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June 19, 2015

Honourable Leona Aglukkad
Minister of the Environment
| House of Commons
‘ Ottawa, ON K1A 0A6

Re: Lake Louise gki Area Quidelines for Development and Use
‘ Dear Minister:

\ As former senior national park staff, we are writing to ask you to gtand up for the ecological integrity of Banff National Park and reconsid-
\ er the proposed massive gxpansion of the Lake Louise Ski Area. The scale and scope of the proposal are unprecedented ina national park
and at odds with the park’s purpose.

The current gki hill proposa.l doubles the glready large, on-hill skier capacity and increases the developed area by over 30%. It doubles
parking, doubles the number of gki lifts, builds new lodges, and constructs water peservoirs for gnow making. 1t supports the cutting down

of white-bark pine, & gpecies ak risk. Despite this, Parks Canada is calling this proposal a “significant environmental gain”,an astonishing as-
A sertion contradicted bY evidence. While there will be & peduction in the overall lease areas, these areas could not have been developed anyway
merely becauseé they were within the lease poundary. There is no real ecological gain and may be real gcological 0sses if fully implemented.

The current proposal is aeknowledged by Parks canada to be in violation of the Canada National Parks Act, because it would expand the
glready-large gki area into legally—designa.ted wilderness areas outside the current lease. The proposa.l is to amend the Act to gllow more
development ina designated wilderness area inside Canada’s premier national park. Banff is one of the oldest national parks in the world
and a World Heritage Site, which Canada has pledged to the world t0 protect for its outstanding yniversal value. We wonder why the Parks
Canada Agency charged with upholding and implemem,ing the National Parks Act is championing & proposal to disregard it.
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The rationale given in the national gki Area Guidelines for considering a lease reduction to be something that can be considered & “net
environmenta,l gain” is that the lands releaged will be proteeted as designated Wilderness and proteeted from the risk of future develop-
ment. The fact that these aite guidelines propose to take land already proteeted as Wilderness, that were never part of the ski area lease,
and allow & 1ift, warming hut and glading t0 take place puts the lie to that assurance. As such, approving these site guidelines would create |
a shocking preeedent that undermines the logic pehind the Ski Area Guidelines and essentially makes all Wilderness yulnerable in future.
We consider this to be extremely pad policy and & petrayal of ggsurances given to the Canadian people when the Canada National Parks
Act was amended t0 provide for designated Wilderness and, again, when the national Ski Area Guidelines were approved.
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The science used in the strategic Environmental Assessment of the Lake Louise proposa.l ig outdated and incomplete. Because of 2 reduc-
tion in the Park’s science capacity, much of the information ig old and the environmenta.l assessment is not based on the collection of new
site-specific informat‘lon.We do already know that the existing ski hill development has signiﬁea,nt.ly reduced the area’s mountain goab
population; this was documented in the 1983 final report of the park’s Biophysieel (Eoologieal) Land Clagsification. We do not know if the
small remaining goab population can survive any new impact, and the site guidelines offer no thresholds or targets against which success
or failure ab restoring of maintain goab populations can be measured. We do know that the planting of the existing ki runs has created
unique vegetation types that attract grizzly bears. We do not know what the jmpact of attracting bears to highly visited Lake Louise is o0t

bear habituation and interactions with other areas in the park. Are Lake Louise bears the ones getting Killed on the railway Or pecoming
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