participation

Informing is considered to be an important first step to legitimate participation, but
too frequently the emphasis is on a one-way flow of information with no channel for
feedback. At level 5, the public may be invited to advise on plans and decisions, but no
concession in power sharing is made. Participation at these levels may have no effect on
decisions since the public is limited to providing information or advice and cannot monitor
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whether its input had an effect on a decision. The three top rungs of the ladder extend some
degree of power to the public. At level 6 power is redistributed through negotiations between
local citizens, stakeholders, and government officials. In level 7 power is delegated to a
committee or similar where the majority of representatives are non-government. At the top
of the ladder, citizens are granted full administrative control.
In practice, decision-making in the national parks is based on the elitist or top-down
model of democracy. Although park officials hold the power and authority to make
development decisions, there is a legislative requirement to involve the public in decisionmaking.
In the next section, I look beyond the general and theoretical aspects of public
participation and into more specific practice considerations. The discussion addresses the
National Parks public participation requirements and principles and examines traditional
public involvement processes utilized by the Parks Canada in planning and decision-making.
This is followed by a discussion of typical public participation procedures used by Canadian
municipal governments, specifically the City of Calgary, Alberta, in the review and approval
of land use planning matters. It is hoped that in examining these areas, it will assist in
formulating a workable and satisfactory role for public participation in the development
decision-making framework, given the current institutional frameworks for national parks.
Legal Foundations for Public Participation in National Parks
The promotion of public participation in national parks, while widely advocated, has
received little examination. Participation has been institutionalized in national parks through
parks legislation, parks policy, parks management plans, and the legal requirement for
federal agencies to comply with the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. The direction
stated in each is summarized below.
The Canada National Parks Act (Parks Canada Agency 2001) is currently the only
park legislation that formally requires a federal agency to allow participation in policy,
planning, and decision-making (Dearden et al 1993). Section 12(1) of the Act (Parks Canada
Agency 2001), states that the Minister:
...shall, where applicable, provide opportunities for public participation at the
national, regional and local levels, including participation by aboriginal
organizations, bodies established under land claim agreements and representatives of
park communities, in the development of parks policy and regulations, the
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establishment of parks, the formulation of management plans, land use planning and
development in relation to park communities and any other matters that the Minister
considers relevant.
National parks policy (Canadian Heritage 1994) describes public involvement as a
cornerstone of planning and management practices. It is viewed as a mechanism to facilitate
quality decision-making, build public understanding and provide opportunities for Canadians
to contribute their knowledge, expertise and suggestions. The policy goes further than the
Act by identifying procedural criteria for participation. These include:
•

Provide relevant information in a timely manner

•

Indicate the areas requiring decisions and relevant policies, legislation and agreements

•

Provide adequate notice and time for public review

•

Carefully consider public input

•

Provide feedback on the nature of public comments and provide a response to
participants

•

Respect all interested parties
The need to involve the public in policy and land-use planning is stated in various

park management plans. Park management plans indicate that public involvement is required
to ensure that policies and land-use planning decisions are made in a fair, timely, open, and
consistent manner.
The above criteria suggest strong support for engaging the public in land use and
development decision-making in national parks. The use of 'shall' in Section 12 (1) of the
Act implies that participation is important and opportunities for participation must be
provided. Given these commitments in law and policy, it would be expected that formal
opportunities for public involvement would exist throughout the development decisionmaking process in national parks. However, the form and approach used to engage the
public is sporadic and entirely at the discretion of park managers. Discretion and lack of
procedural rules for engaging the public in the review of development proposals limit
participatory activities to what is deemed appropriate or necessary by government officials.
In practice, this has led to a range of participatory activities being applied, creating
inconsistent development decision-making processes among parks.
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Pubic Participation Methods Utilized by National Parks
Traditional public participation methods utilized in national parks, in particular for
development review, have been criticized for only nominally meeting their legislative and
policy requirements for public involvement (Banff-Bow Valley Study 1996, Panel on
Ecological Integrity 2000a). The extent to which the public is able to provide input in the
development decision-making process for national parks falls in the middle of Arnstein's
(1969) eight-rung ladder, suggesting a 'tokenism' level with respect to involvement in
decision-making.
The following are the most common techniques practiced in national parks. They are
not mutually exclusive and often occur in a variety of combinations:
•

Park community advisory boards

•

Open house events

•

Informational meetings with stakeholders

•

Random selected participation groups to deal with specific topics

•

Workshops and annual planning forums

•

Individual and group submissions through the E A process.

Current Criticisms
Promoting a more meaningful role for public participation in development review and
decision-making in national parks requires an understanding of the key issues with current
practice. Within a national park context, the most common techniques used to obtain public
input on development proposals stems from the E A process. While the following critique
refers specifically to national parks, the main issues may also be found in other participation
techniques used in Canada and other countries. The issues presented below draw upon the
public participation literature and my experience in managing and reviewing development
proposals for Banff National Park.
1. The lack of openness and transparency in the development decision-making process
hinders public participation.
Decision-makers often believe that the public and NGOs cannot provide constructive
input, often valuing technical analyses over non-expert sentiments. This reluctance to make
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the process transparent and accountable may reflect the belief that participation may
undermine government authority (Rosenbaum 1978) and efficacy of decision-making
(Checkoway et al 1987), which often leads to public distrust towards the decision-making
process. Additionally, there is no measure of accountability in the process, where the public
is able to determine how their input was utilized in rendering a decision and no provision of a
formal appeal mechanism for those who feel that an inappropriate decision has been made.
2. Issue of representation.
Central to participation is the interests of the parties involved. Moote et al. (1997)
recognize that many public land agency processes tend to foster participation by engaging
specific individuals, often referred to as stakeholders, and organized interest groups. This is
often the case in national parks, where self selected stakeholders, who commonly participate
on community boards, and environmental non-government organizations (ENGOs) are often
consulted. Consequently, this may increase the potential for local interests to over-ride
national interests, especially within park communities. If significant members of the public
who will be affected by the outcome are not part of the process, important dialogue and
issues will be lost.
3. Consistency in participation methods.
Generally, there is little consistency in the way public participation has been
perceived, designed, and implemented in development review across national parks.
Specifically, differences are evident in notification, documentation, and consultation
procedures. Consequently, it is not unusual for such provisions to be a point of controversy.
For example, in a recent case in Wood Buffalo National Park, the native community
expressed concerns that adequate information, notification and consultation were not
provided on a proposal for a seasonal road that traversed the park. Consequently, the matter
was referred to the courts.
4. Access to information and timing of participation is typically linked with the public
posting of an EA, for a fourteen-day public comment period.
During the five-year review of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, it was
recognized that most development proposals achieved only superficial participation through
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the 14-day public consultation period. B y the time an E A is posted for public review, many
key decisions have usually been made. In general, the public receives very little opportunity
to comment on a proposal during the formative phases of project design and development.
Additionally, there is no requirement for public notification, for example, in the press. In
practice, the announcement of the review is only seen by citizens who regularly monitor the
E A registry, for example ENGOs. As a result, non-technical and social concerns are
marginalized.
Recommendations
Promoting and providing meaningful opportunities for public involvement can play a
vital decision-making function in the review of development proposals, extending beyond the
legislative E A requirements. It is my contention that increased participation can result in
better development decisions and can lead to better credibility for the entire review process.
Based on the earlier discussion of issues, I propose the following recommendations to better
integrate the public participation function within the development review framework
proposed in Chapter 4. The recommendations are as follows:
•

Increase openness by establishing a development review board to review planning and
development matters. A board would make the process more open and improve
consistency in participation methods.

•

Promote public representation in the process by selecting board members that represent
Canadian citizens at large, who are chosen more for their integrity rather than for their
community affiliation or professional interests.

•

Issue a public notice in local newspapers of development applications.

•

Establish a formal appeal mechanism, which includes establishing a public appeal board,
advertising the development decision and public notification of the opportunity to appeal.

•

Require that development proposals and supporting background information (i.e. EA) be
available for public review early in the process.

•

Set prescribed timeframes for public meetings, decision-making and the appeal period.

SUMMARY
This chapter has discussed the important role that E A and public participation can
play in decision-making. Properly executed E A is a good instrument for minimizing negative
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impacts of a development proposal and identifying appropriate mitigations. It plays an
important role in fostering public awareness of the environmental consequences of
development activities and of the tradeoffs involved. I consider E A to be a valuable 'tool'
for decision-making, but as a process for reviewing and approving development proposals it
is insufficient. I also explored the history of public participation in Canada, defined the
term, discussed the importance of engaging the public in decision-making, described models
of participation, and reviewed the requirements for participation in national parks.
Recommendations were provided for improving the role of E A and public participation,
which provide a bases for the development review framework proposed in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 3:
MUNICIPAL AND NATIONAL PARK DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESSES

The problem of how to achieve consistency among private development interests so
that the results promote community and environmental values has challenged planners and
decision-makers for centuries. In the early part of the 20 century, it became evident that
public authorities could not ensure that private land would be developed to high standards.
Consequently, land use regulations were instituted requiring landowners to obtain planning
permission to develop a property. This form of regulation is generally referred to as
development control. The purpose of development control is to review development
proposals to ensure that new buildings or changes of use of land are appropriate for the site.
This Chapter describes the procedural steps to review land use and development
proposals in a typical Albertan municipality and national parks. The aim of this chapter is to
make recommendations that align the national park process with municipal practice. The
decision to apply municipal practice within a national park context is based on the direction
in recently revised park management plans.
The question of whether the municipal approach of reviewing development proposals
is flawed will not be addressed in this research. The municipal model is preferred since it
defines a procedure to be followed in applying for development and building permits and
outlines the prerequisites for such approval. Additionally, municipal practice found in
Alberta does not differ significantly from that found in other Canadian municipalities and in
U . K . and U.S. planning systems. For these reasons, it is assumed that municipal development
review practice is better than current practice in national parks.

ORIGINS O F D E V E L O P M E N T R E V I E W

The concept of development review or control was introduced into Canadian
planning to prevent the activities on one property from causing damage to neighbouring
properties, to ensure consistency among developments, and to conserve resources (Hodge
1998). Canadian planning practice was founded on the land use control model (i.e. zoning
regulations) established in the United States. Zoning was used to map and allocate land to
various uses (e.g. industry, commercial, and residential). Under this process, developers
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were not subjected to development proposal review if zoning requirements (e.g. land use,
density, height, and lot coverage) were met. Delafons (1991) suggests that the disadvantage
with the U.S. zoning model is that it is not sufficiently flexible to respond to the
characteristics of a particular site or development proposal. This often led to problems since
planners were unable to determine, prior to construction, if a development proposal that was
consistent with zoning provisions, "fit" into an area in terms of its scale, appearance, and its
relation to surrounding buildings, and streetscape.
In the 1950s, the British concept of development control was adapted to Canada. The
main difference between the two models is that under the British system there is no inferred
approval related to what the land or property can be used for. Although a community plan or
similar may indicate the primary use to which the land is allocated, it does not imply
planning permission. The developer is required to apply for permission and the decision
whether or not to grant a permit is at the discretion of the planning authority. This system
allows planners to work with developers on a case by case basis rather than on the uniform
basis found in US zoning model. It also permits planning authorities to enter into
negotiations with private developers and impose individualized development conditions, and
to engage the community in planning and development decisions. Delafon (1991, pg.8)
suggests that the British system " is far more versatile and sensitive means of control, much
more responsive to the needs of a particular case, and a better method of environmental
management". Consequently, the Canadian system is often considered to be a hybrid of the
British model of development control, which is often referred to as the development review
process or development permit system, and the US zoning approach.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW IN MUNICIPAL PLANNING PRACTICE
This section presents an overview of the development review procedures found in
most Canadian municipalities. The aim is to provide a foundation of knowledge as to how
development review is accomplished in municipal practice. The process used by the City of
Calgary typifies the process found in many municipal settings and is used in this M D P as an
example for setting the stage to compare the municipal development review process with that
found in national parks. The City of Calgary was selected to represent the municipal review
model for several reasons: its proximity to the researcher; recognition that the process was
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representative of that found in other Canadian municipalities; and, recognition that four out
of the six national park communities are located within a five hour driving radius from the
City of Calgary.
Planning in Alberta is governed by the Municipal Government Act (MGA), which
establishes a hierarchy of plans, identifies development authorities, and outlines the
procedures for the review of development applications. Similar to other municipalities, the
City of Calgary process is guided by policy documents that provide general rather than
specific details regarding planning and land use (e.g. Municipal Development Plan, Growth
Area Management Plans, Area Structure Plans, Community Plans, and Area Redevelopment
Plans). The tools and instruments used to implement planning policy include a variety of
approvals and permits established to review planning and development proposals (e.g.
development and building permits).
The typical municipal development review process involves a number of formal
stages conducted by staff and supporting public bodies. Although the process may vary
depending upon the nature of a development, it typically consists of four key stages:
development permit, building permit, development completion permit, and occupancy
permit. Each will be discussed below.
1. Development Permit
The City of Calgary process provides a clear definition of development and
distinguishes between uses that require and do not require a development permit (DP). A DP
is required for new construction or changes of use. According to the City of Calgary Land
Use Bylaw (2001) development refers to the following:
•

New buildings

•

Addition to, replacement or repair of existing buildings

•

A change of use of land or buildings

•

A change in the intensity of use of land or buildings

•

The excavation or stockpiling of soil

The following developments require a DP:
•

Changes of use within existing buildings where the change results in an intensification of
use
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•

New construction of, and addition to, multi-dwelling residential buildings

•

Commercial buildings such as offices, shopping centres and restaurants

•

Industrial warehouses and manufacturing

•

Schools

•

Recreational facilities

•

Churches

•

Home occupations

•

Certain types of new single, semi-detached and duplex dwellings.

The following uses do not require a DP if they comply with the Land Use Bylaw:
•

Fences, walls, gates, parking pads, decks, garages, sheds

•

New construction of, or additions to, single and two unit dwellings

•

Internal alterations to a residence (unless it changes the number of dwelling units)

•

Some changes of use (e.g. shoe store to bookstore).
The process officially starts with the proponent submitting a DP application. The

following steps are used by the City of Calgary and constitute a typical development permit
approval process found in other Canadian municipalities. The steps are as follows:
•

Pre-application consultation: Meetings between city planners and the developer are
voluntary but are recommended since they may improve the quality of the proposal. It
provides an opportunity for the planner and developer to share information, identify
potential issues, ensure conformity with current land use designation and policy plans,
and provide preliminary target dates for processing the application. It is not intended to
resolve issues or make final decisions on any aspect of the proposal. The developer is
requested to submit general information before the meeting, including a brief written
description and one site plan of the proposal.

•

Application Review: Based on the complexity of the proposal, applications are streamed
to one of four groups. Each application is reviewed to ensure compliance with plans and
bylaws. The four stream categories are as follow:

Stream 1: Applications are processed immediately. Proposals are considered routine in nature
and consistent with land use bylaws. Notice posting and advertising of the decision are not
required.
Stream 2: Applications are 'fast-tracked' because they do not require notice posting. These
consist mostly of development proposals requesting a minor relaxation. The decision is
advertised in the newspaper and subject to appeal.
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Stream 3: Applications are screened according to specific uses (e.g. single and semi-detached
family resident additions, change of use applications for discretionary uses). Applications
are reviewed by a development officer and do not require the involvement of other
departments (e.g. Engineering, Transportation). Application requires notice posting and the
decision is advertised and subject to appeal.
Stream 4: Applications are screened according to specific uses (e.g. all new residential and
commercial development, special projects, additions and renovations to commercial and
residential buildings) and require the involvement of other departments, notice posting,
advertising, and appeal.
•

Circulation: Applications are circulated to relevant departments (e.g. transportation,
engineering, etc.) for review. Departments are requested to conduct their review within
three weeks. It is also common practice for the City of Calgary to circulate DP to
appropriate community associations (i.e. where proposed development is located).

•

Notice Posting: A sign is posted on the site to inform the community of what is proposed.
It also identifies the name and contact number of the responsible planner and deadline for
public comments.

•

Decision: Under the M G A , bodies that are legally empowered to make development
decisions on certain applications include the development authority (i.e. designated
development officer) and the Municipal Planning Commission (MPC). The Subdivision
and Development Appeal Board (SDAB) is authorized to render decisions relating to an
appeal. At the discretion of the development officer, applications may be deferred to the
MPC.

•

Timing: Decisions may take between six to eight weeks for straight-forward applications
and longer if the proposal is complex and requires public involvement.

•

Advertising: Applications that are granted a development permit are advertised; refusals,
however, are not. The proponent is notified by double registered mail of the decision.
The advertising period provides the public with an opportunity to appeal the decision
within 14 days.

•

Appeal: If an application is refused or i f a proponent does not agree with the conditions
of approval, the proponent may appeal to the SDAB. In the case of a refusal, the
applicant is sent a Notice of Appeal form and has 14 days of receiving the letter to submit
an appeal, which is advertised as above.

•

Prior to release conditions: The proponent may be required to meet specific development
conditions before the permit is released and construction commences.

•

Development permit release: The DP is released after the advertising and appeal periods
have passed and all prior to release conditions have been met.
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2. Building Permit
Building permits (BP) axe required to erect new buildings or structures and to
demolish, relocate, repair, alter or make additions to existing buildings or structures. It is
common practice that before a BP application can be submitted, an approved development
permit (if required) must be issued. It is at this step that construction plans for the building
are reviewed to ensure conformance with applicable planning documents and codes. This
stage includes a review of the B P application, conditions, and inspections during the
construction phases of development. The application is circulated to relevant departments
(e.g. fire department, health, architectural, etc). If concerns are raised, the applicant is
notified and given 90 days to resolve the issues with the appropriate department. If 90 days
pass without resolution, the file is closed and the BP is refused.
The number and type of inspections are dependent on the type of development
proposed. Inspections are commonly required at foundation, framing, fireplace, and
completion (i.e. before occupancy). Inspections may also be required for building, electrical
and plumbing. Processing times for a BP varies. For example, a routine renovation project
may take approximately 2 weeks, whereas a new project may take approximately 4 to 6
weeks or longer depending on the complexity of the application and volume of applications
being reviewed.
3. Development Completion Permit
The issuance of a development completion permit (DCP) represents, in many ways,
the final step in the development review process. The purpose of this permit is to ensure that
the development has met all the conditions stated in the approved DP and the approved plans.
Once construction has finished, the proponent arranges for an inspection. If the development
is consistent with the DP, approved plans, and associated conditions, a DCP is issued to the
proponent. If the development is not completed according to approved plans and conditions,
the proponent will be required to either: complete the development; apply for a new DP; or
submit revised plans for relatively minor changes where major deviations exist from what
was approved. The DCP is not issued until these conditions have been met and all the
development is completed according to approved plans and conditions.
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4. Occupancy Permit
Occupancy permits (OP) are required before use of a building will be allowed. The
prime criteria at this stage are usually the meeting of fire and other safety conditions. It
provides another opportunity to ensure that the provisions outlined in development
agreements have also been met. A Building Inspector decides whether or not an occupancy
permit is issued based on all inspection reports and safety considerations.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW IN NATIONAL PARKS
Currently, no formal development review process, similar to that found in a municipal
context, exists for national parks, with the exception of the Town of Banff , Banff National
8

Park. What does exist, however, is a patchwork of informal steps based on antiquated
building permit guidelines, various park regulations, and the requirement to comply with the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. These steps collectively constitute an informal
review and development approval process that varies according to the desires of various
parks, park communities, and park administrators. In describing current development review
practice in national parks, I refer to the 1980 publication entitled Building Permit Guidelines
and the 1995 Canadian Environmental Assessment Act.
The development review process shown in Figure 3.0 is a composite of steps found in
the Building Permit Guidelines (1980) and the E A process. In current practice, actual steps
may differ from park to park. However, these deviations have evolved over time and
heighten the concern over procedural consistency and efficacy. There are three stages used to
evaluate development proposals: conceptual review, architectural review, and working
drawing review. During conceptual review stage, the E A process is usually initiated.
The first stage of the review process, conceptual review, is intended to assess the
proposal based on acceptability and the impacts on the environment through the E A process.
In practice, there is a tendency for this stage to focus more on the E A process rather than on
policy appropriateness. For example, where the acceptability of a proposal is questionable,
park administrators may be more willing to accept the concept subject to the completion of

The Town of Banff is distinctfromother park communities due to a federal-provincial agreement (referred to
as the Incorporation Agreement) that permits a self-governing body to administer the majority of planning and
development decisions. A recent decision not to grant a similar agreement to other park communities verifies
that Parks Canada will continue to be responsible for land use and development decision-making.
8
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an E A . Consequently, the E A process is commonly used as a de facto development review
process rather than a tool to aid and promote sustainable development decisions.

Development Proposal
_L

j Environmental Assessment j

Conceptual Review
i

!
Architectural and Siting
Review

[_

gf>

i

i

i

EA not required

EA Required

Scoping

Working Drawing
Review

:::.1:: ;
S Identify Alternatives & j
1
Issues Analysis

:::1:::
; Identify Mitigations

Prepare & Review
Screening Report

H I
EA Determination !

Modify

j j

Approve

j j Not Approved j

Building Permit j
Granted

FIGURE 3.0: NATIONAL PARKS DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS (ADAPTED FROM WESTERN REGIONAL
PARKS CANADA ( 1980) AND THE CANADIAN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AGENCY ( 1995).
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The second stage of review, architectural and siting review, is intended to ensure
conformance with conceptual approval. The final stage, working drawing review, is intended
to ensure conformance with architectural and siting approval and national building codes.
Over-reliance on the E A process during conceptual review raises concerns about the efficacy
of the subsequent steps. Specifically, the granting of conceptual approval, which is
primarily based on the E A process, may be interpreted by a proponent that their proposal is
approved. Consequently, the architectural and siting, and working drawing review stages are
often considered procedural hurdles where details of the proposals are resolved.

MUNICIPAL VS. NATIONAL PARK PRACTICE
The crucial difference between development in a municipality and a national park is
that national parks were established to specifically be conserved and protected. Over 100
years after the introduction of national parks, the battle to sustain the natural landscapes
continues. Proposals for large-scale tourist developments are some of the most prevalent,
many of which rely on their national park setting. As well as tourist developments, there are
increasing proposals for housing, and for park community housing initiatives in particular.
There are also concerns over communication infrastructure developments and the
proliferation of towers and satellite dishes in urban and non-urban areas.
Despite more comprehensive and effective national park management practice in
recent years, ensuring sustainable development decisions is critical to protecting the quality
and landscape of the national parks today. However, the integrity of the development review
and approval process has been called into question (Parks Canada Agency 200a, Banff Bow
Valley Study 1996), largely because of the concerns about the negative impact of land-use
decisions on the natural environment. There has also been mounting criticism over the
weaknesses of current practice (Parks Canada Agency 2000a). Key issues include lack of
transparency in the process, over-reliance on the environmental assessment (EA) process and
under reliance on policy appropriateness, inadequate public consultation, criticisms over red
tape and delays, and inconsistencies in practice in, and among, national parks.
Several strengths were found in the development review process used by the City
of Calgary. These include the basic structure of the process, the procedural steps, and the
role of the public. This section describes the significant deviations found between the City of
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Calgary and the national parks development review process. To do this, the main elements or
steps found in municipal practice are identified below and its application within the national
park process is described.
Definition of development: A definition of development in national parks is not in place.
This causes confusion for park administrators and developers over what is included or
excluded from development review.
Pre-application meeting: Opportunities for the proponent to meet with national park
administrators to discuss a development proposal in advance of submitting an application is
not formalized. Rather, informal meetings with senior park administrators commonly occur,
which may lead to presumptions on appropriateness and approval of a proposal.
Application review: Contrary to municipal practice, four stages of review (i.e. conceptual,
environmental assessment, architectural and siting, and working drawing) are required in
national parks. The multiple approval stages and dependence on the E A process has led to
confusion over where the starting point is, for development review. For example, a proponent
may first contact senior park administrators, the E A office or the development officer to
discuss their proposal. This may lead to perceptions of procedural fragmentation and
inconsistencies between how applications are reviewed and approved.
Public notice: The national park process does not call for applications to be publicly posted
and for submitting comments on the appropriateness and design of a proposal. However,
pursuant to the E A process, opportunities are available for public comment on a screening
report. It has been recognized that most development proposals achieved only superficial
participation through the 14-day E A public consultation period. B y this review period, the
first point of public involvement, many key decisions have usually been made (Canadian
Environmental Assessment Agency 1995). In general, the public receives very little
opportunity to comment on a proposal during the formative phases of project design and
development. Additionally, there is no requirement for notification in the press. In practice,
the announcement of the review is only seen by citizens who regularly monitor the E A
registry, for example ENGOs. A s a result, non-technical and social concerns regarding a
development may be marginalized.
Consultation: In addition to the 14 day E A public posting period, members of national park
community boards are at times informed of the issuance of a building permit and depending
on the scope of a proposal may be asked to comment prior to the issuance of a permit.
Opportunities for the public to comment on a development proposal (outside of the E A
process) are limited to non-existent.
Appeal mechanism: There is no defined appeal mechanism in national parks, other than
pursuing court action or bringing the matter to the attention of senior park officials who may
have the authority to overturn a decision made by local park administrators.

54

Timing: Currently, there are no time limits on the national park development review process,
which may create uncertainty for park admimstrators, proponents, and the public.
Additionally, no sunset clause is specified for an approval, allowing an approved
development proposal to be in place for several years or even decades.
RECOMMENDATIONS
This section sets out three key goals for strengthening the national park development
review process by building on the core strengths of the municipal model. The following goals
will form the basis of the development review framework proposed for national parks in
Chapter 4.

G O A L 1 : I N C R E A S E C E R T A I N T Y , P R E D I C T A B I L I T Y A N D T I M E L I N E S S IN T H E P R O C E S S .

•

Promote a fair, open and transparent process by establishing a consistent framework for
development review that applies to all development proposals in national parks, including
proposals by Parks Canada.

•

Provide a clear definition of development and a distinction between uses that require and
do not require a development permit.

•

Clarify and simplify approval stages, and establish a clear common starting point.

•

Streamline the process so that routine projects can be assessed in a timely manner and
free up time and resources needed to review projects that are larger in scope and
complexity.

•

Establish approximate review timelines based on the scope and complexity of a proposal
and E A requirements. This should take into consideration the timing requirements
related to consultation with the proponent and parks staff, and public notification and
appeal periods.

•

Establish expiry or sunset dates for development and building permits.

•

Set a time limit within which a proponent may not resubmit the same proposal for review.

G O A L 2: C L A R I F Y A N D A F F I R M T H E R O L E O F E N V I R O N M E N T A L A S S E S S M E N T .

•

Recognize the limitations of E A in policy review and improve the consideration of policy
analysis by establishing a step in the development review process that assesses parks
policy and related values.

•

Affirm the role of E A as a tool to gather information that is used by decision-makers to
understand the potential environmental impacts of a development proposal rather than a
development decision-making process.
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•

Promote high quality assessments that can contribute to better decisions in support of
sustainable development and can help build a more accountable development review
process.

G O A L 3: P R O M O T E M O R E M E A N I N G F U L P U B L I C P A R T I C I P A T I O N

•

Provide more timely access to information.

•

Expand opportunities for the local public to actively participate in the review of
development projects by establishing a review board, with duties similar to a Municipal
Planning Commission, to advise park superintendents.

•

Promote wide representation in the process by establishing a board that represents
Canadian citizens at large.

•

Issue a public notice in local newspapers advertising the review of development
applications. The notification should present essential information on the proposal such
as name of the proponent, location, and description of the project.

•

Develop a formal appeal mechanism, which includes establishing a public appeal board,
which is similar in scope to a Municipal Development Appeal Board; advertising the
development decision; and public notification of the opportunity to appeal.

•

Set prescribed timeframes for public meetings, decision-making, and the appeal period
(e.g. 14 calendar days to file an appeal).
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CHAPTER4:
A GUIDE TO THE NATIONAL PARK DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS

1.0

INTRODUCTION

This guide sets out the main procedural elements in the development review process. It is
intended for use by park decision-makers and planners, local and non-local stakeholders,
builders and contractors. The key steps of the development review process are illustrated
below.

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

BUILDING PERMIT

DEVELOPMENT
COMPLETION PERMIT

OCCUPANCY PERMIT

FIGURE 4.0. KEY STAGES IN THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS

2.0

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPROVAL PROCESS

The development permit approval process is the first step in the development review process.
A Development Permit is normally required for new construction or changes of use. The
definition provided below applies to all national park leases and licenses located within and
outside a national park community, and includes development proposed by Parks Canada.
2.1

Approving Authority

The Park Superintendent is legally empowered to make development and building permit
decisions in a national park. At the discretion of the Park Superintendent, the Development
Officer may be authorized to act for or in the name of the Park Superintendent for the
issuance of permits for Stream A and B development proposals, described in section 2.3 (D).
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2.2

Defining Development

Parks Canada retains the authority, in the case of uncertainty, to determine whether a
proposal meets the intent of the definition.
Development refers to:
•

new buildings;

•

an addition to, replacement, or major renovation or repair of an existing building;

•

the repainting or refinishing of a building to a substantially different colour or finish;

•

the relocation or demolition of a building or other structure;

•

the erection and modification of signage and/or fences;

•

an excavation or stockpile and the creation of either of them, and/or the erection of a
physical, temporary facility and structure;

•

a change of use of land or a building or an act done in relation to land or a building that
results in or is likely to result in a change in the use of the land or building;

•

a change in the intensity of use of land or a building or an act done in relation to land or a
building that results in or is likely to result in a change in the intensity of use of the land
or building;

•

the cutting or removal of trees in whole or part;

•

landscaping, including terrain manipulation other than routine care and maintenance;

•

temporary testing or uses causing land disturbance;

•

structures for photography or filming purposes;

•

the construction of ski runs, trails, ski run clearing, terrain modification or similar
activity; and

•

the placement, alteration or removal of water, sewer, gas or electrical service lines.

Development Permit Exemptions
A development permit is not required for the developments listed below, provided that they
comply with the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, as may be required.
•

maintenance and repair of any development that is of a regular and routine nature,
provided it does not include structural alterations and provided the use or intensity of use
of the building does not change. Such projects shall include internal alterations to a
residence (unless it changes the number of dwelling units), minor interior renovations,
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roof repair, mechanical and electrical work, and repainting or refinishing a building, a
sign or a fence to the same colour or finish;
•

a deck with a height less than 0.6 metres (1.971) above finish grade and an area less than
10 square metres;

•

landscaping where the existing grade and natural surface drainage pattern are not
materially altered;

•

the erection or placement of a temporary building not exceeding 50 square metres (538.2
f2 ) gross floor area, the sole purpose of which is incidental (i.e. administration and
supervisory control) to the erection or alteration of a building for which a building permit
has been granted, provided the temporary building is removed within thirty (30) days of
substantial completion as determined by the Development Officer;

•

seasonal or routine pruning and maintenance of trees;

•

the removal of hazardous or dead trees as determined by Parks Canada;

•

fences that conform with the applicable design guidelines and land use regulations;

•

the reconstruction and maintenance of an existing public roadway, vehicular and
pedestrian bridges, and utility (i.e. water, gas, telephone and power) by Parks Canada or
its agents; and
holiday, seasonal or event decorations for a period of less than forty (40) days.

If a development permit application is received for a development listed above, the
Development Officer shall advise the applicant that no permit is required and return the
submission, except when an applicant requests a permit to be issued to indicate compliance
with Parks policy, plans, or other related documents.
2.3

Procedural Elements

Several steps typify the stages of the development permit approval process. These include a
pre-application meeting, submission of a completed development permit application, plan
and policy review, allotting projects based on scope, determining i f an environmental
assessment is required, and consulting with the public. Figure 4.1 summarizes these
procedures. The letters in the figure correspond to the letters in bold preceding the
explanatory paragraphs below.
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Submitting the Development
Permit Application
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Appeal
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V

1
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Reject
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Figure 4.1 The National Park Development Review Process
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Return to
applicant

A.

Pre-Application Meeting

The purpose of a pre-application meeting is to improve the quality of the application and to
provide general guidance and direction before significant investment is made in a project.
Encouraging developers to meet informally with park staff to present concept or sketch plans
can help address issues and requirements before expensive technical and engineering work
commences. In no case, however, is it intended to resolve or grant formal approval on any
given aspect of a proposal. Where possible, a pre-application meeting can take place over the
phone with a Development Officer. However, in many cases, the meeting may require that
various park representatives be in attendance.
At the meeting the applicant is expected to:
•

Provide an overview of the development proposal

•

Review preliminary plans

•

Identify expected issues

•

Provide proposed timelines

Parks staff are expected to:
•

Refer the applicant to relevant plans, policies, guidelines, etc.

•

Identify key ecological and social issues with the proposal

•

Provide preliminary target dates for processing the application

•

Prepare a record of the meeting

B.

Submitting the Development Permit Application

The Development Officer or planner shall act as the single point of contact and appointed
review coordinator. Once an application has been submitted, it is reviewed to ensure
completion. If an application is incomplete, the applicant shall be informed by letter as to the
omissions and is requested to submit the outstanding information. If these details are not
submitted within one month, the entire application is returned to the applicant.
The information required to submit a development permit may vary based on the complexity
of an application as described in Section 2.3(D).
Plan and Information Requirements
Every Development Permit application shall be accompanied by the following:
a) a narrative report describing the development concept, including:
i.

the purpose and justification of the proposal;

ii.

the relationship of the proposal relative to parks policies, park management
plans or other approved plans, guidelines, regulations, and other similar
documents;
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iii.

how the proposal relates to the existing environment, existing site conditions,
existing buildings, and to adjacent developments and the surrounding area;

iv.

existing and proposed utility service requirements: sewer, water, electric,
natural gas, etc.;

v.

environmental stewardship and heritage tourism initiatives, and;

vi.

alternative concepts.

4 copies of a site plan showing the following information:
i.

north arrow;

ii.

scale of plan (minimum of 1/200);

iii.

legal description of property;

iv.

property lines, shown and labelled;

v.

site topography and special features (escarpments, break-of-slope, unstable
areas, etc.);

vi.

cultural features, shown and labelled;

vii.

location and size of existing trees and buildings;

viii.

location of any buildings, dimensioned to property lines, and any structures
including utility poles;

ix.

retaining walls, trees, landscaping and other physical features both existing and
proposed on the site;

x.

dimensioned layout of existing and proposed parking areas, entrances and exits,
and public thoroughfares, shown and labelled;

xi.

all easements, shown and labelled;

xii.

outline to scale of adjacent buildings on adjoining sites, indicating building
height, yard dimensions, the use of the building and any windows overlooking
the new proposal;

xiii.

fencing, screening, garbage and storage areas;

xiv.

topographic contours at 1.0 metre intervals of sloping site and 0.5 metre on
relatively level site for existing and proposed development;

xv.

spot elevations to show site drainage, and;

xvi.

site data sheet(s) showing the existing and proposed statistics of the site that
include a detailed breakdown of the following:
A . gross floor area;
B. number of guest units;
C. staff requirements (full-time, part-time, seasonal);
D. number of staff accommodation units, on or off-site; and
E. parking (guest, residential, and staff).
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c) plans showing the elevations, floor plan and a perspective of the proposed development,
including a description of the exterior finishing materials;
d) landscaping plans based on the site plan showing:
i.

the existing topography with the vegetation that is to be retained and to be
removed clearly identified;

ii.

the layout of soft and hard landscaping, pedestrian circulation and open space
systems, screening, berms, slopes and retaining walls, and;

iii.

the types, sizes and numbers of plant material and the types of hard
landscaping.

e) a vicinity map of appropriate scale, indicating the location of the proposed development
in relation to nearby public thoroughfares and other significant physical features which
may have a bearing on the proposed project;
f) photographic prints showing the site in its existing state;
g) photographic prints, slides or drawings which show, to the satisfaction of the
Development Officer, by way of superimposition, overlays or otherwise:
i.

how the form, mass and character of the proposed development shall relate to
neighbouring buildings, and;

ii.

how the design, materials and finish of the principal facades of the proposed
development shall relate to existing or planned facades of neighbouring
buildings;

h) existing and proposed signage; and
i)

construction schedule including proposed phasing.

The Development Officer M A Y also require:
a) copies of a real property report prepared by a professional Land Surveyor showing the
site to be developed;
b) a detailed report showing, to the satisfaction of the Development Officer, the impact of
additional traffic resulting from the proposed development;
c) a report showing the effect of wind and shadow produced by the proposed development
and snow drifting on adjacent properties, roadways and walkways;
d) samples of exterior finishing materials;
e) in the case of an application for an excavation, or grading operation:
i.

a plan showing the location of the areas of the operation relative to site
boundaries and the depth of excavation or the quantity of topsoil to be
removed;

ii.

a description of the excavation or grading operation proposed;

iii.

a detailed timing and phasing program covering the length of the proposed
operation;
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iv.

a plan showing the final site conditions following completion of the operation
and a detailed reclamation plan including species to be used; and

v.

a description of the measures to be taken for the prevention or lessening of dust
and other nuisances during and after the operation.

•

A l l drawings required to be submitted shall be drawn in metric, on standard drafting
material, to a scale of not less than 1:100 or such lesser scale as the Development Officer
may approve and shall be fully dimensioned, accurately figured, explicit and complete.

•

Plans and specifications for any building having an estimated value of more than $25,000
shall be prepared by an architect registered in Canada. The appropriate professionals
shall prepare drawings: architects for architectural design, landscape architects for site
development design, and engineers for engineering design.

Non-Compliance with Information Requirements
The Development Officer may refuse to accept a development permit application where the
required information has not been supplied or where, if in the opinion of the Development
Officer, the quality of the material supplied is inadequate to properly evaluate the
application. In such cases, the Development Officer will provide a written correspondence to
the proponent describing outstanding information requirements.
Waiver of Information Requirements
The Approving Authority may deal with an application and make its decision without all of
the information required by Section 2.3(B) if, in the opinion of the Approving Authority, a
decision on the application can be properly made without such information.
C.

Plan and Policy Review

Applications are reviewed to determine whether the proposed development is appropriate and
in accordance with Canada's National Parks Act, park management plans, policies,
regulations, guidelines, directives, applicable park community and area management plans,
and cultural resource management plans. When there is uncertainty, the application shall be
referred to the Local Planning Board for review.
D.

Streaming of Applications

Development Permit applications shall be screened into three streams based on the scale and
complexity of a proposal. Stream A proposals are generally not reviewed by the Local
Planning Board. Stream B and C projects are referred to the Local Planning Board for
review.
The following criteria are intended to assist the Development Officer in screening
development permit applications.
Stream "A"
Development Permit applications classified as Stream A are "fast tracked" through the
process because they do not require notice posting and are not subject to the appeal process.
These projects are reviewed by the Development Officer and must be in conformance, in
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every respect, with the provisions of park management plans or other approved plans,
guidelines, regulations and other similar documents. Such projects may include the
following:
a) A minor variance to approved plans, guidelines, and other similar documents for the
development or redevelopment of a site that shall result in an increase to the floor area
that is either:
i.

less than 0.5% of the existing floor space, or

ii.

less than 46.5 m (500 f ) of the gross floor area,
2

2

whichever is less, only if, in the opinion of the Development Officer:
A.

the variation from approved plans, guidelines, and other similar documents are
minor, as described in (a)(i) or (ii);

B.

the proposed development would not unduly interfere with the amenities of the
area or materially interfere with, or affect the use, enjoyment, safety, aesthetics, or
value of neighbouring properties, and;

C.

the proposed development conforms to the use prescribed for that building or
land.

b) required for the erection and replacement of signage on commercial leaseholds; necessary
to rehabilitate undesirable environmental situations or maintain a built heritage resource;
c) required to address serious building and/or health and safety code concerns;
d) considered to be routine ski area projects, where developments do not exceed the
following:
i.

removal of trees 15cm diameter at breast height (dbh) or greater, and a
maximum of fifty trees;

ii.

excavation not to exceed 200m ;

iii.

facility modification/construction not to exceed $ 10,000 in value.

2

Stream "B"
Stream B Development Permit applications require the involvement of the Local Planning
Board once the Development Officer has established that the proposal is consistent with and
conforms to the permitted uses defined by park management plans, policies, and other
approved guidelines and other similar documents. These types of applications include:
a) the development or redevelopment of a site that may result in a change of use that
warrants additional public review;
b) the development or redevelopment of a site that may result in an intensification of use
and/or an increase in the existing facility carrying capacity that warrants additional public
review;
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c) requesting a variance to approved plans, guidelines, and other similar documents for the
development or redevelopment of a site that shall result in an increase to the floor area
that is either:
i.

greater than 0.5% but less than 10% of the existing floor space, or

ii.

greater than 46.5 m (500 f ) but less than 186 m (2,0001 ) of the gross floor
area, whichever is less.
2

2

2

2

Stream "C"
Stream C applications include projects that are considered to meet the intent objectives of
parks policies, park management plans or other approved plans, guidelines, regulations, and
other documents but are not specifically referenced. These applications require referral to the
Local Planning Board to ensure conformance with national park plans and policies and to
review the technical aspects of the project, including architectural design and siting, (e.g.
setbacks, parking, building height and appearance), social and environmental effects,
infrastructure support and other related factors. Types of applications include:
a) discretionary uses not clearly defined by approved plans, guidelines, and other similar
documents;
b) an intensification of use where the permitted use, as defined by approved plans,
guidelines, and other documents, is subject to interpretation;
c) a variance to approved plans, guidelines, and other similar documents for the
development or redevelopment of a site that shall result in an increase to the floor area
that is either:
i.

greater than 10% of the existing floor space, or

ii.

greater than 186 m (2,000 f ) of the gross floor area; whichever is less.
2

2

FILING SYSTEM

A l l national parks should use a consistent filling system. The following is an example of a
common filing system:
98-1-R-Smith
This can be read as follows:
•

The application was submitted in 1998.

•

This was the first resident application in 1998.

•

The application is for a residential development.

•

The applicant's last name is Smith.
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E.

Environmental Assessment

Environmental assessment provides information on the environmental effects, risks, and
consequences of development proposals. Its primary purpose is to support environmental
protection and facilitate decision-making. The process applied in national parks is in
accordance with the 1992 Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA).

Undertaking an Environmental Assessment
The C E A A applies to any development within national parks, in accordance with the
provisions of that Act and the regulations passed under it, including any mitigative measures
or procedures required pursuant to that Act.
According to C E A A , environmental assessments are to be carried out for projects relating to
a physical work, such as any proposed construction, operation, modification,
decommissioning or abandonment of a site or building.

Sharpening EA to Sustainability Purpose
The E A process, as a primary instrument for development planning and decision-making,
serves as a crucial action mechanism for sustainable development. As presently utlized, E A
is primarily applied to minimize and mitigate, as far as possible, the adverse effects of
development projects. The process in national parks is typically applied in accordance with
the preventive principle rather than the precautionary principle (i.e., with the limited aim of
avoiding reasonably known or predictable environmental impacts and risks rather than
maintaining 'natural capital' under conditions of uncertainty).
In order to protect the ecological integrity of national parks, the precautionary principle
should be the guiding rule in determining appropriate action for protecting or restoring
ecological integrity related to a development proposal. Key aspects of the precautionary
principle as they bear on E A effectiveness include the following (adapted from Parks Canada
Agency 2000, pg. 1-18):
•

Nature has intrinsic value;

•

Decision-makers must be willing to act in favour of conservation in the absence of
evidence of negative environmental effects;

•

People proposing a development proposal are responsible for demonstrating that the
development will not have an unacceptable negative effect on the environment;

•

Adopting a precautionary approach may mean some proponents/applicants must forgo
opportunities related to their development proposal.

Referral to the Local Planning Board
A development permit application shall only be referred to the Local Planning Board when
Parks Canada is satisfied that the environmental assessment is complete and a determination
rendered.
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Relevance ofEA to Development Decision-making
The Approving Authority may not make a final decision until any required environmental
assessment is available and a determination rendered. In making a decision on a development
project proposal, the Approving Authority must consider the E A results and any comments
from the public, as well as other material considerations. The environmental information is
only part of the information that the Approving Authority considers, along with other
information, including the Development Officer's report, public comments, and the
recommendation made by the Local Planning Board.
Where an applicable environmental assessment requires that mitigative measures be taken to
minimize the potential adverse environmental effects of a development, such measures shall
be deemed to be a condition of the development permit.
F.

Public Participation

Involving the public early on in the development review process can result in the following:
•

A better informed public about development projects proposed in national parks;

•

Different perspectives of a development proposal are brought forward during early stages
in the review process;

•

Issues and concerns are identified and considered;

•

Potential points of disagreement between the applicant and opponents are identified and
evaluated;

•

Adequate public input into the development review process raises the level of comfort of
decision-makers.

Public input in the development review process occurs at two key stages: environmental
assessment (if an E A is required), and public meetings held by the Local Planning Board.
Where applicable, opportunities should be provided for National Park Community Councils
to review development proposals pertaining to specific park communities before
development applications are referred to the Local Planning Board for review. Community
Council comments on development proposals should be forwarded to the Development
Office for inclusion in background reports, which are forwarded to the Local Planning Board
in advance of the public meeting.

EA Process
Adequate public input is important to identify issues relevant to a development project, to
evaluate their significance and to decide what measures should be implemented to avoid or
mitigate associated impacts. Under the C E A A , Parks Canada is required to establish a public
registry for every E A as a means of providing public access to the reports and other
information about the assessment. It also provides opportunities for public input for all types
of environmental assessments. The most common technique used by national parks is to post
an environmental assessment report for a 14-day public review period.
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Local Planning Board
The Local Planning Board is appointed by Parks Canada to make recommendations to the
Approving Authority on development permit applications and other land use planning
matters, which may by referred by the Approving Authority, for appropriateness and
acceptability within a broad management, planning and development context.
MEMBERSHIP

The volunteer Board is to be made up of the following members:
•

Two National Park Community Council members (or similar)

•

Four Citizen members

•

Parks Canada Realty Manager (or similar)

9

Citizen board members should be citizens and electors of the park community or citizens of a
nearby community. They should bring a wide range of experience to the Board and have an
understanding of National Parks, as well as the ability to understand complex issues and be
tolerant of divergent points of views. Citizen members cannot be employees of Parks Canada
or members of the Park Community Council. Parks Canada, based upon applications
received from the public, shall select citizen members. One Community Council member
shall assist in the screening of applicants.
DUTIES OF T H E L O C A L PLANNING BOARD

The duties and responsibilities of a Local Planning Board include the following:
•

review development permit applications and make recommendations to the Approving
Authority to either " accept for consideration" or to "reject" a development application,
together with the reasons for the recommendation. The recommendation shall be based
upon the acceptability of the development permit applications as it complies with
National Park management plans, park commimity plans, guidelines, regulations, and
other related policy and regulatory documents.

•

identify, confirm, revoke or vary development permit conditions identified by the
Development Officer.

•

make general recommendations to the Approving Authority regarding perceived
deficiencies in Parks policy and other related documents arising from the review of
development permit applications.

•

respond to requests on planning related matters.

•

remain impartial in all contacts with the applicant, interested parties and special interest
groups.

National Park Community Councils are comprised of elected representatives of national park communities and
provide an avenue for public participation pertaining to the formulation of park management plans, land use and
development in relation to park communities, and other matters that Parks Canada considers relevant.
9
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•

endeavor to read and keep up to date on information being exchanged.

•

endeavor to attend Board meetings prepared to discuss development permit applications
on the meeting agenda.

•

attend at least 75% of all meetings.

•

rely on the professional expertise of Parks Canada staff to screen environmental
assessments and to interpret Parks policy and other similar documents.

TERM

Board members shall serve a two-year term except in the first term, in which approximately
three members shall serve a one-year term. Members may not serve more than two
consecutive terms (4 years).
In selecting members, Parks Canada will advertise for new members annually. In the event of
resignation, death or a similar event, Parks Canada shall appoint a new member to serve for
the remainder of the term. When appointing a person to fill a vacancy on the Board, Parks
Canada shall be bound by the criteria placed upon the selection of the original appointment.
MEETING DATES

The Board shall meet, as required, on the last Thursday of each month. A meeting agenda,
including development permit applications and supporting materials, shall be received by
Board members at least five (5) business days before the meeting or at another time agreed to
by the Board.
MEETING PROCEDURE

At the first regularly scheduled meeting in each new calendar year, the Board shall elect a
Chair and Vice-Chair. In the absence of the Chair, the Vice Chair shall act as chair. In the
absence of both, the Board shall elect a temporary Vice-Chair.
The meetings of the Local Planning Board shall be held in public, however, the Board may
deliberate and reach its decision in private .
10

The Chair shall call each item and a member of Parks Canada's administration shall present
the item including an overview of the applicant's submission and comments from circulation.
The Development Officer will then present the planning recommendations.

The City of Calgary Planning Commission renders its decision in public. Members of the Local Planning
Board may be reluctant to speakfreelyon a development proposal in a public forum, where members of the
media, community, special interest groups, and the business community may be in attendance. The option for
the Local Planning Board to reach its decision in private allows Board members to openly discuss the details of
a development proposal.
l0
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION A T L O C A L PLANNING B O A R D MEETINGS

Since development projects proposed in national parks often generate considerable public
interest, an opportunity for the public and applicant to participate at Local Planning Board
meetings is provided . By involving the public in the development review process, it will
assist to increase the public's confidence in the decision-making process and increase the
legitimacy of the final outcome because affected parties will have the opportunity to state
their case and influence the outcome, on an equal basis.
1

Information about a development proposal shall be available to the public three weeks in
advance of a Board meeting
Members of the public interested in speaking directly to the Board on a particular
development permit application are required to notify Parks Canada Administration in
writing by noon the day prior to the Board meeting. A 'Notice of Intention to Speak'
application must be completed. Applications will be dealt with on a first come first served
basis with a total of 5 minutes allocated for each presentation. The Chair may request a
presentation to be shortened to less than 5 minutes i f it is felt the presentation contains
unnecessary repetition or redundancy.
Delegations representing the proponents of a particular development permit application may
attend the Local Planning Board meeting. Delegations shall be limited to a maximum of 5
persons including all consultants.
Presentations by a delegation/applicant shall be limited to a maximum of 5 minutes. The
Chair may request a presentation to be shortened to less than 5 minutes if it is felt the
presentation contains unnecessary repetition or redundancy. Additionally, presentations by a
delegation/applicant may be extended over the 5 minute maximum, if agreed to by the
majority of Board members.
Presentations by both proponents/applicants and opponents of a development permit
application may or may not be permitted at the discretion of the Board. Board members may
at their discretion ask questions of Parks Canada Administration or any affected parties
relating to the agenda item.
BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS

The Board Chair shall vote and take part in discussion, but may not put forward a motion.
In rendering a decision, the Local Planning Board may deliberate and reach its decision in
private. Subsequent to voting on a development proposal, Board members have the option of
providing rationale for their decision in the public forum.
This is contrary to what is found in most municipal settings. For example, the Calgary Planning Commission
is not obligated to hear both proponents and opponents of a development permit applications. Rather, the
Development Appeal Board is intended and structured to hold formal hearings, which hear from those that
support and oppose a development proposal.
11
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The Board shall verbally make its recommendation to the Approving Authority to either
accept for consideration or reject a development permit application, and provide reasons for
the recommendation.
The Chair, or Vice-Chair, shall instruct the recording secretary to restate the motion before
the Board votes.
The recommendation is reached when the Board votes on a development permit application.
A quorum is a majority (4) of Board members present at the beginning of the meeting. If the
quorum is lost due to a declaration of conflict of interest or a similar event, the item under
consideration shall be deferred to a special meeting as agreed to by the Board.
A tied vote shall be considered a defeated motion.
In making a recommendation, the Board shall:
•

defer a recommendation on a development permit application if the Board feels
additional information is required by either the applicant or Parks Canada
Administration;

•

identify any missing information required to make a recommendation;

•

comment whether the project may cause significant social, economic or environmental
effects;

•

comment on the adequacy of the mitigation measures presented in the environmental
assessment.

The Board shall not reconsider a recommendation once voted upon unless it is a new
development permit application for the same project, or it is a recommendation for a phased
development plan or similar situation.
Recommendations forwarded to the Approving Authority shall be supported by the Board's
reasons for recommendation. A full explanation shall be provided including both minority as
well as majority reasons (including cases of unanimity).
MEETING MINUTES

Minutes of all Board meetings shall reflect the general topics of discussion, major issues
discussed, Board members making motions, Board recommendations and rationale or
additional comments of the Board. For each recommendation, Parks Canada's recording
secretary shall include the development application project number, legal land description,
the project description, and other pertinent information.
Minutes of an in-camera discussion will not be recorded. The Local Planning Board may,
however, summarize general topics discussed 'in-camera' and record these in the minutes.
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Minutes of the meeting and vvritten recommendation are ratified at the next meeting and are
available in printed form to the public once they have been ratified, with a draft version
available upon request.
LOBBYING

Proponents/applicants and interested members of the public are free to contact Board
members prior to a meeting. However, it is the right of any Board member to reject such
overtures i f they wish.
As a courtesy to other Board members, any contact with a development permit applicant,
interested party or special interest group before a meeting shall be disclosed to the remainder
of the Board before presentation of the relevant development permit application.
CONFLICT OF INTEREST

Board members with a conflict of interest shall declare their bias and excuse themselves from
voting and discussion related to the development permit application under consideration.
Conflict of interest shall include:
•

pecuniary interests. That is any matter that could monetarily affect a Board member, the
Board member's family, the corporation in which the Board member is an employee, a
shareholder, a director, or a partnership, foundation or firm of which the person is a
member.

•

any matter involving personal or other interests of a Board member, or the Board
member's family, which may affect the Board member in the performance of his or her
duties.

If a pecuniary interest is declared, the Board member shall absent the room where the
meeting is being held during the presentation, consideration, and private discussion of the
development permit application being considered.
The elected Community Council members are, however, required to vote on all matters that
comes before the Local Planning Board, at which they are present, unless a pecuniary interest
is declared.

Public Notification
The Board meeting agenda shall be published in local newspapers three (3) weeks in advance
of scheduled meetings.
A notice of the Approving Authority's decision for development permit application(s),
Stream " B " , and Stream " C " projects, shall be published in local newspapers following the
decision of the Approving Authority, as described in Section 2.3(G).
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G.

Decision-making

Within seven (7) days after a decision has been made regarding a development permit
application for a Stream " A " project, the Development Officer shall notify the applicant,
either by ordinary mail or personal service, of the decision.
Decisions for a Stream " B " and/or Stream " C " project shall be made within five (5) working
days of the of the Local Planning Board meeting. When an application for a development
permit is:
•

approved, the Approving Authority shall sign the development permit but shall not, in
any circumstance, validate the permit until fourteen (14) days after the publication of the
notice of decision, or;

•

refused, the applicant shall immediately be given notification, either by ordinary mail or
personal service, of the Approving Authority's decision and the reasons for it.

The Development Officer shall inform the Board of the Approving Authority's decision and
reasons to grant or refuse a development permit for applications referred to the Board, within
24 hours of the Approving Authority making that decision.

Refusal ofDevelopment Permit
Where an application for a development permit has been refused, the Development Officer
may, at his/her discretion, refuse to accept another application for the same or a similar
development on the same site until six (6) months has passed from the date of the Approving
Authority's decision.
H.

Appeal

Immediately after the Approving Authority renders a decision on a Stream " B " and or " C "
project, the Development Officer shall publish a notice of decision in a local newspaper(s).
The advertisement shall state the location, the nature of the development, and that there is a
right of appeal by affected persons.
Decisions of the Approving Authority and conditions of approval of a development permit
may be appealed to the Development Appeal Board.

Development Appeal Board
The purpose of a Development Appeal Board (DAB) is to hear appeals with respect to
decisions of the Approving Authority and renders decisions based on relevant planning
matters.
COMPOSITION

The D A B shall be composed of a minimum of five members, comprised of two public
members, two members of the Park Community Council, and shall be chaired by Regional
Executive Director or an assigned park representative, as may be required. Public and
Community Council members shall be appointed for a two-year term, and may serve a
maximum of two consecutive terms (4 years).
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FILING A N APPEAL

The applicant of a development permit can within 14 calendar days from the date the
applicant was notified of the decision file an appeal.
The affected person of a development permit approval may file an appeal within 14 calendar
days from the date the advertisement of the approval in local newspapers.
A n appeal is commenced by submitting an official appeal form, which shall contain the name
and address of the person filing the appeal and specific reasons for the appeal, including the
issues in the decision or the conditions imposed in the approval that are the subject of the
appeal. The 14-day appeal period cannot be extended or abbreviation.
NOTICE OF APPEAL

On receiving a notice of appeal, the Development Officer shall ensure that:
a) an appeal hearing is held within thirty (30) days of receipt of the notice of appeal;
b) a notice of the hearing is published in a local newspaper at least five (5) calendar days
prior to the date of the hearing, and;
c) at least five (5) calendar days notice in writing of the hearing shall be given to the
following:
i.

applicant for the development permit;

ii.

appellant or any person acting on behalf of the appellant, and;

iii.

Approving Authority whose decision is the subject of the appeal.

HEARING PROCEDURES

A quorum is a majority of D A B members present (3) at the beginning of the meeting. If the
quorum is lost due to a declaration of conflict of interest or a similar event, the item under
consideration shall be deferred to a special meeting as agreed to by the D A B .
The D A B Chair shall be responsible with respect to conducting the meetings and shall be
empowered to:
•

limit a submission if it is determined to be repetitious;

•

rule that evidence presented is irrelevant to the matter in issue and to direct members of
the D A B to disregard the evidence;

•

adjourn a meeting and announce the date, time and place for the continuation of the
hearing, as may be required. Such an announcement shall be deemed adequate notice
thereof; and

•

adjourn a meeting and where a continuation of the hearing is required, but the time and
place for the continuation of the hearing is not fixed, shall announce that the notice of the
continuation of the meeting shall be sent to those persons leaving their name and address
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with the Secretary. Thereafter, only those persons leaving their name and address shall be
entitled to notice of the continuation of the hearing.
After hearing all submissions, the D A B shall deliberate and reach its decision in private.
In arriving at its decision, the majority vote of those members present shall constitute the
decision of the D A B . If the vote results in a tie, the appeal is lost.
A t an appeal hearing, the D A B must hear from:
a) the appellant or any person acting on behalf of the appellant;
b) the Approving Authority from whose decision the appeal is made or a person acting on
behalf of the Approving Authority;
c) any other person who was given notice of the hearing and who wishes to be heard or a
person acting on behalf of that person, and;
d) any other person who claims to be directly affected by the decision and that the D A B
agrees to hear, or a person acting on behalf of that person.
APPEAL DETERMINATION

In determining an appeal, the D A B :
a) must comply with the provisions of applicable parks policies, management plans or other
approved plans, guidelines, regulations, and other similar documents;
b) may confirm, revoke or vary the decision or any condition attached to the decision or
make or substitute a decision of its own;
c) may make a decision or confirm the issuance of a development permit even though the
proposed development does not comply with the provisions of applicable National Parks
policies, management plans, or other approved plans, guidelines, regulations and other
similar documents if, in its opinion:
i.

the proposed development would not unduly interfere with the amenities of the
area or materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value of
national park lands and neighbouring parcels of land, and;

ii.

the proposed development conforms to the use prescribed for the site.

iii.

must give its decision in writing together with reasons for the decision within
fifteen (15) days of concluding the hearing to the Secretary.

The D A B Chair may make a verbal announcement of the D A B ' s decision at the conclusion
of the appeal hearing. The verbal decision is neither final nor binding until the Board gives
its decision in writing.
The D A B Secretary shall notify all D A B members of meetings and make available for public
review, five (5) days before the commencement of the hearing, all relevant documents and
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material respecting the appeal, including the application for the development permit, the
decision, and the notice of appeal.

Term of a Development Permit
Approval of a development permit is valid for twelve (12) months. Failure to submit an
application for a building permit within this period shall require the resubmission of a new
development permit application.
Where a building permit is not required, failure to commence development within one year
of the date of the issuance of the development permit shall require the resubmission of a new
development permit application.
A new application for the same development is required when a development permit expires.
Such application shall be dealt with as a new application and there shall be no obligation to
approve it on the basis that a previous development permit had been issued.

Fee
Currently, there is no fee for a Development Permit. However, it is recommended that Parks
Canada establish fees for Development Permits that are consistent and reflective of fees
charged by Municipalities in close proximity to national parks.
3.0

BUILDING PERMIT APPROVAL PROCESS

The primary purpose of the Building Permit Approval Process is to ensure that development
is structurally sound, and that materials and construction techniques are adequate under the
National Building Code of Canada and other statutory codes or regulations.
A Building Permit is normally required to erect new buildings or structures and to demolish,
relocate, repair, alter or make additions to existing buildings or structures.
3.1 Prior to Application
A Development Permit may be required prior to submitting an application for a Building
Permit.
3.2 Application Requirements
To obtain a Building Permit, an applicant shall file an application on a form provided by
Parks Canada and each applicant shall provide the following:
•

address of the site;

•

four (4) sets of building/architectural drawings (in metric) that show floor plans,
elevations (detailing maximum height from finished grade) and cross sections, and
structural, mechanical, plumbing and electrical details;

•

evidence of total construction cost including building, structural, mechanical, plumbing,
electrical costs etc.;
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•

one (1) set of specifications, and;

•

Application fee.

3.3 Issuance of A Building Permit
The Development Officer shall issue a Building Permit i f the working drawings conform to
the following:
d) the approved development permit;
e) National Parks Building Regulations;
f) National Building Code of Canada and other applicable statutory requirements;
g) National Fire Code;
h) health and safety standards;
i)

infrastructure requirements;

j)

approved environmental assessment;

k) leasehold requirements, and;
1) Provincial standards where not in conflict with federal regulations.
When a building permit is issued, two sets of submitted plans and specifications shall be
stamped as 'Plan Approved'. One set shall be returned to the applicant and kept at the site at
all times during which the work is in progress and shall be made available to an Inspection
Officer on demand. The Development Officer shall retain the other set.
3.4 Partial Permit
The applicant may obtain a Partial Permit for new additions and projects to commence the
construction of the foundation up to the grade level. The Partial Permit shall be issued at the
discretion of the Development Officer and only after the relevant Development Permit has
been released.
3.5 Fee
The fee for the issue of a building permit shall be made payable to the Receiver General for
Canada and tendered to Parks Canada at the time of application. Building permit fees shall
be those set out in the National Parks Building Regulations.
3.6 Refund
A person who has paid a building permit fee, in accordance with the National Parks
Building Regulations, may surrender the building permit to Parks Canada and make
application in writing for a refund in accordance with the following:
No refund shall be made:
•

if the permit has been revoked or has expired;
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)
•

i f use, occupancy, relocation, construction, or demolition has commenced; or

•

an extension of the building permit has been granted.

3.7 Letter of Credit or Performance Bond
Prior to the issuance of a building permit, applicants may be required to post a letter of credit
or performance bond in the amount of 50% of the estimated cost of construction, payable to
the Receiver General for Canada. The performance bond or letter of credit may also be
extended to cover development impacts that may occur off the leasehold area, but are directly
related to the development.
The posting of such a bond or letter shall ensure that the applicant complies with all terms
and conditions of the development and building permit conditions and/or development
agreement.
3.8 Term of a Building Permit
A building permit shall become null and void:
•

i f construction has not commenced within six (6) months of the date of issue;

•

if construction has commenced and is then discontinued for a period of six months; or,

•

if construction does not conform to the approved working drawings.

A written request for a building permit extension must be submitted to the Development
Officer before the expiry of the building permit.
A building permit may only be extended at the discretion of the Development Officer, i f the
Development Officer is of the opinion that there are no material changes in Federal and/or
Provincial code requirements and National Park regulations, guidelines or other relevant
documents.
3.9 Enforcement and Compliance
Building permit and related permits are required prior to the commencement of construction.
Failure to obtain the requisite building permit or related permits as required by the National
Parks Building Regulations prior to construction is an offence under the National Parks Act.
The maximum fine under the Act for conviction of a violation of the regulations is $2,000.
3.10 Building Inspection Services
Where building inspection services are not provided by Parks Canada, it is the responsibility
of the applicant to contract and schedule inspections with one of the Provincially certified
inspection agencies authorized to work in the National Parks. A list of the inspection
agencies authorized to work in the National Parks is available from the Development Officer.
The cost of inspection services is the responsibility of the applicant and is separate from the
Building Permit fee.
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3.11 Building Inspection Requirements
Building permit inspections are required at three stages of construction: excavation and
foundation, framing, and enclosed finished spaces.

Excavation and Foundation
During excavation and placing of primary foundations, a site visit shall be undertaken to
confirm soil conditions and adequacy of measures of excavation, concrete and backfill.
Areas of concern include, but are not limited to the following:
•

project positioned on site correctly;

•

project size conforms to approved documents;

•

utilities located and accessed as proposed and conform to codes;

•

adequate site drainage;

•

safe construction procedures and processes; and

•

environmental assessment mitigation measures undertaken.

Framing
A n inspection is required after a substantial portion of the framing is in place and prior to
walls being enclosed by interior finishes. Installation of insulation and vapour barriers could
be complete. Areas of concern include, but are not limited to the following:
•

plan layouts conform to approved documents;

•

exit widths maintained;

•

minimum room, window, mechanical clearance and access maintained;

•

structural members conform to code and approvals; and

•

air seals, vapour seals, weather protection, insulation, roof venting, waterproofing,
roofing, decking, flashing, foundation damp proofing, and drainage.

Enclosed Finished Spaces
A n inspection shall be carried out of the finished spaces to check for:
• fire separations;
•

combustibility of surfaces;

•

handrails;

•

access and egress;

•

barrier free access; and

• fireplaces, fresh air inlets.
Inspections M A Y also be required for:
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•

kitchens, exhaust hoods, fire protection systems, grease traps and extractors, garburators,
cleanliness, washability, refrigeration;

•

staff wash up areas;

•

elevators and conveyance certification;

•

liquor licenses, premises capacity, finishes, pressure systems; and

•

"eligible residency", illegal suites, illegal accommodation, density restrictions, and
business licences.

It is the responsibility of the applicant to submit satisfactory documentation of completed
inspections, at the applicable stages, prior to Parks Canada releasing an Occupancy Permit.
4.0

DEVELOPMENT COMPLETION PERMIT

The Development Completion Permit (DCP) is connected to the Development Permit. The
purpose of the D C P is to ensure that development has been constructed or that use has
commenced according to approved plans, development permit conditions, and associated
environmental mitigations. A DCP must be approved before occupancy or use of a building
may occur.
4.1 Authority
The Development Officer, on behalf of the Approving Authority, shall render a final decision
on Development Completion Permits.
4.2 DCP Process
It is the responsibility of the applicant to contract and schedule a DCP inspection with the
Development Officer or one of the Provincially certified inspection agencies authorized to
work in the National Parks.
If the development has been completed in accordance with the approved plans and conditions
on the Development Permit, the inspector shall sign the DCP application and provide it to the
Development Officer for final approval. A DCP shall be issued to the applicant.
If the development is deemed incomplete as per approved plans and conditions, the inspector
may request the applicant to either:
•

Complete the development as per approved plans and Development Permit conditions;

•

Apply for a new Development Permit, in the event of a significant variance from what
was approved; or

•

Submit changes under revised plans for relatively minor changes.

A DCP shall not be issued until the new Development Permit or Revised Plans have been
approved and the development project is deemed complete according to approved plans and
conditions.
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4.3 Security Deposit
At the discretion of the Development Officer, a security deposit may be accepted to permit
the occupancy or use of a building prior to the development being completed. The security
deposit shall be 150% of the costs of the outstanding development deficiencies, with a
minimum deposit of $1,000.00. It is the responsibility of the applicant to submit written
estimates related to outstanding work. Upon receipt of the deposit, the Development Officer
shall sign the DCP.
4.4 Fee
There is no fee for a Development Completion Permit.
5.0

OCCUPANCY PERMIT

A n Occupancy Permit (OP) ensures that the work described in a Building Permit and plans
submitted have been carried out in accordance with the provisions of applicable building and
fire codes and other regulations. If regulations are met, an OP allows the occupancy or use
of a building or portion of a building.
5.1 Authority
A Building Inspector, on behalf of the Approving Authority, shall render a final decision on
an Occupancy Permit.
5.2 OP Process
A Building Inspector shall visit a site where a Building Permit has been issued to decide
whether an OP is required.
Where an OP is required, the Building Inspector shall inform the applicant of inspection
requirements (e.g. fire, electrical, plumbing and gas, and health) and provide the applicant
with an OP application form, which must be signed off by appropriate inspectors.
It is the responsibility of the applicant to schedule inspections during the appropriate stages
of construction. Upon completion of all inspections, the applicant shall forward the
completed OP form to the Building Inspector for final review.

Refusals
A n OP may be refused where safety concerns exist or where the development is deemed
incomplete regardless of relevant inspection signatures.

Fee
There is no fee for an Occupancy Permit.

82

CONCLUSION

This research has examined the process for reviewing development proposals in
Canada's national parks. I proposed a development review framework for national parks
based on a synthesis of discussions on sustainability, environmental assessment, and public
participation.
Chapter 1 explored national park legislation and policy that guides land use and
development decision-making. National park legislation traditionally has been interpreted in
a manner that allows for wide oscillations of policy regarding how to balance protection and
use of park resources. The examination of legislation and policy demonstrated that there is
not a dual mandate but rather one single mandate, where ecological integrity and resource
conservation are the first considerations in park management.
The origin and evolution of sustainable development is also examined. Sustainable
development is considered to be an important concept for park management but rarely has
this concept been clearly articulated within a national park context. I investigated how the
concept of sustainable development can be applied within a national park context.
Specifically, I discussed the inappropriateness of equally applying the three objectives of
sustainable development: environmental protection, economic efficiency, and social equity in
national parks. I also considered how this concept could be applied more effectively within
national parks by assessing the claims of weak and strong sustainability. I argued that the
past levels of development in national parks are not sustainable, and suggested that the
paradigm of strong sustainability is more reasonable within a national parks context. This
paradigm is considered to be better aligned with the concept of ecological integrity and Parks
Canada's commitment to maintain national parks unimpaired for future generations.
Chapter 2, examined the role of environmental assessment and public participation in
development decision-making in national parks. Properly executed, E A is considered an
effective instrument for minimizing negative impacts of a development proposal and
identifying appropriate mitigations. It plays an important role in fostering public awareness
of the environmental consequences of development activities and of the tradeoffs involved. I
addressed key concerns associated with utilizing E A as a substitute for a development review
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process in national parks. I suggested that E A should be viewed as an important tool for
decision-making. However, as a de facto process for reviewing and approving development
proposals, it is inadequate.
I reviewed the history of public participation in Canada, defined the term, discussed
the importance of engaging the public in decision-making, described models and techniques
of participation, and reviewed the requirements for participation in national parks. Promoting
meaningful opportunities for public involvement can play a vital decision-making function in
the review of development proposals, extending beyond the legislative E A requirements. It
is my contention that increased participation can result in better development decisions that
can lead to better credibility for the entire review process. Recommendations are provided for
improving the role of E A and public participation, which are incorporated into the
development review framework described in Chapter 4.
Chapter 3 described the process used to review land use and development proposals
in City of Calgary and in national parks, and identified significant differences between the
two processes. Three goals are recommended for strengthening the national parks process by
building on the strengths of the municipal model. These recommendations form the basis of
the development review framework proposed in Chapter 4.
The development review framework proposed in Chapter 4 is presented as a guide to
the development review process in national parks. Based on the recommendations in
Chapters 2 and 3, the framework can improve land use and development decision-making in
several ways. First, it increases the certainty, predictability, and timeliness of the
development review process. It provides a clear definition of development, outlines criteria
by which to stream applications, and suggests procedural requirements. Decision-makers and
planners can refer to the guide to ensure appropriate procedures are followed in development
review. Second, the framework clarifies and affirms the role of the environmental
assessment process. Improved understanding of the role of environmental assessment as a
tool for decision-makers may reduce the cynicism and lack of credibility that has troubled
development and land use decision-making based on the determination of an environmental
assessment. Third, the framework promotes meaningful public participation by providing
timely public access to information, establishing a local planning board to review
development permit applications, and developing a formal appeal mechanism.
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The guide can be a useful tool to enlighten participants about what their
responsibilities are and how they can become engaged in the process. This is founded on the
assumption that people should be provided an opportunity to become involved in the
decision-making process in national parks. In practice, the opportunity to participate in
development decision-making in national parks is often limited to input at a local and
regional level and is not often available at a national level.
Lastly, given that the development review framework proposed for national parks is
based on municipal practice, I made the assumption that the municipal practice is an effective
process. Many challenges are known to confront municipal practice (i.e. the influence of
political interests, the bias of municipal planning commissioners, and the bargaining of
environmental and or business positions). There remain several questions for future research.
For example, whether the municipal development review model is working as intended and
meeting the purpose for which it was designed; how can a reasonable cross-section of views
be solicited; and what criteria can be used to judge the value of participation in decisionmaking?
The proposed development review framework serves as important mechanism from
which Parks Canada can move forward in promoting sustainable development decisionmaking. It is my hope that this guide to the development review process in national parks
will contribute to a systematic development review process for Canada's national parks and
in particular, national park communities.
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APPENDIX 1

GLOSSARY
Words and terms used in the Development Review Process Framework shall have the same
meaning as given to them in the National Building Code, unless otherwise defined in this
section.

A
addition
adjacent
alteration
approving authority
B
barrier free
building
building area
building height
building permit
business
C
change of use
commercial accommodation/leaseholds
D
deck
density
development
development officer
development permit
development screening criteria
discretionary use
E
enclosed
erect
existing grade
exit
F
f
fees
fence
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finish grade
floor area
floor area ratio or F. A.R.
footprint area
G
grade
gross floor area
gross lot area
gross site area
H
holiday decorations
I

K
L
land
landscaped area
landscaping
leasehold boundary
lot
M
m
may
N
nuisance
O
occupancy permit
P
parcel
parking area
Q
R
real property report
requirements
S
f
2

92

m
screening
shall
sign
site
storage area/enclosure
structure
structural alteration
T
U
use
utilities
utility services
V
W
Y
yard

A
addition means the subsequent external construction to an existing building which results in
increasing the building's area or external dimension in any manner;
adjacent means land that is contiguous to a lot or site and includes land that would be
contiguous i f not for a public roadway, stream, pipeline, public utility lot, powerline, railway,
or similar feature but does not include a river;
alteration means a modification but does not include normal or routine maintenance or
painting provided the colour scheme remains the same;
Approving Authority means the Park Superintendent or any person authorized to act for or
in the name of the Park Superintendent.

B
barrier free means that a building, facilities and a path of travel can be approached, entered,
and used by persons with physical or sensory disabilities, including those in a wheelchair;
building means any thing constructed or placed on, in, over or under land but does not
include a highway or public roadway or a bridge that forms part of a highway or public road.
It includes a structure and a sign;
building area means the greatest horizontal area of a building above grade within the outside
surface of exterior walls or within the outside surface of exterior walls and the centre line of
firewalls;
building height means the overall height of a building measured from grade to the highest
point of the roof, excluding chimneys, weathervanes, etc.;
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building permit means a document authorizing construction of development issued pursuant
to the National Parks Building Regulations and issued by Parks Canada;
business means a commercial activity located within a leased or licenced space and which is
regulated by the National Parks Business Licence Regulations.
C

change of use means a change in the use of land or a building or an act done in relation to
land or a building that results, or is likely to result, in a change in the use of such land or
building with or without major structural alterations;
commercial accommodation/leaseholds means a lodge, inn, motel, hotel, or other
establishment which includes commercial accommodation units.
D
deck means an unenclosed roofless structure adjoining a building;
density means a measure of the intensity of development to the area of a site, the number of
units on a site in units per hectare, or floor area ratio;
development means a) new buildings b) an addition to, replacement, or major renovation or
repair of an existing building; c)the repainting or refinishing of a buildi ig to a substantial! y
different colour or finish; d)
the relocation or demolition of a building or other structure; e)the erection and modification
of signage and/or fences; f) an excavation or stockpile and the creation of either of them,
and/or the erection of a physical, temporary facility and structure; g) a change of use of land
or a building or an act done in relation to land or a building that results in or is likely to result
in a change in the use of the land or building, or;h)a change in the intensity of use of land or a
building or an act done in relation to land or a building that results in o is likely to result in a
change in the intensity of use of the land or building; i) the cutting or removal of trees in
whole or part; j) landscaping, including terrain manipulation other thai, routine care and
maintenance; k) temporary testing or uses causing land disturbance; 1) : ructures for
photography or filming purposes; m) the construction of ski runs, trails ski run clearing,
terrain modification or similar activity, and; n) the placement, alteration or removal of water,
sewer, gas or electrical service lines.
Development Officer means a person appointed as a development authority by Parks
Canada to fulfill required duties on behalf of Parks Canada;
development permit means a document authorizing development, issued by the Approving
Authority, and includes the plans and conditions of approval;
development screening criteria (see Stream " A " , Stream " B " and Stream " C " Section
2.3(D));
discretionary use means a use, development or structure for which development panniti
may be issued at the discretion of the Park Superintendent.
E
enclosed means a space which has a roof or building over it and which has less than 50% of
its perimeter open to the outside;
erect means to construct, excavate ground for a foundation, lay a foundation or remove or
change the location, orientation of a building or any part thereof;
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existing grade means the actual geodetic elevation of any point on a site representing the
existing topographical elevation prior to development;
exit means that part of a means of egress, including doorways, that leads from the floor area
it serves, to a separate building, an open public thoroughfare, or an exterior open space
protected from fire exposure from the building and having access to an open public
thoroughfare.
F
f means feet;
fees means those amounts specified by Parks Canada required to accompany any application
under the provision of National Parks Building Regulations;
fence means a vertical physical barrier constructed to provide visual screening or to prevent
unauthorized access;
finish grade means the actual geodetic elevation of any point on a site representing the final
design elevation;
floor area means the space on any storey of a building between exterior walls and required
firewalls, including the space occupied by interior walls and partitions, but not including
exits, vertical service spaces, and their enclosing ensembles;
floor area ratio or F. A.R. means the quotient of the gross floor area of a building divided by
the gross site area;
footprint area means the total area of ground that is beneath a building.
G
grade means a) with reference to the determination of building height, the lowest of the
average levels of finished ground adjoining each exterior wall of a building, except that
localized depressions such as for vehicle or pedestrian entrances need not be considered in
the determination of average levels of finished ground, or b) with reference to a street or lane,
the finished level of that street or lane;
gross floor area means the total floor area of all levels of a building or structure with a clear
ceiling height of 1.8 metres or more, contained within the outside of the exterior and
basement walls or glazing line or windows, but excluding enclosed or open parking areas,
garbage and loading rooms, and floor areas devoted exclusively to mechanical or electrical
equipment servicing the development;
gross lot area means the area of land contained within the property lines of a lot;
gross site area or site area means the area of land contained within the property lines of a
site.
H
holiday decorations means temporary ornaments and displays erected in conjunction with
holiday activities such as Christmas where such ornaments and displays incorporate no sign
or advertising of specific commercial services, merchandise, or entertainment;
I
K
L
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land includes freehold land, land with reversionary title, land held under a lease, sublease or
license of occupancy from the Crown;
landscaped area means that portion of a site which is required to be landscaped;
landscaping means the modification and enhancement of a site through the use of any or all
of the following elements: a) soft and natural landscaping consisting of vegetation such as
trees, shrubs, hedges, grass and planted ground cover; b) hard landscaping consisting of
non-vegetative
materials such as brick, stone, concrete, tile, and wood, excluding monolithic concrete and
asphalt, and; c) architectural elements consisting of wing walls, sculpture and the like. It may
include sidewalks, pathways and amenity areas;
leasehold boundary means the limit of the property held under tenure of a lease. The right
of use and occupancy of the property is by virtue of the lease agreement;
Local Planning Board means the body established by Parks Canada to carry out the duties
required by the Development Review Process. Responsibilities of the Board are described in
Section 2.3;
lot means a parcel of land abutting on a public street as shown on a plan of subdivision or by
license of occupation.
M
m means metres;
may is used in the sense of permissive and allows discretion;
N
nuisance means anything that interferes with the use or enjoyment of property, endangers
personal health or safety, or is offensive to the senses in the opinion of Parks Canada.
O
occupancy permit means a type of development permit issued by Parks Canada confirming
that the requirements and conditions of a Building Permit have been satisfactorily completed;
P
parcel means a single lot or single block which is not divided into lots, shown on a registered
plan of subdivision or described in a lease or other instrument as a single lot or a single block
which is not divided into lots, and a parcel also includes the aggregate of one or more areas
described in a lease from the Crown;
parking area means a portion of land or of a building set aside for the parking and
maneuvering of motor vehicles, which is accessible to a public roadway and may include a
parking structure;
Q
R
real property report means a legal survey performed by a Dominion Land Surveyor to
determine building locations, side yards, roof overhangs, surface improvements (i.e., decks,
driveways), accessory buildings, and all legal survey evidence (i.e., iron posts);
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requirements means

any of the general development

requirements;

specific use

requirements; development and design requirements and guidelines contained in any
approved plans, guidelines, and other similar documents;
S
f means square feet
m means square metres;
screening means the total or partial concealment of a building, structure or activity by a
fence, wall, berm or soft landscaping;
shall is an operative word that means mandatory compliance with the Development Review
Process and confers no discretion, except where a variance may be granted;
sign means any visual medium, including its structure and other component part, illuminated
or not illuminated, which is used or capable of being used, on a permanent basis, to identify
or convey information, or to advertise or attract attention to a product, service, place, activity,
person, institution or business. Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, signs shall
include banners, fixtures, representations, emblems, placards, painted messages, and other
devices. Signs painted on or attached to a motor vehicle or trailer intended for use on a public
roadway may be considered signs or portable signs when in the opinion of Parks Canada,
they are located or parked to function primarily as advertising;
site means an area of land on which a building or use exists, or which is vacant, for which an
application for a development permit is made. A site may be one lot or several lots as shown
on a plan of subdivision or lease;
storage area/enclosure means the area of a building or site set aside for the storage of
products, goods, or equipment;
structure means any thing constructed or erected that requires location on the ground or is
attached to something having a location on the ground and includes walls, light standards,
fences and signs;
structural alteration means any change or addition to the supporting members of a
structure, including the foundations, bearing walls, rafters, columns, beams and girders;
2

2

T
U
use means the purpose or activity for which a site and its development are designed,
arranged, developed or intended, or for which it is occupied or maintained.;
utilities means any one or more of the following works or systems used to provide for public
consumption, benefit, convenience or use: a) systems for the distribution of gas, whether
artificial or natural, electricity, telephone and cable television; b) facilities for the storage,
transmission, treatment, distribution or supply of water; c) facilities for the collection,
treatment, movement or disposal of sanitary sewage; and d) storm sewer drainage facilities;
utility services means development which is part of the public or private infrastructure
necessary for the local distribution of utility services. Typical uses in this class include gas
regulating stations, pumping stations, communal garbage bins, electrical power transformers,
water reservoirs, fuel storage tanks, equipment and material storage yards for utilities and
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service; telephone exchanges; storm water lakes; water towers; water treatment plants; power
substations; communication towers, and natural gas distribution.
V
W
Y
yard means the setback space between the lot or site line, or waterfront and any structure;
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