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Look 
inside for:

CPAWS is developing an increasingly sophisticated approach to the 
myriad of oil and gas issues that face us in Alberta and across the 

country. We believe that this approach will lead us to doing a better job 
of protecting the natural environment and lay the groundwork for a 
co-operative relationship with progressive elements of the energy industry.

The starting point for the new approach is found in a new policy which 
was adopted by our national Board of Trustees this March. (See the box 
on page 9 for the text of that policy.) Our traditional approach to oil and 
gas activity was very simple. We opposed any proposed activity inside 
protected areas or candidate protected areas, or activities that endangered 
such areas. We gave less attention to those activities that did not impact 
upon protected areas.

Over time we have come to recognize that this approach is inadequate for 
a number of reasons. Most importantly it did not pay sufficient heed to the 
environmental impact of the overall pattern of energy development and 
use in our society. From access issues surrounding exploration, to water 
use and flaring linked to production, to habitat fragmentation, emissions, 

and safety concerns respecting transportation, 
and finally to emissions (including greenhouse 
gases) at end use, the provision of petroleum 
to society poses a myriad of environmental 
challenges. CPAWS’ concern with land use and 
habitat preservation cannot be seen in isolation 
from these. The new policy recognizes that 
the ultimate answer to all these problems will 
be to move beyond a society and economy 
dependent on petroleum. That project is far too 
big for CPAWS to tackle, but we increasingly see 
ourselves as part of a movement to bring about 
such a social change.

Our new policy does, however, fully recognize 
that such a massive transition is not likely 
to happen overnight. While we can do our 
small part to encourage the transition, in 

CPAWS’ Evolving Approach 
to Oil and Gas Issues 

by Dave Poulton, Executive Director
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please see Oil & Gas Policy on page 9…
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CPAWS is a national 
organization with over 
18,000 members. 
Together we have protected 
over 95 million acres 
of wilderness since our 
inception in 1963.

Cover photo: Stanley Glacier in Kootenay National 
Park was the goal of a CPAWS hike in July.

C
an

ad
ia

n 
Pu

bl
ic

at
io

ns
 M

ai
l A

gr
ee

m
en

t 
#4

00
43

92
9

Calgary/Banff Chapter

Tax Receipts for 2003 Gala Tickets and Auction Items

New Canada Customs and Revenue Agency (CCRA) regulations 
effective December 24, 2002 allow a charitable tax receipt to 
be issued for a portion of the Gala ticket price. The value of the 
receipt is based on the difference between the price paid, and the 
estimated value of the meal and other advantages offered to the 
attendee. The Gala ticket tax receipt will be approximately $50 
per ticket ($40 for early bird pricing).

An important qualifying note is that if an individual or business 
chooses to use the cost of the tickets as a business expense, they 
cannot also use a charitable tax receipt.

Another significant change to receipting regulations involves 
bidding on auction items.  If the successful bidder’s final bid 
amount exceeds the posted retail value by 25% or greater, the 
bidder is entitled to a donation receipt equal to the excess of the 
bid price over the stated retail value. •
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Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society’s first annual Running Wild! 
event was a wonderful success with 150 participants and over 35 

volunteers. We raised $10,000 in pledges and registrations! 

The rain didn’t deter the participants, who tackled the 5 kilometre and 
8 kilometre routes in beautiful North Glenmore Park, on a soggy Sunday 
morning in Calgary. The education stations in the start area were a big 
hit and helped raise awareness about Alberta’s wildlife and wilderness 
concerns and the chapter’s CPAWS campaigns.

Exciting prizes were awarded, including first place medals going to the top 
5 kilometre and 8 kilometre finishers, an Elements The Patagonia Store gift 
certificate for adult male and female winners and a funky stopwatch for 
the Under 18 category. Many other lucky participants won fabulous door 
prizes.

The staff and board of directors of CPAWS would like to thank sponsors, 
volunteers, participants, donors and everyone who went the extra mile 
in helping out and keeping spirits high on a not-quite-perfect rainy 
Sunday. The Running Room was a key player in the success of the event, 
in charting the course, timing the run, offering on-line registration and 
providing invaluable advice in launching this inaugural year of Running 
Wild! Highwood Environmental Management believed in us and provided 
key financial support to help offset those unavoidable staging expenses. 
Michelle McDougall from A-Channel provided a charming bright spot 
at the awards ceremony, followed up with coverage of the event on the 
evening news.

Tax receipts to those friends, family and colleagues who generously donated 
participant sponsorships will be sent out before the end of this year.

Mark your calendar for next year’s Running Wild! set for Sunday May 30, 
2004. We sincerely appreciate everyone’s interest and involvement, and 
look forward to seeing you all next year, rain or shine! •

Sincere thanks to all our sponsors, friends and supporters!

• Highwood Environmental Management
• The Central Rockies Wolf Project • Running Room Ltd.
• Elements The Patagonia Store • Mountain Equipment Coop
• Stormfront Promotions Inc. • Patagonia
• A-Channel • Impact Magazine
• City of Calgary EMS • Happy Planet
• Canadian Springs Water • First on Colour
• Affairs Party Rental • The Grand Design
• Good Earth Coffeehouse • Safeway Foods
• Maxwell Realty • The Cruisin’ Cafe

Please show your support to these valuable friends of CPAWS!

Claire Serdula set the 
mark for the most 
pledges collected at 
over $600, winning the 
grand prize of a field 
trip with the Central 
Rockies Wolf Project. 
Congratulations Claire! 
An honorarium has 
been sent to CRWP to 
support their ongoing 
wolf research.

Sarah McLeod, 
17 months old, was 
one of the youngest 
participants in the 
event. She travelled 
the eight kilometre 
route in a stroller 
accompanied by her 
mother, Liz McLeod 
and grandmother, 
Faith Young.
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Inaugural Running Wild! a Great Success
by Ann Lemorande and Debra McGarry

Results
8 km Race Winner Time
Male Jim Heil 27:41
Female Emily Kroshaus 30:03

The 5 km event was not timed, but the 
following people ran like the wind, and came 
in ahead of their fellow participants:

Category Quickest 2nd Quickest
Male Bryce Greenwood
Female Lee Fitzhenry
Boy Nick Boettcher Kenny Amiotte
Girl Brigette Mahaffey Jenny French
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Of the many lessons learned from campaigning to protect wild 
landscapes and nature, one is that the job is never done! With the 

proposal of a sour gas well in the Whaleback, a small Calgary energy 
company, Polaris Resources Ltd., has re-opened the question of protection 
of this unique landscape which many expected would remain untouched 
for generations to come.

In May 1999, Premier Klein announced the protection of “Alberta’s 
renowned Whaleback region” through the designation of the Bob Creek 
Wildland Park and the Black Creek Heritage Rangeland. In announcing 
these contiguous protected areas, Premier Klein stated “The government 
has fulfilled its promise to protect the exceptional landscape of Alberta’s 
Whaleback region.”

At the time, the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society acknowledged 
the importance of this announcement. We have also noted that the 
designation of these two areas alone does not provide the necessary 
protection of ecosystems in the entire landscape.

“The Premier’s announcement is a very good thing for a very important 
part of Alberta,” said Dave Poulton, then Conservation Director for CPAWS. 

“A great many people deserve a note of thanks for bringing us to this point: 
the Premier, the local ranching community, Alberta’s environmental 
community, those in the oil and gas sector, and those in government, 
all of whom have wrestled with this issue. Special recognition is due to 
the Nature Conservancy of Canada and to Amoco Canada for their role 
in ultimately facilitating the protection of the Whaleback, and to those 
hundreds and thousands of Albertans that have stood up for the area.”

In an Energy Resources Conservation Board (EUB) hearing held at the 
Maycroft Community Hall six years earlier (1993), local residents and 
a coalition of provincial and national conservation organizations had 
successfully challenged Amoco Canada’s attempt to explore for natural 
gas just across the Oldman River in this magnificent montane landscape. 
Basing its decision on the evidence heard at the hearing, set in the context 
of the existing Integrated Resource Plan for the area, the Board stated: “The 
Board believes that the Whaleback area represents a truly [sic] unique and 
valuable Alberta ecosystem with extremely high recreational, aesthetic 
and wildlife values. … A significant component of that value lies in the 
relatively large and contiguous nature of the Whaleback Ridge ecosystem 
and the very limited disturbance which has occurred.”

The Whaleback ecosystem is the largest, most intact montane landscape of 
its kind left in Canada. It comprises 30,000 or more hectares of spectacular 
scenery, with some of the best and oldest limber pine and Douglas fir 
stands in Alberta. Outcrops and ridges, exposed fossil-bearing faces and 
stream terraces bear witness to some of the area’s fascinating geology. 
Golden eagles, prairie falcons, grizzlies, cougars and wolves make the 
area their home territory. The Oldman River and its tributaries are Class 1 
fishing streams for mountain whitefish and bull trout, as well as cutthroat 
and rainbow. In the winter, as many as 2,000 elk range throughout the 
region, taking advantage of the high quality grass exposed by the chinook 
winds; it is one of Alberta’s most significant wintering grounds for elk. 

Whaleback—Protection in Doubt Again
by Phil Lulman 

—1999—

“Creating this environmental 
legacy is the right thing to 
do. Our partnership with 
the Nature Conservancy of 
Canada ensures that oil and 
gas development will never 
occur in the Whaleback 
protected area.”

Joseph H. Bryant, president, Amoco Canada

—1999—

“The government has fulfilled 
its promise to protect the 
exceptional landscape of 
Alberta’s Whaleback region.”

Hon. Ralph Klein, Alberta Premier

—2003—

“We know this is a sensitive 
and well-loved area, but it 
is open for exploration and 
that’s what we’re attempting 
to do.”

John Maher, president, Polaris Resources Ltd.
Calgary Herald, September 12, 2003.

—2003—

“It’s like a never-ending 
infection that never heals.”

Francis Gardner, area rancher 
representing 50 ranching families through 

the Pekisko Creek Landowners Association.
Calgary Herald, September 12, 2003.

continued on page 5 …
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Surrounded by the area designated as protected 
area by the Special Places 2000 process in 1999 
are a few privately deeded holdings. Included in 
these deeded lands are also two quarter sections 
of freehold subsurface mineral rights. These are 
rights held by individuals prior to the transfer of 
subsurface rights to the province in 1930. The 
Government declined to secure these rights. 
However, the rights of one half-section have 
been acquired by Polaris. It proposes to drill a 
deep sour gas well on the site, directly adjacent 
to the new protected area. Provincial regulations, 
however, require that it have a full section in 
order to drill. It is therefore proposing to the EUB 
that the Nature Conservancy of Canada, holder 
of the mineral rights on the adjacent sections, 
be required to pool its rights in order to make up 
the required amount of land. 

Joseph H. Bryant, then president of Amoco 
Canada, speaking for the BP Amoco Group, 
stated “We fully appreciate the national 
significance of this area. Creating this 
environmental legacy is the right thing to do. 
Our partnership with the Nature Conservancy 
of Canada ensures that oil and gas development 
will never occur in the Whaleback protected 
area.”

CPAWS is joining local landowners, the Nature 
Conservancy, other conservation groups and 
concerned individuals as intervenors at the EUB 
hearing starting on September 9 (as this issue 
goes to press) at the Maycroft community hall. 
Various arguments are to be put forward by 
the intervenors, including the ecological and 
natural values of the landscape, the obligations 
of governments to uphold land conservation 
values, the unique conditions that apply to the 
Amoco donation of a mineral lease to the Nature 
Conservancy of Canada and the opportunity 
for the EUB to make a decision that will have 
far-reaching benefits that exceed the financial 
returns on a sour gas drilling program.

We encourage you to follow the results of the 
hearing, which will be publicized by CPAWS. We 
expect the media to take a keen interest in what 
happens. •

Cleaning up Corridors
by Gareth Thomson

Good fences may make good neighbors, but bad fences sure can clutter 
up wildlife corridors! That is why 31 volunteers spent May 24 in the 

Bow Valley just outside Canmore, working within a major wildlife corridor 
on the north side of the valley. By the end of the day they had demolished 
over four kilometres of decrepit barbed wire fence, removing over 865 
kilograms of rusty wire and cable from an important wildlife area within 
the Bow Valley Wildland Park. 

“The animals trying to 
move through the Bow 
Valley have enough to 
worry about,” said CPAWS 
Education director Gareth 
Thomson, who organized 
the event. “We felt that 
by removing obstructions 
from this area we could 
make it just a little bit 
easier for animals to use 
this valley.”

For Sue Sargent, a CPAWS volunteer from Calgary, the project had a special 
significance. Just the weekend before she had the horrifying experience of 
seeing a deer caught in a fence in the Sheep River area. “I called the Fish 
and Wildlife officer, and he came right away—but the poor thing was too 
badly injured to rescue, and in fact it died right in front of us as the officer 
was preparing to euthanize it. The officer felt that it had been stuck on the 
wire for quite a while.”

Both CPAWS and the Cross Zee ranch, who use the area for horseback tours, 
helped support the volunteers by providing a pancake breakfast, a lunch, 
and water—lots of water. Funding for the CPAWS portion of the event was 
generously provided by the federal Ecoaction 2000 program. Volunteers 
rated the event a resounding eleven out of ten! “People just loved doing 
something positive like this, where the results of your work are so 
immediate,” commented CPAWS Volunteer Coordinator Tina Barzo.

Will CPAWS do this again? Most likely. Areas with a long human history 
tend to be festooned with decades-old, rusting barbed wire that was used 
for horse pasture or other purposes, and the Bow Valley is no exception. 
Certainly CPAWS will continue to work through political action to achieve 
its aims, but we’ve now added another tool to our toolkit: the restoration 
of wildlife habitat by willing volunteers! •

End result: tired but triumphant 
volunteers and truckloads of wire!
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Stanley Glacier Hike
by Jay Tarabocchia

On July 26 CPAWS continued its Wilderness Walks series with a trip 
to Stanley Glacier in Kootenay National Park. The group, led by 

Executive Director Dave Poulton, consisted of thirteen hikers and one 
dog. This was a moderate day hike through fantastic mountain scenery, 
featuring the scarred remains of a fire-ravaged forest, sheer limestone cliffs, 
waterfalls and, of course, glaciers. Fire, glaciers and avalanches have all 
played a role in creating the spectacular setting for this hike.

“This is where the rubber meets the pavement … rubber meets the pavement 
… rubber meets the pavement”, an old saying played on my coffee-charged 
wits as I tried to drive, in the early morning hours, to the designated 
meeting area. Now if I could just get the rubber to meet the pavement on 
the U of C campus! As it turned out, road construction on the south side 
of campus was in full progress, throwing a proverbial wrench into the start 
of our trip. Soon though, it became apparent that freshly-designated scouts 
were combing the area on foot, rounding up the troops and collecting 
them off campus. Without too much difficulty, we managed to all meet, 
introduce ourselves, and hit the road shortly after 8 AM.

The drive out to the mountains was relaxing, and gave people the chance 
to chat and become acquainted. Trailhead parking for this hike is located 
just over the continental divide in British Columbia, along Highway 93 in 
Kootenay Park. Crossing from Alberta into British Columbia, this highway 
travels through Vermilion Pass, a sub-alpine mountain pass important to 
wildlife, which prefers to travel in the protective cover of forest. People and 
wildlife both need to use this area. 

At the trailhead, Dave briefly introduced the hike and what to expect, as 
bootlaces were tightened and lunches packed, and by 10:30 we headed 
up the trail. The first half of the hike, up to our lunch spot, consisted of 
a moderate climb on a good trail, through a forest that had burned in 
1968 due to a lightening strike. This part of the hike was an educational 
experience in how forests regenerate after a fire, with lots of dead, 
standing trees still visible amongst the new lodgepole pines. The cones 
of lodgepole pines require intense heat in order to open and re-seed the 
forest. This is one example of how fires can have a positive influence on 
the environment, and park managers have learned to use prescribed burns 
in selected areas to help promote healthy forests.

Fire is one powerful process that nature uses to modify the landscape; 
another is glaciation. Shortly before leaving the forest, the trail levels out 
after crossing a small rise that marks the location of a terminal moraine. 
The entire trail is located in a hanging valley which was sculpted, in 
the distant past, by the Stanley Glacier, and this terminal moraine is a 
collection of rock and rubble left at the forward extreme of the glacier’s 
travel. The valley, covered with scree, rocks and boulders, has the 
characteristic U-shape of a valley carved by ice. Thin waterfalls stream 
down the Guardwall, sheer cliffs located along the south side of the valley. 
It’s a pleasure to watch these falls dance along the cliff face, swaying back 
and forth, as their delicate forms are tossed by gusts of afternoon breeze.

Views ahead continued to improve as we travelled along this level stretch 
of trail, the forest floor here covered with a profusion of common fireweed. 
With the forest canopy removed by fire, sun-loving flowers can thrive in 

this environment. Other species commonly 
seen in this area include fleabane, arnica, yellow 
columbine, and indian paintbrush. We stopped 
for lunch a short distance before the official end 
of the trail, each of us picking a rock seat and 
admiring the view back down-valley towards 
Mount Whymper.

Beyond the forest, the trail enters open valley 
covered with rocks. Avalanche paths descend 
from slopes on the east side of the valley. The 
snow avalanche is another powerful process in 
nature that changes the environment. Although 
most people view avalanches as destructive, by 
creating open habitat for shrubs to grow in, they 
improve food sources for large animals, like 
moose and bears.

A sign marks the official trail end, located a little 
over four kilometres from the parking lot. The 
hiking party split into two groups at this point. 
Some spent time here relaxing and enjoying the 
views, and basked in the warm afternoon sun. 
Others continued on a rocky trail that heads 
up the valley, climbing a headwall to the left 
side of a cliff. The top of this cliff made a nice 
viewpoint for the entire valley. On a lucky day, 
hikers to this area might see hoary marmots or 
pikas, which enjoy calling rocky environs like 
this amphitheatre home.

Water streaming out of Stanley Glacier flows 
into a boggy area just beyond the cliff top, an 
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environmentally-sensitive area. The bog was avoided by stepping on rocks, 
and several of the group continued to climb up rocks and scree to reach 
the foot of magnifi cent falls streaming down another cliff at the toe of the 
glacier. This part of the trail offers terrifi c opportunities to photograph the 
rugged, glacier-carved landscape. Travel beyond this point may be possible 
but would defi nitely entail more effort and was not attempted. The 
maximum elevation reached at the base of these falls was approximately 
2,200 metres, giving a total elevation gain of about 600 metres from the 
trailhead parking lot.

Timing for our trip could not have been better, and as we scurried back 
down the valley a few black clouds threatened but did not deliver. The 
bridge over the Vermilion River signalled our return to trailhead parking, 
wrapping up another wonderful day in the mountains. All would agree this 
day had been a great opportunity to meet new friends and learn about the 
environment, while soaking up natural beauty in a landscape changed by 
fi re, glaciers and avalanches. With packs loaded into cars, all that remained 
was the ride back to Calgary, along trails where the rubber meets the 
pavement. •
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Castle Update
by Joe Obad, Conservation Director, 

Southwest Alberta

The Lost Creek Fire scorched 21,000 hectares 
of the Castle, and has led to calls for salvage 
logging and OHV trail reclamation. In addition, 
Shell Canada continues exploration into the 
Carbondale area. CPAWS is speaking with the 
Alberta government to ensure that offi cial 
protocols are followed in the aftermath of the 
fi re. We will also vigorously object to any further 
energy exploration in the Castle before there is a 
plan for its protection.

To help the public join this conversation, CPAWS

will launch our advertising campaign in the 
last week of September, running through to 
Christmas, mainly in the Calgary area. The ads 
will show fi rst on primetime television before 
moving into movie theatres in November. The 
message will be a gentle one telling Albertans 
that the Castle is a jewel within southern Alberta 
facing several threats, and to visit 
<www.castlewilderness.ca> to learn more 
and help. CPAWS is grateful to the several 
foundations and individual funders who 
donated funds for this advertising campaign.

Visitors to the website are encouraged to fax 
the Premier through WildCanada.Net asking for 
protection for the Castle. An Action Alert will 
also be sent out as well. Please pass this message 
on to friends and family to encourage as many 
people as possible to fax the Premier.

By mid-October the synopsis of Science Report 
on the Castle should be released. We hope that 
the report, co-sponsored by Shell Canada and 
CPAWS, will become a powerful tool to help 
CPAWS argue for protection of the Castle.

For more information contact Joe Obad at 
jobad@cpawscalgary.org. •
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The Lost Creek fi re, seen by satellite on August 1.

Gala Auction Excitement Mounts!
Plans are well underway for the CPAWS Wild Gala (see page 2), including 
a sensational auction. You can grab a sneak peek of some auction items 
on <www.cpawscalgary.org>. If you are unable to attend, we encourage 
you to participate by submitting an Absentee Bid prior to the event. 
We welcome appropriate items to donate. The auction contributes 
signifi cantly to the fundraising success of the event. It offers your 
business profi le not only to the 400 attendees, but worldwide exposure 
on the web. CPAWS issues a charitable tax receipt for the full retail value 
of the item, although gift certifi cates must be redeemed prior to the 
issuance of the tax receipt. Call Ann Lemorande at (403) 277-8993 to 
discuss or donate.
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In the fall of 2002, the provincial Minister of Sustainable Resource 
Development, Mike Cardinal, established a grizzly bear recovery team in 

response to the recommendation by the Endangered Species Conservation 
Committee (ESCC) that the grizzly bear be reclassified as a “Threatened” 
species in Alberta. Under provisions of the Alberta Wildlife Act, such a 
reclassification would have automatically meant that a Grizzly Bear Recovery 
Team be put in place and that a moratorium on hunting would occur. 

The Minister chose to defer his decision on classification, but did put 
together a recovery team whose mandate is to create a recovery plan for 
grizzlies in Alberta within a one-year time frame. He has also allowed the 
limited entry hunt to continue in 2003, although with a reduced allowable 
take. Out of the 26 grizzly mortalities so far this year, 18 have been legal 
hunting kills.

A generous perspective on the minister’s actions might say that creating a 
recovery team, while his decision on reclassification is pending, is being 
responsible and proactive. A more cynical, or perhaps realistic view, would 
be that he may simply be trying to keep the Feds from intervening with the 
new Species at Risk Act (SARA) by going through some motions but without 
making any substantive changes to the status quo. Without the authority 
of the reclassification under the Wildlife Act, any recovery plan developed 
will be a recommendation only, leaving the Minister to act, or not, at his 
discretion. It also lets him to continue to allow an annual hunt. 

Whatever the Minister’s motives, the recovery team, consisting of 
representatives from industry, ranching, several ENGOs (including CPAWS), 
government and the university research community, has now been 
working for almost ten months to build a plan to recover grizzly bear 
numbers in this province. 

Progress has been slow to date, in part because the Minister delayed several 
months in releasing a critical report the recovery team required. This 
document, Report on Alberta Grizzly Bear Assessment of Allocation, was finally 
released last month. It is a reassessment by three experts (Gord Stenhouse, 
Dr. Mark Boyce, and John Boulanger) of the methodology used to estimate 
the grizzly bear population levels in this province. Previous models used by 
the Fish and Wildlife department to calculate the grizzly bear population 
showed a year-on-year upward trend in numbers and had a total 
population estimate  of approximately 800 bears (excluding the National 
Parks; there are approximately 185 bears in the National Parks in Alberta). 
The new model has quite a different outcome. The population is now 
believed to be at best static, or even in slight decline with the current total 
population of approximately 500 animals. This is well below the minimum 
1,000 animals that the IUCN (International Union for Conservation 
of Nature and Natural Resources), COSEWIC (Committee on the Status 
of Endangered Wildlife in Canada), and the ESCC uses as a criterion to 
designate a species as Threatened. While any mathematical model that 
tries to simulate complex biological systems must be viewed with great 
caution, this revised method1 is considered to be more reflective of reality 

than the previous model and suggests that the 
management strategy followed by the province 
over the last decade has been unsuccessful in 
maintaining or increasing population numbers. 

Even with this new knowledge, moving forward 
to build a meaningful recovery plan for a species 
such as the grizzly, that ranges over a very large 
portion of the province where there is a great 
deal of industrial and recreational activity, will 
be a very tricky bit of business to accomplish 
in one year. The Yellowstone Park Grizzly Bear 
Recovery plan, which is the only successful plan 
in North America to date, took nine years to 
build and implement. 

So far the recovery team has agreed on seven 
broad objectives: 

• Limit the rate of human-caused mortality.
• Manage reproductive parameters to achieve 

desired population goals.
• Maintain current bear range and expand 

where possible and/or desirable. 

Grizzly Bear Recovery in Alberta 
by Peter Zimmerman
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 What You Can Do…

• Conserve and improve habitat suitability 
and effectiveness. 

• Enhance connectivity of habitat and 
re-establish where fracturing is evident. 

• Reduce human/bear conflicts.
• Obtain and improve grizzly bear population 

data on an ongoing basis. 

There are seven corresponding strategies for 
each objective. These strategic areas include 
Education, Policy and Legislation, Population 
Monitoring, Research, Management Activities, 
Access Management, and Inter-jurisdiction 
Cooperation. The team is now working to fill 
in the specific actions for each strategy and 
objective.

Regardless of what the final recovery plan looks 
like, the Achilles heel of this process is that the 
grizzly is still not re-classified as “Threatened” 
and, until that occurs, there is little to compel 
the minister to act. It also somewhat hamstrings 
the recovery team in that we have to deal with 
some thorny issues – such as hunting – that 
would be automatic if the Threatened status was 
in place.

Only time will tell how effective the final plan 
will be in recovering grizzly bear numbers in this 
province. 

Please write to Minister Cardinal and/or your 
MLA (address information on page 13) to express 
your concern about the status of grizzly bears 
in Alberta. Please encourage him/her to proceed 
with the reclassification of the grizzly to a 
“Threatened” status, which will greatly assist the 
recovery efforts. •

 (Peter Zimmerman represents CPAWS, AWA, Y2Y 
and GBA (Grizzly Bear Alliance) on the Grizzly Bear 
Recovery Team.)

1. This recalculation is in fact still considered to be very crude 
compared to what is used in some other jurisdictions such as B.C.

CPAWS Policy on 
Oil and Gas Industry Issues

(adopted March 13, 2003)

CPAWS’ policy is to recognize scientific evidence that the exploration, 
production, distribution, and end use of hydrocarbons come with 
severe environmental impacts. This includes impacts directly 
threatening CPAWS’ mission of a healthy ecosphere, protection of wild 
ecosystems and marine ecosystems, and preservation of biodiversity. 
Humanity needs to shift its energy supply and consumption away 
from carbon-based energy towards energy efficiency and low-impact 
renewable energy sources. CPAWS recognizes this will take time and 
effort and we encourage an acceleration of this transition. When, 
during this transition period, hydrocarbon resources continue to be 
explored for, developed or transported, we will:

 i) explicitly oppose any hydrocarbon development activity 
in terrestrial or marine parks and protected areas, or with 
significant impacts on these areas 

 ii) work to ensure that other high-value wilderness landscapes 
and marine ecosystems are not affected by hydrocarbon 
development activity, and, where possible, to ensure that 
networks of protected areas are established prior to the 
commencement of oil and gas development activity 

 iii) where development is proposed for other areas, promote the 
use of best environmental assessment practice (that includes 
cumulative effects assessment and adaptation to climate 
change), socio-economic assessment (that includes full cost 
accounting), and industry practices that affect ecosystem 
integrity to the least degree possible, and 

 iv) support efforts to abate climate change by reducing the use of 
carbon-based energy and exploration. •

… Oil & Gas Policy continued from page 1
the meantime we can best apply our efforts to see that the petroleum 
industry adopts the best and most ecologically-benign practices possible. 
Fortunately, this is in keeping with the philosophy of several industry 
leaders, and we are currently pursuing discussions to see how we can 
cooperate in this regard. 

In time our new approach will see us taking a much more active role in 
helping to direct land use, not just in protected areas, but on the whole 
landscape. It is critical to note, however, that we will remain steadfast in 
our conviction that no industrial activity, including petroleum facilities, 
has any place in protected areas. That has not and will not change.

We hope our members will welcome our new policy, and the new activities 
and partnerships it will bring. •
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The maintenance of national park ecological integrity has been a 
policy priority for Parks Canada since 1979. During the late 1990s, the 

Minister of Canadian Heritage commissioned a panel investigation to 
assess the ecological integrity of Canada’s national parks1. Among many 
recommendations concerning action to restore or preserve park ecological 
integrity, the Ecological Integrity Panel Report suggested legislative 
amendments to ensure the maintenance or restoration of ecological 
integrity is the overriding priority in parks management2. In February 2001 
the Canada National Parks Act3 came into force, replacing previous parks 
legislation and adopting some of the panel’s suggestions. For the purposes 
of this article, the following aspects of the new legislation are noteworthy.

The Parks Act includes a statutory definition of ecological integrity, 
defining it as “[a] condition that is determined to be characteristic of its 
natural region and likely to persist, including abiotic components and the 
composition and abundance of native species and biological communities, 
rates of change and supporting processes.”4

Additionally, the Parks Act states that the “maintenance or restoration 
of ecological integrity, through the protection of natural resources 
and natural processes, shall be the first priority of the Minister when 
considering all aspects of the management of parks.”5

These new provisions must be reconciled with the traditional dual mandate 
of Canada’s national parks, “use” versus “preservation.” The Parks Act also 
states that “[t]he national parks of Canada are hereby dedicated to the 
people of Canada for their benefit, education and enjoyment … and the 
parks shall be maintained and made use of so as to leave them unimpaired 
for the enjoyment of future generations.”6 The Ecological Integrity Panel 
Report was unequivocally critical of the trend in parks management to 
over-emphasize “use” in the parks. Other commentators concurred7. For 
CPAWS and other advocates for wilderness in Canada’s national parks, the 
report and subsequent new legislation were promising events.

However, shortly after these legislative amendments, the Minister, via 
Parks Canada as her delegate, approved the construction of a winter road 
in Wood Buffalo National Park. Despite the recent publication of the 
Ecological Integrity Panel Report and the new legislation, her approval 
failed to even mention ecological integrity! CPAWS sought to have the 
approval set aside by the Courts. The Federal Court (Trial Division) 
dismissed the CPAWS application8, and the Federal Court of Appeal has 
recently (May 2003) affirmed the Trial Division decision9. The absence 
of serious consideration for ecological integrity by the Minister and 
both levels of Court was extremely disappointing—leading us to wonder 
whether “maintaining ecological integrity is our first priority” is simply 
policy rhetoric.

The Road Proposal

In 1998, the municipality of Fort Smith, Northwest Territories, submitted 
an application to Parks Canada seeking approval to construct and operate a 

road following the Peace River for approximately 
120 kilometres in Wood Buffalo National Park10. 
The proposed road would connect the small park 
communities of Garden River (western side) and 
Peace Point (eastern side) and follow an existing, 
but re-vegetated, right-of-way used as a winter 
road between 1958 and 1960. The Wood Buffalo 
National Park management plan, published in 
1985, approves of the road in principle subject 
to an environmental assessment. Although 
the Fort Smith application contemplated an 
all-season road, Parks Canada’s September 
1999 conditional approval was solely for the 
construction of a winter road11. 

Parks Canada commissioned an environmental 
screening of the proposed road pursuant to 
the requirements of federal environmental 
assessment legislation. The environmental 
screening concluded that the winter road 
construction and operation, taking into account 
mitigation measures, was not likely to cause 
significant adverse environmental effects. 
Subsequent to this screening, the Minister of 
Canadian Heritage, via Parks Canada as her 
delegate, approved the winter road project in 
her May 2001 decision.

Federal Court (Trial Division) and 
Ecological Integrity

In the Trial Division, CPAWS argued, among 
other things, that the Minister’s decision 
ought to be set aside because the evidence 
suggested that the maintenance or restoration 
of ecological integrity was not the Minister’s 
first priority in her decision to approve the road 
construction. CPAWS argued that, in fact, there 
was no evidence that the Minister considered 
ecological integrity at all in her exercise of 
discretion.

The Court disagreed with CPAWS, and held 
that “…the record, when read in its totality, is 
consistent with the Minister and her delegates 
according first priority to ecological integrity 
in arriving at the decision under review.”12 The 
Court then provided the following remarkable 
interpretation of the then recently-enacted Parks 
Act section 8(2):

“Ecological integrity is our first priority”
Policy rhetoric or practical reality in Canada’s national parks? 

by Shaun Fluker
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“In the circumstances, while Wood Buffalo National Park, like other 
National Parks, is dedicated to the people Canada as a whole, it is not 
unreasonable to give special consideration to the limited number of 
people of Canada who are by far most directly affected by management 
or development decisions affecting the Park. I am satisfied that it was 
reasonably open to the Minister and her delegates to conclude that the interest 
of those people overrode the first priority given to ecological integrity where 
impairment of such integrity can be minimized to a degree that the Minister 
concludes is consistent with the maintenance of the Park for the enjoyment of 
future generations.… Subsection 8(2) of the Act does not require that ecological 
integrity be the ‘determinative factor’ in a decision such as that under review. 
Rather, it simply requires that ecological integrity be the Minister’s ‘first’ 
priority … I am satisfied on the record that it is clear that ecological 
integrity was taken into account by the Minister and her delegates. I am 
further satisfied that it was, as well, given first priority notwithstanding 
that it was not found to be the determinative factor in all of the 
circumstances.”13

Federal Court of Appeal and Ecological Integrity

CPAWS appealed this decision to the Federal Court of Appeal, repeating 
its argument that the Minister (Parks Canada) failed to make ecological 
integrity her first priority in approving the road construction. The Court 
of Appeal affirmed the Trial Division decision, refusing to set aside the 
Minister’s approval of the road. The Court of Appeal downplayed the 
fact that ecological integrity was not even mentioned in the Minister’s 
decision, and agreed with the Trial Division that the record, in its totality, 
was sufficient evidence that the Minister’s decision met the section 8(2) 
requirement14. 

The Court of Appeal, however, took an additional step in finding that the 
section 8(2) ecological integrity standard was equivalent to the standard 
of an environmental assessment screening15. This conclusion, apparently 
shared by the Minister (and Parks Canada) despite the thorough analysis 
of ecological integrity by the Ecological Integrity Panel Report that she 
commissioned, is highly questionable.

The equivalency of the section 8(2) ecological integrity standard and an 
environmental assessment screening is tenuous at best. Support for my 
assertion is found by comparing the Parks Act definition of ecological 
integrity and the entire Ecological Integrity Panel Report, to the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency’s description of an environmental 
assessment screening. “Screenings make up most of the approximately 
5,000–6,000 federal environmental assessments conducted annually under 
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. A screening systematically 
documents the anticipated environmental effects of a proposed project 
and determines the need to modify the project plan or recommend further 
assessment to eliminate or minimize these effects.”16 In any event, neither 
the Minister nor the Court offered any analysis to support this dubious 
equivalency assertion.17

Equally troublesome, the Court of Appeal appears to have placed an onus 
on CPAWS to explain why the road would impair the park’s ecological 
integrity. For example, in dismissing a key CPAWS argument, the Court 
stated “The weakness of this part of CPAWS’ case is indicated by the fact 
that its memorandum of fact and law does not specify in what respects the 
ecological integrity of the Park would be degraded if the road were built.”18 
The Minister’s failure to mention ecological integrity in her decision along 

with the absence of any explanation as to why 
the winter road would not impair the park’s 
ecological integrity, led to an onus on CPAWS to 
explain why the road would impair ecological 
integrity!

Both Federal Court judgements significantly 
undermine the Parks Act section 8(2). They 
interpret ecological integrity as simply another 
factor for parks management consideration, 
despite the language of section 8(2) and the 
Ecological Integrity Panel Report proposal that 
ecological integrity be an “overriding” priority. 
The Court of Appeal, without any analysis, 
interprets the ecological integrity standard as 
equivalent to that of a federal environmental 
assessment screening. Finally, both judgements 
suggest that the Minister’s parks management 
decisions, despite Parks Act section 8(2), need 
not make any explicit reference to ecological 
integrity at all!

Why did the Court of Appeal go to such 
lengths to defend the Minister’s decision, 
undermining the Parks Act section 8(2) in 
the process? The obvious reason is that the 
Court applied the established policy of judicial 
deference to discretionary Ministerial decisions. 
Unfortunately in this instance, the Minister 
made it very awkward for the Court to be 
deferential simply because she failed to expressly 
consider ecological integrity in her decision. 
Why did the Minister fail to reference ecological 
integrity in her decision? I suspect the Parks Act 
ecological integrity definition was the source of 
trouble for both the Minister and the Court.

The Parks Act ecological integrity definition 
refers to ecological integrity as a state apart from 
human society. In fact the Ecological Integrity 
Panel Report which led to this statutory 
definition explicitly associated ecological 
integrity with a natural state “…where humans 
do not dominate the ecosystem.”19 Together, 
ecological integrity and its place as the first 
priority in management decisions should 
significantly restrict or eliminate human 
activity within national parks. Management 
decisions consistent with Parks Act section 8(2) 
require national parks to be managed as core 
preservation areas within the larger context of 
a core/buffer land conservation strategy20. The 
parks are a place where the preservation of 
nature is the first priority, with human interests 
of secondary concern. The effect of section 8(2) 
is to elevate ecological integrity, as a natural 
condition, to a position of dominance over 
humans21. This is the troublesome underlying 
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rationale of the Parks Act section 8(2), one that breeds a false perception of 
conflict between humans and the rest of nature.

How does this rationale fit with the rest of the Parks Act? The mandate 
to maintain or restore ecological integrity, where this means excluding 
humans, is particularly troublesome for the Minister because the Parks Act 
section 4(1) dedicates the parks to the use and enjoyment by people. The 
preservation of ecological integrity, where humans are not understood 
as natural, inevitably places decisions that conform with section 8(2) in 
conflict with the section 4(1) dedication.

My main point here is that the underlying rationale of the Parks Act 
section 8(2) excludes humans from places where they want to be. 
Furthermore it promotes language of conflict rather than relationship 
between humans and the rest of nature. In this case, it led the Minister and 
the Federal Court to ask how to balance “competing” social and ecological 
interests, rather than ask the more difficult value-laden question of what 
socio-ecological relationship is desirable for the park. Decisions concerned 
with maintaining ecological integrity should seek to answer the latter 
question. Public decision-makers such as Parks Canada ought to conduct 
a serious consideration of the mutual influences between social and 
ecological systems. Within the outer bounds of limiting human activity 
so as to leave our ecological context unchanged and fostering human 
activity which results in ecological collapse, is a range of socio-ecological 
relationships which are desirable and undesirable. Our management 
challenge is to implement the desirable relationships by making inclusive, 
value-based decisions.

As it currently stands, the Parks Act section 4(1) dual mandate simply 
cannot co-exist with the rationale of section 8(2). Accordingly in this case, 
it seems that section 8(2) was overlooked by the Minister. To overcome this 
problem, either the Parks Act definition of ecological integrity should be 
amended to include humans and their values as important components 
of ecological integrity, or the Parks Act section 4(1) should be amended to 
assert that parks are a place where the preservation of natural ecological 
integrity is the first priority, with human interests of secondary concern. As 
a democratic society we can debate the merits of either solution, however 
a solution needs to be implemented if ecological integrity is to be taken 
seriously in Canada’s national parks.

When humans are conceptually separated from the rest of nature, as is the 
case with the Parks Act ecological integrity definition, decision-makers 
seriously consider only a partial selection of interests (human or nature). In 
this case, the Minister’s partial consideration excluded the mandate of the 
Parks Act section 8(2). The Federal Court of Appeal was overly deferential 
to the Minister because, as a society, we are not willing to accept ecological 
integrity, where humans are excluded, as a management priority (the 
section 8(2) mandate). As a result, Parks Canada’s statement “Maintaining 
ecological integrity is our first priority” remains policy rhetoric rather than 
practical reality in Canada’s national parks. •
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Making Contact…

Alberta Government

Hon. Ralph Klein, Premier of Alberta
307 Legislature Building
10800 - 97 Avenue, Edmonton, Alberta  T5K 2B6
Ph. (780) 427-2251*/Fax (780) 427-1349*
email: Premier@gov.ab.ca 

Hon. Dr. Lorne Taylor
Minister of Environment 
#423, 10800 - 97 Avenue, Edmonton, Alberta  T5K 2B6
Ph. (780) 427-2391*/Fax (780) 422-6259*
email: cypress.medicinehat@assembly.ab.ca 

Hon. Mike Cardinal
Minister of Sustainable Resource Development
#420, 10800 - 97 Avenue, Edmonton, Alberta  T5K 2B6
Ph. (780) 415-4815*/Fax (780) 415-4818*
email: Athabasca.Wabasca@assembly.ab.ca

Hon. Gene Zwozdesky
Minister of Community Development
#229, 10800 - 97 Avenue, Edmonton, Alberta  T5K 2B6
Ph. (780) 427-4928/Fax (780) 422-0188
email: edmonton.millcreek@assembly.ab.ca

*Remember you may call Alberta government offices 
toll-free by dialing the RITE line at 310-0000. To contact 
your Member of the Legislative Assembly (MLA), call the 
RITE line for his/her name and address, or look it up on 
the internet at 
<www.assembly.ab.ca/lao/mla/index.asp>.

For maximum impact, all government correspondence 
should be copied to the opposition critics: 

Liberal Critic: Debby Carlson, MLA

#301, 9718 - 107 Street, Edmonton, Alberta T5K 1E4
Ph. (780) 427-2293*/Fax (780) 427-3697*
e-mail: Edmonton_Ellerslie@assembly.ab.ca 

NDP Critic: Dr. Raj Pannu, MLA

#213, 10800 - 97 Avenue, Edmonton, Alberta T5K 2B6
Ph. (780) 415-0944*/Fax (780) 415-0963*
e-mail: Edmonton_Strathcona@assembly.ab.ca

Federal Government

Right Hon. Jean Chrétien
Prime Minister of Canada
Centre Block, Room 309S
House of Commons, Ottawa, ON,  K1A 0A6**
Ph. (613) 992-4211/Fax: (613) 941-6900
e-mail: pm@pm.gc.ca

Hon. Sheila Copps
Minister of Canadian Heritage
Jules Leger Building, 12th Floor
15 Eddy Street, Hull, QC, K1A 0M5**
Ph. (819) 997-7788/Fax: (819) 997-5987**
e-mail: Copps.S@parl.gc.ca

Hon. David Anderson
Minister of the Environment
House of Commons, Ottawa, ON, K1A 0A6**
Ph. (613) 996-2358/Fax (613)952-1458
email: david.anderson@ec.gc.ca

**To find contact information for your local MP:
Go to <www.gc.ca/directories/direct_e.html>
Call Elections Canada at 1-800-463-6868 or 
Reference Canada at 1-800-667-3355.

**Mail to the federal government does not require postage.

CPAWS Subcommittees Get Busy! 
by Tina Barzo, Outreach Coordinator 

Over the past year I have had the honour of working with two fantastic 
groups of volunteers. Brought together by their shared passion for an 

issue and urge to take action, these people are a true inspiration as they file 
into the office for a meeting after a long, hard day at work. Their energy 
is always high and positive; the discussion is always colourful and action-
oriented. 

The Endangered Species subcommittee has 75 members, of which 10-12 
people on average attend the meetings—the rest receive the notes and 
assist with action items. The different faces at each meeting makes for 
positive momentum and interesting group dynamics. Under the direction 
and facilitation of Claire Serdula and Derek Ebner, the group has several 
major accomplishments: 
• Research and understanding of Endangered Species legislation and issues. 
•  Helping promote passage of meaningful federal endangered species 

legislation (the Species At Risk Act). 
• Arranging guest speakers on endangered species issues.
•  Organizing letter-writing in support of listing the grizzly bear as 

Threatened in Alberta (see also article on page 8). 
• Becoming a watchdog for the Species at Risk Act and its implementation. 
•  Developing a travelling display and attending community events. 
• Connecting with other conservation organizations.
• Updating the endangered species component of the website.
•  Creating an Endangered Species fact sheet and handout, and developing 

a card game which will be available nationally.
•  Developing ways that the Endangered Species subcommittee and the 

Education Program can work together 

The Central Rockies Ecosystem Subcommittee, led by Dave Poulton, has 43 
members, of which 10-12 people attend the meetings and the remainder 
receive notes and action items. Two main issues have dominated the 
group’s time and efforts: the Evan Thomas Management Plan and the 
Banff National Park Management Plan, both in need of public awareness. 
The subcommittee organized several key campaign elements which have 
affected the final outcome of these management plans, including:
•  Creating Action Alerts and petition displays and distributing them 

throughout the city.
•  Organizing letter-writing campaigns with targets including government 

as well as media, then tracking the media coverage.
• Presenting information to outdoor groups and eco-clubs in schools.
• Developing display materials for community events.
•  Organizing a public information session on the proposed amendments to 

the Banff Management Plan.
• Writing articles and editorials for local papers and magazines.
• Communicating with other active groups and coordinating activities.

Both subcommittees will continue to raise awareness about local 
conservation issues by hosting more guest speakers, planning outings to 
campaign areas and, of course, advocacy and education.

Come out to a subcommittee meeting if you want to meet others who 
share your interest and get involved in fun projects that make a difference! 
Each person has something to contribute and a lot to gain. Please call me 
(Tina) for meeting dates, times and locations, and to RSVP at 232-6686. •
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Ping Wang
Ping came recently to Canada from China with 
her husband. As an urban planner in China, and 
a personal interest in environmental protection, 
she was eager to find out more about local 
wilderness conservation campaigns and contacted 
CPAWS in March to volunteer. Serving as Resource 
Technician, Ping took on the daunting task of 
helping us catch up on organizing our resource 
area and file system. Since our office move last 
October, the resources had piled up and the 
mountain of paper and books was just about to 
avalanche when Ping arrived!

Ping single-handedly got the resource area back under control and more 
organized than ever! Now whenever staff, volunteers or members need to 
locate reports, articles or other information, it’s all right at our fingertips. 
Ping did this cheerfully, efficiently and diligently—especially considering 
how challenging it must have been to read over and figure out where each 
piece of material would fit in best. Hopefully the experience gave her a 
good foundation of knowledge of local wilderness conservation issues. 

Ping is moving to Toronto to continue her schooling, but hopefully will 
return to us within the next year or two. We wish her all the best in her 
endeavours and would like to thank her for all her hard work and for being 
a smiling, enthusiastic person in the office—we will miss you, Ping!

Lyndsay Conrad
Lyndsay is a student at Mount Royal’s 
Ecotourism Management Program, and has 
been a volunteer since January.

As our 2003 Wilderness Walks organizer, 
Lyndsay single-handedly took on the 
responsibility of researching, organizing 
and marketing a series of hikes into our 
conservation campaign areas over the 
summer. Our Wilderness Walks program for 
the past few years has experienced varying 
degrees of success, and 2003 is a critical year 
for us to determine whether we are going 
to continue to offer this program to our 
members, volunteers and the general public. 

Lyndsay met the challenge head-on, taking the initiative to assess the 
situation, improve the program, make contacts and upgrade logistic 
arrangements. She is a pleasure to work with and immediately won our 
trust and respect with her dedication and professionalism. 

Due to her efforts, our hikes have been successful in every way. They filled 
up with a good mixture of volunteers, members and general public, who 
provided glowing comments regarding how well everything was organized 
and the great experiences they’d had on the hikes. 

Lyndsay has built a solid foundation for future years of Wilderness Walks. 
Way to go Lyndsay! Thanks again!

Volunteer 
Corner

by Tina Barzo, Outreach Coordinator 

We currently have approximately 200 regularly 
active volunteers and it is difficult to choose 
one or two out of so many who make such 
a difference! To all of you—thank you for 
your time, skills and energy. I will highlight a 
few of these people in special thanks articles 
throughout the newsletter issues and the 
website, so keep an eye on the website for 
volunteer appreciation and recognition!

Molly Greenaway, CPAWS’ newest member 
and future volunteer, gets ready to go 
hiking with her dad, CPAWS board member 
Guy Greenaway. “I think she’s picked up 
the wilderness ethic genetically,” says Guy. 
Although just four months old, Guy says 
Molly is absolutely fascinated by trees. 

“She’ll ride in the carrier for ages looking 
up with her mouth wide open, watching 
the leaves flutter in the trees.” And her 
favourite toy? A stuffed flower.

Upcoming Volunteer 
Workshops
(held at the CPAWS office, 7 to 9 PM)

Being A Conservation Ambassador
November 13, 2003 

Making A Difference
January 22, 2004

Getting Results With Decision-Makers
March 11, 2004

All Welcome!
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I want to keep Canada wild!

Here is my 

 new membership

 membership renewal

 special donation

of  $35    $50    $100    $_________

Please find my  cheque enclosed

or charge my  VISA   Mastercard

Card # _______________________________

Expiry Date: __________________________

Signature: ____________________________

Name: _______________________________

Street: _______________________________

City/Town:____________________________

Province: ______ Postal Code: _________

Phone: ____________ Fax: ____________

e-mail:________________________________

 Do not trade my name with other 
organizations. 

We provide tax receipts for all donations.

Support CPAWS — 
Mail this coupon today!

CPAWS
Membership Drive 2003

Calgary/Banff Chapter
1202 Centre Street SE, Suite #1120,

Calgary, Alberta T2G 5A5

Staff Updates
by Dave Poulton, Executive Director

and Gareth Thomson, Education Director

Rocky Mountain Wilderness Campaigner Dieter Gade left CPAWS at 
the end of June. He and his wife Silke have purchased a house outside 

Haines Junction, next to Kluane National Park in the Yukon. It has been 
their dream for many years to live in the northern wilds, and we wish 
them the best.

Dieter’s position has been revamped to Conservation Director, Southwest 
Alberta, and has been filled by Joe Obad. Joe has been a long-time volunteer 
with CPAWS, most recently serving on the Calgary/Banff Chapter board of 
directors. Joe will be continuing the work of bringing the Castle Wilderness 
and surrounding lands to the attention of Albertans and the Alberta 
government, and ultimately of getting it protected as a wildland park.

Kim Kiel has left Calgary, but not CPAWS. She moved to Lethbridge 
and will be taking our education programs to the school systems of 
Lethbridge and other communities in southwest Alberta. “This is a great 
opportunity!” admits Kim. “Our elementary endangered species program 
is particularly appropriate for the grassland areas of Alberta—and there are 
no organizations at all in the area that deliver in-school programs at the 
secondary science level.” Clearly, there is a vacant niche in this area and 
Kim is well positioned to fill it. 

While in the Lethbridge area, Kim will also dedicate a portion of her time 
to assist Chapter needs as well. She will network with other environmental 
groups in the region, attempt to raise the profile of CPAWS with the local 
communities, and participate in local events. With a grin, Kim confesses, 

“I’m also really looking forward to working with adults, in addition to 
delivering the school programs.” To reach Kim in Lethbridge, contact her 
via email: kkiel@cpawscalgary.org.

Kim’s move has allowed CPAWS to bring on the talented Erin Couillard, 
who now works full-time in the Calgary office. Erin was a volunteer with 
our education program for several years. Last year she presented our SOS: 
Save Our Species program to elementary schools on a temporary contract 
basis. Now she will divide her time between school program delivery and 
being coordinator of CPAWS’ new Network for Environmental Education, 
which will build the capacity of the environmental education movement 
in Alberta. For more information on CPAWS’ education program, please 
visit <www.CPAWScalgary.org/education>. 

We wish to welcome Debra McGarry to the Chapter office. Debra will be 
with us for a few months, assisting with the planning of special events and 
general administration.

And finally, due to her change in plans, we are happy to say that there will 
be no change whatsoever in the status of Outreach Coordinator Tina Barzo. •
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Events Calendar
If you haven’t yet been to a Chapter Meeting (or haven’t been in a while), why not come out and join us? We’d love to hear your 
thoughts on current issues and interests of CPAWS members and have you participate in discussions. We hope to see you soon!

Printed on process chlorine-free 
recycled paper made from 
100% post-consumer waste.

Events Information

1Chapter Meetings are held in the Calgary Zoo 
Discovery Centre (at the Zoo’s north entrance) 
and is easily accessed from the Zoo stop on the 
Whitehorn C-Train line. Each meeting begins 
with discussions on current CPAWS activities 
and initiatives. The discussion is followed by an 
informative presentation by a guest presenter.

2CPAWS Events are special events, presentations 
or outings organized by CPAWS. These are open to 
the public to attend, participate in and volunteer 
at, and are hosted in different locations. Please 
call the office for more information.

3Public Outreach Events are environmental 
fairs where Chapter volunteers take the CPAWS 

conservation message to the public. Please come 
and visit our display booth, or contact the office 
if you are interested in helping out.

Advocacy Subcommittee Meetings are held on 
a regular basis. These include the Canadian 
Rockies Ecosystem (CRES), Endangered Species, 
Grasslands, the Castle Wilderness, and the Bow 
Valley. These meetings are grassroots advocacy 
in action, and we welcome your involvement. 
Please phone (232-6686) or e-mail (volunteer@
CPAWScalgary.org) the office for specific dates, 
locations and times of upcoming meetings.

Everyone is welcome at all meetings and events!

Chapter Meeting1

Presentation: More than Cold Toes and Ice. Alex 
Taylor shares photos and stories from his seven 
tours of duty as the Antarctic’s jack-of-all-trades.

Festival of Eagles—Canmore3

CPAWS will be there with a display – come out 
and help or just come to check out the great 
migration!

WILD GALA2

This annual fundraising and public awareness 
event will once again be held at Artspace Gallery 
and will feature fine dining, music, Brian 
Keating as our guest speaker, awards and an 
auction! Buy your tickets soon—this event sells 
out early every year!

Banff Film Festival—Banff

Chapter Meeting1

Presentation: Protected Areas of the World: Status 
and Trends by Dr. Mike Quinn.

Chapter Meeting1

Presentation: The Future of Alberta’s Threatened 
Grizzly Bear by Jeff Gailus. 

Chapter Meeting1

Presentation: Natural Capital by Barry Worbets.

Chapter Meeting1

Presentation: Fires in Our National Parks by Ian 
Pengelly.

Chapter Meeting1

Presentation: The Three Sisters Campaign by 
Heather MacFadyen.

October 6 (Mon)

October 18 & 19 
(Sat & Sun)

November 3 (Mon)

November 7, 8 & 9 
(Fri, Sat, Sun)

December 1 (Mon)

January 5 (Mon)

February 2 (Mon)

March 1 (Mon)

April 5 (Mon)

Return address:
Calgary/Banff Chapter Office 
1202 Centre Street SE, #1120,
Calgary, Alberta  T2G 5A5
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