WHAT YOU HAVEN'T BEEN TOLD

About Alberta’s Plan to “Optimize Alberta Parks”

Through a Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy (FOIP) request, CPAWS obtained the official documents used
by the Government of Alberta to inform their decision to delist 164 and close 20 provincial parks. The documents reveal
that the government has not been completely honest about their plan for Alberta’s parks.

The Facts What This Means

1 The government’s plcm to delist Alberta Parks Despite the Minister’s statements after the plan’s release, selling parks land

. . re e .
included removing their protected area status, after it was delisted was part of ﬂTe government'’s orlglnal plan. Private !ond
owners or operators are not required to maintain environmental protections

se"ing lands to privgte operators or |"'c"“s':erring to the same standard and may not have the capacity to do so.

them to vacant public land

The government was advised that this plan The government has yet to justify how this plan will help achieve Alberta

does not align with the overall intent of the Parks’ goal to “conserve Alberta's landscapes for current and future

enerations.”

parks system 9

There is insufficient data to understand the The actual criteria used to select parks does not line up with the justification

impacts these decisions will have on the that the government is using. This decision was not made to save Albertans

bud money, despite this being the only rationale provided for the decision. Some

udget parts of the document indicate that divesting park assets may cost more in

the end.

The government ignored advice to conduct The Minister opted to exclude Albertans from this decision, despite being
advised that public and stakeholder groups were likely to be concerned

r li nsultation and en ment on ! . .
bh.OG(? pUb ¢ consultation and e gagement o about the changes. It is more important than ever that we make our voices
this plan heard now.

The Proof .

In a briefing presentation to the Minister of Environment and Parks, a risk
analysis for the parks plan was reported. The budget impacts of the plan
could not be estimated due to lack of financial data.

Hudgetary IMpacis of
The government was also advised of the risk that the changes “don’t make

sense or align with broader system outcomes.”

The FOIP document clearly states that sale of lands was always
part of the plan. Over 100 parks were never intended to be
transferred to partners, but rather left as unprotected vacant
public land.

Keep reading for a full summary of the FOIP document.

What You Can Do

It is more important than ever that you raise your concerns about the
“Optimizing Alberta Parks” plan to your local government representative and
representatives of ridings where you visit parks. Send a letter to your MLA
at bit.ly/DefendABParks to let them know you do not agree with this plan!
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The Facts The Proof What this means

1. Alberta parks . A _ E206.042 The Government has not been
CC’_Uld be sold to ' honest about their plans for
private operators. Alberta’s parks. After the original
release of the plan which states that
parks would be sold or transferred,
government officials including the
Minister of Environment and Parks,
stated that parks would not be sold.
The FOIP document clearly states

Losariat sz
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DEREGULATE P that for the parks being removed
from the system, sale of lands was
Lease/Sell to -
External Body actually part of the original plan.

Additionally, many parks were never
intended to be opened for

“Remove facillties partnership, but rather left as

and revert to unprotected vacant public lands,
vacant public which would be left open to industrial

land (or sale in use, instead of conservation.
the white zone)”

E20-G-0492 68

Remove from System: Divest

« Remove OC and transfer ownership of lands to 34
party for management as park/recreation resource.

* Recommended for sites that have no significant
conservation value, but provide important
local/regional recreation opportunities.

* Financial assessment needed of grant/subsidy
value.

1 E20-G-0492 Approval Copy A/(bgybp\]



https://twitter.com/JasonNixonAB/status/1275446100820779010

2. The Optimizing
Alberta Parks plan
does not line up
with the overall
intent of the parks
system, which
states that they
aim to conserve
Alberta’s

landscape for
current and future

E20-G-3492

Risks

1. RSAP changes don’'t make sense or align with broader
system outcomes.

2. Stakeholder concern about loss of / changes to sites and

perceived loss of conservation focus.

3. Uncertainty of political support at local level.
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CONFIDENTIAR - AdvtcetoMinister

AEP had identified that one of the
risks of the Rightsizing Alberta Parks
(RSAP) plan (now Optimizing Alberta’s
Parks) was that it does not align with
broader system outcomes

Optimizing Alberta Parks will threaten
the steps taken in the last 10 years
through Alberta’s Plan for Parks by
removing protections for our natural
landscapes and reducing recreational

generations. activities, we will see a greater stress
on provincial and national parks, and
public lands.

3. There is The actual criteria used to select

insufficient data to
support these
decisions.

Risk 4 — Lack of detailed financial data

 Insufficient data to determine budgetary impacts of
recommendations
— Work initiated to develop a financial model to assess
cost/revenue at the site level
* Future Considerations:
— Some reduction in operating/capital costs
— Potential loss of some revenue

— Over time, compounding savings resulting from operational
efficiencies

Mbatan

CONFIDENTIAR-ANuvice roMirister

parks to be delisted and closed does
not line up with the justification that
the Government is using. AEP had
identified that one of the risks of the
plan was that there was a lack of
financial data to inform these
decisions and how it will impact
Albertans.

These sites may not actually save
Albertans money, despite this being
the only rationale provided for the
decision in the first place.

E2005-0492

Remove from System: Div

+ Remove OC and transfer ownership of lands to 3
party for management as park/recreation resource.

* Recommended for sites that have no significant
conservation value, but provide important
local/regional recreation opportunities.

» Our experience suggests divestment comes with a
price tag.(i.e. capital grant / operating subsidy).
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The government recognizes that
divesting sites (removing them from
the system and/or selling) comes with
a cost.

Subsidizing the privatization of public
lands could end up costing taxpayers
money.



https://albertaparks.ca/albertaparksca/about-us/plan-for-parks/
https://albertaparks.ca/albertaparksca/about-us/

The document does not detail any comprehensive
visitation information to justify the claim the parks are
underutilized.

There has still been no data released
to support the claim that these parks
are underutilized and raises questions
regarding the criteria and decision-
making process used by the
Government of Alberta to select sites
for closure or delisting.

4. There was no
public consultation
to ensure that
Albertans interests
and values were
represented.

E20-G0482

Consultation / Engagement

» Options tested with Deputy Minister

* Recommendation to engage in broad, high level
consultation/engagement first

+ Second phase of consultation would be for site-
specific recommendations.

/l’fhezta.n

5 E20-C-0492 Aaprovel Copr

Public consultation was
recommended but the Ministers
Office decided against it. This
decision is puzzling given the
Minister’s previous statements
regarding and commitments to
consultation on the topics of parks
and public lands.

E20-G-0492 76

Strategic Considerations

Public and stakeholder groups are expected to be concerned with the
reduction of available recreation and camping opportunities, as well as concern
about the relative scope and scale of proposed change to the parks system.

Indigenous groups are expected to express concern about the lack of their
early involvement in decisions on land deregulation and divestment,
particularly if they feel it will adversely impact traditional land uses, harvesting
practices, and/or potential economic opportunities.

+ Additionally, First Nations may express concemns about potential impacts to
their treaty rights.

+ Messaging will need to be clear that these actions will not weaken

conservation management pfexisinigsites ang that sites recommended %Mﬂ
deregulation or divestment do not have significant conservation value.

The documents recognize that the
public, stakeholders and Indigenous
groups would likely be concerned
about the loss of parks, potential
impacts to traditional land uses and
lack of involvement in the decision-
making process. Concerns that the
public will not support the decision is
not justification for making a decision
without public consultation.

E20-G-0462 83

Potential Misalignment w/ Fishery Program

« AEP has engaged the public in enhancing fishing opportunities
= Many provincials parks serve as access points for fishing
= B20 and RSAP decisions could impact AEP’s ability to enhance
fishing, if parks are closed/divested
— Even if third party operator is possible, will require time to set up properly
» Magnitude of impact currently unknown, analysis is underway
for CR and B20 processes
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The document highlights the impact
to angling opportunities and how it
does not align with enhancing public
fishing opportunities.




£20.6-0492 The document points to the desire to

y: /Role / (Do we want it?)

maintain parks that are close to urban
| S et — L i centres. This does not reflect the
- I importance of many of these parks to
rural communities, and proves that
rural communities will lose out
through this plan.

. Intactn
©  Species/Habitat conservation
«  Environmental significance

*  Redundancy

«  Infrastructure
*  Naturalness
«  Signature features

Recreation Criteria

Naturalness
Signature features

. Settings dependent

. Developable land

. Access

. Proximity to populations
. Infrastructure

.

.

or municipalities
e  Proximity to major urban centre or on-site
accommodations
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