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c/o Heritage Centre, 1620 Mt Seymour Rd, North Vancouver, BC  V7G 2R9

604 985-3057
       manager@bcnature.ca

www.bcnature.ca
September 24, 2008

Scott Back 
Planning Section Head 
Omineca Region 
Ministry of Environment 
Environmental Stewardship & Protected Areas Divisions

Dear Scott Back:

The following are our organization’s comments on the current (June) draft of the revisions to the Mt. Robson Provincial Park Management Plan

General Comments
We applaud the proposed inclusion of the following:

· The Park boundary expansion north of Mt. Terry Fox area

· Designation of a new Fraser Headwaters Wilderness area

· Proposal to purchase holdings currently held privately in the core area and around the Visitors’ Centre

We are especially pleased to see the new section on Key Performance Indicators and trust that this will set a trend for other management plan revisions.  Such Indicators would seem to be invaluable and necessary to assess progress in various areas and to guide future management decisions.

We are also very pleased to see a management plan that clearly shows what wildlife and vegetation surveys and studies have been completed, are needed, or need updating.

Comments on Specific Topics

There are three topics in the draft which we wish to comment on: 

· The Fixed Roof Accommodation Policy as it pertains to Mt. Robson

· Helicopter access to the park

· Boat access to Moose Marshes

Fixed Roof Accommodation (FRA)

On the plus side, we are glad to see the inclusion of a number of new points in the draft and reiteration of some already in the previous Management Plan:

· The requirement that the details of any FRA proposal be spelled out in public consultation and environmental assessment processes 

· The emphasis on harm reduction and the creation of a minimal footprint if a FRA were built

· No increase in the overnight quota on the Berg Lake Trail 

· No increase in helicopter traffic

· The restriction of possible FRA sites to Robson Pass because of the existing horse-guiding permit and old cabin sites from mid 1900s which have already created something of a human footprint

· Continued restriction on anyone taking dogs on overnight trips and on open fires other than in Parks-supplied fire pits

We continue to be concerned about the possibility of an FRA (hut) being built in the Park, however, for the following reasons: 

· A FRA could reduce visitor opportunities for tenting because the numbers staying at the hut would be included in quota

· As FRA would likely be an Alpine Club of Canada (ACC) hut, given that the current and only proposal is from that organization, would this give ACC members preferential chances on spaces or cheaper rates?  Would the booking agency be the ACC as at their other huts, or BC Parks?

· The possibility of a quota reassessment as it is not clear under what conditions or circumstances such a reassessment would take place. The main text (p. 36) says that the quota would not be changed if a FRA were to be approved, but the Management Objectives table (p. 37) says that a reassessment process would start as soon as possible and before such an approval were given.   

· The results of a reassessment of overnight quotas could be influenced by the first point, that is, the loss of tenting opportunities to FRA guests 

· There is no indication of how the ‘public interest’ representation would be chosen in the public input process of assessing a FRA proposal or who might be included; for example, might ACC be considered even though they would be an interested party, Federation of Mountain Clubs of BC, BC Nature, CPAWS, any group that wished to have a representative? 

Helicopter Access

We are very pleased to see that no increase in access frequency or areas allowed is included in the draft.

Our concerns are with the following points:

· On page 33, it states that “General sightseeing flights” are not in the park manager’s jurisdiction, yet in the Management Objective table, there are a number of initiatives and actions that would indicate that the manager does have considerable authority. Does this mean that the jurisdiction is Transport Canada, but Parks can influence the behaviour of companies allowed to fly over the park?  

· Does “Continue  to authorize air access … via park use permits” refer mostly to the ongoing access such as at Berg Lake?  What other types of permits might be given?

· Why is there no PUP requirement for float planes on Moose Lake?
Moose Marshes

Boating use of the Marshes is in the previous Management Plan, but the proposed encouragement of more boats concerns us greatly. Adverse effects from disturbance to birds and other wetland inhabitants from non-motorized as well as motorized traffic are very possible, based on studies from elsewhere in Canada (eg. nesting loons in Ontario).

We strongly suggest that the following statement be added to the Management Objectives as an approach to preventing such disturbance: “Ensure that disturbances of wetland inhabitants by boat traffic are minimal, especially during critical periods such as birds’ nesting and migration”. 

To support this Objective, we suggest the addition to the Management Strategy of the points “Monitor boat use and behaviour of boaters in Moose Marshes and assess impacts on nesting and migrating birds” and “If the monitoring of use indicates potential negative effects on birds, undertake actions to mitigate these effects and develop a performance indicator to increase the importance of the issue”

Yours truly

Eva Durance, Coordinator

Parks and Protected Areas

BC Nature

