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C O N T E N TS

“Change is inevitable, but it does not have to 
come at the expense of what citizens and communities va l u e .”

- Jim Howe, Ed Mc Mahon and Luther Propst, 
Balancing Na t u re and Commerce in Gateway Communities 



The list of people to thank is a long one. At the 
top is Ga ry Ho l u b, a graduate intern from Yo rk
Un i versity who kicked off this project with two
months of re s e a rch and initial drafts of both the

Re velstoke and Canmore chapters. Thank you, Ga ry, for
making my job easier.

Special thanks to the interv i ewees who later critiqued 
and commented on draft versions of these case studies. In
Re velstoke this included Ge o f f e ry Ba t t e r s by, Gail Be r n a c k i ,
Bob Clarke, Jim Cook, Jenny Feick, Susan Hall, Ha n k
K r a wczyk, Francis Ma l t by, Bruce McLellan, Cindy Pe a rc e ,
De b by Robinson and Doug We i r. Willing participants fro m
C a n m o re included Tom Atkinson, Ron Casey, Bre n d a
Davison, Be rtram Dyck, Felicity Ed w a rds, Jon Jo r g e n s o n ,
André Ga reau, Frank Liszczak, Da ve Nielson, Ga re t h
Thomson and Melanie Watt. Those invo l ved in the 

Mu s k w a - Kechika study included John Cashore, Br i a n
C h u rchill, Karen Goodings, Ba r ry Holland, Bruce Mc K n i g h t ,
David Menzies, Ross Peck, Da ve Po rt e r, Wayne Sa wc h u c k ,
George Smith and Da ve St u a rt. Without the input and com-
mitment of these people, who donated many precious hours
to these studies, they could never have been written.

Last but not least, our heartfelt thanks for the genero u s
s u p p o rt of the V. Kann Rasmussen Foundation, whose finan-
cial re s o u rces allowed us to present these hopeful stories about
caring communities.

And of course we cannot leave off without acknow l e d g-
ing the staff of the Sonoran Institute and the Ye l l owstone to
Yukon Conservation In i t i a t i ve, whose support, encourage-
ment, and insight helped to turn money and vision into 
what I hope you, the re a d e r, will find an interesting and 
useful document.
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C ommunities 
all over No rt h
America are tack-
ling one of the

most important challenges of
our age: How to retain and
e ven improve community-
wide quality of life while
simultaneously maintaining
the health of the natural
e n v i ronment in which 
we live. 

Now h e re is this chal-
lenge more pressing than in
the Rocky Mountains fro m
Ye l l owstone to the Yu k o n .
He re, many rural landscapes and wildlands have become 
magnets for new residents, seeking to escape the congestion
and stress of urban life. In a number of these communities, 
the local economies are in transition from dependence on 
traditional re s o u rce extraction tow a rd more dive r s i f i e d
economies that include technology, service, and know l e d g e -
based industries. 

This rapid change is bringing many new challenges to
communities in the region. In c reasing pre s s u re for growth and
d e velopment, uncertain economic futures for some long-time
residents, and increasing conflict over appropriate uses of our
lands threaten both our sense of community and the land-
scapes we value. Often this change fails to protect the natural
e n v i ronment, economic well-being or community assets of our
homes. Howe ve r, an increasing number of communities are
experimenting successfully with local initiatives that addre s s
these pro b l e m s .

The solutions are not easy. They are as complex as the
natural ecosystems that we call home. But the good news is
that there is hope, and there are answe r s .

The Sonoran Institute (SI) and the Ye l l owstone to Yu k o n
C o n s e rvation In i t i a t i ve (Y 2 Y) have joined forces to pro f i l e

t h ree western Canadian com-
munities that have 
redefined their re s p e c t i ve
f u t u res through community
s t ew a rdship effort s — l o c a l l y
d r i ven initiatives to pro t e c t
the ecological and cultural
values of an area while striv-
ing to meet economic and
social needs. Community
s t ew a rdship can sound both
daunting and idealistic. Ye t ,
the stories of Re ve l s t o k e ,
British Columbia; Canmore ,
A l b e rta; and the Mu s k w a -
Kechika area in nort h e a s t e r n

British Columbia demonstrate that it is already happening. 
In their own ways, all three communities have taken bold
steps to build healthy communities in healthy landscapes.

The case studies that follow provide an in-depth look at
the challenges of change and the mechanisms used to manage
it in a way that reflects the values of each community. Ou r
goal, in telling these stories, is to illustrate the tools and strate-
gies available to community members seeking to care for all 
of their re s o u rces – their community, their environment and
their economy. To g e t h e r, these stories demonstrate that there
a re many ways for local citizens to pro - a c t i vely protect the
c h a r a c t e r, economic vitality, ecological well-being and quality
of life of their communities. 

In these stories, we hope that communities facing similar
challenges will find ideas that work, and the encouragement to
turn those ideas into positive action. By learning from others’
experiences, we may finally, as Canadian-born author Wa l l a c e
Stegner wrote, “c reate a society to match our scenery. ”

Barb Cestero Peter Ae n g s t
S o n o ran In s t i t u t e Ye l l owstone to Yukon Conservation In i t i a t i ve 
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“… create a society to match our scenery.”
- Wallace St e g n e r



Community stewardship is more than just saving land or protecting wildlife; 
it also must consider the economic and social needs of the local 

people who live on that land, with that wildlife.

v i
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Th e re is only one
constant in this
world, and that 
is change. Land-

scapes, species, languages, 
c u l t u res—they are always in 
a state of perpetual evo l u t i o n .
The only surety is that things
do change, slow l y, sometimes
i m p e rc e p t i b l y, but immutably.
This is Na t u re’s modus
o p e r a n d i .

But change in the twe n t i-
eth century was marked more
by re volution than evolution, and the twenty-first century
should, by all accounts, make its predecessor look like a slow -
motion film. Humans influence even the farthest reaches of
the planet, and the sweep of the Industrial Re volution has
g i ven way to the rocket-like acceleration of the Te c h n o l o g i c a l
Re volution. Such change is often positive; it has improved our
quality of life. Ad vances in medicine save lives around the
world eve ry day, and computers allow us to solve pro b l e m s
that we re impossible even a decade ago. 

In e v i t a b l y, with change comes consequences. Ec o s y s t e m s
a re being transformed, species eradicated, and communities
that traditionally have had little to say about their future are
a l t e re d — s o c i a l l y, economically, enviro n m e n t a l l y. And often 
for the worse.

These case studies tell the stories of three communities
that have adopted the notion of “community stew a rd s h i p” to
t ry to manage such change and take control of their future s .
Many voices we re needed to tell these stories. We interv i ewe d
d o zens of community members—from mayors to miners,
f rom environmentalists to industrialists—who are active in
their re s p e c t i ve communities. These interv i ews we re then com-
piled into draft case studies, which, in the name of accuracy
and clarity, we re returned to the interv i ewees so facts could be
checked and comments made. The final product, then, is a
result of hundreds of hours of work by people who believe
that local citizens can, and should, make good decisions about
what is best for their communities.

It is apropos that the input of so many people was neces-
s a ry to write these stories, for community stew a rdship must
i n vo l ve more than the customary decision makers. It also must
i n vo l ve re p re s e n t a t i ves from the public at large, rallying togeth-
er to bring health and prosperity to their re s p e c t i ve locales and

regions. Community stew-
a rdship is not an enviro n-
mental concept. It is more
than just saving land or pro-
tecting wildlife; it also must
consider the economic and
social needs of the local 
people who live on that
land, with that wildlife.
Community stew a rd s h i p
re c o g n i zes that communities
can be good “s t ew a rd s” of 
all their re s o u rc e s — t h e i r
economies, their people, and

their environments. Without community stew a rd s h i p, we ru n
the risk of losing more than grizzly bears and wolves; we risk
losing our homes. In these pages are real-life examples of how
c i t i zens have used community stew a rdship to make their
homes better places to live .

Both the Ye l l owstone to Yukon Conservation In i t i a t i ve
(Y 2 Y) and the Sonoran Institute (SI) promote community
s t ew a rdship as a means to promote healthy communities that
can manage the negative effects of rapid social, economic, and
e n v i ronmental change. Y2Y is a bold new vision to maintain
and re s t o re the unique natural heritage of the Ye l l ow s t o n e -
t o - Yukon region that follows the Rocky Mountains fro m
Ye l l owstone National Pa rk in the south to the Ma c k e n z i e
Mountains in the north. Combining science and stew a rd s h i p,
Y2Y seeks to ensure that the world-re n owned wilderness,
wildlife, native plants, and natural processes of the Ye l l ow s t o n e -
t o - Yukon region continue to function as an interconnected we b
of life, capable of supporting all of the natural and human
communities that reside within it, for now and for future gen-
erations. The vision is immense: a mountainous region of land
and water that hosts not only a rich diversity of wild habitats
and cre a t u res, but also Na t i ve cultures and rural communities
that have been shaped by the power of this wild landscape. In
s h o rt, it is a geography that challenges our ability to understand
it, and dares us to create for it a different future than what
befell the tamed and tilled landscapes of No rth America.

Y2Y has joined forces with the Sonoran Institute (SI) to
look at ways in which community members, not just policy-
makers and scientists and conservationists, can become vision-
aries intent on caring for the places and landscapes in which
they live. SI is dedicated to promoting community-based
strategies that pre s e rve the ecological integrity of pro t e c t e d
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lands while simultaneously meeting the economic aspirations
of adjoining landowners and communities. Underlying SI’s
mission is the conviction that community-driven and inclusive
a p p roaches to conservation produce the most effective re s u l t s .
This approach borrows extensively from community-based
c o n s e rvation successes in developing countries, where local
people are invo l ved in conservation initiatives that make them
the custodians and beneficiaries of these initiatives. 

For the past 10 years, SI has assisted more than 20 com-
munities in the western U.S. and nort h western Mexico to re a l-
i ze local conservation and community goals identified thro u g h
m e a n i n gful public dialogue. Residents and conservationists in
Canada, like their neighbours to the south, also must contend
with and manage environmental and social change that thre a t-
en both communities and wild landscapes. As a result, SI is
beginning to work with several communities in the Canadian
p o rtion of the Y2Y region that are interested in forging inno-
va t i ve  and lasting solutions to local conservation pro b l e m s .

Y2Y and SI began this project to better understand how
community stew a rdship works in Canada. The best way to do
that is to learn from people who have already tried it. The les-
sons they uncove red we re so instru c t i ve that they felt it was
n e c e s s a ry to celebrate and share the stories of these three we s t-
ern Canadian community efforts with a broader audience.

T h e re is something here for eve ry mountain community
in No rth America. Each case is as different as the communities
that implemented them, but they all work tow a rd the same
goal: managing change for the betterment of community and
landscape alike. In Re velstoke, B.C., citizens rally together 
during an economic crisis to create and implement a vision for
the future. What they come up with is a Vision Statement that

is taking a healthier Re velstoke into the twenty-first century.
Residents from Canmore, Alberta come together to figure out
h ow to manage development in a town that happens to be in
the middle of an important wildlife corridor on the edge of
Banff National Pa rk. An active public uses several tools,
including a Growth Management Strategy and conserva t i o n
easements, to make the Bow Valley a better place to live for
both humans and wildlife. The chapter on the Mu s k w a -
Kechika Management Area in northeastern B.C. provides a
c o n c rete example of how to bring conservationists, politicians
and industrialists together to pre s e rve wildlife and wilderness
values without compromising the health of the re g i o n’s econo-
m y. Fo l l owing the case studies is a discussion on the import a n t
lessons these communities have learned during their re s p e c t i ve
visioning processes. It is no surprise to learn that, although the
stories are different, the lessons are often the same.

It is stories like these, rich with creativity and fore s i g h t ,
that will protect what is left of No rth America’s wildlife and
wild places.

Each case is as different as the 
communities that implemented them,

but they all work tow a rd the same
goal: managing change for the 
b e t t e rment of community and 

landscape alike.
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PA RT ONE: 
CASE STUDIES

Re velstoke, British Columbia

Ca n m o re, Albert a

Mu s k w a - Kechika, British Columbia



“ In the early ‘90s when things we re n’t ve ry good, there was a 
s o rt of doom and gloom (in Re velstoke). We needed to have 

some kind of focus on what was good and positive, and 
what we wanted our community to be.”

Gail Be r n a c k i
former town councilor

4

Re velstoke, British Columbia



R e ve l s t o k e’s Vi s i o n
Statement is a
p rominent fixture
in the town once

k n own as the capital of
C a n a d a’s alps. It adorns the
walls of the council chambers
and serves as the intro d u c-
tion to city planning docu-
ments and project pro p o s a l s .
At first glance it is nothing
m o re than black ink on a
sheet of crisp, white paper.
Examined closely, it becomes a map by which Re velstoke has
found its way in the tumultuous landscape of late-twe n t i e t h
c e n t u ry British Columbia.

Nestled in the majestic Columbia Va l l e y, between the
s n ow-capped peaks of the Se l k i rk and Monashee mountain
ranges an hour west of the Continental Divide, Re ve l s t o k e
retains much of its natural charm. In the spring, waves of
migrating birds settle on nearby wetlands, either to nest and
raise their young or, depending on the species, to rest on the
long journey north. Long, warm summers boast beautiful
f l ower gardens that decorate the yards of well-kept heritage
homes. Autumns are bountiful and pleasant, once luring
Na t i ve groups in search of spawning salmon and ripe huckle-
berries. But winter brought these visits to an abrupt end, for
the snows are deep around Re velstoke, the avalanches many
and perilous.

The snow, now famous throughout the skiing world, still
falls by the ton, and the avalanches still roar unhindered fro m
the heavens, but they have become boons, not busts, to a
community trying to re-imagine itself in the wake of drastic
economic change. Modern Re velstoke, population 8,000, faces
the same challenges that confront many other mountain
t owns in the interior of British Columbia. It has witnessed a
recent downturn in what was primarily a re s o u rce-based econ-
o m y. Mines and mills we re closed, large infrastru c t u re pro j e c t s
we re completed, and the railway was modernized, leaving
Re velstoke in the throes of social, economic and enviro n m e n-
tal chaos.

“ In the early ‘90s when things we re n’t ve ry good, there
was a sort of doom and gloom (in Re velstoke),” recalls former
t own councilor Gail Bernacki. “We needed to have some kind
of focus on what was good and positive, and what we wanted
our community to be.”

So, in 1991, community
leaders and citizens of
Re velstoke initiated a vision-
setting process that they
hoped would guide the tow n
sustainably into the twe n t y -
first century. The result was
an articulated statement of
values, a Vision St a t e m e n t
that defined Re ve l s t o k e’s
m u l t i - year commitment to
community building, eco-
nomic development and

e n v i ronmental integrity, and gave its citizens a re n ewed sense
of self-determination. 

Re-visioning a Community in Tr a n s i t i o n
Re velstoke was established in 1899 as a Columbia

Mountains midpoint for the Canadian Pacific Railway. It
flourished as a lumber and mining town in the early ye a r s ,
e n j oying steady growth during the first half of the twe n t i e t h
c e n t u ry—until the Columbia River Tre a t y, signed in 1965,
changed Re velstoke fore ve r. The treaty resulted in seve r a l
major construction projects, including the Mica Hyd ro e l e c t r i c
Dam, the Re velstoke Dam, and the Keenleyside Dam at
C a s t l e g a r, that created a host of well-paying jobs in the re g i o n ,
which in turn boosted the local economy. But as these pro j e c t s
came to a close, Re ve l s t o k e’s boom vanished as quickly as it
came. In the early 1980s, with the most pro d u c t i ve agricultur-
al and fore s t ry land in the valley flooded by the Ke e n l e y s i d e
Dam, and mines and sawmills closing, Re velstoke went bust.
The unemployment rate soared, the population plummeted,
and Re velstoke suffered through a plague of social and eco-
nomic problems the likes of which it had never seen. 

By 1985, local politicians and community leaders re c o g-
n i zed that the people of Re velstoke had to take control of their
own destiny and define a new direction for the town, despite
the fact no one had ever done anything like it before. “At the
time we did this, there wasn’t any information out there on
visioning and how to do it,” said Doug We i r, Re ve l s t o k e’s eco-
nomic development commissioner. “We would’ve been much
faster if we had some guidelines for the pro c e s s . ”

Opinions differed about which way to turn. Some citi-
zens felt that Re velstoke should court the pulp-and-paper
i n d u s t ry and secure a pulp mill that would provide jobs and

5

R EV E L S TO K E :
Re-visioning the Capital of Canada’s Alps



d r i ve the economy. Others felt
that the burgeoning tourism
i n d u s t ry was the right dire c t i o n .
Some even wanted to try both.
To invo l ve the entire community
in the search for direction, then-
Ma yor Ge o f f rey Ba t t e r s by wro t e
personal letters to individual citi-
zens, inviting them to serve on a
committee that would help
d e velop a vision for the future of
Re velstoke. This brought togeth-
er a vision committee with a
d i verse mix of perspective s .
Members ranged from pro f e s-
sionals in the fields of biology
and business to enviro n m e n t a l-
ists, social activists, and educa-
tors. In part i c u l a r, Re ve l s t o k e
boasts a large number of prov i n-
cial and regional district offices,
including the British Columbia
ministries of forests, health,
t r a n s p o rtation, and highways, as
well as Pa rks Canada, offices that all provided consultants who
helped to inform decisions made at the local leve l .

Despite their obvious differences, committee members
s h a red a common set of values as well as a desire to mitigate
the negative consequences associated with the mega-projects of
the past. Hi s t o r i c a l l y, Re velstoke has proven to be resilient and
s e l f - reliant in the face of economic adve r s i t y. Cindy Pe a rc e ,
staff coordinator for the Mi n i s t e r’s Ad v i s o ry Committee on
L a n d - Use Planning (MAC), which was formed after
Re ve l s t o k e’s Vision Statement was written, believes this is a
result of Re ve l s t o k e’s geographic and economic isolation fro m
other major centers. “The community does not automatically
t rust anyone from outside its borders,” Pe a rce said. “They take
total responsibility for what goes on here, and they take
responsibility to know best.”

The vision committee perseve red through two years of
brainstorming sessions and workshops, coming up with a
series of draft vision statements that invo l ved and reflected the
values of the entire community, not just the usual decision
m a k e r s .

“ Pa rticipation is always a challenge,” said Jim Cook, pro-
gram administrator of the Okanagan Un i versity College and
an active participant in the MAC process that followed the
visioning process. “Making sure that yo u’re re p resenting all of
the citizens is a pretty tricky task, particularly the disadva n-
taged ones who, traditionally, don’t participate in that type of
e xe rcise. I think we managed that.”

Bruce McLellan, a we l l - respected wildlife habitat ecologist

who works for the B.C. Fo re s t
Se rvice and alongside Pa rk s
Canada, informed the MAC
committee on enviro n m e n t a l
issues affecting the region sur-
rounding Re velstoke. He agre e s
that ensuring such bro a d - b a s e d
re p resentation, if not part i c i p a-
tion, wasn’t easy. From his per-
s p e c t i ve, people didn’t always see
e ye to eye, and not eve ryone was
equally invo l ved in the pro c e s s .

“ In Re velstoke, we have two
national parks and a Pa rk s
[Canada] office. T h e re are many
e m p l oyees who have lived their
whole lives and re s p e c t i ve care e r s
in national parks. Because of
that, they have a different view
of how the world should unfold
than people who work in the
logging industry. Yo u’ve got 
two opposed cultures living in
one tow n . ”

Despite these challenges, Re ve l s t o k e’s vision committee
s t a yed the course. The group re c o g n i zed the importance of
open and civil dialogue among a broad spectrum of part i c i-
pants, and of a process that would use the best available 
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Re velstoke Vi s i o n
Re velstoke will be a leader in achieving a sustainable

community by balancing environmental, social and econom-
ic values within a local, regional and global context.

Building on its rich heritage and natural beauty, this
historic mountain community will pursue quality and exc e l-
lence. Re velstoke will be seen as vibrant, healthy, clean, hos-
pitable, resilient and forw a rd-thinking. It will be 
committed to exe rcising its rights with respect to decisions
affecting the No rth Columbia Mountain Re g i o n .

Community priorities include: opportunities for yo u t h ;
economic growth and stability; environmental 
c i t i zenship; personal safety and security; a responsible and
caring social support system; a first-class education system;
local access to life-long learning, spiritual and cultural 
values; and diverse forms of re c re a t i o n .

All residents and visitors shall have access to the 
o p p o rtunities afforded by this community.

May 10, 1994
Re velstoke City Council

Ma yor Sh e l by Ha rve y



information to arrive at consensus-based decisions. While not
e ve ry citizen in the community may have been personally
i n vo l ved with the community visioning process, the outcome
was widely accepted as re p re s e n t a t i ve of the community as 
a whole. The vision committee consulted with the entire 
community in the summer of 1993 to solicit feedback on the
p re p a red draft of the vision statement. Fi n a l l y, in Nove m b e r
1993, two years after its genesis, the vision committee pre s e n t-
ed Re ve l s t o k e’s community vision statement to the public. 

True Community Ownership
Re velstoke has had several opportunities to test drive its

vision statement. One of the first presented itself in 1992,
while the visioning process was still underw a y. A significant
tract of land north of Re velstoke, Tree Farm License (T F L )
#55, came up for sale. Hoping to claim ownership of its fore s t
re s o u rces, secure a better future for local industry, and improve
f o re s t ry practices in the area, Re velstoke proposed the idea of
bidding on the southern portion of the land. The community
c o n s i d e red the motion at a local re f e rendum, recognizing 
that this unique opportunity was consistent with the va l u e s
e x p ressed in the community’s developing vision. The answe r
was an ove rwhelming ye s .

“The re f e rendum attracted a 70 per cent voter turnout,
and garnered a 70 per cent ‘ye s’ vote,” said Ba t t e r s by. “Yo u’re
lucky to get 60 per cent out to a general election. This just
s h ows what kind of support we had.”

By early 1993, in an unprecedented move, the communi-
ty acquired a portion of the land, secured tenure of the license,
and created a community-owned corporation to administer
the newly designated TFL #56. Re velstoke established the
Re velstoke Community Fo rest Corporation (RCFC) as a lim-
ited company, operating it in partnership with three local
sawmills that helped finance the bid.

The project has been a booming economic success. Bob
C l a rke, general manager of the RCFC, boasted that the
“ RCFC has generated a net profit eve ry year since its incep-
tion.” With its profits, the RCFC funds re s e a rch and deve l o p-
ment into responsible silviculture techniques and the imple-
mentation of value-added practices among local operators.
TFL #56 also provides substantial social and enviro n m e n t a l
benefits to the community. Residents and visitors use the
land, which is important wildlife habitat for grizzly bears and
a local herd of mountain caribou, for a wide range of outdoor
re c reational activities. These diverse uses, as well as the T F L’s
p roximity to popular Mount Re velstoke and Glacier national
p a rks, have encouraged the RCFC to use innova t i ve fore s t ry
practices such as helicopter logging. RC F C ’s commitment to
balancing the need to operate a profitable business while
respecting the natural capabilities of the land has made it a
model for sustainable fore s t ry practices.

But not eve ryone is satisfied with the RC F C ’s perf o r m-
ance. Some feel it has simply pre s e rved the same fore s t ry prac-
tices that let down the community in the past, to the detri-
ment of more diverse economic and community-based inter-
ests. Francis Ma l t by, a long-term resident of Re velstoke and an
a rdent environmentalist, is a vigilant observer of the fore s t ry
i n d u s t ry and a vocal proponent of wider environmental and
social values in the community. He remains cautious about
local government and its ties to the forest industry. 

“ Ever since the RCFC (was founded) we pay inord i n a t e
homage to the forest industry,” said Ma l t by. “Ba s i c a l l y, city
council is a fore s t ry council ove rwhelmingly beholden to
w h a t e ver the forest industry needs.” 

Ma l t by’s requests for public access to information and
decision making within the RCFC so far have been fru s t r a t e d .
Although this closed-door approach may be consistent with
business or industry, he says it causes suspicion among re s i-
dents and is not acceptable for local gove r n m e n t .

Despite Ma l t by’s criticism, the economic benefits of the
p roject have proven significant, much of which Ma yo r
Ba t t e r s by said is due to the work of Doug We i r. But Weir re c-
o g n i zes the equally important roles of both environmental and
social values. Much of the emphasis in implementing
Re ve l s t o k e’s vision “over the last 15 years has been directed to
the economic side,” Weir said. “It’s obviously time for social
and environmental concerns to be addre s s e d . ”

That “t i m e” came in the mid-1990s. An alarmingly high
bear mortality rate in the area surrounding Re velstoke pro m p t-
ed a group of local citizens to form a bear management com-
mittee. Under the guidance of the Mi n i s t ry of En v i ro n m e n t ,
Lands and Pa rks, the committee developed the Bear Aw a re n e s s
Program, a series of strategies aimed at reducing the number of
bears destroyed or relocated because of human-bear conflicts.

In 1996 the committee hired De b by Robinson, now Be a r
Aw a reness Program coordinator and the tow n’s bear manager,
to educate citizens about bear-proofing their pro p e rty and,
e ve n t u a l l y, the entire town. The education component has
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automatically trust anyone from 

outside its borders. They take total
responsibility for what goes on here ,
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to know best.”

- Cindy Pe a rc e ,
Staff Coord i n a t o r, MAC



w o rked, though she says the biggest challenge is generating
community-wide compliance re g a rding garbage disposal and
c o n t a i n m e n t .

“T h e re is good support for what the bear program is
doing now, but it’s been a gradual process,” Robinson said.
“ My title as bear manager should really be changed to human
m a n a g e r.” She does believe her presence in the community 
has helped reduce the number of bears destroyed eve ry ye a r.
C i t i zens are now more tolerant, she said, less afraid of bears,
and more likely to contact the Bear Aw a re Hotline rather than
c o n s e rvation officers when a bear appears.

The numbers are the best indication the program is
w o rking: Bear management kills have dropped from a high of
33 in 1994 to only four in 1998. Robinson believes the aware-
ness campaign, championed by local businesses, schools and
residents, is largely responsible for the reduced number of bear
complaints in and around Re ve l s t o k e .

Taking the Vision to the To p
Re ve l s t o k e’s community vision states that Re velstoke “w i l l

be seen as healthy, clean … [and] will be committed to exe r-
cising its rights with respect to decisions affecting the No rt h
Columbia Mountain Region.” Some of those decisions, how-
e ve r, are made in Victoria, B.C.’s provincial capital, far away
f rom Re velstoke and its engaged citize n ry.

In the summer of 1992, the B.C. government announced
n ew safe drinking water legislation that ord e red the chlorination
of surface streams throughout British Columbia. The communi-
t y, proud of its pristine water, banded together and refused to
implement the new legislation. In response to Re ve l s t o k e’s unan-
imous and rather rebellious stand, the provincial gove r n m e n t
amended its legislation, granting Re velstoke an exemption that
re c o g n i zed its watershed as clean and unfettere d .

This wasn’t the last time Re velstoke took on the prov i n-
cial government. While Re velstoke conceived and implement-
ed its community vision process, the B.C. gove r n m e n t
launched a provincial land-use planning initiative led by the
Commission on Re s o u rces and the En v i ronment (CORE).
Begun in 1992, this highly technical commission of prov i n c i a l
e x p e rts attempted to consolidate re s o u rce extraction and other

land values across the region into a single management strategy
that would then develop regional land-use plans. But the
CORE plan, announced in 1995,  elicited wide-spread 
criticism from the community, illustrating the failure of 
n o n p a rt i c i p a t o ry pro c e s s e s .

In the end, Re velstoke rejected the Kootenay Boundary
L a n d - Use Plan, which came out of the CORE pro c e s s ,
because many in the community felt it failed to reflect the
wishes of Re velstoke citizens in terms of fore s t ry economics—
the CORE model would have reduced Annual Allowable Cu t s
by 40 per cent, which would have meant lost jobs and another
economic downturn for Re velstoke. Pa r a d ox i c a l l y, many of
Re ve l s t o k e’s citizens also we re concerned that the CORE plan
d i d n’t account for environmental concerns associated with the
p re s e rvation of old growth habitat for mountain caribou.

“We wanted the ministry to allow us to come up with 
an alternative plan,” said Ma yor Ba t t e r s by. 

This cry did not go unheard. As a result of Re ve l s t o k e’s
communal displeasure, the B.C. Minister of Fo rests endorsed
the creation of the Mi n i s t e r’s Ad v i s o ry Committee on Land-
Use Planning (MAC). It was an opportunity for Re velstoke to
d e velop a home-grown solution to land-use planning by deve l-
oping acceptable maps and guidelines that would work for
both the fore s t ry industry and the rest of the community.
Guided by local experts, MAC members came up with a set 
of recommendations, including only a modest reduction in
Annual Allowable Cuts. The B.C. government has yet to ru l e
on the matter, but MAC members hope the province will
adopt their recommendations as a special subset of the
Kootenay Boundary Land-Use Plan—one that was 
d e veloped by and for the people of Re ve l s t o k e .

From the En v i ronment 
to the Community

Social values, and the promotion of those values within a
c o m m u n i t y, are closely linked to the economic and enviro n-
mental qualities of a community, and they often occur as a
result of community initiatives directed at economic or envi-
ronmental concerns. But the social implications of these initia-
t i ves are often hard to measure .

Re velstoke has been a community in transition for 
m o re than a decade. Jim Cook, Okanagan Un i versity College’s
p rogram administrator, witnessed the transformation of
Re velstoke from an economy based primarily on re s o u rc e
extraction to a more diversified one. He explained that as
Re ve l s t o k e’s economy expanded and changed, the level of edu-
cation re q u i red by workers increased: “We needed to be able
to address that [need for] training fairly quickly. ”

In 1995, another community initiative, the Re ve l s t o k e
Community Skills Centre, attempted to address this need at
the local level. Re velstoke created an education centre in part-
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nership with the
Community Fu t u re s
De ve l o p m e n t
Corporation (CFDC).
Founded in 1988, the
CFDC is a non-pro f i t ,
c o m m u n i t y - b a s e d
agency that uses 
a $3.5 million re vo l v i n g
loan fund to assist and
enhance community-
based small-business
and social initiative s .
The skills centre work s
with local industries
and small businesses to
d e velop programs for
technical skills enhancement and re-training. It offers educa-
tional opportunities to the entire community, including fore s t
w o rkers, small businesses, social assistance recipients and 
high school students.

“T h a t’s another place where we took control of our ow n

d e s t i n y,” said former
councillor Bernacki, who
was invo l ved with the
c reation of the Sk i l l s
C e n t re. “We created a
skills centre that is a
model for the prov i n c e .
It does it better than any-
one else. Why? Be c a u s e
we made it do what we
w a n t e d . ”

The skills centre ,
then, is more than just
another successful com-
munity initiative in
Re velstoke. It stands 
as a symbol for all 

that this remote mountain town has done for itself in the 
past decade—an uplifted economy that is less dependent on
re s o u rce extraction and gove r n m e n t - s p o n s o red mega-pro j e c t s ;
a thriving, no-nuisance bear population; a more cohesive 
community—and all that it can do in the future .
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In many ways, Ca n m o re’s struggle to achieve a balance between 
d e velopment and conservation serves as a microcosm for the 
challenges faced by many communities in the Y2Y re g i o n .



K arsten Heuer know s
a thing or two about
wildlife corridors
and conserva t i o n .

He u e r, a seasonal backcountry
w a rden in Banff National Pa rk ,
recently completed the
Ye l l owstone to Yukon Walk for
Wildlands, an epic journey that
i n vo l ved hiking, skiing, canoe-
ing and horseback riding 3,400
k i l o m e t res of the Ro c k y
Mountains, from Ye l l ow s t o n e
National Pa rk in Wyoming to Watson Lake, Yukon Te r r i t o ry.
During his trek Heuer encountered all that symbolizes the
f u t u re of our remaining wildlands—national parks and
wilderness areas divided by fences, railways and highways,
and plenty of wildlife, from wolves to wolverines and eve ry-
thing in between. On most days, Heuer either saw grizzly
bears or evidence of grizzlies, leading him to dub the wilder-
ness he traveled through the “Geography of Ho p e . ”

Heuer took more than 100 breaks to speak with local re s-
idents in communities along the way about the importance of
the Ye l l owstone to Yukon Conservation In i t i a t i ve (Y 2 Y), a
bold and visionary initiative forw a rded by scientists, econo-
mists, and more than 200 conservation groups in Canada and
the US. One of the communities Heuer spoke in was
C a n m o re, his home. Canmore sits low in the Bow Va l l e y, a
key ecological component of the greater Rocky Mo u n t a i n
ecosystem threatened by continued development. The Bow
Valley cradles much of the re g i o n’s montane habitat, critical
for supporting a vast diversity of mammal and bird species. 

“The Bow Valley is a major movement corridor and an
i m p o rtant link between critical winter and summer habitat,
one of only three east-west pinch points in the Canadian
Rockies that allow wildlife to move from one north-south cor-
ridor to the other in search of suitable food and mates,” says
He u e r. “It also serves as a vital linkage corridor for large 
mammals traveling between core protected areas, Kananaskis
C o u n t ry and Peter Lougheed Provincial Pa rk to the south and
Banff and Jasper national parks to the nort h . ”

Heuer knows Canmore is a key component of the Y 2 Y
vision. A community of 10,000 residents, Canmore is under-
going rapid population growth as a result of a decade of re s i-
dential, commercial, industrial and re c reational expansion. In
many ways, Canmore’s struggle to achieve a balance betwe e n

d e velopment and conserva t i o n
s e rves as a microcosm for the
challenges faced by many com-
munities in the Y2Y region. It is
also a good example of a com-
munity striving to protect the
ecological integrity of the Bow
Valley while maintaining the
quality of life that attracted 
its residents to the area in the
first place.

A Diamond in the Ro u g h
Like diamonds, Canmore was born of coal and pre s s u re .

The Bow Valley was nothing but wilderness until the late
1800s, when the Canadian Pacific Railway pushed west fro m
the fur trade settlement of Calgary. Traders and railway work-
ers left the prairies and foothills behind to explore farther and
f a rther into the precious montane of the Bow Va l l e y, va l u a b l e
habitat to the grizzly bears, elk and wolves that lived there. Bu t
the wide, flat valley bottom was also an ideal place for a rail-
road; that, and an abundance of fresh, clean water, led to the
settlement of Canmore in 1883. Thick, black  seams of high-
quality coal soon we re discove red nearby, turning Canmore
into a primary coal supplier for the Canadian Pacific Railway.
L o c o m o t i ves stopped in Canmore before making the big push
west through the Rocky Mountains, to Ba n f f, Golden, Ro g e r s
Pass and Re velstoke. In less than a decade Canmore’s popula-
tion rose from virtually ze ro to 450 people.

After this early boom, Canmore avoided international
attention—any attention at all really—for more than a centu-
ry. Few people outside the coal industry or the railway eve r
came to Canmore, except perhaps the odd sled-dog racer or
absent-minded tourist who forgot to fill up with gas in
C a l g a ry. Canmore Mines Ltd. was the tow n’s major employe r
for nearly 80 years. In 1969 the mine was sold to an American
c o m p a n y, but when coal prices plummeted the mines gradual-
ly shut down. When the last shaft was closed for good in
1979, Canmore was little more than a ghost tow n .

Then the entire world came to Canmore. When Calgary
won its bid to host the 1988 Winter Olympics, Canmore was
chosen as the site of the No rdic skiing and biathlon eve n t s .
The construction of the Canmore No rdic Centre prefaced the
flooding of the Bow Valley with thousands of sports fans and
athletes. The resulting international exposure turned this

CANMORE: 
A Study in CORRIDORS and COMPRO M I S E

1 1



sleepy little coal town into a
boom town. All of a sudden
C a n m o re, just a 15-minute
d r i ve from world-famous
Banff Townsite and a 1.5-
hour drive from the interna-
tional airport in Calgary,
became a magnet for deve l o p-
ers and tourists. Ten ye a r s
later the population of
C a n m o re hit 10,000, enough
to give it the dubious honour
of being a city should its
resistant residents ever decide
to call it that.

“Ve ry few people even knew that Canmore existed 
b e f o re the Olympics,” said Canmore Ma yor Ron Casey, who
has witnessed the town change over the 26 years he has live d
t h e re. “All of a sudden, these huge vistas we re being bro a d c a s t
a round the world. We never looked back.” 

The pre s s u res we re enormous. Almost ove r n i g h t
C a n m o re became an ideal mountain re c reation area and re s o rt
h a ven for both local and international tourists. The potential
for international prestige and huge investment re t u r n s
p rompted re s o rt and condo developers to eye Canmore as the
next Vail or Aspen. In 1989 T h ree Sisters Re s o rts, now called
Destination Re s o rts Inc., purchased 2,500 acres of land on the
south side of the va l l e y, just east of the Canmore No rd i c
C e n t re. Two years after the 1988 Olympics, as the demand for
housing and tourist accommodations skyrocketed, T h re e
Sisters came forw a rd with a $1.5 billion development pro p o s a l
for the land. Council accepted the proposal and began subdi-
viding the land for development. The proposal drastically
a l t e red the landscape of the valley and effectively doubled the
population, a move that put enormous economic, enviro n-
mental and social pre s s u re on the small community.

“The Council was ve ry pro - d e velopment,” said Ga re t h
Thomson, who sat on Canmore’s Town Council from 1992 to
1995. “It was during the transition from the old Canmore to
the new. They could have sent more discouraging signals than
they did. But in ‘89 and ‘90 they said, ‘Come on in.’ ”

Not eve ryone welcomed the possibility of huge commer-
cial and tourism development. In fact, as former Ma yor Be rt
D yck remembers, “T h e re was significant polarization betwe e n
those who we re developing and those who wanted to see
g reater controls put on development.” Long-term re s i d e n t s ,
who wished the developers would just go away, felt as if they
we re living in a town full of strangers. 

At the same time a considerable amount of new informa-
tion, primarily scientific re s e a rch about the Bow Va l l e y’s
wildlife populations, began to emerge. Faced with the idea that
f u rther development would threaten the surv i val of many of

the va l l e y’s wildlife species,
public sentiment shifted
t ow a rd conserving these eco-
logical values and contro l l i n g
d e velopment. Citizens band-
ed together to form local
e n v i ronmental groups that
p rotested developments such
as the T h ree Sisters pro p o s a l .

But it was too late. T h e
deals had been done, the con-
tracts signed. Canmore had
a l ready become one of the
fastest growing communities

in Canada. And because most of the proposed deve l o p m e n t
was slated for private land, there was little the community
could do to discourage it.

Or so it seemed.

Legacy of the NRC B
Community hostility tow a rd development came to a

head when T h ree Sisters proposed to include in its project a
re s o rt development at the east end of the parcel, on a piece of
land in Wind Va l l e y. This valley is a key ecological component
of the Bow Valley system. It links important habitat in Ba n f f
National Pa rk to habitat in Kananaskis Country to the south,
p roviding one of only a few low - e l e vation montane move m e n t
corridors in the southern Canadian Rockies. It is also a
f a vourite hiking area used almost exc l u s i vely by locals. T h e
scale of the development, the ecological significance of the
a rea, and the outcry from concerned citizens prompted the
A l b e rta government to send the entire proposal to a series of
public hearing before the Natural Re s o u rces Conserva t i o n
B o a rd (NRCB) in 1992. 

The T h ree Sisters proposal certainly fit under the NRC B
u m b rella. The NRCB was set up by the Alberta gove r n m e n t
as a forum for Albertans to participate in the re v i ew of deve l-
opment projects that have a large potential impact on natural
re s o u rces in the area. Projects re v i ewed under the NRCB Ac t
include those from the forest, re c reation and tourism, and
mining industries, as well as water management projects and
p rojects re f e r red to the NRCB by the provincial cabinet. 
The NRCB decides if these projects are in the public intere s t ;
in making this decision it considers social, economic and 
e n v i ronmental effects.

Recognizing the significance of the Bow Valley to the
f u t u re of Albert a’s tourism industry, this newly appointed envi-
ronmental watchdog for the province re v i ewed the project on
the grounds that its impact would affect the Alberta economy
far beyond Canmore. Local environmental groups, such as the
B ow Corridor Organization for Responsible De ve l o p m e n t
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( B owCORD), and the
Canadian Pa rks and
Wilderness Society (CPAW S )
and the Alpine Club of
Canada, attended the hear-
ings as intervenors. To g e t h e r,
they argued that this re s o rt
m e g a - p roject would destroy
i m p o rtant habitat and seve r
an irreplaceable move m e n t
corridor used regularly by
grizzlies, black bears, cougars,
w o l ves, wolverines, bighorn
sheep and elk. The hearing
dragged on for almost a month, much longer than anyone had
expected. The bill, which the NRCB Act stipulates must be
paid by the applicant, exceeded $5 million.

In November 1992 the NRCB gave T h ree Sisters Re s o rt s
the benefit of the doubt and allowed them to proceed with the
planned development, with one exception: It must avoid the
Wind Valley area because of its ecological significance. (T h e
a rea was later made into a protected natural area). Pa rt of the
decision against T h ree Sisters invo l ved compensation. In
return for giving up their plans for Wind Va l l e y, T h ree Si s t e r s
re c e i ved future considerations for other pieces of land in the
B ow Va l l e y, including an area near the No rdic Centre that the
t own later leased back and turned into a park .

“ It was a win some-lose some situation,” said Thomson, a
c o n s e rvationist and former councillor who would have liked to
see the entire proposal turned down. “We tried to convince
the NRCB that any large-scale development in the Bow Va l l e y
was not in the interest of Albertans. But we didn’t win that.” 

The NRCB hearings also created a volatile arena for
debate. Although the hearing provided a forum for interve n-
ing groups to express their concerns re g a rding deve l o p m e n t ,
by design the process was adversarial. It only served to aggra-
vate a them-and-us attitude throughout the va l l e y.

“ It did what public hearings always do,” said Fe l i c i t y
Ed w a rds, a professional facilitator who would later act as a
negotiator during the development of Canmore’s Grow t h
Management St r a t e g y. “It polarized public opinion.”

Despite the fact the NRCB process encouraged animosity
and favo u red development, the hearing benefited the commu-
nity in two significant ways. First, the Wind Valley ruling re c-
o g n i zed the importance of wildlife corridors, a notion that had
not yet been widely incorporated into local or provincial deci-
sion making. Second, because the adversarial hearing pro c e s s
was unpleasant for both the developer and the community, it
p rovided the impetus to seek more cooperative means of arriv-
ing at agreements over future development in the va l l e y. T h e s e
two themes have combined to form the basis of community
e n v i ronmental stew a rdship in Canmore over the past decade.

Wildlife Corridors
In 1992, Be rt Dyck was

elected into his first term as
Ma yor of Canmore. Dyc k
had lived and hiked in the
valley for over 20 years, and
he understood the seasonal
migration of wildlife. For this
reason he re c o g n i zed the
i m p o rtance of designating
and pre s e rving wildlife corri-
dors. “Or i g i n a l l y, wildlife did-
n’t follow corridors,” he said.
“They just moved up and

d own the valley because there was enough open landscape.
Corridors are something that has been forced on animals by
m a n’s deve l o p m e n t . ”

With the support of the mayo r, the Wildlife Corridor
Task Fo rce, made up of biologists throughout the valley and
c h a i red by Councilor Ga reth Thomson, was established to
s o l ve the wildlife corridor problem in the valley by facilitating
cooperation between Pa rks Canada, the Town of Canmore ,
the Municipal District of Bighorn, and the provincial gove r n-
ment. The task force produced maps of the va l l e y, delineating
the sensitive habitat areas and wildlife corridors that ran dire c t-
ly through Canmore and across lands slated for deve l o p m e n t .
The map was clear: If development proceeded as planned,
remaining wildlife corridors would be seve red, re s t r i c t i n g
wildlife to islands of habitat and threatening their surv i va l .

Recognizing that the scenic and natural qualities of their
p ro p e rty had economic value, developers worked with Tow n
Council to set aside portions of their land for wildlife corri-
dors. Howe ve r, the developers would only consider such meas-
u res if they we re convinced that similar efforts would be made
to pre s e rve corridors on federal and provincial lands surro u n d-
ing private lands. Pr i vate developers and landowners saw no
benefit to protecting their portion of a corridor if the gove r n-
ment would not do the same.

The NRCB decision ignited a process that began with
the Wildlife Corridor Task Fo rce. “When the NRCB issued its
re p o rt on the T h ree Sisters project, there was a need identified
for an overall planning and development coordination mecha-
nism for the provincial lands within the Bow Corridor,” said
David Nielson, director of the Bow Region for the Na t u r a l
Re s o u rces Se rvice of Alberta En v i ronment (AENR).

That mechanism was the establishment of the Bow
Corridor Ecosystem Ad v i s o ry Group (BCEAG), of which
Nielson is chair. Established in 1995, this multi-jurisdictional
body consists of senior planning personnel from eve ry level of
g overnment: the Municipal District of Bighorn, the towns of
Banff and Canmore, Alberta En v i ronment, Alberta Ec o n o m i c
De velopment, Alberta Re s o u rce De velopment, Alberta Pu b l i c
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Lands and Banff National Pa rk .
Informed by the work of the Wi l d l i f e
Corridor Task Fo rce and other re s e a rc h ,
the role of the group is to identify
wildlife movement corridors from 
Banff National Pa rk to Wind Valley and
ultimately into Kananaskis Country.

In an attempt to do so, BCEAG
released two definitive documents in
1997 and 1999 that consolidate all of
the current information about wildlife
corridors and habitat patches in the
B ow Va l l e y. Wildlife Corridor and
Habitat Patch Gu i d e l i n e s and its accom-
panying Guidelines for Human Us e
Within Wildlife Corridors and Ha b i t a t
Pa t c h e s p rovide detailed descriptions of
existing wildlife corridors in the va l l e y
and prescribe approaches to coordinated management of
human use activities within them. Eve ry jurisdictional body
that manages land within the Bow Valley and is re p re s e n t e d
on BCEAG is in the process of implementing these guidelines.
Although these guidelines do not apply to private land or the
d e velopers who control that land, they are intended to inform
p r i vate land decisions within the Bow Valley as well. It is
hoped that by acknowledging a map and some unive r s a l l y
accepted guidelines, functional wildlife corridors will be 
maintained in perpetuity.

Growth Management Committee
High growth rates not only exe rt pre s s u re on the sur-

rounding environment, they also threaten the economic and
social fabric of a community, even one as dynamic and pro-
g re s s i ve as Canmore. “Too much growth changes the whole
character and flavour of your community,” former Ma yo r
D yck said. “It causes turbulence. You don’t know people any-
m o re, there’s an increase in crime, increase in vandalism, lack
of loyalty to community, its networks and systems of help. ”

The 1992 NRCB decision taught the community that,
like it or not, continued growth was here to stay. A petition
asking Canmore’s town council to look closely at how grow t h
would affect the community landed on Ma yor Dyc k’s desk 
in the spring of 1993. Se n s i t i ve to the growth issues facing
C a n m o re, Council took the question of growth management
back to the community.

“We decided that a community consultation on grow t h
management [was the best way] to find some consensus on
h ow, where and at what pace we should grow,” Dyck said.

By early 1994 the Growth Management Committee
(GMC) had been formed. Council itself declined to part i c i-
pate in the GMC, electing instead to leave the question in the

hands of committee members who
would fairly re p resent the diverse inter-
ests in the community. T h ree Si s t e r s
Re s o rts, Canmore deve l o p e r s’ associa-
tions, and Stone Creek Pro p e rt i e s ,
another major developer in Canmore ,
re p resented development intere s t s .
Re p resenting environmental intere s t s
we re groups such as BowCORD, the
Alpine Club of Canada and the Bow
Valley Riding Association. T h e re we re
also re p re s e n t a t i ves from Kananaskis
C o u n t ry and Canmore’s Chamber 
of Commerce, as well as the Bow 
Valley Wo m e n’s Re s o u rce Centre ,
Trailminders, the Canmore Se n i o r s’
Association, and the 8th and 8th Rive r
Road Neighbourhood Association.

Felicity Ed w a rds, one of two consultants hired by the
Town of Canmore to facilitate the process, believes the 
committee re p resented the entire community. “People felt
their interests we re going to be affected by this, so we 
c reated an environment in which they could create groups 
[of 25 like-minded individuals] through which their 
i n t e rests would be heard.” 

In total, the GMC consisted of 41 individuals re p re s e n t-
ing 21 different interest groups. “We did a head count one
night [in an attempt to assess the breadth of re p re s e n t a t i o n
a c ross the committee],” said Ed w a rds. “Of the 7,000 people
who lived in the community at the time, we reckoned that we
re p resented 5,900 of them—and the remainder consisted
mostly of children. The group became ve ry confident that
they re p resented almost eve ry person in some way. ”

The committee was charged with an enormous task—
d e velop a Growth Management Strategy (GMS) for Canmore
that would address the environmental, economic and social
issues associated with growth, and help guide future decisions
related to deve l o p m e n t .
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“We decided that a community 
consultation on growth management

[was the best way] to find some 
consensus on how, where and at 

what pace we should grow,” 
- Be rt Dyc k ,

former Canmore mayo r



“ It put environmental groups and the deve l o p m e n t
g roups in the same room for the first time,” present mayo r
Ron Casey said. “It put the Chamber of Commerce, constru c-
tion people and re c reation users together, and for the first time
we had to talk about what we wanted for this tow n . ”

At first the room seemed much too small. Un p l e a s a n t
memories of the NRCB hearings we re still fresh in the minds
of GMC members, particularly the developers. Tom At k i n s o n ,
a T h ree Sisters re p re s e n t a t i ve on the committee, admitted the
re s o rt developer came into the growth management pro c e s s
with “g reat apprehension.” For this reason, facilitators we n t
out of their way to create a climate of civil and open dialogue.

“We insisted the process be inclusive, be created by the
p a rticipants themselves, be full of timelines, and be conducted
so that when the group reaches agreement, there must be 
consensus,” said Ed w a rd s .

Consensus was important if the GMS was to have any
lasting influence on decision making in Canmore. The con-
sensus approach was beneficial in many ways: It encouraged
open and honest discussion, helped re veal common goals and
s h a red interests, and as a result, significantly diffused past neg-
a t i ve relationships among committee members. T h e n - Ma yo r
D yck was astonished at how effectively the consensus
a p p roach soothed previously hostile relationships. “People who
had never talked to each other, who had only read about each
o t h e r’s positions and shot missiles in the new s p a p e r, we re sud-
denly at the table negotiating issues. Su r p r i s i n g l y, some ended
up liking one another. ”

W h e re agreement could not be achieved, the consensus
a p p roach forced the committee to consider and gain an appre-
ciation for diverse viewpoints. “If you we re an entre n c h e d
e n v i ronmentalist, or an entrenched deve l o p e r, or an
e n t renched social advocate,” explained Casey, “you had to
either convince the others that you we re right, which was
u n l i k e l y, or you had to take into consideration other views and
f e e l i n g s . ”

Brenda Davison, a teacher in Canmore and a member of
B owCORD at the time, sat on the committee as a re p re s e n t a-
t i ve of the Canadian Rockies School Division. She support e d
the environmental position as well as the social platform of
education, and said the consensus approach was lengthy: “It
took a lot longer than we thought it would take. Consensus is
an unwieldy way to do it, but it is a fair way. ”

A Strategy for Growth Ma n a g e m e n t
After eleven months of negotiation the committee pro-

duced a rough guideline for growth management. Building on
the previous work of AEP biologists such as Jon Jo r g e n s o n ,
and the Wildlife Corridor Task Fo rce, the GMC created a
common map of the va l l e y. It preceded the efforts of BCEAG
by six years and identified environmentally significant are a s

within the va l l e y. Ga reth Thomson applauded the success of
the growth management process in persuading “e ven the
d e velopers to draw up a map and agree upon, as the word i n g
goes, ‘a reas that shall remain fore ver gre e n .’ “ 

Other terms of re f e rence we re also necessary to allow the
committee to discuss the various social, economic, and envi-
ronmental issues associated with growth management. So
much information was necessary to make sound decisions that
the GMC organized information sessions for GMC members.
Ex p e rts came in and talked about indicators associated with
g rowth management, such as social statistics on crime and
education levels, economic forecasts on real estate and com-
m e rcial markets, and environmental concerns dealing with
water quality and waste disposal. These information gathering
sessions flagged the need for an organized, accessible public
re s o u rce centre that could collate information re g a rding the
B ow Va l l e y. In response, the GMC proposed the formation of
a valley-wide Bi o s p h e re Institute that collects, consolidates
and, where possible, facilitates economic, environmental and
social re s e a rch in the va l l e y.

This desire to seek a balance between urban growth and

maintaining ecological integrity drove the GMC to identify a
reasonable annual growth rate for Canmore. The committee
felt that in order to produce a pre s c r i p t i ve strategy for grow t h
management, it had to set a threshold rate of growth that re c-
o g n i zed the current demand for new housing deve l o p m e n t
while sustaining Canmore’s sense of community and main-
taining the integrity of surrounding natural communities. 

In 1992, the year preceding the growth management
p rocess, Canmore’s census measured growth at 10.5 per cent,
at that time the highest historical figure to date. But growth is
a double-edged sword. Let it proceed uncontrolled and it can
h a ve catastrophic social, environmental and economic impacts
on a community. Control it too much and the cost of living
s k y rockets, making it a community in which most people can
ill afford to live .

“We we re growing so fast we couldn’t get the schools on
line,” said Brenda Davison, who re p resented the Canadian
Rockies School Division. “Another concern was that if we
restricted growth the school division wouldn’t be able to find
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It “w a s n’t a win or a loss for anyone 
in part i c u l a r. It was just a ve ry 

good consensus document.” 
Ro n C a s e y,

C a n m o re Ma yo r



teachers because it would cost too much to live here . ”
The GMC fiercely debated an appropriate amount of

g rowth. In the end, the committee agreed it would target a six
per cent growth rate by 1999. Cu r rent Ma yor Ron Casey wasn’t
optimistic that the 1999 census would re veal a six per cent
g rowth rate, but it did. He’s still not convinced, howe ve r, that
the GMS was solely responsible. W h a t e ver the reasons, he is still
confident that Canmore has successfully slowed growth and
a voided the high growth rates of the past. “You might not eve r
be able to sustain the six per cent, but you hold it as a goal.”

To ensure a long-term commitment to managing grow t h
in Canmore, the committee recommended the establishment
of a T h resholds and Monitoring Committee (TMC) to moni-
tor the pro g ress of the implementation of the strategy in deci-
sion making. Scheduled to convene annually, the TMC pro-
vides analysis and recommendations on the state of grow t h
management in Canmore and the Bow Va l l e y.

Cu r re n t l y, the TMC is producing a series of thre s h o l d
indicators and criteria for monitoring changes in levels of
g rowth throughout the va l l e y. These thre s h o l d s — l e vels of
crime, statistics on education, real estate prices, number of
d e velopment permits, measurements of water quality, waste
disposal, and information re g a rding wildlife move m e n t s — w i l l
then serve as regular indicators of the state of the valley to pro-
vide decision makers with useful information re g a rding grow t h
l e vels in and around Canmore .

Committed to ensuring that the growth management

p rocess be inclusive and earn the support of the whole com-
m u n i t y, the GMC “decided they wanted the GMS to be dis-
cussed by a wider audience,” said Ed w a rds. They took the
draft guidelines to the public. Over a period of weeks, the
committee held several open houses, presenting the gro u p’s
s t r a t e g y, answering questions, and discussing the issues with
community members. 

Mo re than two years after the process began, and after
gaining the support of the entire community, the committee
completed its task. In the fall of 1995, Canmore’s Tow n

Council adopted the Growth Management Strategy as a 
policy document.

It “w a s n’t a win or a loss for anyone in part i c u l a r, ”
d e c l a red present Ma yor Casey. “It was just a ve ry good 
consensus document.” 

Bow Va l l ey Wildland Pa rk
As work proceeded on the Growth Management St r a t e g y,

Ga reth Thomson re c o g n i zed the inherent weakness in trying to
p rotect land already slated for development. Drawing from his
w o rk as a councillor and chair of the Wildlife Corridor Ta s k
Fo rce, he believed that the answer to habitat conservation in
the Bow Valley lay not in reaction but in pro - a c t i ve initiative s .

“The traditional game in Canmore up to then had been
to react to proposed developments and try to mitigate the
impacts,” Thomson said. “This re a c t i ve game is a game in
which the decision makers make a compromised decision and
you only lose half of what the developer wanted.” 

In late 1995, Thomson and other community members
met with environmental lawyer Ha rvey Locke, an active mem-
ber of the Canadian Pa rks and Wilderness Society (CPAW S )
and a staunch supporter of the Ye l l owstone to Yu k o n
C o n s e rvation In i t i a t i ve, and CPAWS staff member We n d y
Francis. With an understanding of the Bow Valley as an inte-
gral part of the larger Rocky Mountain ecosystem, the gro u p
launched a campaign to protect Crown land in the Bow Va l l e y
under the provincial Special Places 2000 initiative. Sp e c i a l
Places was a strategy to complete the provincial protected are a s
system by pre s e rving re p re s e n t a t i ve examples of each of the
p rov i n c e’s six natural regions and 20 sub-regions by the ye a r
2000. The program attempted to balance pre s e rvation with
t h ree other cornerstone goals—heritage appreciation, outdoor
re c reation, and tourism and economic deve l o p m e n t — a n d
relied on Albert a n s’ direct input about how to best pre s e rve
the natural heritage features of their province. Thomson and
his colleagues saw it as an opportunity to protect what was left
of the Bow Va l l e y.

Together they nominated a large parcel of public land
that spanned the Bow Valley from the eastern boundary of
Banff National Pa rk to Highway 40. Su r rounded by Ba n f f
National Pa rk to the west, Kananaskis Country to the south,
the Stoney Indian Re s e rve to the east, and the Ghost Rive r
Wilderness Area to the north, the proposed park included 
the Bow Flats Natural Area, Bow Valley Provincial Pa rk, the
C a n m o re Flats Natural Area, the Wind Valley Natural Are a ,
and the Yamnuska Natural Area, as well as 46,000 acres of
u n p rotected land. 

“We saw an opportunity to nominate an area for pro t e c-
tion, to take a big landscape approach and try to protect what
is left of this va l l e y,” Thomson said.

The Special Places 2000 negotiation process relied on the
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Canadian Rockies School Division Re p re s e n t a t i ve
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establishment of a Local Coordinating Committee (LC C ) .
Thomson and others made several presentations to community
g roups, which resulted in a series of letters of support that 
e ventually persuaded Albert a’s minister of environment to cre a t e
an LCC composed of local stakeholders from the Mu n i c i p a l
District of Bighorn that surrounds Canmore, the rock industry
that operates in the Bow Va l l e y, the Town of Canmore, re c re-
ationists and environmentalists. After lengthy deliberations, the
LCC came to a consensual agreement that re c o g n i zed the eco-
logical significance of the proposed Bow Valley protected are a
and its importance to the greater community.

In December 1998, three years after the project was initi-
ated, the provincial government announced the creation of the
B ow Valley Wildland Provincial Pa rk, a new park that included
41,000 acres of previously unprotected land, plus the expansion
of existing protected areas by approximately 5,000 acres. “It

was a heck of a nice Christmas present,” said T h o m s o n .
Few communities in No rth America have been able to

s l ow, much less stop, the loss of habitat to development. Bu t
C a n m o re stands out as a community that has made an effort
to mitigate the impact of development with the understanding
that responsible stew a rdship of its environmental, economic
and social values is in their long-term best interest. Whether or
not these efforts will keep wildlife corridors open and enough
critical habitat intact has yet to be seen. But the effort
C a n m o re’s citizens have made over the past 10 years to main-
tain ecological integrity in the face of growth have far sur-
passed anything attempted elsew h e re. Howe ve r, it may yet be
the tip of a ve ry large iceberg. Hopefully what Canmore has
attempted will be refined by other communities, such as
In ve r m e re, B.C. and Crowsnest Pass, Alberta, that face the
same challenges.
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“As far as large mammal diversity and an intact ecosystem goes, 
t h e re’s no place like the No rt h e rn Rockies outside Africa. 

It is a global tre a s u re .”
- Dr. Bruce Mc L e l l a n ,

British Columbia Fo rest Se rv i c e

Mu s k w a - Kechika Management Are a



The Mu s k w a - Kechika is
defined by rive r s .
Pronounced (MUSK-quah
ke-CHEE-kah), it is a

matrix of some 50 roadless watersheds
in the far northeast corner of Br i t i s h
Columbia. Each watershed—the 
Toad, Frog and Rabbit; the Mu s k w a ,
Prophet and Sikanni Chief; the
Kechika and Gataga, to name but a
f ew—is more than 5,000 hectares in
s i ze. Together they form what locals
call the Big E (for “Big Ec o s y s t e m”), at
eight million hectares (20 million
a c res) one of the largest remnants of
untouched wilderness in No rt h
America. It is roughly half of this wild
landscape that conservationists, politi-
cians and industrialists recently asked
the B.C. government to turn into the Mu s k w a - Ke c h i k a
Management Area (MKMA). This area, larger than
Sw i t zerland, is a cre a t i ve new approach to conserva t i o n - b a s e d
land management that expands the “c o m m u n i t y” in commu-
nity stew a rdship into a grand design dwarfed only by the
social and ecological significance of this wild section of
n o rtheastern B.C.

The Kechika River watershed, at 2.2 million undeve l o p e d
h e c t a res (5 million acres), is the heart of the MKMA. Know n
locally as “the muddy rive r,” the Kechika is a B.C. heritage
r i ver of primary import, tre a s u red for its ecological import a n c e
to the wilderness of the province and its cultural significance
to B.C.’s First Nations peoples. The headwaters of the
Kechika, which means “big windy” in Sikanni, lie in the
remote northern Rocky Mountain trench, about 400 kilome-
t res north of Mackenzie, B.C. It flows north between the
Cassiar Mountains and the northern portion of the Ro c k y
Mountains, through forests of spruce and pine, groves of aspen
and cottonwood, before draining into the Liard River just
n o rth of the MKMA. 

The Muskwa, on the other hand, defines the eastern
b o u n d a ry of the MKMA west of Fo rt Nelson. It joins the
Prophet and Sikanni Chief rivers to form the Fo rt Ne l s o n
R i ve r, which meets the waters of the Kechika in the Liard
R i ver before continuing north into the Mackenzie River and
ending, finally, in the frigid waters of the Arctic Ocean, just
n o rth of the Arctic Circle. At an elevation of 300 metres, the

Muskwa marks the lowest point of the
Alaska Highway; in the spring it often
rises more than 20 feet and floods the
s u r rounding country s i d e .

Together these watersheds support
the largest intact pre d a t o r - p rey system
in No rth America. They connect high-
lands to valley bottoms, alpine headwa-
ters to lowland marshes, east to we s t
and north to south. Mo re import a n t l y,
they provide critical habitat and move-
ment corridors for the most abundant
and diverse population of large, wild
mammals on the continent. Four thou-
sand caribou, 15,000 elk, 22,000
moose, 5,000 mountain goats and
7,000 St o n e’s sheep share the MKMA
with the only Plains bison population
in B.C. Carnivo re s — w o l ves, coyo t e s ,

w o l verines, cougars and more than 3,000 black and grizzly
b e a r s — p rovide balance. This significance, bound together 
by a monumental act of foresight and cooperation by conser-
vationists, industrialists and re c reationists, has secured the
MKMA a legacy as “the Se rengeti of the No rt h . ”

“As far as large mammal diversity and an intact ecosystem
goes, there’s no place like the No rthern Rockies outside
Africa,” Dr. Bruce McLellan told Beautiful British Columbia
magazine shortly before the B.C. government officially 
established the MKMA. “It is a global tre a s u re . ”

It isn’t necessary to visit the northern Canadian Rockies to
understand the MKMA’s singularity—it’s there in the name. It’s
not a national or provincial park or a wilderness area. It is all of
these things and none, a unique m a n a g e m e n t a rea contrived by
a diverse group of stakeholders that applied the theore t i c a l
f r a m ew o rk of conservation biology. To g e t h e r, they created a
landscape in which humans and wildlife can not only coexist
but thrive in an ecological re p o s i t o ry of global significance.

“To my knowledge, this has never happened before any-
w h e re in the world,” said John Cashore, a member of B.C.’s
L e g i s l a t i ve Assembly (MLA) and former B.C. Minister of
En v i ronment who now chairs the Mu s k w a - Kechika Ad v i s o ry
B o a rd. “A modern land-use plan has emerged from the grass-
roots and been endorsed at the provincial level without modi-
f i c a t i o n — i t’s a ‘Made in the No rt h’ approach that honours the
i m p o rtance of ecological integrity continuing in a healthy state
for years to come.”
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M U S K WA-KECHIKA: 
Bi rth of a vision



The First St e p
The Muskwa and Kechika rivers have defined the nort h-

ern Rockies for millennia, but it wasn’t until the early 1970s
that the local hunting fraternity banded together to express its
concern over the future of the northern Rockies. Together they
called themselves CONCERN (Consider Our No rt h e r n
Communities and Re s o u rces Now), and they put forw a rd a
paper about pre s e rving what is now the MKMA. Twenty ye a r s
later George Smith, national conservation director of the
Canadian Pa rks and Wilderness Society (CPAWS), and Wa y n e
Sa wchuk, founder of the Chetwynd En v i ronmental So c i e t y,
voiced similar concerns and launched a campaign to keep the
a rea in its natural state fore ve r.

“When people like George Smith got finished with the
Tatshenshini [campaign], they looked around to see what they
we re going to do next,” said Brian Churchill, contract coord i-
nator for the Mu s k w a - Kechika Ad v i s o ry Board (MKAB) and
one of the key negotiators in the MKMA process. “They said,
‘ Holy smokes, here’s the northern Ro c k i e s .’ “

The problem in the Mu s k w a - Kechika area wasn’t necessar-
ily people; it was roads. Be f o re 1992 the only folks other than
Na t i ve Canadians who ve n t u red away from the Alaska
Highway and into the backcountry we re hard c o re hunters and
backpackers looking for trophy sheep and solitude. But the
industries of extraction we re laying down more miles of ro a d
e ve ry ye a r, making large tracts of wilderness increasingly ava i l-
able to anyone with a combustible engine. Ac c o rding to the
B.C. government, the Mu s k w a - Kechika borders an area that
has one of the richest oil and gas re s e rves in the province. In
recent years, total oil and gas re venues have exceeded $200 mil-
lion annually. Permanent employment in the oil and gas sector
accounts for almost 20 per cent of the local economy. The cen-
tral and western areas of the Mu s k w a - Kechika have significant
quantities of metallic and non-metallic re s o u rces; mining com-
panies have established exploration projects and extract sand
and gravel on a small scale. Fo rty per cent of the Fo rt Ne l s o n
economy is driven by the forest sector, which accounts for
almost 800 jobs. These industries we re important to the local
economy but, left unchecked, they threatened to undermine
the ecological integrity of the area. So Smith teamed with
Sa wchuk, a 38-year-old trapper, guide and conservationist who
has lived in Chetwynd, B.C. his whole life, to develop a strate-
gy that would protect what they consider to be one of the most
i m p o rtant wilderness and wildlife areas on the planet.

“This is ‘the Big E.’ This is the place where we have the
o p p o rtunity to do it right,” Smith told a re p o rter in 1994, 
two years after they had launched the campaign. “This is 
eight million hectares of primordial wilderness as the explore r s
saw it. Not doing eve rything we can to protect it would be
i r re s p o n s i b l e . ”

“We we re pioneers, but we didn’t know it,” said
Sa wchuk, who remembers the days when there we re no ro a d s

in the valleys around Chetwynd, south of the MKMA. 
“ Now almost eve ry valley is roaded and logged. T h a t’s why I
absolutely feel we have to do something.”

One of the first things Smith and Sa wchuk did was bring
together a community of groups interested in the conserva t i o n
of the northern Rockies, from the B.C. Wildlife Fe d e r a t i o n ,
the Federation of B.C. Naturalists, the Sierra Club, and the
Chetwynd En v i ronmental Society (of which Sa wchuk is pre s i-
dent) to the Fo rt Wa re Indian Band, the No rthern B.C.
Guides Association, the Outdoor Re c reation Club of B.C.,
and the B.C. Trappers Association. Although the members of
this ad hoc community we re from all over B.C., their goal was
the same—protect the Big E. Their first task was to craft a
mission statement that eve ryone could live with, something
simple yet profound that defined, in just a few words, the re a-
son they had met in the first place. The result was a vision that
laid the gro u n d w o rk for a new era of conservation: “To work
t ow a rds a permanent, sustainable wildlife and wilderness
arrangement for Canada’s No rthern Rockies and surro u n d i n g
wilderness areas: one that will stand the test of time, fore ve r. ”

In 1994, with all of this in mind, Smith and Sa wc h u k
led groups of biologists, environmentalists and media people
into the northern Rockies to generate support for their vision.
Among the visitors we re Ha rvey Locke, then national pre s i-
dent of CPAWS, and a staunch supporter of the Ye l l ow s t o n e
to Yukon Conservation In i t i a t i ve; St u a rt Elgie, a lawyer with
the Sierra Legal Defence Fund; Ric Careless and Donna Re e l
with World Wildlife Fund; and numerous writers and pho-
tographers committed to bringing the Mu s k w a - Kechika to

2 0

“To my knowledge, this has never 
happened before anywhere in the
w o rld. A modern land-use plan 
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- John Cashore ,
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the fore f ront of the re g i o n’s
e n v i ronmental agenda.

“The Big E article in
[ C PAW S ’s] Borealis magazine
was probably the first public
a c k n owledgement of that
a rea,” Churchill said. “Fro m
then on the catchwords at the
[Land and Re s o u rc e
Management Plan] tables
we re ‘globally significant
wilderness and wildlife va l u e s ,
globally significant oil and 
gas va l u e s .’ “

Smith and Sa wchuk wanted to avoid the battlegro u n d
mentality that had dominated the fight between enviro n m e n-
talists and the logging industry over the Clayoquot Sound, on
B . C .’s west coast. Instead, Smith saw this as an opportunity to
negotiate a peaceful compromise that would protect the land-
scape over the long term, while at the same time satisfying the
various stakeholders—miners, loggers, hunters, and conserva-
tionists alike.

“This is not an enviro n m e n t - ve r s u s - d e velopment, win-
or-lose battle,” Smith wrote in the Winter 1996 issue of
Beautiful British Columbia magazine. “T h e re is enough land
and enough time, and there are enough committed individuals
to work out a reasonable plan of action.”

Smith was right. While he and Sa wchuk took into the
B.C. backcountry anyone who cared to go, the provincial gov-
ernment imposed a two-year restriction on new vehicle access 
in the area. The reason? Officials wanted to work out the details
of a new planning initiative that would eventually put the
Mu s k w a - Kechika area on the international conservation map.

Legacy of the LRMPs
In the early 1990s, the B.C. government re c o g n i zed the

need for a fundamental change in its approach to land-use
planning across the province. It established a strategic planning
p rocess for all of B.C.’s Crown land in an effort to ensure a
sustainable future for the prov i n c e’s environment, economy
and communities. As a result, Land and Re s o u rc e
Management Plans (LRMPs) we re set up across the prov i n c e .
These LRMPs we re developed primarily by local people who
rely on the land and its re s o u rces in their daily lives. Pl a n n i n g
tables we re made up of re p re s e n t a t i ves from industry; conser-
vation; re c reation; local, provincial and federal gove r n m e n t s ;
and other public interest groups, such as independent contrac-
tors, non-commercial hunters, and guide/outfitters. LRMPs
a re now being implemented from Va n c o u ver Island to the
Rocky Mountains and eve ry w h e re in between, covering almost
80 per cent of the B.C. landscape.

The Mu s k w a - Ke c h i k a
a rea was not itself an LRMP.
Instead, it lay on the bord e r
of two of the prov i n c e’s
biggest LRMPs: Fo rt St. Jo h n
and Fo rt Nelson. The Fo rt St .
John LRMP is one of the
largest sub-regional land use
plans in B.C. As its name
suggests, it includes the Tow n
of Fo rt St. John. It straddles
the Alaska Highway and cov-
ers 4.6 million hectares (11.5
million acres) south of the

M K M A — f i ve per cent of the provincial land base, or almost
one-and-a-half times the size of Va n c o u ver Island. The land
east of the highway is flat, part of the extensive Alberta Pl a t e a u
that extends east past the Alberta-B.C. boundary. West of the
highway the terrain becomes increasingly rugged and inaccessi-
ble. It is much of this are a — a p p roximately 648,000 hectare s
(1.3 million acres)—that overlaps with the MKMA.

The Fo rt Nelson LRMP is even bigger. It covers approx i-
mately 10 per cent of the entire province, twice as big as the
Fo rt St. John LRMP directly to the south and almost thre e
times the size of Va n c o u ver Island. This diverse combination
of  plateau foothills and mountains encompasses the entire
n o rtheast corner of  B.C. and includes the Town of Fo rt
Nelson and the settlements of Prophet Rive r, Toad Rive r,
Muncho Lake and Coal Rive r. The economy is dominated by
f o re s t ry, oil and gas, government jobs and tourism, all of
which provide livelihoods for more than 5,500 inhabitants.
The Fo rt Nelson LRMP is also central to the MKMA—
a p p roximately 3.8 million hectares (9.7 million acres) of 
this area make up 83 per cent of the MKMA.

This made for a complex matrix of stakeholders, organi-
zations and government institutions from two differe n t
L R M Ps that had to come together to figure out how best to
p re s e rve the long-term ecological integrity of the Mu s k w a -
Kechika area without significantly compromising the re g i o n’s
e c o n o m y. For four years re p re s e n t a t i ves of these groups essen-
tially worked as two teams tow a rd the same goal. Each plan-
ning table played by the same rules as set out by the prov i n c i a l
g overnment: Take as long as you need to reach full consensus
on the final planning document, but protect the area without
crippling the economy.

“The importance of the gove r n m e n t’s role cannot be
understated,” said CPAW S ’s Smith. “They allowed the pro c e s s
to happen by setting up the LRMPs, and then they legislated
both funding and protection into existence. That doesn’t exist
a n y w h e re else in the world.”

To begin, those invo l ved in the decision-making pro c e s s
had to be shown what was at stake, said Ba r ry Holland, who
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re p resented the No rt h
Peace Rod and Gun Club
in the Mu s k w a - Ke c h i k a
p rocess. Members of the
Fo rt St. John LRMP,
many of whom had neve r
really seen the nort h e r n
Rockies, we re flown ove r
the planning area by a
local charter company as
p a rt of the LRMP pro c e s s .
The flight, he said, was
c rucial in allowing them
to understand what they
we re trying to manage.
“The landmark impre s-
sion on those people was the fact that once you go west of the
Alaska Hi g h w a y, all of a sudden the oil and gas activity stops,
the logging blocks stop, and from there on it looks like it
p robably has for the last 1,000 years. That was probably the
most enlightening thing for the people who didn’t re a l l y
understand what was out there, what the difference was
b e t ween wilderness areas and what development can really do.
It helped them to visualize what could happen if we keep
pushing further and further into the mountains. It was pro b a-
bly the turning point of their philosophy and their acceptance
of the fact that it is different out there . ”

The exposure worked. By 1997 both planning tables had
completed LRMPs that included a variety of Re s o u rc e
Management Zones (RMZs), from high-intensity enhanced
re s o u rce development zones and agricultural/settlement are a s
to special management areas and protected areas. Of part i c u l a r
i m p o rt to Smith and Sa wchuk was the unanimous decision at
both planning tables to approve unique special management
zones that allowed for both conservation and sustainable
re s o u rce extraction. Both the Fo rt St. John and Fo rt Ne l s o n
L R M Ps agreed that the Mu s k w a - Kechika was unique and
should be managed as a special management area that would
a l l ow re s o u rce development to continue, at the same time re c-
ognizing, accommodating and protecting important wildlife
and environmental values. The B.C. government accepted the
“ Made in the No rt h” decision without debate, and in Oc t o b e r
1997, legislated the Mu s k w a - Kechika Management Area into
e x i s t e n c e .

“Without exaggeration, we are announcing the most
i m p o rtant and far-reaching land-use decision of its kind in
No rth America,” said then-Premier Glen Clark at a news con-
f e rence. “T h e re are few places like it left on Earth. What a gift
we are presenting to the world.”

That gift was the 4.4-million-hectare (11-million-acre )
Mu s k w a - Kechika Management Area, what the B.C. gove r n-
ment is calling “one of No rth America’s last true wildernesses

south of the 60th paral-
lel.” Core protected are a s
h a ve been connected by
transition areas and buffer
zones that allow for a
number of sustainable
human activities. El e ve n
n ew protected are a s ,
including the 645,000-
h e c t a re (1.3-million-acre )
No rthern Ro c k y
Mountains Pa rk, perma-
nently protect some one
million hectares of old-
g rowth forest, alpine
lakes, waterfalls and hot

springs, and major wetlands. Special Management Zo n e s
(SMZs) totaling more than three million hectares surro u n d
these islands of pre s e rvation, maintaining wilderness and
wildlife habitat while allowing some ecologically sensitive log-
ging, mining, and oil and gas operations. Such a management
plan balances re s o u rce management with conservation, mak-
ing it an excellent example of how interests that we re once in
competition—loggers and conservationists, hunters and envi-
ronmentalists, eve rybody and government—can find a way to
co-exist on the land.

“ Imagine, yo u’re a large group of stakeholders sitting
a round the table and you re p resent a variety of interests; the
fact is, you look at the other people at the table and you pro b-
ably don’t agree with them ve ry much. Howe ve r, there’s one
thing you all do agree on and that is you really get pissed off
when governments make decisions that impact this part of the
world. T h e re f o re yo u’re united in your belief that it’s better
that solutions be made in the No rth than that they be made
e l s ew h e re,” said Cashore. “Basically what we said was, ‘If yo u
d o n’t come up with a plan, we’ll do it for yo u .’ “The intere s t s
we re addressed and we we re delighted with what they came up
w i t h . ”

Pa rt of the decision invo l ved setting up the Mu s k w a -
Kechika Ad v i s o ry Board (MKAB) to oversee implementation
of the plan. The MKAB conducts semi-annual re v i ews to 
e valuate how well plan objectives have been achieved and the
d e g ree to which local strategic plans have been implemented.
The MKAB also oversees an annual $2 million trust fund that
s u p p o rts government spending on planning initiatives and
special projects in the MKMA. These projects might include
anything from enhancing wildlife populations and habitat and
conducting re s e a rch into wildlife biology to supporting plan-
ning initiatives for re s o u rce development activities.

A g reeing on such a pro g re s s i ve, gro u n d - b reaking initiative
w a s n’t easy. Because the process was 100 per cent consensual,
e ve ry participant had to compromise. “After years of negotia-
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tions it became clear to all table members that a compro m i s e
solution would have to be reached,” Sa wchuk wrote in an
ove rv i ew of the process. “Although no one’s first choice, the
two land use plans … we re the best, and perhaps the only,
solutions acceptable to all.”

Building Consensus 
Ac ross the Bo a rd

While “c o m m u n i t y” may seem like an odd term to use
for an area that is as big as some countries, it’s important to
note that all of the stakeholders invo l ved in the decision-mak-
ing process had a stake in the outcome of the decisions made
at the LRMPs. Loggers or hunters, drillers or hikers, each
g roup of stakeholders had a vested interest in what happened
to the Mu s k w a - Kechika. In the end, they all had a say in the
m a t t e r, for the decision-making process was by consensus. It
f o rced stakeholders to listen to what other interest groups had
to say and then bend their own positions to accommodate the
i n t e rests of others. In this way the decision that came out the
far end of the pipe was accepted by eve ryone, conserva t i o n i s t
and industrialist alike. This made the plan not only imple-
mentable, but sustainable over the long term, which is, after
all, what community stew a rdship is all about.

“The planning process did a great job in accommodating
the diverse interests at the table,” said Ross Peck, a guide-out-
fitter re p re s e n t a t i ve at the Fo rt Nelson planning table and vice
chair of the Mu s k w a - Kechika Ad v i s o ry Board. “The consen-
sus-based decision-making process was important, and
although all sectors had to give on original positions, consider-
able effort was expended to find accommodating solutions.”

One of the driving forces behind the whole process 
was the oil and gas sector. In fact, Brian Churchill said the
“attitude of the oil and gas industry was instru m e n t a l” in 
the formation and approval of the MKMA. The Canadian
Association of Pe t roleum Producers (CAPP) characterized the
p rocess as a “sound and innova t i ve partnership between indus-
t ry, government and communities to ensure balanced and
e f f e c t i ve development of the Mu s k w a - Kechika are a . ”

“The Mu s k w a - Kechika Management Plan provides an
internationally significant model for integrating the manage-
ment of protected areas (where no industrial development will
be allowed) and special management areas (where industrial
d e velopment will be allowed). The plan is also a model of
cooperation that will ensure the economic and enviro n m e n t a l
a d vancement of British Columbia’s northeastern region,” con-
tinued Churc h i l l .

“I think we’ve become far more understanding of what
the sensitive wildlife issues are in the area,” said Mobil Oi l’s
Bill Parsons, in the 1994 Borealis article. “We think there are
solutions to that. We think we can work together…. T h e re are
going to be some (issues) that probably won’t be re s o l ved, but

we’re going to re s o l ve most of it to the satisfaction of all the
s t a k e h o l d e r s . ”

But solutions re q u i re funding. Pa rt of the gove r n m e n t’s
commitment to the project was to match—dollar-for-dollar,
up to a maximum of $400,000—money donated by non-
g overnmental organizations to a special MK trust fund. So 
f a r, the only donors have been from the oil and gas sector—
Alliance Pipeline, Canadian Hu n t e r, Husky Oil, Pe t ro C a n a d a
and Westcoast Energy each have kicked in tens of thousands
of dollars, and Amoco donated a large chunk of land.

The fore s t ry industry also supported the creation of the
MKMA—as long as its economic interests we re respected and
accommodated. “We support the MK only on the basis that it
is established as envisioned and approved at the Fo rt St. Jo h n
L R M P,” said David Menzies of Canadian Fo rest Products, the
f o re s t ry sector re p re s e n t a t i ve at the Fo rt St. John LRMP. “T h a t
is, that the primary goal of the special management zo n e s
would be to allow activity in a way that protects long-term
e n v i ronmental goals, with a major emphasis on access con-
t rols. The MK was supported by the fore s t ry sector as part 
of a total LRMP which would allow more intensive activity 
in other are a s .

“The primary concern was the critical wildlife are a s ,
maintaining visual quality and biodive r s i t y, and re m ov i n g
access following harvesting to return areas to a natural state as
soon as possible. Industrial development was not fully accom-
modated, but as a fore s t ry sector re p re s e n t a t i ve I was satisfied
that if the LRMP intent was followed through for the MK,
reasonable activities could eventually take place.”

The only sector that found the process intolerable was the
mining sector. In Ma rch 1995, conservation groups called for
a combined protected area/special management zone designa-
tion for the Mu s k w a - Kechika area. The mining industry
e x p ressed concern that such a model would seriously hurt 
the mining economy in the area. In d u s t ry re p re s e n t a t i ve s
a p p roached the pre m i e r, who promptly deferred to the
L R M Ps to sort it out. The mining sector continued to 
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p a rticipate in the LRMP process until the ve ry end, negotiat-
ing hard and agreeing to the MK model. It even re c e i ved a
c e rtain number of concessions from the other members of the
g ro u p. But by the time the planning tables re p o rted with their
“c o n s e n s u s - b a s e d” LRMPs two years later, the mining sector
had pulled out, complaining that the consensus wasn’t a con-
sensus at all, but a sham that saw dissenters ignored and the
p rocess pushed through. The B.C. and Yukon Chamber of
Mines has since pulled out of eve ry LRMP in the prov i n c e ,
refusing to participate in a process that it feels is unfair.

“We are ve ry critical of the LRMP process,” said Bru c e
McKnight, exe c u t i ve director of the B.C. Yukon Chamber 
of Mines. “The LRMPs we re not, in our view, [based on 
consensus]. They claim to be, and all the official literature
coming out of LUCO (the Land Use Coordinating Of f i c e )
will say that it was a consensus-based plan, but we believe that
it is fraudulent. In fact, there was no consensus—consensus
was redefined to mean eve rybody that they didn’t agree with
was out.”

“ Mining should not be included in the land-use planning
p rocess because it does not fit, it’s a hidden tre a s u re, it’s ve ry
site specific. And it takes up a tiny portion of the land area of
the prov i n c e . ”

Many participants we re disappointed that the mining 
sector pulled out of the process at such a late date, long after it
had given the nod to the protected areas. “They [the mining
sector] we re re p resented at the table by the Mi n i s t ry of Mi n e s
and by members of their association,” Churchill said. “T h e i r
concern is that any regulation inhibits them, and that’s tru e .
But they did agree to the protected areas. The mining industry
as a whole, particularly the hawks [explorers] in the mining
i n d u s t ry, is struggling with the vision of special management.
They have since come out and said that special management is
just a closet protected are a . ”

“We we re led to believe at the table that the mining com-
munity agreed with the process,” said CPAW S ’s Ge o r g e
Smith. “Howe ve r, it’s my belief that for political reasons or for
w h a t e ver reasons they chose afterw a rds to attack the LRMPs as
if they we re not re p resented. T h a t’s not tru e .

“T h e re we re a number of changes made along the way to
suit the mining re p re s e n t a t i ves who we re there, some ve ry crit-
ical ones. We made these changes and then they claimed that
they we re not invo l ved. This was ve ry difficult.”

While Smith feels the process was fair, he did lament the
fact First Nations groups we re not more invo l ved. “I think in
general there we re fair opportunities for most people to get
i n vo l ved. As far as processes go it was far better than most,
although First Nations people we re not re p resented during the
L R M Ps . ”

T h e re are nine First Nations who traditionally re s i d e
within the Fo rt Nelson and Fo rt St. John LRMPs, and all of

them we re invited to the planning tables. But they decided to
abstain from the discussions, largely for political reasons, said
former Minister of En v i ronment John Cashore. Although 
First Nations we re not directly invo l ved in the LRMP 
p rocess, they we re kept informed of pro g ress made thro u g h
personal contacts, formal communications, and monthly
information packages.

“B.C. was becoming invo l ved with settling land claims,
and because a process had been set up where by land claims
could be settled through the B.C. Treaty Commission, which
would lead to negotiations between the province and Fi r s t
Nations and the federal government, First Nations would not
p a rticipate when it came to LRMPs,” Cashore said. “They felt
that they would be consenting to scenarios that would com-
p romise the types of settlements they wanted.”

While they we re not willing to participate in the Fo rt
Nelson LRMP process, the Kaska Dena did sign a letter of
understanding with the provincial government outlining their
willingness to participate in the implementation of the plan
once it had been accepted. The Kaska De n a’s traditional lands
that fall within the Mu s k w a - Kechika area  are called De n a
Kéyieh, which means “p e o p l e’s land” in the Kaska Dena 
language. The letter of  understanding ensures that the Kaska
Dena and British Columbia government will work coopera-
t i vely to implement the land use planning objectives estab-
lished in the Fo rt Nelson LRMP. Mo re than that, it was a 
formal acceptance by the Kaska Dena of all that had gone 
on in their absence.

“That written letter of understanding means the Kaska
Dena are pre p a red to embrace the outcome of the LRMP,
which set up the MKAB that would have administrative
responsibility for the $2 million annual provincial [tru s t ]
fund,” Cashore said.

It wasn’t long before CPAWS’ Smith got his wish. T h e
Kaska now hold four seats on the Mu s k w a - Kechika Ad v i s o ry
B o a rd and are active participants in the pro c e s s .
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From MKMA to Y 2 Y
No one really knows how

the MKMA will work out in the
long term. It is, in the words of
C h u rchill, a “globally significant
e x p e r i m e n t” that has yet to yield
long-term results. “Even those
people that had a clear vision
really don’t know how this whole
thing is gonna come out in the
wash. It’ll depend on the re c o g n i-
tion and support it gets interna-
t i o n a l l y, both in terms of feed-
back to the government and in
terms of worldwide re s o u rces, dollar re s o u rces, re s e a rc h
re s o u rces, intelligence re s o u rces being applied here . ”

Some people already have doubts. David Menzies, who
re p resents the fore s t ry sector on the MKAB, said the success or
f a i l u re of the MKMA rests on whether the objectives and
strategies that we re developed at the LRMPs are implemented.

“We’ll have to wait and see how it works out for a couple
of years. The real challenge is to be able interpret the intent of
the compromised objectives and strategies…and implement
them without the original stakeholders feeling like they are
getting shafted.

“The MK is an experiment, but it already has some tro u-
bling signs—members of the (MK) advisory board who we re
not invo l ved in the LRMPs have a different vision for this
a rea, as indicated by their continual re f e rence to it as one big
p a rk. No significant activity has occurred in this area since
p roclaiment [sic] due to significant onerous additional plan-
ning re q u i re m e n t s . ”

Others are more confident the experiment will yield
results that eve ryone at the table will be able to accept. But it
will re q u i re continued cooperation, mutual understanding,
and a lot of hard work .

“The challenge for us at the (Mu s k w a - Kechika Ad v i s o ry )
B o a rd will be to carry forw a rd the spirit of cooperation that
was established during the formation of the MK into the long-
term management of the area,” said Pe t ro C a n a d a’s Da ve
St u a rt, who re p resents the oil and gas industry on the MKAB.
“We in the oil and gas industry re c o g n i ze the wilderness va l u e
of large parts of the MK area, and at the same time we know
t h e re are areas where we can extract the potential oil and gas
re s o u rce in an environmentally responsible fashion.”

If the optimists are right and eve rything does go accord i n g
to plan, the MKMA could herald the dawn of a new era in
land-use planning, when conservationists, re c reationists and
industrialists work together to create large-scale management
a reas that allow for both sustainable re s o u rce development and
the pre s e rvation of functional wildlife habitat and wilderness. In

the light of such hope, it’s
no surprise the MKMA is
being compared to the
Ye l l owstone to Yu k o n
C o n s e rvation In i t i a t i ve
(Y 2 Y), a bold and vision-
a ry initiative forw a rded by
scientists, economists and
m o re than 200 conserva-
tion groups in Canada and
the United States. Y 2 Y
hopes to establish corridors
and transition areas that
would connect isolated

p a rks and wilderness re s e rves in the Rockies into a swath of
functional wildlife habitat that stretches north from Ye l l ow s t o n e
National Pa rk into Canada’s Yukon Te r r i t o ry. Perhaps the most
i m p o rtant aspect of the vision is that this model will accommo-
date both humans and wildlife, which is exactly what Mu s k w a -
Kechika has done in northeastern B.C.

“The principles of conservation biology upon which Y 2 Y
rests we re applied to the northern Rockies,” Smith said. “T h e
concept of Y2Y is compatible with virtually eve rything that
came out of MK.”

Can the same model that was born in the north be 
relocated farther south? Perhaps. But it won’t be easy.

“The pie has already been divided in the southern
Rockies,” Churchill said. “The [Fo rt Nelson and Fo rt St .
John] LRMPs we re in the ve ry fortunate position of not hav-
ing to roll the map back [because of exc e s s i ve deve l o p m e n t ] .
They had the opportunity to look ahead and establish land-
use patterns for the nort h . ”

“ It’s going to be a real challenge to try to regain the va l u e s
that have been lost in some parts of the Rocky Mo u n t a i n s , ”
said non-commercial hunter Ba r ry Holland. “We’re lucky
enough that we got in ahead of the game up here before we
had too much impact on the land. When you have more dis-
turbance in the land base yo u’re gonna have more entre n c h e d
i n t e rest groups with their own agendas. It will be more diffi-
cult to get consensus.”

If it does work out, the MKMA will play a key role as a
re s e rvoir of biodiversity and abundance that will feed the
Rockies as far south as Ye l l owstone National Pa rk—as long as
connectivity is maintained all the way down the spine of the
Ro c k i e s .

The potential success of the MKMA bodes well not only
for the grizzlies and wolves that live at the northern terminus
of No rth America’s grandest mountain range. It will also
e m p ower those visionaries who hope to apply the same model
to an area more than 10 times the size of the MKMA—the
Ye l l owstone to Yukon re g i o n .
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they will keep you on course.”

- Be rt Dyc k ,
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PA RT TWO :
LESSONS LEARNED

Foster Public Pa rt i c i p a t i o n

Build on Local As s e t s

Encourage St rong Community Leaders

Gather and Sh a re Quality In f o rm a t i o n

Foster Cooperation and Di a l o g u e

Create New Ap p ro a c h e s

Implement Your V i s i o n s



These stories indicate that community stew a rd s h i p
is a re l a t i vely new concept in Canada’s Ro c k y
Mountains, but that didn’t stop the citizens pro-
filed in these case studies from taking bold steps

that redefined what it means to be a community. W h e n
Re velstoke hit rock bottom during an economic bust in the
late 1980s, active community members hammered out a
Vision Statement and a practical action plan—even though
they had never heard of such a thing before. In Canmore ,
i n c reased tourism and re s o rt development have meant enor-
mous growth in the Bow Valley over the past decade.
Unsatisfied with the provincial decision-making pro c e s s ,
C a n m o re took conservation into its own hands, creating a
g rowth management strategy and other community stew a rd-
ship initiatives. Fa rther north, in the northeast corner of
British Columbia, conservationists, re c reationists, industrial-
ists and government officials came together to secure the
long-term integrity of one of the last great chunks of wilder-
ness left on the No rth American continent, the 4.4 million
h e c t a re Mu s k w a - Kechika Management Are a .

Each of these stories is unique, but the lessons learned in
these distinct communities reflects the fact that there are cer-
tain elements common to effective community stew a rd s h i p
i n i t i a t i ves. The citizens of Re velstoke set up their own small
timber operation, Canmore residents designated wildlife corri-
dors within the tow n’s boundaries, and the stakeholders fro m
the Mu s k w a - Kechika Management Area came up with a
unique land management system to create one of the largest
p rotected areas in No rth America. But in each case, the same
tools we re used—cre a t i ve thinking, strong leaders, public par-
ticipation, information sharing, and cooperation and dialogue.
What follows is an exploration of the lessons that we re learned
f rom three different community experiences. Read them ove r
and take home with you what is re l e vant to your community.

Foster Public Pa rt i c i p a t i o n
All the stories profiled here have at their heart one com-

mon element—public participation. In eve ry case, a dive r s e
range of citizens and stakeholders who we re not normally deci-
sion makers became invo l ved in the process to ensure their
voices and opinions we re heard .

In a small community such as Re velstoke, committed
volunteers and visible members of the community are often
the people at the centre of local initiatives. Individuals such as
Francis Ma l t by and Bruce McLellan both re p resented va r i o u s

special interest groups, and their participation in community
p rocesses has affected their outcomes. Although theirs is not
always the opinion of the majority, it is important to re c o g n i ze
that different individuals possess equally valid viewpoints and
the ability to make valuable contributions.

“The reality of small-town dynamics is that power and
influence drive a permanent stake into the status quo,” 
Ma l t by said. He said he expresses his opinion freely and often
to emphasize the importance of community-wide part i c i p a-
tion as a balance, or counter-balance, to the influence of the
t ow n’s leaders.

It is necessary for decision makers and community mem-
bers alike to re c o g n i ze their re l a t i ve strengths in terms of re p re-
senting the greater community. The invo l vement of the entire
Re velstoke community, and not just a privileged few, has
e n s u red that decision-making processes remain honest and
re p re s e n t a t i ve .

The same has been true in Canmore. Successful conserva-
tion initiatives re q u i re community-wide support and bro a d
p a rticipation. “If you have an engaged, active, aggre s s i ve, and
i n vo l ved citize n ry,” said former Ma yor Be rt Dyck, “they will
keep you on course.”

En v i ronmental educator and ex-councillor Ga re t h
Thomson agrees. He said an environmentally literate and
a c t i ve public, motivated by keen and savvy grassroots organiz-
ers, is the key to affecting decision making. “If you want to
e n s u re the effective management of the Bow Va l l e y, the
p rovince cannot do it alone,” he said. “They need groups like
C PAWS to lobby for strong pro t e c t i o n . ”

Thomson should know. He has been invo l ved in va r i o u s
community-based environmental initiatives both as a council-
lor and as a private citizen concerned about the fate of the
B ow Va l l e y. Thomson and the rest of his CPAWS colleagues
we re instrumental in having the remaining undeveloped lands
a round Canmore protected as a wildland park .

In northeastern B.C., the government and the citize n ry
w o rked together to hammer out a solution. Although the
p rocess used to negotiate the Mu s k w a - Kechika Ma n a g e m e n t
A rea into existence was set up by the B.C. government, Br i a n
C h u rchill, one of the key negotiators, was quick to point out
that it was not government driven. It invo l ved a number of
public groups and commercial interests, and it was such
b road-based local invo l vement that really made the pro c e s s
w o rk. Once the issue was re c o g n i zed as important, the gove r n-
ment stepped in to provide a framew o rk, and later ratified
decisions that we re made by and for the people.
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Broad-based re p re s e n t a t i o n
also ensured that no one segment
of the population dominated the
decision-making process. T h e
m o re voices that are heard, said
Ba r ry Holland, the better the out-
come of the process. “You gotta
get the people at the table who
h a ve a cross-section of interests of
the land base. I could see it deve l-
op into a problem if you have a
person sitting on the land-use
planning group who re p resented a special interest and 
who suffered from tunnel vision.”

Public participation is essential to the success of 
community-based initiatives. It not only results in positive ,
well-thought-out decisions, it also means whatever decisions
a re reached will be more acceptable to the community as 
a whole. This makes them not only more popular but 
easier to implement and, in the long run, more effective .

Build on Local As s e t s
Eve ry community is a unique collection of economic,

e n v i ronmental and social assets. For a community to grow
t o g e t h e r, it must identify these assets and define its shared va l-
ues. Once this is done, a community can articulate its goals
and implement strategies that make them not only possible,
but achievable. This is the principle of community stew a rd s h i p
that has informed decision making and driven community ini-
t i a t i ves in Re velstoke for the past five years. 

“ Do n’t skimp on the visioning process,” said Jim Cook,
an active participant in the MAC process that followed the
visioning process. “Take the time to do it right because,
although it may seem airy - f a i ry, it will be the key to eve ry t h i n g
that follow s . ”

C a n m o re learned a similar lesson. As development pre s-
s u res increased in the Bow Va l l e y, the community-based
Growth Management Strategy (GMS) became central to the
success of conservation. “En v i ronmental sensitivity is not just
the purv i ew of mountain communities,” former Ma yor Dyc k
said. “People in Regina, Sa s k a t c h ewan, have similar concerns.
You have to frame [community stew a rdship] around the re a l i-
ty of each particular community, and around the culture of
each community. ”

Si m i l a r l y, community stew a rdship can be thought of as a
collection of specific community-based economic, enviro n-
mental and social initiatives that aim to conserve unique social
values. Dyck said that what has worked in Canmore will not
necessarily work in other communities. Communities must
“first be able to articulate their vision, and secondly mobilize
[to enact] their vision.”

With the creation of the
GMS, Canmore took a signifi-
cant step tow a rd pro m o t i n g
community stew a rd s h i p.
C a n m o re is now approaching 
the fifth annive r s a ry of the
release of the GMS. Although
C a n m o re has a long way to go to
completely re a l i ze the vision set
out in the strategy, success so 
far has largely been in terms of
c reating dialogue among va r i o u s

stakeholders and engaging active public participation in 
community decision making.

The Mu s k w a - Kechika Management Area is a “m a d e - i n -
t h e - No rt h” solution that relied on the expertise and commit-
ment of local people. All of the stakeholders, whether they
we re conservationists or loggers, re a l i zed the value of this
e xceptional wilderness area and we re willing to commit to a
lengthy process that would result in long-term solutions.

But “local” in northeastern B.C., where the population is
small and spread out, is different than it is in Re velstoke or
C a n m o re. The MKMA is not a community initiative, it is a
regional one. What made it feasible, said Sa wchuk, was the
manageable size of the planning area over which “local” inter-
ests and stakeholders had control. 

“ If a planning area is too large [as in the Commission on
Re s o u rces and En v i ronment processes], too many sectors and
issues will be encompassed than can successfully be dealt
with,” Sa wchuk wrote in his ove rv i ew of the process. “If the
a rea is too large and too contentious, ‘hired guns’ will be
b rought in from outside as sector re p re s e n t a t i ves. Unlike re p re-
s e n t a t i ves from the community, these negotiators often tend to
h a ve little interest in lasting solutions, but instead firmly ‘hold
the line,’ making consensus difficult to achieve . ”

So, according to Sa wchuk, the appropriate geographical
scope is an important consideration if the decision-making
p rocess is to be by consensus with the support of local stake-
h o l d e r s .

Public participation allows communities to use local
e x p e rtise to solve local problems. Those citizens who are n’t
e x p e rts can still have a say in what goes on by supporting (or
d i s a g reeing with) those who, because of their re s p e c t i ve
s t rengths and qualifications, become more invo l ved. This is
much more effective than relying on strangers, who may not
h a ve the best interests of your community at heart, to solve
p roblems that will affect you and your community.

Encourage St rong Community Leaders
Community-based initiatives rarely get off the gro u n d

without strong leaders. In Re velstoke, community leaders
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p l a yed an integral role in promoting innova t i ve and future - o r i-
ented ideas and in mobilizing community action. Ge o f f re y
Ba t t e r s by served as mayor during most of the 1990s. He has
re c e i ved considerable support from the Re velstoke community
over the years, which helped initiate the visioning process in
1991 and continues to facilitate its implementation.

“ He’s a mayor with a vision,” one resident said. “He’s a
charismatic person and he’s a bright guy who influences 
p e o p l e . ”

Other individuals rose as leaders in the community by
v i rtue of their position and their dedication to community ini-
t i a t i ves. Among them we re Economic De ve l o p m e n t
Commissioner Doug We i r, Jon He a l e y, a senior member of
the Community Fu t u res De velopment Corporation, and Ga i l
Bernacki, a particularly active member of city council at the
time. Both Weir and Healey we re instrumental in generating
original support for the community visioning idea. Be r n a c k i
has been an active member of the community for many ye a r s
as a solicitor, a town councilor, and as the chair of numero u s
community boards and advisory gro u p s .

The Mu s k w a - Kechika campaign was a big-time initiative
that re q u i red big-time leaders. George Smith and Wa y n e
Sa wchuk initiated the process with a conservation campaign to
s a ve the northern Rockies from continued deve l o p m e n t .

“I think the integrity of the process was influenced by
people such as George (Smith) and Wayne Sa wchuk,” former
B.C. Minister of En v i ronment John Cashore said. They made
s u re that “the common good of ensuring that pre d a t o r - p re y
relationships remained intact—no matter what.”

Others maintained a strong leadership role thro u g h o u t
the process. Smith points to guide-outfitter Ross Peck, re s i d e n t
hunter Ba r ry Holland, and the oil and gas sector as key playe r s
in the creation of the MKMA. “Pa rt of leadership is looking
b e yond sectorial interest,” said Smith “The oil and gas indus-
t ry did that.”

Smith also pointed to Da ve Po rter of the Kaska De n a ,
whom he called a “v i s i o n a ry and a leader.” Po rt e r, one of four
Kaska on the Mu s k w a - Kechika Ad v i s o ry Board, was instru-
mental in garnering the support of his people and hammering
out a deal with the B.C. gove r n m e n t .

Community initiatives re q u i re public participation, but
they also need individual initiative. So don’t be afraid to bring

your ideas to the attention of others, or to push for something
that bucks tradition. Yo u’d be surprised how many people
think the same way but are afraid to take the leadership ro l e .

Gather and Sh a re 
Quality In f o rm a t i o n

One of the best ways to foster community stew a rdship is
to actively promote public access to the best available informa-
tion. This leads to informed participation and, as a re s u l t ,
good decision making. In Re velstoke, the second chapter in
the CORE story provides a perfect example of how access to
information can generate community support and quality
decision making. The Re velstoke citizens who participated in
the Mi n i s t e r’s Ad v i s o ry Committee (MAC), which dealt with
many of the same technical issues as the Commission on
Re s o u rces and the En v i ronment (CORE), we re not experts in
land-use management. Instead, committee members used a
team of specialists to inform them about the issues re l e vant to
their task.

Bruce McLellan, a wildlife habitat ecologist, was a mem-
ber of the technical team. His re s e a rch on a local population of
mountain caribou near Re velstoke re vealed to the MAC com-
mittee the importance of protecting habitat for this sensitive
and unique species. As a result, one MAC re c o m m e n d a t i o n
incorporated significant caribou management guidelines into
the management plans for the Re velstoke are a .

Community support for environmental conservation in
C a n m o re and the Bow Valley stems from broad pubic aware-
ness of the importance of wildlife corridors. Biological re s e a rc h
on wildlife corridors, dating to the early 1990s, has perpetuat-
ed a gro u n d s well of further re s e a rch on regional connectivity
and the importance of habitat corridors to wildlife communi-
ties throughout the Rocky Mountains. This, also, is the pre m-
ise behind the vision of the Ye l l owstone to Yu k o n
C o n s e rvation In i t i a t i ve .

The widely publicized NRCB decision to curtail deve l o p-
ment in Wind Valley re c o g n i zed the importance of wildlife
corridors in the Bow Va l l e y. Since then, sensitivity to wildlife
m ovement through the valley has influenced eve ry level of
decision making. The establishment of a wildlife corridor map
of the va l l e y, the designation of the Bow Valley Wildland Pa rk ,
and the creation of Guidelines for Corridors and Habitat Pa t c h e s
illustrate how science, when shared with local citizens and
community groups, can improve decision making.

The establishment of a community information centre
such as the Bi o s p h e re Institute of the Bow Valley (BIBV) is
also an important tool for good, broad-based decision making.
Making the best-available information available to the public
fosters public participation and encourages a diverse number
of citizens to contribute their knowledge and opinions to the
decision-making process. “Get your science together, and then
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get it all under one roof and in a format
that eve rybody can commonly re t r i e ve , ”
said Da ve Nielson, the director of the Bow
Region for Alberta En v i ro n m e n t a l
Protection, who supported the establish-
ment of a community information 
c e n t re and advises other communities 
to do the same.

Most participants in the MKMA
p rocess said scientific information wasn’t the
only factor in the decision-making pro c e s s ,
but it was an important one.

“We wrote in [to the plan] the notion
of conservation biology, which is a combi-
nation of protected areas and special man-
agement areas,” said George Smith, who maintained that a lot
of re s e a rch was brought to the table by government biologists.
“T h e re’s a lot of science invo l ved, but [the Mu s k w a - Ke c h i k a
Management Area] wasn’t entirely based on science.”

That information was made readily available, both to
those at the tables and to the public in general. This, said Jo h n
C a s h o re, is important to anyone invo l ved in a similar pro c e s s ,
and will be one of the focuses of a land-use planning sympo-
sium that has developed out of the MKMA decision. “I would
encourage them to [share information], and pledge coopera-
tion in making information available,” he said. “The whole
concept of the symposium is to re c o g n i ze the importance of
i n t e rconnectedness and sharing of information and ideas.”

Information, especially scientific information, is the foun-
dation upon which strong environmental and community
decisions are made. And collecting it is just the first step; it
must be actively shared and made available to the public so
c i t i zens can participate in the decision-making pro c e s s .

Foster Cooperation and Open Di a l o g u e
In a democracy there are two ways to plan for the future :

Fight about it or negotiate it. In 1993, former Canmore
Ma yor Be rt Dyck challenged the Growth Ma n a g e m e n t
Committee (GMC) to choose which tack they would take to
plan the future of Canmore. “If you take the boxing ring
a p p roach, then you know for sure that there’s a winner and a
l o s e r. If you lose, you could ve ry well lose eve rything. It is
s m a rter to negotiate and make deals on your future than to
fight and not know what your future will be.”

The GMC took his advice, and eventually worked out a
Growth Management Strategy that was endorsed by both
t own council and the public at large. This is not a unique
example. The municipal government, industry, and citize n
g roups in Canmore often talk together about issues to come
up with the solution that best re p resents the wishes of the
c o m m u n i t y.

But it is the Mu s k w a - Kechika pro c e s s
that best illustrates the need for cooperation
and dialogue. With so many disparate inter-
ests invo l ved in a consensus-based decision-
making process, there was no other way to
reach a decision. By fostering dialogue and
reaching decisions based on consensus,
e ve ryone committed more fully to both the
p rocess and the decisions reached. In the
end, the relationships built during the
p rocess will help to ensure the long-term
success of the plan because it has buy-in
f rom almost eve ry sector.

“ It was a consensus basis, so over time
you had to learn to appreciate and under-

stand the other person’s point of view and then come to some
kind of resolution that eve rybody can live with about what
yo u’re actually going to do with the land base,” said hunter
Ba r ry Ho l l a n d .

Consensus “meant that all interests had to be accommo-
dated in the final plan. No sector could be marginalized and
i g n o red through a vote, or by any other mechanism,”
Sa wchuk wrote in his ove rv i ew.

Ul t i m a t e l y, consensus is impossible unless it is accompa-
nied by compromise, on all sides. As Ross Peck said, the
LRMP planning process accommodated eve ryo n e’s intere s t s :
“The consensus-based decision-making process was import a n t ,
and although all sectors had to give on original positions, 
considerable effort was expended to find accommodating 
s o l u t i o n s . ”

What made consensus possible was the absence of a bind-
ing time limit and the establishment of guidelines by the B.C.
g overnment. With unlimited time, stakeholders could work
out their differences without feeling pre s s u red to rush into
decisions they felt we re n’t in their best interests. “Essentially, ”
w rote Sa wchuk, “the only way to complete the process was 
to reach agre e m e n t . ”

If public participation is the foundation of community
s t ew a rd s h i p, then cooperation and open dialogue are the cor-
nerstones. Because public participation invo l ves an infinite
number of differing opinions, good communication and
cooperation are necessary to turn these disparate points of
v i ew into a unified and mutually acceptable re s o l u t i o n .

Create New Ap p ro a c h e s
Difficult problems re q u i re cre a t i ve solutions. In

C a n m o re, land development has a long legacy of short - t e r m
thinking. “T h e re have been decisions made over many decades
in this valley that we have to live with and that we have to
h o n o u r,” said Da ve Nielson. The NRCB decision in 1992
clearly demonstrated to the community that past political
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decisions could not be re versed. Howe ve r, since 1992, com-
munity initiatives in Canmore have sought to circ u m ve n t
assumptions about inevitable development. The growth man-
agement process and the campaign that resulted in the estab-
lishment of the Bow Valley Wildland Pa rk, both cre a t i ve new
i n i t i a t i ves proposed and developed by community members,
demonstrate the significant impact that community-based
s t ew a rdship can have on decision making at many leve l s .

And the process never really ends. Ga reth Thomson and
other community members that we re invo l ved in establishing
the Bow Valley Wildland Pa rk are now focused on the deve l-
opment and adoption of a management plan for the are a .
C PAWS is currently lobbying for greater protection, enforc e-
ment, and education within many designated park are a s ,
including the Bow Valley Wildland Pa rk. “It’s not over when
you have a park on paper,” Thomson said. “W h a t’s the use of
having a paper park? It’s up to us to make sure that gove r n-
ments live up to their commitments to look after and pro t e c t
these lands.”

Cre a t i ve solutions can come from eve ry sector of society
and all levels of government. The Mu s k w a - Ke c h i k a
Management Area (MKMA) might not exist if the B.C. gov-
ernment hadn’t developed the LRMP process, a cre a t i ve new
way to develop regional land-use plans with local support. 

“The importance of the gove r n m e n t’s role cannot be
understated,” said CPAW S ’s Smith. “They allowed the pro c e s s
to happen by setting up the LRMPs, and then they legislated
both funding and protection into existence. That doesn’t exist
a n y w h e re else in the world.”

Once the process was up and working, local stakeholders
came up with “special management zones,” a new concept
that allows limited industrial activity to continue while 
simultaneously protecting the ecological integrity of the are a
t h rough strict access controls and other measures. This innova-
t i ve approach was key to allowing such a varied group of 
stakeholders with specific agendas to find an agreeable 
decision based on consensus.

Implement Your V i s i o n s
In the end, a vision is only as good as its implementa-

tion. Cindy Pe a rce believes community visioning in Re ve l s t o k e
“was a really useful and valuable process, but it needs to be
implemented into the next steps on a regular basis.” Bu t
implementation usually re q u i res considerable financial
re s o u rces, which are all too often in short supply. 

“All the ideas in the world won’t do any good if you don’t
h a ve money to make them happen,” former Re velstoke Ma yo r
Ge o f f e ry Ba t t e r s by said.

For the past ten years, the Community Fu t u re s
De velopment Corporation (CFDC) has provided much of the
funding support for community-based initiatives such as the

Community Skills Centre. Howe ve r, its emphasis on econom-
ic issues limits the role of the CFDC to support projects with
other focuses. Fo rt u n a t e l y, another source of funding is on the
h o r i zon for such projects in Re velstoke. In 1995, the B.C.
g overnment established the Columbia Basin Trust Fu n d
( C BTF) to financially support communities suffering the neg-
a t i ve impacts left behind by the dam-building rush that fol-
l owed the 1965 Columbia River Tre a t y. Re velstoke, for
instance, will re c e i ve roughly $200,000 per year for two ye a r s
to support community-based projects addressing local envi-
ronmental, economic and social issues in the area. Many grass-
roots initiatives and community projects in Re velstoke are cur-
rently designing proposals to secure funding from the CBT F.

“The priorities [in the environmental arena] are on gre e n
s t ew a rd s h i p, community-level projects and grassroots enviro n-
mental education,” said Pa rks Canada’s Susan Hall, who is
looking to the CBTF to support the Bear Aw a reness Pro g r a m .
But she foresees major issues arising among competing gro u p s ,
f o rcing her to wonder, “How do you choose between water-
shed monitoring and greenway enhancement?”

T h rough broad-based cooperation, says council, which
has challenged competing groups to come together to identify
and prioritize social and environmental needs so it can distrib-
ute the money efficiently and effective l y, giving Re velstoke the
biggest stew a rdship bang for the buck.

In northeastern B.C., the visionaries of the MKMA used
specific tools to ensure their vision became a re a l i t y. T h e y
established the Mu s k w a - Kechika Ad v i s o ry Board to monitor
the management of the area, and encouraged the B.C. gove r n-
ment to set up an annual trust fund that helps finance initia-
t i ves related to maintaining the integrity of the MKMA.

It is not enough to gather community support for a 
p a rticular vision. Tools and processes must be developed to
a l l ow those visions to become practical realities. Fu n d i n g
mechanisms, advisory boards, strategies, and implementation
plans all make it possible to achieve tangible re s u l t s .
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American anthro p o l o-
gist and acclaimed
author Ma r g a re t
Mead said it best:

“ Ne ver doubt that a small
g roup of thoughtful, committed
c i t i zens can change the world.
Indeed, it is the only thing that
e ver has.”

What we find betwe e n
these pages is evidence that
Mead was on the right track.
These stories are not about mega-corporations or national gov-
ernments imposing their wills arbitrarily on nameless, faceless
individuals. Instead, we find local citizens banding together to
make their communities better, healthier places to live .

Change, howe ve r, comes slowly; it takes commitment
and hard work. One of the biggest challenges for the citize n s
of Re velstoke was that their desire for self-determination and
s e l f - g overnance often flew in the face of regional control ove r
decision making and natural re s o u rces, which often made
implementing Re ve l s t o k e’s vision statement difficult. “T h e
p roblem with communities having more influence on the
(management of) re s o u rces is that they don’t legally own 
the re s o u rces,” McLellan said.

But this shouldn’t dissuade residents from getting
i n vo l ved. Former councillor Gail Bernacki re c o g n i zes the lim-
ited power municipalities have on the regional decision-mak-
ing process, but she also re c o g n i zes the ability of a community
to influence what should be regional decisions. “We can’t
make any rules or laws about anything outside [Re ve l s t o k e ] ,
but as citizens living and working here, we can make a lot of
noise about what goes on.”

As a community, Re ve l s t o k e’s citizens challenged legisla-
tion and policies that we re being foisted upon them by the
p rovincial government. They refused to chlorinate surf a c e
s t reams because they believed their water was already safe to
drink, and they rejected the final CORE plan because it failed

to re p resent the values and
needs of the community. In
both cases, the provincial 
g overnment backed down 
and allowed Re velstoke citize n s
to have a say in the future of
their community.

In Canmore, “t h o u g h t f u l ,
committed citize n s” petitioned
the local government to look 
at the implications of rapid
g rowth. As a result, Canmore

n ow has a Growth Management Strategy and the tools 
that we re constructed to make it work, including the 
information-based Bi o s p h e re Institute of the Bow Valley 
and the T h resholds and Monitoring Committee. To g e t h e r,
these initiatives have allowed the people of Canmore to 
c o n t rol many of the negative impacts of rapid growth 
that have burdened other communities and mountain 
e n v i ro n m e n t s .

Perhaps most impre s s i ve is the story of the Mu s k w a -
Kechika Management Area, where the concerns of a few local
hunters and two ardent conservationists infected a host of
other stakeholders—miners and loggers and ro u g h n e c k s
among them—with something called conservation. To g e t h e r
they worked what many would call a miracle: A 4.4-million
h e c t a re special management area that protects one of No rt h
A m e r i c a’s wildest and richest natural wildlife sanctuaries south
of the 60th parallel. Most incredible of all is the fact it was
blessed with consensus by various groups that are traditionally
in opposition, and then legislated into existence by the B.C.
g overnment. 

It’s easy to look back at success and see why the citizens of
Re velstoke, Canmore and northeastern B.C. bothered to try to
change their re s p e c t i ve worlds. They did it because they knew,
or at least hoped, they could make a difference. And they did.

Mead, who died in 1978 after having lived a rich life,
would have been pro u d .
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E PI LO G U E
A Few Wo rds from Ma r g a ret Me a d

“ Ne ver doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed  citizens 
can change the world. Indeed, it is the only thing that ever has.”

Ma r g a ret Me a d
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