Parks Parcs
l* Canada Canada

June 1982

PARKS CANADA IS PLANNING
FOR THE FUTURE OF WOOD BUFFALO NATIONAL
PARK AND WE NEED YOUR HELP.

PARCS CANADA SOLLICITE VOTRE COLLABORATION
AUX PLANS D’AVENIR QU’IL EST EN

TRAIN D’ELABORER POUR LE PARC NATIONAL
WOOD BUFFALO.

NO. 6

KENETAWAYMITINAN TA WECHEHEAK OMA
KAWAY WEASCHEKIAK OCHE WOOD
BUFFALO NATIONAL PARK.

This is the sixth in a series of information
newsletters published by Parks Canada to
help you, the public, participate in the long
range management plan for Wood Buffalo
National Park.
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In addition to printing newsletters, Parks
Canada hosted two sets of public meetings,
with the first set held in the fall and winter of
1980-1981. At this time 800 people gave their
ideas and suggestions for the management
of the park and their comments were com-
piled and combined with other technical and
historical information to form the basis for
alternative plan proposals. The alternative
plan proposals were then presented for your
review in the fifth newsletter and at a second
set of public meetings held last fall and winter.

summary of

gur omments on

S SR,

£
R
g oy .

.o o

St

The purpose of this sixth newsletter is to let
you know how the public responded to the
alternative plan proposals and to bring you
up to date on the Wood Buffalo National Park
management planning process.

Insert to News of the North, Hay River Hub, Slave River Journal, High Level Echo, Fort Vermilion Pioneer, Fort McMurray Today, Native Press
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THE PLANNING PROCESS

STAGE2

, L\
w\%‘
\\&

STAGE 1: PREPARING PARK PURPOSE & OBJECTIVE STATEMENTS
IDENTIFYING ISSUES & COLLECTING INFORMATION

PUBI.IC REVIEW & COMMENT

. 4
| PREPARING ALTERNATIVE PLANS TO SOI.VE PROBI.EMS
. PUBLIC REVIEW & COMMENT

SELECTING A F{N7Al‘. PARK PLAN
* PUBLIC REVIEW & COMMENT
FINAL APPROVAL
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Parks Canada has a commitment to preserve
the wilderness quality of Wood Buffalo
National Park and, within this overall plan-
ning principle, is dedicated to providing the
best possible level of visitor use and enjoy-
ment of the park. These general terms of
reference are basic to each aspect of the
management planning process, and have
been endorsed by the public as a whole. The
first five newsletters elaborate further on
these ideas as they relate to the various steps
in the planning process, (illustrated above).

The alternative plan proposals were devel-
oped within the framework of the terms of
reference and, for the most part, three alter-
natives were presented on each issue to be
dealt with under the park management plan.
Alternative 1 emphasized the maximum
protection of park resources and limited park
development to those areas presently acces-
sible. Alternative 2 stressed increased
development and management, while alter-
native 3 was directed at more access and
facility development within the park.

- OMA ACH#MOASINAKON WECH?KATEW IANS% AYSENOWUK ETATAKWOW OMA KA
~ WEYASCHIKATIC PARK. KAKIYO MAMONKATIWA PIKISKWUNUK. KAKI MAMOPITCHIK,
 EKWAK TATO UNAHI PIKISKWUNA KAKI MUSINAKATIKIK AWUSPIK ACHIMOASINAKANIC
WEHONAWOWA MUINAKATIWA CHAPUSISE UNKI KAKI WECHITASATOW, EYAKWANIK
 OHI KA MAMONKATIKIC PECHISKONA. KISPIN KINOTIC KISKITINAWOW KIXAPICH EYA-

This sixth newsletter marks the end of the
second stage in the management planning
process. The planning team is now reviewing
your comments and preferences for the
various alternative plan proposals and is
developing a draft of the final management
plan. This draft plan will be developed within
the framework of the park purpose and
general plan principle and will consider:
public opinion, Parks Canada policy and
regulations, costs, visitor benefit, environ-
mental concerns, and national/regional rela-
tionships. As illustrated in the planning
process diagram, it is anticipated that this
draft management plan will be presented for
your review by the fall of this year. Based on
your comments, appropriate changes will be
made to the draft plan before it is presented
to the Minister of the Environment for his ap-

KWONICK OKA KA KAKWAY CHINOWUCK. EYAKWANICK OKA KWAYISK KAWITA MAKA- proval in the winter of 1982.

WUK TANSI OMA KAWAY ASCH!K WOQD BUFFALO NAT!ONAL PARK OCHA Oﬁi WiHONA '.

Jackson Whiteknife
Margaret Vermillion
Rene Mercredi

Fort Chipewyan
Fort Chipewyan
Fort Smith

The Local Liaison Committee is made up of 7 local representatives from communities and/or

organizations surrounding the park. Because these communities are directly affected by the Cathy MacDonald Fort Smith
management plan, it is very important that local residents be kept informed and are able to par- Simon Nanooch Garden Creek
ticipate in the planning process. The Local Liaison Committee was put in place to help keep you John James Antoine Peace Point
informed and to offer direction and comment to the planning team. Committee members are: Sharon Dragon Pine Point

Throughout the planning process, the Local Liaison Committee has met to review public comment and set priorities for the planning team. At a
review held in Fort Smith in February, committee members invited concerned community leadership to participate in discussions with the plan-
ning team. The recommendations of this group are presented elsewhere in this newsletter.
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Public review and comment:

Alternative Plan Proposals

After the preparation of the alternative plan proposals and review by
the Local Liaison Committee, the proposals were published in the fifth
newsletter which was inserted in all local newspapers, sent out to all
surrounding communities, and mailed to the some 1500 names on
the Parks Canada mailing list. A schedule of public meetings was set
up for the 13 communities directly and indirectly impacted by the
park management plan. One public meeting was held in each of the
following Alberta communities: Garden Creek, Peace Point, Fort Mc-
Murray, High Level, Fort Vermilion, Fox Lake, Jean D'Or Prairie, and
Calgary and in the N.W.T. community of Pine Point. Due to special in-
terests and concerns, two or more meetings were held in Fort Chipe-
wyan and Edmonton in Alberta and Fort Smith and Hay River in the
N.W.T.

Public meetings began in Peace Point on November 3, 1981 and ter-
minated in Hay River on January 8, 1982. A total of 233 people par-
ticipated in these public meetings, while 133 individuals and groups
chose to return the fifth newsletter with their written comments.
Eighty-seven newsletters were completed by Fort Smith residents,
with the remaining newsletters arriving from points as far east as
New Brunswick and west as Victoria, B.C.* Nine briefs and letters
were also received from groups and individuals in northern and
southern Canada. The Government of the Northwest Territories, Fort
Smith Region, the Government of Alberta and the Canadian Wildlife
Service also submitted briefs. Lutra Associates Ltd. of Yellowknife was
again responsible for co-ordinating and compiling all public input
relating to the alternative plan proposals.

— What The Public Said —

Because comment on the alternative proposals came from many differ-
ent locations in Canada and in order for you to understand the feelings
of these different geographic locations, public comment has been sum-
marized in four parts. These four parts are: LOCAL COMMUNITIES
which include regular park users and communities directly adjacent
to the park. Comments received from Fort Smith, Fort Chipewyan,
Peace Point, Pine Point, Hay River, and the Little Red River Band
communities of Garden Creek, Fox Lake, and Jean D’Or Prairie are
included in this section.

OTHER REGIONAL COMMUNITIES refers to comments from those
northern communities which do not at present have direct access to or
regularly use the park. Yellowknife, Fort McMurray, High Level, and
Fort Vermilion are included in this section.

SOUTHERN CANADA includes all public input received from outside
the Region, through the public meetings held in Edmonton and
Calgary and the written comment received from all across Canada.

OTHER COMMENT includes recommendations and direction put for-
ward by the Local Liaison Officers.

For your information, the alternative plan proposals have been
reprinted from Newsletter 5. We urge you to consider the comments
made by your area and by the public in general, as they will have a
major impact on the development of the draft of the final
management plan.

* Selected quotes from these newsletters are included following reprinted alternatives.







