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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An Evaluation of the Interior Wetlands Program (IWP): Accomplishments
and Impacts to Date

This document presents the results of an independent evaluation of the Interior Wetlands Program (IWP),
conducted by Dovetail Consulting Inc. for Ducks Unlimited Canada and Environment Canada. The
Interior Wetlands Program is an Environment Canada-sponsored initiative under the federal Fraser River
Action Plan (FRAP).

Scope and Objectives of the Evaluation

The objectives of this evaluation are to:

• evaluate the delivery of the Interior Wetlands Program (IWP) in relation to the objectives
established in the Strategic Plan; and,

• evaluate the biological, economic and social impacts of the program components.

The evaluation of the IWP is organised into three components:

(a) Program Delivery: The evaluation provides a preliminary assessment of the planning and
management of program delivery based on available information, including changes in approach
adopted during the life of the program.

(b) Program Impacts: The evaluation examines the ecological, economic and social impacts of the
program. Actual results are evaluated against the anticipated benefits of the program, as
articulated by the Strategic Plan, program staff, and promotional materials generated by the
program.

(c) Conclusions: The conclusions of the evaluation comment on the achievements and
accomplishments of the program overall against the three key objectives outlined in the Strategic
Plan. Because some of the program objectives were likely to be achieved over the long term, not all
elements could evaluated in the short term.

Recommendations are offered for the final year of the program and for additional initiatives or programs
to complement the IWP in the future.

Five descriptive case studies are used to provide greater detail on the major component of the program,
the land based projects. Case studies are used in the evaluation to: clarify the challenges involved in
attempting cooperative land based projects; illustrate how the projects were delivered and demonstrate the
role of the IWP staff; provide examples of the tools and approaches used; illustrate the demonstration
potential of the projects and the approaches used; and, demonstrate the range of costs and benefits
involved.

The methods employed for this evaluation include: a field tour of demonstration projects; a 2-day site
visit to the provincial offices of Ducks Unlimited (Kamloops) to consult with IWP staff;  a literature
review; a series of 21 in-person and telephone interviews with landowners, project partners, local,
provincial and federal government officials; and, a review of IWP documentation.
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The Interior Wetland Program (IWP)

The Interior Wetlands Program was initiated through an Agreement (1992) between the Canadian
Wildlife Service (CWS) and Ducks Unlimited Canada (DU), and is delivered by DU. The geographic
scope of the program is the lower and mid-elevation grasslands and open forest rangelands of the Interior
Fraser Basin.

The mission of the IWP is to “encourage landowners and managers to include wildlife habitat values in
their management plans and practices…” The IWP also articulated a vision of a landscape “having a
high degree of resource use capability and with an abundance of wetlands holding good quality water,
uplands of stable, developing soils, and a robust and biologically diverse flora and fauna.” The IWP
sought to provide landowners and managers with “the means to contribute to [this] landscape vision”
(IWP Strategic Plan, July 1993).

The Strategic Plan outlines three objectives for the IWP:

1. Promote land use practices which result in:

a) robust wetland and upland vegetation for food, nesting and escape cover for waterfowl and
other wildlife;

b) maintained and/or improved water quality and quantity;

c) sustainable agriculture.

2. Provide information required to optimize land management practices.

3. Protect high quality wildlife habitat from incompatible uses.

These objectives were to be achieved through four program components, or “strategies”: land based
cooperative projects (“demonstration projects”); education and extension; research and evaluation; and,
policy and legislation.

Delivery of the IWP

The IWP is delivered by Ducks Unlimited with advice from a multi-agency Steering Committee. Various
partners, including landowners and ranchers, government agencies, First Nations, associations, local
community groups, and schools are also involved in the delivery of program components, particularly the
demonstration projects.

Interview results indicate that DU has been a highly effective delivery agent for the program. DU staff
have demonstrated diplomacy in navigating through the intricacies of private land issues, and have
proven their ability to build bridges between landowners, range managers, and a host of other interests.
DU’s role in delivery has provided, and can continue to provide, considerable advantages in avoiding the
institutional constraints faced by government agencies. Using DU staff as delivery agents also avoids
problems caused by what interviewees called “the enforcement mentality” adopted by some government
officials.

Achievement of Program Objectives

Based on the results of this evaluation, it is clear that the IWP has been successful in achieving all three
program objectives. Of the 13 interviewees who expressed an opinion, 6 indicated that the IWP had been
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“highly effective,” and 7 indicated “moderately effective,” “quite effective,” or “fairly effective.” No
interviewee indicated that the program had been “not at all effective.”

Interview respondents offered many tributes to the program and to the dedication of the staff, for
example:

• “The IWP has contributed to the huge increase in awareness of the importance of wetlands and the
impacts of grazing.”

• “The IWP is helping to make the message of wetland conservation ‘hit home’ with ranchers.”

• “DU has ‘definitely contributed’ to a heightened awareness of the values of wetlands. Ranchers are
now thinking about wetlands in a new way as a result of IWP extension/education efforts.”

• “DU is to be commended for taking the initiative—’getting on with the job’ of protecting wetlands
and promoting sustainable agriculture.”

• “IWP has provided a platform that brought the commercial and public sectors together… it was an
excellent example… [that shows that] a team approach is needed to solve the problems of wetland
conservation.”

•  “They’ve done a first class job!”

The achievements and accomplishments of the IWP, as well as various criticisms and suggestions for
improvement are discussed below.

Promoting Improved Land Use Practices

The objective of IWP was to promote land use practices which result in three different outcomes: robust
wetland and upland vegetation; maintained or improved water quality; and, sustainable agriculture.

Robust Wetland and Upland Vegetation

The program was intended to result in robust wetland and upland vegetation for food, nesting and escape
cover for waterfowl and other wildlife. Most of the projects have only recently been completed, and it has
only been possible to undertake limited monitoring of impacts. Nonetheless, the following conclusions
can be drawn.

Relatively little baseline data exists on waterfowl use of Interior wetlands, and survey or sampling
techniques are not readily available to compile this information. However, based on surveyed opinion,
there appears to be a moderate to significant increase in waterfowl use of IWP-enhanced wetlands. The
majority of government respondents to the evaluation questionnaire indicated that there has been minor to
significant increase in waterfowl use of IWP-enhanced wetlands. Similarly, the majority of the
rancher/landowners indicated an improvement in waterfowl use of their wetlands as a result of the IWP
enhancements.

There is reasonable confidence that the waterfowl production estimates developed by DU for each
demonstration project will be met based on the types of improvements that have been implemented. DU
has a history of success with improving habitat for waterfowl. The types of enhancements used—such as
control of water levels, managed grazing in riparian areas, protection of riparian vegetation through
exclosures, and the installation of nesting boxes, loafing logs and islands—have been successful
elsewhere and appear to be successful for the IWP demonstration projects.
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To date, the most obvious impact of the IWP projects is improved riparian vegetation. Emergent and
riparian vegetation is recovering rapidly in most areas where grazing pressure in riparian areas has been
reduced or cattle have been excluded as part of the IWP projects. This is evident from the photographs
taken at ground-based photo stations for all the IWP projects that document the condition of vegetation
pre- and post-development. As the density and structural diversity of riparian vegetation increases, there
are likely to be continued improvement in habitat for a wide range of species. Several resource specialists
indicated that the recovery of riparian vegetation will benefit waterfowl, non-waterfowl birds, small
mammals, reptiles, amphibians and fish.

Despite such general support for the program, two respondents expressed concern that IWP
enhancements for waterfowl cannot be presumed to benefit non-waterfowl species. While they conceded
that several projects do include some protection for upland areas through exclosures or managed grazing
systems which should also enhance cover and breeding habitat for upland species, they believed that a
number of the IWP projects are too narrowly focused on waterfowl enhancement. They did acknowledge
however, that recent projects, such as the Nicola River Corridor and the Tunkwa Range project (under
development) indicate a broader perspective in terms of managing for more than waterfowl. While these
concerns may identify the need for broader efforts to enhance varied habitats in the Interior Fraser Basin,
such direct criticism of the IWP fails to acknowledge the very specific mandate of the IWP, as stated in
the criteria for demonstration projects included in Schedule B, which acknowledges a clear focus on
waterfowl.

In sum, the IWP demonstration projects are clearly resulting in recovery of grassland and open forest
riparian ecosystems towards more natural vegetative conditions. Waterfowl and other wildlife are clearly
benefiting from the habitat improvements.

Water Quality and Quantity

The program was intended to result in maintained and/or improved water quality and quantity.

A minor improvement in water quality resulting from the IWP demonstration projects was reported by
some respondents. Several respondents indicated that improvements in water quality would contribute to
improved cattle health. About half the respondents indicated that IWP projects had also resulted in minor
reductions in soil erosion. However, studies in other jurisdictions suggests that this improvement should
contribute to improved cattle performance over the long term, and can translate into an economic return
of US $5 - $50 per acre per year.

The contribution of IWP projects to water quality and quantity more generally can only be assumed
however. With the exception of water temperature studies on the Nicola River Corridor Project,
systematic monitoring of water quality is not being undertaken for the IWP, and would likely not be cost-
effective. However, there is ample evidence from research undertaken elsewhere that the retention of
wetlands maintains water quality and quantity. As a result, it seems reasonable to conclude that IWP’s
efforts to retain and restore these areas will have a net positive impact on water quality and quantity over
the longer term. Specific predictions cannot be made with any degree of confidence in the absence of
more data.

Sustainable Agriculture

The program was intended to contribute to “sustainable agriculture.” While this concept was not defined
in detail, it suggests agriculture that retains the productivity and diversity of natural systems while also
sustaining the people that depend on the land.
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The IWP has clearly made a significant contribution in promoting land management practices that
balance and enhance ecological and agricultural values. The program has brought together a range of
skills and expertise and has demonstrated a variety of techniques and approaches that can improve
ranching operations. These techniques and approaches have been implemented on the ground in a series
of effective demonstration projects, in all cases with the voluntary involvement of ranchers and
landowners.

Despite this success however, interview results suggest that ranchers in the Interior Fraser Basin are not
yet adopting alternative land management practices in any great numbers of their own accord. The
primary reason for this lack of uptake is that many individual landowners cannot afford to introduce new
measures in the short term, particularly at a time when the ranching economy is depressed. As one
interviewee astutely pointed out:

“…so the question [of net economic benefits of IWP] is a red herring; what will drive
this is not whether it will make ranchers more money in the long run; it’s more of a cash
flow issue; can they afford the initial outlay?; and, do they understand the ecological and
social benefits—or buy them and agree with them? The [short term] economic factor is
more of a barrier; if ranchers were motivated by money, they’d be doing something else!
Ranchers are broke, and can’t afford to do big fancy enhancements, so they need a boost
with the initial capital expense, even for technical advice.”

Despite this cautionary note, many observers forecast that uptake of IWP techniques and approaches will
increase once the projects start to show clear economic benefits, or at least demonstrate that perceived
risks are unfounded. Although four of the ranchers interviewed as part of this evaluation indicated that
they are economically better off as a result of the IWP measures implemented on their land, there appears
to be no one factor that stands out as contributing to this improved economic performance. More than
half of ranchers interviewed reported that it is generally too early in the program to see the impacts of the
program translated into economic gains for ranching operations, but all did agree that future economic
benefits were anticipated, as a result of cattle weight gain, improved forage, and/or improved forage
quality. To others, exclosures from wetlands just means less land for grazing; for these individuals, the
other economic benefits of wetland protection are not yet apparent. Several interviewees were unwilling
to acknowledge economic benefits until there is substantial evidence based on “concrete facts.”

Neither lack of knowledge of the techniques and approaches promoted by IWP, nor lack of awareness
appear to be significant barriers to the widespread adoption of alternative land management practices.

Providing Information to Optimize Land Management Practices

The IWP was intended to provide information to a variety of individuals and organizations to optimize
land management practices. This evaluation did not undertake the broader survey that would be required
to determine whether this objective has been achieved definitively. However indications from the
interviews suggest strongly that the program has been highly successful in “getting the message out.”

Extension and Education initiatives in general are highly complimented by ranchers and government
agency representatives. Staff are considered approachable and easy to work with. Landowners welcome
the cooperative and supportive interest shown in their properties as opposed to the regulatory approach
they are accustomed to in their interactions with government agencies. Perhaps more significantly, the
program has helped to build a foundation of cooperation and partnerships that can advance the objectives
of the program into the future.
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Production and Dissemination of Information Materials

The printed materials from the Extension and Education program have been well-received. They are high
quality publications and staff are continually working to ensure that they meet audience needs. Their level
of distribution and permeation of the target audiences is, however, unclear, and increased distribution
efforts are limited by staff time constraints. Calls or “referrals” to the Program offices suggest a high
level of awareness of and/or interest in the IWP. Staff are at full capacity in taking these calls.

Expanding Knowledge and Awareness

Based on the opinions of the representatives interviewed, members of the ranching community have
learned about key topics such as the ecological values of wetlands from the IWP, and have improved
their understanding of certain alternative land management practices. Others contend that, based on their
hands-on experience with the land, they already have much of the knowledge that the IWP is attempting
to convey to them.

The opportunity to ensure compliance with regulations appears to provide as significant an incentive for
uptake as does the increased awareness of wetland values promoted by the IWP. On the other hand, the
issue was raised that involvement in a demonstration project may risk drawing added regulatory attention
to ranching operations.

Building Cooperation and Partnerships

Building cooperation and partnerships is probably the most outstanding achievement of the IWP to date.
The positive experience of shared commitments to “win-win” solutions stands in contrast to much of the
conflict-based multi-stakeholder processes that have been going on in the region over the past several
years. The partnerships have multiple benefits which make the practice of alternative management more
feasible, while improving the quality of the experience for the rancher and the quality of the outcome for
the wetlands. As one rancher commented, “IWP helps government and us all learn the value of
cooperation; this teaches people that people can do the right thing voluntarily if we remove the barriers.”

Promoting a Stewardship Ethic

The IWP is showing effectiveness in building appreciation and support for stewardship. While this may
to some extent be capitalizing on a latent stewardship ethic already present in the ranching community,
participants welcome the personal rewards they acquire from putting their values into practice. The level
of public recognition given to participants seems to be appropriate, balancing the desire of the more
reticent participants to stay out of the limelight, while providing opportunities for leaders to emerge.

Protecting High Quality Wildlife Habitat from Incompatible Uses

Protecting high quality wildlife habitat from incompatible uses was one of the three program objectives.
Project sites were selected using a range of criteria that included ecological, social and economic aspects.
While all wetlands are valuable, the highest value wetlands from an ecological perspective would not
necessarily be chosen for a demonstration project based on the project selection criteria used—in many
cases, opportunity played a critical role, as anticipated in the Strategic Plan.

All of the demonstration projects did, however, contribute incrementally to the protection of wetland
habitat. In most cases, this was through exclosures that will protect the riparian and, in some upland
habitat, from incompatible uses, at least for the duration of the project agreement; in other cases this was
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achieved through the implementation of managed grazing systems to protect habitat during the critical
breeding and nesting season. Most projects were estimated to have a capital works life of 30 years.
However, the added habitat management will continue indefinitely. In a number of cases, the
demonstration projects represent important wetlands for migratory birds of the Pacific flyway.

With the exception of one demonstration project (T’Kumlups), the program has been exclusively focused
on the relationship between wetlands and agriculture. This was clearly the intended emphasis of the
program, as reflected in the statement of program rationale. However, the wording of Objective #3 is
sufficiently broad to allow for projects and initiatives exploring the interactions between wetlands and
urban growth, or forestry. This is an area that may be worthy of greater investigation in the future.

Recommendations

Three sets of recommendations are presented in the following sections:

• The first set of recommendations suggests improvements for the final year of program delivery (to
March 31, 1998) under the current CWS/DU Agreement.

• The second set of recommendations suggests the renewal of funding for a possible second phase of
IWP programming with various shifts in program emphasis.

• The final recommendation suggests additional initiatives related to watershed level planning in the
grasslands and open-forests of the Interior Fraser Basin.

Recommendations for the Final Year of the IWP

The following recommendations address suggested improvements for the final year of program delivery
(to March 31, 1998) under the current CWS/DU Agreement.

Maintain Current Program Delivery

Based on the results of this evaluation, IWP should seek to maintain the current momentum towards
program delivery. DU has done a good job at developing extension and education activities as well as
demonstration projects consistent with the mandate of IWP. DU should be encouraged to deliver program
products as efficiently as possible in the final year of the program.

Recommendation 1: The momentum behind the delivery of the IWP should be maintained
for the final year of the program (to March 31, 1998).

Focus Demonstration Projects on New Techniques and New Areas

The set of demonstration projects completed or underway provides varied examples of the application of
IWP techniques and approaches throughout most of the Interior Fraser Basin. The development and
implementation of further demonstration projects employing similar techniques and approaches risks
duplication and redundancy. For the final year of the IWP, effort in this area of programming should be
focused on the development of demonstration projects that apply new techniques not yet piloted in other
projects, extend the program’s influence into additional areas of the Interior Fraser Basin, or apply
existing techniques to new wetland types.
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Recommendation 2: In the final year of the IWP, demonstration projects should be focused
on applying techniques not piloted to date, extending the program’s influence into additional
areas of the Interior Fraser Basin, or applying existing techniques to wetland types not yet
reflected in existing demonstration projects.

Intensify Extension and Education

Based on responses from the landowners and agency personnel interviewed for this evaluation, it appears
that many ranchers are supportive of the alternative land management practices promoted by IWP.
However, many ranchers have indicated that they require logistical and financial support to implement
such techniques and approaches on their properties. One way IWP could assist with logistical support
would be to provide increased advice to receptive elements of the ranching community in order to achieve
as much uptake as possible during the final year of the program. This advice would include one-on-one
consultation with individual ranchers and land managers on how to manage land sustainably, select the
most appropriate IWP techniques, and implement IWP techniques in practice. Piloting of such one-on-
one consultation activities should be completed prior to the completion of this phase of funding. Staff
should also make increased use of workshops and tours of existing demonstration projects during the
final year. Any further extension materials generated should provide practical information related to the
operational application of IWP techniques.

Recommendation 3: Increased emphasis should be placed on extension during the final year
of the IWP. This should include a gradual shift towards one-on-one consultation, the
increased use of workshops, and more tours of existing demonstration projects. Any new
education and extension materials should provide practical information related to the
operational application of IWP techniques.

Complete Ecological Research Projects Underway

Significant effort has been dedicated to the establishment of ecological research projects for the IWP. To
capitalize on work to date, such projects should be maintained.

IWP staff should continue to pursue opportunities to partner with other agencies and organisations to
undertake supplementary studies where significant gaps in knowledge still exist. For example, studies of
the impacts of IWP enhancements on water quality (and by inference, impacts at the ecosystem level)
could be undertaken jointly with DFO and/or the Fisheries Branch of BC Environment. Such studies
should not be initiated however unless there is a reasonable expectation that they could be continued until
meaningful results can be obtained (i.e., beyond the life of the current program).

Recommendation 4: IWP research projects underway should be maintained. Staff should
continue to pursue opportunities to partner with other agencies and organisations to
undertake supplementary studies where significant gaps in knowledge still exist but only if
there is a reasonable expectation that such studies would be continued until meaningful
results can be obtained

Explore Options for Research on Economics  of IWP Enhancements

The results of this evaluation indicate that short-term costs of IWP techniques and approaches represent
the most significant barrier to uptake by landowners and ranchers. However, information on the longer
term economic benefits of IWP enhancements that might help overcome this barrier is lacking. In the
final year of the program, IWP staff should explore options to design studies to monitor economic
parameters associated with IWP enhancements, such as forage production, cattle weight gains and
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general livestock condition. This initiative should be on a small scale, however, so as not to divert
significant resources away from other program areas. As such a research study is likely to generate
meaningful results only over a longer time period, effort should be restricted to the design of such a study
on the basis that the research itself would be undertaken during a possible second phase of IWP funding
(see Recommendation 13).

Recommendation 5: IWP staff should explore options to design a research study (or studies)
to monitor economic parameters associated with IWP enhancements, (e.g., forage
production, cattle weight gains and general livestock condition) that would be initiated in
full during a possible second phase of IWP funding.

Undertake the Review and Analysis of Policy and Legislation Relevant to IWP Activities

One of the findings of this evaluation is that some ranchers are motivated to adopt IWP approaches and
techniques to ensure compliance with current or anticipated regulation. Based on this result, the review of
policy and legislation proposed in the IWP Strategic Plan should be completed prior to the completion of
the program. This review would involve a detailed analysis of the various policies and legislation relevant
to ranching activities around wetlands in the Interior grasslands and open forests. The purpose of the
study would be to identify policies, legislation and programs that are hindering the achievement of
sustainable resource use, particularly as those impact wetlands. Particular attention should be directed to
the Forest Practices Code. The review should also highlight any implications for project planning and
extension activities during a possible second phase of IWP programming.

This policy review could be undertaken by DU staff involved in the delivery of IWP, or collaboratively
by DU staff or contractors and agency representatives. The Steering Committee should provide guidance
for this project, can help to identify key resources within federal and provincial ministries, and should be
involved in the review of study results prior to release.

Recommendation 6: A detailed analysis of the various policies and legislation relevant to
ranching activities around wetlands in the Interior grasslands and open forests, as proposed
in the IWP Strategic Plan, should be completed prior to the completion of the program.
Particular attention should be directed to the Forest Practices Code. The policy review
should also highlight implications for project planning and extension activities during a
possible second phase of IWP programming

Undertaking a Comprehensive Survey of Impacts

Due to the short time available for this study, the scope of the evaluation has been limited by the lack of
comprehensive survey data. In particular, the true impact of the extension and education program
component can only be inferred from such a small sample. A more comprehensive evaluation of impacts
is desirable in order to refine program emphasis for a possible second phase of funding and to identify or
clarify barriers to potential uptake. Such an evaluation would require the development and
implementation of a broader survey of all those potentially affected by the program to ensure an adequate
sample. Careful consideration should be given to the scope, design and timing of such a survey to ensure
the utility of results. The potential use of the British Columbia Cattlemen’s Association mailing list and
any similar mailing list held by the Livestock Association should be explored to ensure that the survey is
targeted on the key constituency of the IWP.
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Recommendation 7: A comprehensive survey of the key constituents of the IWP—
landowners and range managers—should be undertaken to determine more accurately the
impact of the program. The purpose of the survey should be to refine program emphasis for
a possible second phase of funding and to identify or clarify barriers to potential uptake of
program knowledge.

Recommendations for a Possible  “Second Phase” of IWP

The following recommendations suggest the renewal of funding for a “second phase” of IWP
programming with various shifts in program emphasis.

Renew Funding for a Second Phase of the IWP

Based on the results of this evaluation, it is recommended that funding for IWP be renewed for an
additional “phase,” for two key reasons.

First, the work of the IWP to date has laid the groundwork for significant improvements in range
management approaches and the protection and management of wetland-upland habitats in the grasslands
and open forests of the Interior Fraser Basin. Given the success of IWP extension and education activities
and the demonstration projects completed to date, there appears to be significant potential for the uptake
of IWP approaches and techniques more broadly over the next few years. Unless funding for the IWP is
renewed, opportunities to capitalize on this excellent groundwork and momentum will be lost.
Maintaining the program is also essential to ensure that investments in the development of techniques, the
creation of communication networks and the building of working relationships and partnerships are
protected over the longer term.

Second, there are significant opportunities in the future to add further refinements to IWP techniques and
approaches based on anticipated results of both ecological and economic-related research projects. The
proposed review of policy and legislation will also be completed in the final year of current programming
(see Recommendation 6) and may highlight new initiatives and new aspects of management concern. The
staff of IWP have accumulated the knowledge and experience in this field necessary to incorporate the
results of such studies when they are completed and add further value to the investment made in the
program thus far.

Recommendation 8: Funding for the IWP should be renewed for a second, multi-year term.
Renewal of the program would help ensure that the approaches and techniques developed to
date are adopted more broadly and would allow staff—with the benefit of accumulated
knowledge and experience—to add further refinements to IWP enhancements based on
results of research studies and the policy review.

Undertake a Revision of the Strategic Plan as a Scoping and Targeting Exercise

The current Strategic Plan is relevant for a renewed phase of funding for IWP, but will need revision to
reflect shifts in program emphasis and delivery. A formal and comprehensive strategic planning exercise
should be undertaken prior to the initiation of a second phase of funding. This strategic planning exercise
will provide valuable opportunities for scoping and targeting of future program activities, and should
involve all those partners contributing funding for a second phase—as well as any prospective new
partners.
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The results of the strategic planning exercise should reflect the shared priorities and commitments of
program partners. However, based on the results of this evaluation, the revised Strategic Plan should
include the following adjustments in programming:

• There should be a general program emphasis on projects that demonstrate new techniques in new
areas, and on direct extension activities to accelerate the uptake of alternative land management
practices among receptive ranchers and landowners.

• The program should target efforts toward overcoming barriers to uptake (particularly short term
costs of enhancements), as they have been identified in this evaluation and in any subsequent
program activities in the final year.

The revised strategic plan should also take into account the results of the policy review, the results of any
research projects (with ecological or economic focii) completed, and the success of “pilot” one-on-one
consultation activities undertaken in the final year (see Recommendation 3). The geographic focus of the
IWP may also be expanded, depending on the involvement of the relevant partners.

Once the strategic plan revisions are complete, program staffing should be reviewed to ensure that
efficient delivery can be assured.

An Advisory Committee should be maintained to help guide the IWP, at least in the first few years of
renewed funding, to provide input on scope and emphasis as the program continues to develop.

Recommendation 9: A formal and comprehensive strategic planning exercise should be
undertaken prior to the initiation of the second phase of funding. This strategic planning
exercise will provide valuable opportunities for scoping and targeting of future program
activities, and should involve all those partners contributing funding for a second phase—as
well as any prospective new partners

Focus Demonstration Projects on New Techniques and New Areas

Consistent with the preceding recommendations, and in keeping with a shift in emphasis for the final year
of the IWP (see Recommendations 2 and 3), demonstration effort should be focused during the second
phase of funding on those projects that:

• introduce new techniques;

• expand the program into new geographic areas; and/or

• are required for specific research or monitoring purposes.

The selection criteria for assessing the relative value and feasibility of future demonstration projects
should also be revised to reflect this new focus, as part of the revision of the Strategic Plan (see
Recommendation 9).

Consideration should be given to demonstration projects that explore urban impacts on wetland-upland
complexes. The planning of demonstration projects on Crown land should also take into account the
results of the policy review (see Recommendation 6), and should ensure consistency with the Forest
Practices Code, for example by adopting habitat classifications and descriptions used in the Code.

Recommendation 10: In a second phase of funding for IWP, demonstration effort should be
focused on those projects that introduce new techniques, expand the program into new
geographic areas, and/or are required for specific research or monitoring purposes.
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Expand Emphasis on Extension

To advance the uptake of IWP techniques and approaches during a second phase of funding, there should
be expanded emphasis on extension activities, including one-on-one consultation with landowners and
range managers. Such activities should also be targeted to help overcome barriers to uptake, for example
by communicating the long term economic benefits of techniques developed by the program.

Recommendation 11: There should be expanded emphasis on extension and education,
including one-on-one consultation with landowners and range managers, during a second
phase of IWP funding.

Consider Undertaking an Interior Fraser Basin Wetlands Inventory

Opportunity to work with landowners has been key to the identification of demonstration projects to
date—and appropriately so. However, given the number of demonstration projects completed, the
identification of future “on-the-ground” enhancement projects for wetlands and wetland-upland
complexes should reflect clear priorities based on ecological significance, current or future threats, as
well as opportunity to work with local landowners or range managers. Subject to funding constraints and
opportunities to partner with other agencies and organisations, IWP should therefore consider
undertaking an inventory of wetlands in the Interior Fraser Basin to provide a basis for such priority-
setting. Such an initiative would reflect the objectives stated in the Cooperative Waterfowl Plan for
British Columbia, and is reported to be consistent with the interests of many other conservation agencies
and organisations.

Recommendation 12: Subject to funding constraints and opportunities to partner with other
agencies and organisations, IWP should undertake an inventory of wetlands in the Interior
Fraser Basin as a basis for establishing priorities for IWP projects.

Initiate a Research Study to Clarify Further the Economics of IWP Enhancements

Although considerable uncertainty remains, it appears that the economic impact of IWP projects on
agriculture is positive, or at worst, neutral. This finding is consistent with the rationale for demonstration
projects as stated in the DU/CWS Agreement. Furthermore, the successful implementation of the 22
demonstration projects testifies to the effectiveness of uptake when the financial burden of changing
practices is alleviated. Despite this, the results of this evaluation suggest that the most significant barrier
to the broader acceptance and adoption of IWP techniques and approaches, at least as they are currently
conceived, is cost. In particular, the short-term capital outlay for IWP management techniques is a
significant hurdle for most ranchers.

While there is evidence in other grassland regions of North America that alternative land management
practices can benefit ranch operations, the IWP needs to make a stronger economic argument for the
techniques and approaches it promotes in the Interior Fraser Basin.

To ensure the success of the program during the second phase of funding, innovative ways need to be
found to assist larger numbers of ranchers to overcome this financial barrier and adopt improved land
management practices. There are several options for tackling this problem:

• Building on any design work completed in the final year of the first phase of the IWP (see
Recommendation 5), a research study should be initiated to investigate the economics of IWP
enhancements in greater detail than has been completed to date. Such a study may involve an
additional demonstration project(s) and other program partners, and would seek to determine, for
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example, the longer term impacts of managed grazing regimes on upland forage production and
wildlife habitat, and the impact of water quality on cattle health and weight gains;

• Efforts should be made to explore, with other program partners, the potential for the establishment
of a no/low-interest, small loan program for ranchers wishing to implement IWP approved
management techniques and practices. A loan program would provide the necessary incentive for
uptake while avoiding the “handout” pitfalls of a grant program. One obvious problem with this
approach is the increase in debt burden that it would entail for many landowners.

• Given the broad range of benefits that accrue from wetland restoration in particular (water quality,
recreational opportunities, etc), it may be possible in some areas to establish sufficient community
interest and support to provide financial assistance to ranchers and landowners.

Once initial scoping work on such topics has been completed, implications for future program initiatives
should be explored in consultation with local communities, the BCCA, and other associations
representing range managers and landowners.

Recommendation 13: IWP staff and program partners should explore options to overcome
the financial barriers that appear to limit the uptake of the techniques and approaches
promoted by the IWP. Building on any design work completed in the final year of the first
phase of funding, these options include a detailed research study of economic costs and
benefits, the establishment of a no/low-interest loans, the establishment of a community fund
to support local ranchers employ IWP techniques and approaches, or the identification of
other possible methods to facilitate uptake.

Another obstacle to uptake is the investment of time required on the part of the rancher to establish new
facilities and practices. Volunteer assistance could potentially help defray the costs of hired labour. A
ranch apprenticeship program (similar to the network established to engage volunteer assistance on
organic farms) would serve to introduce youths to the ranching and provide the ranch manager with much
needed help. In addition, members of the local community, schools, guides and scouts, for example, could
be invited to assist. Expanding extension activities in this way would have the additional benefit of
establishing a broader outreach program to educate the public about the benefits of sustainable range
management practices.

Recommendation 14: IWP staff should explore opportunities to defray labour costs involved
in the adoption of IWP techniques and methods. Such opportunities include volunteer
programs and partnership programs with local youth groups, schools and community
associations.

Recommendations for Additional Initiatives Related to Watershed Level Planning

Based on comments from two interviewees contacted during this evaluation, there is a need for
watershed-level planning in the grasslands and open forests of the Interior Fraser Basin. Such planning
would adopt a landscape level approach and a broader range of management objectives than just
wetlands. Given the IWP’s explicit emphasis on wetlands, it is beyond the reasonable scope of the
program to address this need meaningfully.

Consideration should therefore be given to the establishment of a parallel initiative or program to address
habitat protection and restoration at the landscape level. Such a program or initiative would need to
include wetlands and IWP may wish to participate in such an initiative as a partner. However, to avoid
spreading limited resources too thinly, it is recommended that DU not take on responsibilities for the
delivery of such a program. It is likely that such an initiative would require an inter-agency planning



Page xiv Interior Wetlands Program Evaluation Dovetail Consulting
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

exercise including a review of existing mandates and program activities in the Interior Fraser basin to
help avoid duplication and overlap in future activities. Such an initiative could be accomplished in
cooperation with or through the auspices of the Fraser Basin Management Council.

Recommendation 15: Consideration should be given to an inter-agency, watershed level
planning initiative targeted at the restoration of habitats at the landscape scale. Such an
initiative should capitalize on the knowledge and accumulated experience of IWP, but
should not be delivered by DU.
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AN EVALUATION OF THE INTERIOR WETLANDS
PROGRAM (IWP)

Accomplishments and Impacts to Date

1. INTRODUCTION

This document presents the results of an independent evaluation of the Interior Wetlands Program (IWP),
conducted by Dovetail Consulting Inc. for Ducks Unlimited Canada and Environment Canada. The
Interior Wetlands Program is an Environment Canada-sponsored initiative under the federal Fraser River
Action Plan (FRAP). The program was initiated through an Agreement (1992) between the Canadian
Wildlife Service (CWS) and Ducks Unlimited Canada (DU), and delivered by DU.

1.1. Scope and Objectives of the Study

This study is an evaluation of the Interior Wetlands Program. The study does not include a financial
audit, a formal cost-benefit analysis, or a detailed review of the management of the program by the
delivery agent. This more selective focus has been adopted in light of time constraints and limited
funding. Section 5 includes comments on the potential value of a more comprehensive evaluation of the
program to be undertaken at some point in the future.

The objectives of this evaluation are to:

• evaluate the delivery of the Interior Wetlands Program (IWP) in relation to the objectives
established in the Strategic Plan; and,

• evaluate the biological, economic and social impacts of the program components.

Consistent with the objectives of the study outlined above, this evaluation seeks to answer the following
questions:

(i) Has the Interior Wetlands program delivered on the objectives established in the Strategic Plan
(i.e., did the program deliver what it set out to deliver)?; and,

(ii) What has been the impact of the program components delivered (i.e., did the implementation of the
program produce the benefits anticipated )?

Conclusions are presented in Section 5 that reflect on the achievement of program objectives.
Recommendations are also offered for the final year of the program, for the continuation of the program,
and for additional initiatives or programs to complement the IWP.

1.2. Evaluation Methodology

The framework and methods used for the evaluation are outlined in the following sections.
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1.2.1. Evaluation Framework

The IWP is evaluated against explicit performance standards. These standards are as follows:

(a) The performance standard for the delivery of the program is derived from the Strategic Plan,
which articulates the program deliverables, timelines and projected costs. The evaluation team
acknowledges that a Strategic Plan evolves during the life of any program and that reasonable
adjustments to objectives, program activities, costs and schedules are expected. Furthermore, given
that the IWP relied on the development of working partnerships with other individuals and
organizations, considerable adjustments in scope and approach were to be expected to
accommodate all needs and interests.

(b) The performance standard for the evaluation of the impacts of the program is derived from the
implicit and explicit anticipated benefits of the program, as variously articulated by the Strategic
Plan, program staff, and promotional materials generated by the program.

(c) The conclusions of the evaluation assess the achievements and accomplishments of the program
overall against the three key objectives outlined in the Strategic Plan. The evaluation team
acknowledges that the objectives of the IWP are ambitious and were recognised to be achievable
only over the longer term—likely beyond the life of the program itself.

These three elements of the evaluation and the nature of criteria and indicators to be used for each are
summarised in Table 1.

Table 1: Elements of the Evaluation with Criteria and Indicators

Evaluation Element Criteria for the Evaluation of Impacts
(Performance Standard)

Indicator type

Evaluation of program delivery Practical delivery of the program activities relative to projections
in strategic plan, workplans and budgets

Observed/reported delivery of program components

Costs involved

Timetables

Adjustments made in approach and rationale

Evaluation of program impacts Program impacts (biological, economic, social) in relation to
anticipated benefits

Observed/reported impacts:

- on the landbase (e.g., protection of wetland
habitat)

- for various parties involved (e.g., landowner,
local community)

Conclusions of Evaluation Achievement of “objectives” stated in the strategic plan (Based on a summation of results from the above)

Evaluation of Program Delivery

This element of the evaluation focuses on the delivery of the program components described in the
Strategic Plan. The evaluation examines the adjustments in approach made during the life of the program
and the rationale for these adjustments. The evaluation also provides an preliminary assessment of the
planning and management of delivery based on the information reviewed.

Five descriptive case studies are also used to provide greater detail on the major component of the
program, the land based projects. Case studies are used in the evaluation to:

• clarify the challenges involved in attempting cooperative land based projects;

• illustrate how the projects were delivered and demonstrate the role of the IWP staff;

• provide examples of the tools and approaches used;
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• illustrate the demonstration potential of the projects and the approaches used; and,

• demonstrate the range of costs and benefits involved.

Evaluation of Program Impacts

The evaluation of impacts for the various program components is organised according to three categories:
biological impacts; economic impacts; and, social impacts. For each category of impacts, the evaluation
uses criteria derived from (i) the anticipated benefits of the program and, where information is
unavailable or suitable indicators cannot be derived, (ii) the experience of the consultants. In many cases,
the criteria used for the evaluation simply provide a more detailed breakdown of the anticipated benefits.
The report also provides a discussion of any assumptions made in employing these criteria.

Indicators have been selected on the basis of various factors, including: ease of interpretation; ease of
measurement; sensitivity; information availability; and, logical or scientific validity.

1.2.2. Evaluation Methods

The following methods have been employed for this evaluation:

• The evaluation team participated in a field tour of 6 demonstration projects with IWP staff.

• In addition to regular liaison by telephone and facsimile, the team undertook a 2-day site visit to the
provincial offices of Ducks Unlimited (Kamloops) to interview staff involved in the delivery of the
Interior Wetlands Program and to review office records and other materials.

• A brief literature review was undertaken that examined materials generated by the IWP and other
selected literature related to wetland restoration and protection, range management and agriculture.
The literature review was used to corroborate the rationale underlying IWP activities and to
identify relevant and transferable research from other jurisdictions which could be used in the
interpretation of program impacts. A list of references is included in Appendix 1.

• A series of 21 in-person and telephone interviews was conducted with landowners, project partners,
local government and provincial/federal agency officials, and others. The interviewees provided a
limited but broadly representative sample of those involved with the IWP and were selected jointly
by the evaluation team and the IWP staff. These interviews were structured or semi-structured and
were used to compile information on the reported results and outcomes of the IWP. A copy of the
interview questionnaire is included in Appendix 2. Additional targeted telephone calls were made to
key informants to address specific issues or compile specific information. A list of interviewees is
included in Appendix 3.

• Records of the program were examined to confirm the scope and nature of activities undertaken.
The following materials were reviewed:

- Strategic Plan for the IWP;

- brochures, video, and other generic promotional material;

- proposed project sheets and profiles for demonstration projects;

- summaries and minutes from workshops and meetings;

- consultants reports and research reports funded by IWP;

- financial reports and periodic progress reports provided to the IWP Steering Committee;

- media reports; and,

- correspondence.
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1.2.3. Limitations of the Evaluation

The evaluation is limited by the following factors:

• The impacts of the IWP are multi-dimensional including, for example, changing attitudes and
values, working relationships, economic costs and benefits and ecological changes at various
scales. Many of these impacts are not discernible in the short term.

• There is a general lack of research on the ecological impacts of agriculture on the grassland-
riparian ecosystems of the Interior Fraser Basin. Furthermore, research and monitoring results of
IWP projects have yet to produce firm results. As a result, the evaluation of ecological impact is
limited to an assessment of the potential impact of the demonstration projects on habitat quality,
largely based on changes in vegetation.

• The economic benefits of wetland restoration and the introduction of improved range management
practices are often highly subjective. In particular, it is often not possible to isolate the various
factors influencing changes in wetlands and agricultural production. While limited research has
been conducted in other jurisdictions, the transferability of results is often limited. A more
comprehensive evaluation of the economic impacts would require extensive analysis of both local
and regional economies which are beyond the scope of this evaluation.

• A comprehensive evaluation of the broader social impact of IWP would require extensive surveys
of those affected—both directly and indirectly—by the program. Given the lack of baseline data,
and time and cost limitations, social impacts can thus only be inferred in general terms from the
limited sample of interviewees. (For example, an accurate assessment of educational impacts
would require a broader survey or consultation of the program’s audience and, ideally, pre- and
post-event tests of knowledge.)

1.3. Organization of this Report

This report is organised as follows:

• Section 2 provides an overview of the Interior Wetlands Program, describing the origins, scope and
objectives of the program, as well as the various program components implemented. This section
also includes a summary of activities planned and projected expenditures, as stated in the Strategic
Plan.

• Section 3 provides an evaluation of the delivery of the program, commenting on general
management, costs, timing and adjustments in approach. This section also profiles of 5 (of the 23)
demonstration projects completed or currently underway.

• Section 4 presents an evaluation of the ecological, economic and social impacts of the program to
date. The methodological constraints involved in the evaluation of each of these areas of impact are
also discussed.

• Section 5 presents the conclusions of the evaluation, reflecting particularly on the achievement of
the key objectives of the program. This section also presents various recommendations for the
improvement of the IWP, and comments on the potential value of a more comprehensive evaluation
of the program at a later date.

• Appendices provide references, a list of interviewees and the interview questionnaire used by the
evaluation team, background accounting information, a sample of ground photographs used in the
monitoring of demonstration projects, and a copy of the Strategic Plan and Schedule B of the
CWS/DU Agreement.
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2. OVERVIEW OF THE INTERIOR WETLANDS PROGRAM

This section of the report provides an overview of the origins, scope and objectives, and delivery of the
IWP. Additional information is included in the Interior Wetlands Program: Strategic Plan, 1993-1997:
July 1993, included in Appendix 7.

2.1. Origins of the Program

In the late 1980’s, the federal government initiated the Green Plan to secure “a safe and healthy
environment together with a sound and prosperous economy.”1 One component of this initiative, the
Fraser River Action Plan2 (FRAP), was directed at maintaining and improving the health of the Fraser
River Basin, including the wetlands of the Interior Fraser Basin. These wetlands are of particular
significance to waterfowl and other wildlife and play a major role in maintaining water quality and
quantity in the basin.

Conservation efforts aimed at wetlands were already underway in British Columbia at this time, in
particular through the work of Ducks Unlimited (DU) and the Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS). An
agreement was struck in 1992 between these two organizations to initiate the Interior Wetlands Program
(IWP) with funding under FRAP. The program was to be delivered by DU, in partnership with other
individuals and organizations, and under the direction of a Steering Committee (see Section 2.4).

The mission of the IWP is to “encourage landowners and managers to include wildlife habitat values in
their management plans and practices…” The IWP also articulated a vision of a landscape “having a
high degree of resource use capability and with an abundance of wetlands holding good quality water,
uplands of stable, developing soils, and a robust and biologically diverse flora and fauna.” The IWP
sought to provide landowners and managers with “the means to contribute to [this] landscape vision”
(IWP Strategic Plan, July 1993).

2.1.1. The Landscape of the Interior Fraser Basin

The Fraser River Basin covers some 234,000 km2—approximately one-quarter of the land area of
British Columbia.3 Over 95% of this area lies beyond the Lower Fraser Valley (upstream of Hope) within
what is referred to as the “Interior.” The basin includes much of both the Southern Interior and Central
Interior ecoprovinces which boast some 710,000 ha of wetland.4 A 1993 assessment revealed that the
Southern and Central Interior regions combined include some 34,600 ha of wetland and 45,000 ha of
associated upland habitats that are “critical to waterfowl populations.”5 It has been estimated that some
493,000 breeding ducks and 14,100 breeding Canada geese, or 29.3% of the provincial waterfowl
breeding population, were to be found in the Southern and Central Interior in the mid-1970’s.6

One of the fundamental premises of Interior Wetlands Program is that protection and/or restoration of
critical wetland habitat is essential to maintaining waterfowl populations, as stated in the 1989
Cooperative Waterfowl Management Plan for British Columbia.7 For effective protection and restoration,
a landscape or watershed approach must be adopted that acknowledges the relationship between wetlands
and their associated upland ecosystems. Such an approach requires both an understanding of the
functions of wetlands and the relationship between various land uses.

Wetland areas in the Interior Fraser Basin often occur in the lower and mid-elevation grasslands and open
forest rangelands, where agricultural activity predominates, largely in the form of beef cattle rearing.8 It
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has been estimated that grazing activity in the Forest Districts of the Fraser Basin accounts for 74% of
the provincial total.9 This is an intensive level of agricultural activity compared to other areas of the
province. For example, the ratio of cattle use (measured in terms of Animal Unit Months, or AUMs) to
waterfowl in the Interior Fraser Basin is 1.32:1, which is five to seven times that of the Kootenay and
Alberta Plateau regions.

2.1.2. Program Rationale

A statement of rationale for the program is provided in Schedule B  of the Agreement between CWS and
DU, as follows:

“Throughout much of southern British Columbia, waterfowl and livestock share a
common landscape consisting of wetlands, grasslands and open forests. Use of the land
for livestock production, particularly beef cattle, can impinge significantly on the
production of waterfowl and other wildlife. In particular, heavy grazing around wetlands
can result in loss of nesting and escape cover, modification of hydroligic regimes, and
degradation of water quality. Also, use of wetlands for irrigation purposes or hay
production can similarly limit wildlife production capability.
Wildlife conservation agencies believe that agricultural practices such as livestock
grazing or water management for irrigation, can, in many instances, be modified to
reduce these negative impacts and to enhance wildlife habitat while providing for
improvements to agricultural operations and soil and water conservation. Acceptance of
such modifications by the agricultural community must be pursued through
demonstration projects, extension programs and incentives.”

2.2. Scope and Objectives of the Program

The general purpose and scope of the IWP are stated in the Interior Wetlands Program: Strategic Plan,
1993-1997 (July 1993). The following sections summarise the vision, mission, scope and objectives of
the IWP, and describe the various program components initiated.

2.2.1. Vision, Mission and Geographic Area of the IWP

The vision of the IWP is stated in the Strategic Plan as follows:

“The vision of the Interior Wetlands Program, directed at low and mid elevation
grassland and open forest ecosystems of the Fraser Basin, is a landscape having a high
degree of resource use capability with an abundance of wetlands holding good quality
water; uplands of stable, developing soil, and a robust biologically diverse flora and
fauna.”

The mission of the IWP is to:

“…encourage landowners and managers to include wildlife habitat values in their
management plans and practices, and to provide them with the means to contribute to the
landscape vision.”

The geographic area of the IWP’s activities is outlined in Figure 1, below.



Figure 1: Geographic Scope of the Interior Wetlands Program
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2.2.2. Objectives of the IWP

The Strategic Plan outlines three objectives for the IWP:

1. Promote land use practices which result in:
a) robust wetland and upland vegetation for food, nesting and escape cover for

waterfowl and other wildlife;
b) maintained and/or improved water quality and quantity;
c) sustainable agriculture.

2. Provide information required to optimize land management practices.
3. Protect high quality wildlife habitat from incompatible uses.

These objectives were to be achieved through four program components, or “strategies”: land
based cooperative projects; education and extension; research and evaluation; and, policy
and legislation.

2.2.3. Program Assumptions

The approaches and techniques adopted by the IWP are grounded in certain assumptions
about the dynamics of wetland-upland complexes and probable impacts of program
interventions.10 These assumptions were reported to the evaluation team by the IWP staff

Dovetail Consulting INTERIOR WETLANDS PROGRAM EVALUATION         Page 7
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and are based on the experience and expertise of the professional biologists employed by
Ducks Unlimited, as well as range managers involved in the establishment and delivery of the
program. These assumptions were examined by the project team and are generally well 
substantiated by literature sources.11

(i) Waterfowl tend to either avoid nesting or nest unsuccessfully in heavily grazed wetland ecosystems
and adjacent uplands.

(ii) Other wildlife species are negatively impacted by heavy grazing in wetland ecosystems
(acknowledging that a few species may benefit).

(iii) Within much of the Fraser Basin, forage production, and therefore beef production, are often at
lower levels than they could be as a result of past or current range or livestock management
practices.

(iv) Soil, water quality, water storage and release, vegetation, wildlife and fish in the wetland
ecosystem will respond positively (from an ecosystem health perspective) to removal or reduction
of livestock impact, or to “intensively” managed livestock use of the range.

(v) Forage and livestock production can be economically enhanced, over the long term, through
modified range and livestock management.

2.2.4. Demonstration Projects

As stated in Schedule B of the Agreement, the IWP set out to “provide for liaison with landowners, range
agrologists, wildlife biologists and other land use managers to derive and evaluate methods of
simultaneously enhancing agricultural lands, watershed function, and wildlife habitats.” The principal
strategy to achieve this goal was “land based cooperative projects,” or “demonstration projects.”
Schedule B states that “[d]emonstration projects will be established to evaluate and promote such
enhancements, and to determine which techniques are most effective and desirable for a given set of
conditions and objectives.”

Criteria for the Selection of Demonstration Projects

Schedule B of the Agreement established guidelines for demonstration projects, as follows:

“Demonstration projects:

1. May be established in Crown, municipal or private land.

2. Will be governed by a legal agreement between the landowner(s) and DU on behalf of the Interior
Wetlands Program.

3. Will contribute to wildlife production or use and biological diversity; however, the focus will be
waterfowl.

4. Will not generally be limited by size except that sufficient waterfowl benefits must be realized to
warrant the expense of post-demo implementation (i.e., while demo projects may be relatively
expensive, future projects using the same technique should exhibit a satisfactory cost-benefit ratio).

5. Will involve modifications to how the land is used or managed such that benefits to waterfowl and
other wildlife will be realized while the long term effect on existing land use is beneficial or neutral
(agricultural production, municipal enhancement, recreation, tourism).

6. Will contribute to the quality and/or quantity (i.e., the preferred temporal distribution of flows) of
water in the watershed.

7. Will include development input from the full range of parties having a vested interest in the
effectiveness of the project (e.g., landowner(s), range managers, wildlife biologists, water
managers, agriculturists).
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8. Will include provisions for demonstration tours by agencies organizations and individuals
interested in applying new land-use techniques. Media exposure will be a part of an effective demo
project.

9. Will contribute to our understanding of the ecological relationships between a particular land use
(e.g., grazing) and waterfowl/wildlife.

10. Will comply with the principles of sustainability.”

Additionally, the program subsequently (1994) generated the following list of criteria for a ‘good’
demonstration project:

• The project should be based on or contribute to landscape/ecosystem health.

• The projects should have substantial waterfowl benefits.

• There should be multi-party interest and funding.

• The project should provide values to water quality/quantity, and other wildlife and fish
(biodiversity).

• The project should be accessible and available for extension/education purposes.

• The project must have landowner support.

• The project should have neutral impact or yield positive values to other resource users, especially
agriculture.

• The project should demonstrate what could be sustainable, cost-effective practices when applied at
an operational level.

• There should be a high probability of uptake of demonstrated land use practices by other land users
in the area.

• The project should add to our understanding of ecological relationships and the effects of land use
practices in wetland-upland complexes.12

Program staff reported that while these criteria were not articulated explicitly until 1994, they were
generally understood and applied by staff during the earlier stages of the program.

Finally, the Strategic Plan notes that the program will seek to achieve and maintain a “balance of
projects between private and Crown lands” but acknowledges that “opportunity will play a part in the
selection and timing of projects.”

Justification for Demonstration Projects

Expenditures on all demonstration projects were to be justified on the basis of benefits perceived by each
of the contributing partners. The criteria which the partners used to assess those benefits, and their
assessment of the cost-benefit relationship, are part of each organizations’ modus operandi and are not
necessarily explicit. (Further discussion of the nature of partnerships established for the demonstration
projects is included in Sections 2.4, and 4.3.)

For Ducks Unlimited, the viability of a project is assessed on the basis of anticipated waterfowl
production relative to the funding contribution required, with an acceptable range being  up to $20/bird
over the life of a 30-year project. These estimates of production are based on an array of data sources
including detailed DU project evaluations, with appropriate adjustments to account for different
conditions and wetland types. However, for projects with higher costs, viability is dependent on the range
of other potential benefits to be derived in addition to waterfowl production. While not explicit as
selection criteria, IWP staff reported that costly projects would only be considered viable therefore if the
following requirements were satisfied:

• long-term management costs are minimal;
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• working partnerships can be created for the delivery of the project;

• extension/education values of the project are high;

• the project has high visibility to the public and potential public relations/promotional values;

• there are positive benefits to the landowner;

• the project generates broad ecological values; and,

• the project has the potential to spawn other similar projects in the future.

Consideration was also given to the threats to waterfowl production should the project not proceed (such
as continued degradation of habitat).13

Net Benefits for Wildlife and Agriculture

Demonstration projects were intended to be ecologically and economically sound, with an acceptable
balance of costs and benefits regardless of their broader value for education and extension (see Section
3.2.2, below). However, while net benefits for both agriculture and wildlife was clearly the optimum, it
was acknowledged that the net benefit of some demonstration projects to some landowners would be
marginal or nil. On this point, Schedule B of the Agreement states explicitly that “[i]deally, projects
which demonstrate compatibility of land use practices for wildlife and agriculture will be preferred.
However, some projects of benefit to wildlife may be of a neutral nature with respect to agriculture.
These should, nevertheless, demonstrate a beneficial and sustainable use of the land and water. Projects
which provide recreational opportunities, (e.g., wildlife viewing, hunting) will be favourably considered.”

Replicability of Demonstration Projects

At the time of the initiation of the program, the Steering Committee and program staff reportedly
acknowledged that it would be impractical to implement ecosystem enhancement for all wetlands in the
Interior Fraser Basin. This goal clearly exceeded available funding and timeframes by several orders of
magnitude. Instead, the rationale behind the land based cooperative projects relied on the demonstration
of viable techniques and approaches that could be applied by landowners themselves without direct IWP
support, and thus lead to cumulative results over time.14 The assumed motivation for other individuals or
groups applying such techniques and approaches included:

• increased income;

• compliance with current or anticipated regulations and codes of practice (e.g., Forest Practices
Code, Waste Management Act);

• valued aesthetics; and/or,

• environmental concerns.15

The demonstrated approaches used by the IWP were intended to be replicable by landowners and range
managers elsewhere in the Interior Fraser Basin. The “uptake” of methods is in fact one of the key, albeit
implicit objectives of the program.16 However, many of the demonstration projects were likely to involve
the application of several of the techniques and approaches promoted by IWP, with significant resulting
costs. While some landowners could be expected to adopt individual techniques (such as fencing around a
small wetland, dugouts, water troughs, spring development, small dams, delayed haying, rotational
grazing, etc.), it was acknowledged that landowners were unlikely to apply all of the techniques
demonstrated without additional support. This point is conceded in Schedule B (Demonstration Project
Criteria) as follows: “some outside (wildlife) incentives will always be required to ensure that some of
these practices are maintained over the long term.”
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2.2.5. Extension and Education

In light of the strong emphasis on the promotion of improved range management and wetland
conservation approaches piloted by the IWP, one of the key components of the program was extension
and education. On this point, the Strategic Plan states:

“Extending information to landowners is essential to sound long-term management of the
range landscape. Activities will be designed to help landowners, land managers and the
public to understand why and how land use practices affect wetlands and associated
uplands, and the wildlife and agriculture dependent on these landscapes.”

Education and extension activities outlined in the Strategic Plan include:

• agency and association briefings;

• production of newsletters, brochures, posters and a video;

• seminars on habitat conservation, range management and related issues;

• tours and field visits;

• production of handbooks for improved rangeland management;

• educational courses; and,

• establishment of stewardship award.

2.2.6. Research and Evaluation

Research and evaluation activities were incorporated into the IWP for three purposes:

• to explore the potential merit of various techniques and approaches considered by the IWP;

• to provide a mechanism for the assessment of the impact of demonstration projects; and,

• to contribute to the body of knowledge about wetlands and range management.

Specific research and evaluation activities proposed in the IWP Strategic Plan fall into two categories
exploring the effects of changing land management practices on (i) wildlife habitat and (ii) range
condition. Research and evaluation topics outlined in the strategic plan include:

• effects of winter feeding of livestock on wetland vegetation;

• effects of grazing regimes on:

- forage production and ranching efficiencies and economics;

- wetland riparian and upland vegetation (species composition, biomass, community structure);
and,

- animal populations in the wetland/upland complex;

• potential for reestablishing native vegetation or habitats of a preferred structure in heavily
impacted riparian areas; and,

• evaluation and development of monitoring procedures.

Monitoring of specific demonstration projects and specific research studies (on demonstration projects or
other sites) were also used to test the assumptions on which the program was based (see Section 2.2.3).
This work was intended to provide baseline methodology and data for the longer-term assessment of the
impacts of the program.
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2.2.7. Policy and Legislation

As noted in Schedule B of the Agreement, the IWP was intended to “assess the ways in which land use
(especially agriculture) policies and practices and waterfowl production are in conflict.” Accordingly, it
was anticipated that activities in this program component area would include (i) a review of land use
legislation (e.g., Land Act, Range Act, Agriculture Land Commission Act, Environment and Land Use
Act, etc), regulation, policies, and procedures to determine their relevance to Program objectives, and (ii)
submission of comments, as appropriate, regarding changes to legislation, regulations, policies and
procedures.

It was anticipated that such a review of policy and legislation would be undertaken either by IWP staff,
or by contracted professionals.

2.3. Anticipated Benefits of the Program

The anticipated benefits of the program are summarised in Table 2. This table has been derived from the
Strategic Plan, a review of IWP documents, and discussions with program staff. These anticipated
benefits provide the performance standard against which the impacts of the program are evaluated in
Section 4.

Table 2: Anticipated Benefits of the Interior Wetlands Program

Assumptions/Anticipated Benefits

1 Proposed land use techniques would be neutral or positive for land owners, especially in agriculture

Landowners and managers would see merit—environmentally, socially or economically—in the proposed land use and management techniques

2 Waterfowl production and use of wetlands would increase

3. Biological diversity of wetland ecosystems would be enhanced

4 Overall hydrological function of watershed would be enhanced

5 Working partnerships would be developed/enhanced

Improved relations between conservation organizations/ agencies and agriculturists; landowners and organizations/ agencies

6 New or improved places for people to recreate and to appreciate wildlife, their habitats, and sustainable land use activities

7 The public, as well as the targeted landowners and land managers, would be more aware of and knowledgeable about B.C.’s wetlands, their values and functions

8 Landowners would avoid regulatory enforcement or penalties for non-compliance with existing or new regulations or codes of practice by undertaking good
stewardship practices

9 Landowners would have a greater sense of environmental stewardship, and pride in carrying out their operations in an ecologically-sound manner

10 The quality of water available for livestock would  be improved as a result of the techniques and approaches adopted by the IWP
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2.4. Responsibilities for Program Development and Delivery

The roles and responsibilities of the various agencies, organizations and individuals involved in the
development and delivery of the Interior Wetlands Program are discussed below.

2.4.1. Agency Steering Committee

The IWP is directed by a Steering Committee that includes representatives from: CWS (R. McKelvey);
DU (E. Hennan); the Wildlife Branch of the Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks (F. Harper); the
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (D. Blumenauer); and the Range Branch of the Ministry of
Forests (D. Fraser/D. Brooke). Formal terms of reference for the Steering Committee were not
established, but the role of the committee was reportedly “advisory,” providing a link with agencies
involved in range and wildlife management.17

Steering Committee records and correspondence indicate that consideration was also given to the
establishment of a public advisory committee for the IWP. However, this was not pursued, on the
grounds that (i) extension and education activities would fulfill such a function and (ii) such an advisory
structure would be “unwieldy.”18

2.4.2. Delivery Agent: Ducks Unlimited

Ducks Unlimited is responsible for the delivery of the IWP, under terms outlined in the Agreement
between DU and CWS (see Appendix 7). Minutes of Steering Committee meetings make it clear that
agencies involved in the funding of the IWP expected DU to “do things for wetland conservation that
have not been done before” and go “above and beyond what the participating agencies are doing now.”19

In particular, the expectation was that DU would continue to expand their focus from wetland and
waterfowl habitat to the wetland-upland complex and wildlife habitat values more broadly.

The original terms of the Agreement anticipated that DU would administer and coordinate the program
(primarily through a single Program Coordinator, working under a Program Administrator) and contract
additional professional expertise for project development and implementation as required. Subsequent
refinements in program delivery shifted these roles (see Section 3.1). The relationship between DU, the
Steering Committee and various program partners following these changes is described in Figure 2.

2.4.3. Program Partners

It was anticipated that the successful delivery of the IWP would require the involvement of a number of
organizations, working in partnership with DU. This partnership approach was in fact one of the
hallmarks of the Fraser River Action Plan. It was anticipated that partner organizations, such as
provincial and federal agencies, local non-profit organizations, associations, and others, would be
involved through:

• supporting the development and delivery of workshops, the distribution of brochures and other
promotional material;

• identifying opportunities for IWP involvement;

• contributing  to the design and implementation of demonstration projects;

• providing informal advice and guidance to IWP staff; and,

• promoting the objectives of the IWP within their respective constituencies.
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Figure 2: Organization Chart for the Interior Wetlands Program
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2.4.4. Demonstration Project Partners

As indicated by the title of “land based cooperative projects,” it was anticipated that DU, the
landowner(s) or leaseholders, and other partners would all be involved in the identification, design and
implementation of demonstration projects. Reference to “liaison with landowners, range agrologists,
wildlife biologists and other land use managers” in Schedule B provides further support for this
cooperative approach. (The willingness of partners to participate in a given demonstration project
depends on their perception of the potential utility of the approach or technique proposed and the overall
viability of a given project. As mentioned in Section 2.2.3. above, the specific criteria used by partners
other than DU to assess project viability varies and are not examined in this study.)

2.5. Summary of Projected Revenue and Expenditures

Under the initial agreement between CWS and DU, Green Plan funding was to provide $3.5 million
between April 1992 and March 1997. The General Program Component covering salaries and general
operational expenses represented $525,000, or 15% of this total, with the remaining 85% of the funding
available for the land based cooperative projects, education and extension, research and evaluation, and
policy and legislation. The Strategic Plan presented an overview table of the five year plan for IWP with
program components, activities, and spending estimates by year. A summary of this information is
presented in Table 3.
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3. EVALUATION OF PROGRAM DELIVERY

This section of the study provides an evaluation of the delivery of the program, commenting on general
management, costs, timing and adjustments in approach. The purpose of this element of the evaluation is
to answer the question: “Has the Interior Wetlands program delivered on the objectives established in the
Strategic Plan?

It is widely acknowledged that a strategic plan is ideally a “living document” and for any program,
reasonable adjustments in scope and delivery are to be expected given changing circumstances,
accumulating experience, and evolving needs and opportunities. In the case of the IWP, which relies
heavily on the development of working partnerships, the development of innovative approaches and
techniques, and capitalizing on opportunities to work with landowners and range managers willing to “try
something new,” considerable flexibility is essential.

Although several adjustments were made in approach and emphasis during the life of the program to
date, there was no formal revision of the Strategic Plan and no formal documentation of the rationales
for revisions in approach or emphasis (see Section 3.1.3.). As a result, the evaluation of program delivery
that follows simply describes how the program has evolved to date, and comments on the apparent
rationales for adjustments.

3.1. General Management of Program Delivery

The following sections review the general management of program delivery, including the role of the
Steering Committee, the apparent advantages and disadvantages of DU as the delivery agent, the
establishment of partnerships, refinement of the Strategic Plan, and restructuring of program delivery.

3.1.1. The Role of the Steering Committee

The Steering Committee was primarily involved in the development of the Strategic Plan, during the first
year of the program (completed July 1993).20 The regularity of the committee’s meetings and their role
and influence over the program diminished after that time, although many of the members of the Steering
Committee remained in close touch with the program through regular, informal liaison with IWP staff
and through their involvement with particular demonstration projects.

The Steering Committee was also provided with detailed quarterly progress reports for the first few years
of the program by the Program Administrator. However, given the limited feedback received and the
considerable administrative effort involved in generating such data, these quarterly reports were later
discontinued.21

3.1.2. Pros and Cons of Ducks Unlimited as the Delivery Agent

There appear to have been several advantages and some potential disadvantages of Ducks Unlimited
playing the role of delivery agent for the IWP. Some of the advantages of DU being the delivery agent
include the following:

• DU had a lengthy and positive track record of working with landowners and ranchers in the Interior
on sensitive issues. This record provided a foundation of credibility and trust for the establishment
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of individual demonstration projects, and for the general implementation of all components of the
IWP, particularly on private land.

• DU staff had experience in dealing with the legal dimensions of conservation projects on private
land and the establishment of formal, multi-party agreements.

• DU staff had developed a working understanding and knowledge of waterfowl production and
wetlands in the Interior. (As evidence of this expertise, program staff have been in demand as
experts for recent workshops and seminars.)22

• DU staff involved in the implementation of the IWP are backed up by the technical capabilities of
other DU personnel, including engineers, biologists and surveyors.

• Local DU staff had historical relationships with landowners and range managers in the Interior
Fraser Basin and a working knowledge of wetlands in this region. This provided DU staff with a
“head start” in identifying potential demonstration projects, particularly given the absence of an
inventory of wetlands in the Interior.

• DU had a demonstrable record of “on-the-ground” projects which has given the organization a
reputation for “getting things done.”

• DU staff are generally unencumbered by the bureaucratic constraints faced by most government
agency staff.

Some of the apparent disadvantages of DU serving as the delivery agent, and possible mitigating factors,
are presented below.

• According to two of the agency representatives contacted for this evaluation, DU tends to be too
heavily waterfowl-oriented. As a result, these individuals argued, the scope and objectives of the
IWP may have been interpreted too narrowly at times. Furthermore, these critics contend that DU
staff responsible for the delivery of the IWP focus too narrowly on waterfowl on the assumption
that “what is good for waterfowl is good for everything else.” (See Section 4.1 for further
discussion of this point).

• DU’s historical profile and existing relationships with ranchers and landowners in the Interior at
times lead to confusion over the distinctions between DU and the IWP. This confusion is likely to
have had limited impact however, as it could be argued that such confusion lent credibility to the
program, rather than detracted from its profile.

• To some extent, DU lacked experience with the management of upland areas surrounding wetlands.
IWP staff therefore faced steep “learning curves” when implementing comprehensive projects.
However, this lack of experience was often  addressed by the conscientious use of partnerships
with technical specialists and agency staff.

• In the eyes of some agency personnel, DU may be seen as being “too friendly” with ranchers and
therefore subordinating wetlands conservation goals to other interests. This charge has not been
substantiated however, and evidence of DU’s firm position on the maintenance of conservation
values over agricultural opportunities (in such projects as Duck Meadow23) suggest that DU was
far from compromising the principles of the program. Furthermore, it was suggested that DU’s
familiarity with landowners is far preferable to the “enforcement mentality” of some resource
agency staff, which is less conducive to cooperation and partnerships.

Overall, it appears that the disadvantages of DU serving as delivery agent are outweighed by the
advantages. Several interviewees commented on the strength of DU’s role and applauded the work of DU
staff in implementing the IWP. The question of DU’s focus on waterfowl and experience in upland
management is discussed further in Section 4.1.
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3.1.3. Program Administration, Planning and Revision of the Strategic Plan

The formal agreement establishing the IWP was finalized and signed in August 1992. This Agreement
specified the role of DU as the delivery agent and defined the scope of IWP activities. The Strategic
Plan, finalized in July 1933, further clarified the components of the IWP and set out the five year plan
(see Section 2.5).

From an administrative standpoint, there are five components to the IWP, as described in Table 4. (For
the purpose of this evaluation, both large and small projects are referred to as “demonstration projects.”)

Table 4: Administrative Components of the Interior Wetlands Program

Component Purpose and Administration

Coordination (IWP Administration) - Separate six year funding agreement.

- Supports preliminary individual project ground work such as reconnaissance, survey, design and landowner
negotiation.

- Expenses include consultants, staff salaries, and travel with DU providing support services and office amenities.

Implementation: Small Projects (Federal
Investment $0 - $60,000)

- Separate five year funding agreement.

- Supports the initial implementation (construction) of land based projects.

- Expenses include materials, contractor charges, and construction supervision.

- Ongoing operation and maintenance fully funded by DU for useful life of project (estimated 30 years)

Implementation: Education and
Extension

- Separate five year funding agreement.

- Supports a variety of education and extension activities.

- Costs include consultants, contractors, materials, staff salaries, and travel with DU providing support services and
office amenities.

Implementation: Research and
Evaluation

- Separate 5 year agreements.

- Supports various research and evaluation initiatives.

- Costs include consultants, contractors, grants, staff salaries and travel with DU providing support services and office
amenities.

Demonstration Projects (Federal
Investment > $60,000)

- Individual implementation agreement negotiated for each project. (All but two have been single year contracts).

- Supports the construction of major demonstration projects.

- Expenses include contractor charges, materials, and construction supervision.

- Ongoing operation and maintenance fully funded by DU for useful life at project (estimated 30 years)

From the early stages of the program, CWS and DU agreed that the various agreements between the
parties would be revised to reflect shifts in emphasis, revised budgets, or other changes as the program
evolved. As adjustments were made in program delivery (see Section 3.1.5.), several revisions were
indeed made to agreements for the IWP, and supplementary agreements were drawn up as required.
Appendix 4 includes summary tables outlining the evolution of budgets for various administrative
components of the program.

Actual expenditures by funder for coordination, research and evaluation, and education and extension is
outlined in Table 5 below. Costs for small projects and demonstration projects are included in Table 3.
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Table 5: Actual IWP Expenditures by Funder, FY93 to FY98

Component #1 Component #3 Component #4

Year* Coordination Education & Extension Research & Evaluation

Total CWS DU Total CWS DU Total CWS DU

FY93 82,517 56,909 25,608 0 0 0 0 0 0

FY94 170,092 125,792 69,908 11,456 5,361 6,095 60,691 59,797 894

FY95 183,230 115,331 67,899 137,183 133,848 3,335 71,483 69,826 1,657

FY96 225,869 150,230 75,639 163,898 162,636 1,262 106,405 104,986 1,418

FY97** 156,680 101,678 55,002 79,232 77,320 1,912 40,586 33,458 7,128

FY98 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

* Ending March 31
** To date

Although the Strategic Plan rapidly became outdated as the program evolved, no formal revisions of the
plan were undertaken. While progress reports potentially provided for a degree of accountability of the
IWP to the Steering Committee (until August 1995), there is no formal documentation of discussions
reflecting on the implications of gradual shifts in program emphasis or scope over time. Despite the lack
of formal documentation, staff report that regular and in-depth dialogue was maintained with CWS in
particular. Furthermore, formal documentation may have been of limited additional value, given the
relatively small team involved in delivery, the frequent revision of formal agreements and budgets, and
the need to be opportunistic in identifying, developing and implementing demonstration projects.

3.1.4. Establishment of Partnerships

The IWP appears to have been successful in building working relationships with a number of other
individuals and organizations at the program and project level. For example, regular liaison has been
maintained with the following:

• CWS;

• British Columbia Cattleman’s Association (BCCA; this organization functions as the principal
representative organization for the IWP’s constituency, and has mailed information to their (2000
person) mailing list for IWP at cost, and also has invited DU staff involved in the IWP to sit on
their Environmental Awards Selection Committee);

• DFO;

• Landowners;

• First Nations;

• local governments;

• regional coordinators for the Fraser Basin Management Program;

• various branches of MOELP, MOF, MAFF and MOTH; and,

• academics and professional researchers.

Typically, IWP also works in close cooperation with a number of individuals and groups on the
development and implementation of particular demonstration projects, including for example:

• agency personnel for informal discussions about project concepts;

• provincial agencies, as part of the referrals process for water diversions, construction, etc, and for
specialist advice on the design on fencing (to ensure wildlife safety and to avoid disturbing the
movement of livestock), managed grazing systems, and other aspects of range management;
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• schools and colleges for student work placements, volunteer conservation projects, etc; and,

• academics, for information on wildlife inventories and research.

Further discussion of the extent and importance of partnerships is provided in Section 4.3.

3.1.5. Restructuring of Program Delivery

Initially, the program was managed by two staff persons: A Program Administrator, and a Program
Coordinator. Much of the work in the first year focused on the development of working relationships with
landowners, agency personnel, range specialists, and agricultural associations. Considerable effort was
also directed towards the development of concepts, and the identification of potential demonstration
projects.24

In September 1993, a number of changes were made to the delivery structure and staffing for the IWP.
These changes were initiated as a result of several factors, including the following:

• After a full year of reconnaissance activities and the development of working relationships with
program and project partners, greater emphasis needed to be given to specific project development
and implementation.

• While it had been envisaged initially that the IWP would develop tools and techniques for
promotion “door-to-door”, it became clear that this approach was not feasible due to: (i) the lack of
sufficient manpower to promote IWP techniques and approaches in this fashion; and, (ii) the lack
of any inventory of needs that would be required for targeting effort. As a result, emphasis shifted
to the development of specific demonstration projects which could be used for tours and research
activities. This approach also signified a shift from “teaching” to a more cooperative “learn-by-
doing” approach.

Restructuring involved several changes, including the following:

• the hiring of an extension and education specialist;

• the termination of the Coordinator’s position; and,

• DU Area offices assuming greater responsibilities for project development and implementation,
with an additional injection of funds from CWS to facilitate this increased role.

The limit for “small projects” (which under the Agreement, do not require written approval from CWS)
was also increased from $10,000 to $60,000. This change was introduced in an attempt to reduce
administrative burden given the greater emphasis on demonstration projects. Restructuring was
completed by March 1994.25

Appendix 4 provides additional information on the budget adjustments made to accommodate this
restructuring.
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3.2. Delivery of Program Components

The following sections review the delivery of the various program components, identified in the Strategic
Plan.

3.2.1. Land Based Cooperative Projects

The viability of potential demonstration projects was reviewed by IWP staff using the criteria established
(see Section 2.2.3). Staff report that these criteria were not always applied rigorously or explicitly,
although the various pros and cons of projects were given careful consideration and were discussed at
length among IWP staff, with agency personnel (including Steering Committee members), and with the
landowners themselves. Project costs and DU’s own estimates of waterfowl production were also
documented in “proposed project sheets” together with a brief discussion of project parameters, project
significance, development potential (habitat threats and significance of preservation), and any limiting
factors. Once projects were accepted as viable, implementation was then largely determined by the
availability of landowners and other partners to participate in further design refinements and
implementation tasks.

The proposed project sheet format is the standard DU tool for the assessment of DU project viability. As
a result, it is questionable whether project viability or relative merit was systematically assessed on the
basis of the broader set of IWP criteria. However, records show that several demonstration projects were
considered, but rejected, suggesting that IWP staff were discerning in their choice of projects.26

Furthermore, several potential projects were initially rejected by DU but were subsequently considered
viable as IWP projects. This suggests that a broader set of criteria were applied for IWP projects.

The first few demonstration projects completed had been previously identified by DU staff. The first
“new” IWP project (identified after 1992) was Nicola River27 (see case study in Section 3.3.4), closely
followed by Hart Lake and Hall Lake.

It has been suggested by interviewees that some of the earlier demonstration projects in particular appear
very similar to “standard” DU projects. This is defended by program staff however, on the grounds that
IWP needed to get “out on the ground” as quickly as possible. Critics of the program also concede that
recent demonstration projects appear more innovative and are more comprehensive in terms of addressing
upland values and species other than waterfowl.

Table 6 provides a summary of the demonstration projects that have been completed to date or are
underway with costs and an indication of the anticipated benefits of IWP that are likely to be realized in
each case (see Section 2.3). The range of projects completed or underway shows considerable variety.
While most demonstration projects are on agricultural land, one (T’Kumlups, see case study in Section
3.3.2) has a more urban focus. This is consistent with Objective 3 of the Strategic Plan, which provides
the flexibility to “protect high quality habitat from incompatible uses.”
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 In establishing agreements with landowners, IWP staff made efforts to ensure that the project would be
maintained in the event that the land changed hands. Staff also worked to shift responsibilities for project
maintenance to the landowner, with the exception of water controls, and fencing repairs in the event of
major damage (e.g., fire).

There was no formal budget agreement drafted at the initiation of the program for the development and
implementation of large demonstration projects (>$60K). While the Strategic Plan presented “concept $”
figures, actual spending was to be determined on a project by project basis, each with individual
agreements to be drafted between IWP and CWS. In fact, actual spending on large demonstration
projects has been far lower than that projected in the Strategic Plan, due to:

• general cutbacks for federal programs, affecting CWS contributions; and,

• difficulties experienced by IWP in rolling out large demonstration projects as quickly as
anticipated.

The Program Administrator reported that the reduction in budget available for large demonstration
projects was compensated for in part by the extension of all other project components into the 1998
financial year.28 (See also Appendix 4).

3.2.2. Education and Extension

The extension and education (E & E) program began in earnest in April 1994, following the restructuring
of program delivery and the shift in emphasis away from reconnaissance and concept development
towards demonstration projects.

During the first two years of the IWP, the extension and education component was largely inactive apart
from the publication of one feature article. This delay appears to be reasonable, given that concepts and
techniques were under development for most of that time, and demonstration projects were only just
getting underway. However, a disadvantage of bringing E & E up to speed at a late stage was that these
aspects had to be added on to demonstration projects that were already underway. In retrospect, E & E
should be carried out hand in hand with these projects.

The emphasis during the first year of active operation—1994—was on raising awareness of the program.
The main messages were about the objectives of the program, and about specific tools or techniques for
ranchers. Over the past year, the focus of E & E has shifted to a more specific message about wetland
ecology, values and functions, as demonstrated by the most recent fact sheet, “B.C.’s Interior Wetlands,”
to be published early in 1997.29

Advertising for the IWP was curtailed in April 1996 due to the increase in inquiries that follow the
publication of a notice, and the limited staff time available to respond. The number of inquiries has
nevertheless remained high in the view of staff, although logs recording actual numbers of calls have not
been kept. As well, looking toward the end of the program spending, E & E priorities have shifted to
activities that are expected to have a longer lasting effect, such as workshops. The current plan is to
deliver workshops and/or tours in different locations in the region, budget permitting.

The Northern office has a small staff to cover a very large area, and thus most E & E has been guided
from Kamloops. Some extension work has been undertaken in the Northern area, however, and contact is
maintained with ranchers and landowners through the Fort Fraser Livestock Association.



Page 24 INTERIOR WETLANDS PROGRAM EVALUATION Dovetail Consulting

Various means were used to distribute printed materials, including mail-outs, handing out brochures in
face to face meetings with ranchers, and making copies available at government agency open houses,
public events, etc. Other means of outreach have also been used:

• Other players such as conservation organizations and the Fraser Basin Management Program have
been consistently kept up to date with IWP activities, invited to project dedications, etc.

• IWP staff attend local events like MOF open houses where they give information to the public.

• Staff have been trying to establish links with the 4 H clubs but have had limited response to date.

The most support provided to the IWP in getting its message out has come from the BCCA, who have
mailed written materials to their 2000 members on IWP’s behalf. The Ministry of Agriculture office in
Williams Lake has also been very helpful in the distribution of program materials, and assisting IWP to
secure funds for the workshops through the Grazing Enhancement Fund. As the E & E program gains
momentum, its costs will increasingly have to be covered by external funds. For example, the printing
costs of the Wetland Vegetation Field Guide will be covered by external funds. As well, in the
publication of three brochures, the IWP has received support from other funders. Sometimes the IWP is a
contributor to initiatives led by other partners. For example, E. Hennan is writing sections of the Range
Management Handbook, an initiative led by the BCCA.

In terms of staff time and priorities, it has been a challenge to get articles on the program to the print
media, even though the three feature articles in Beef in B.C. have been particularly successful in drawing
attention to the objectives of the program. (These feature articles are also distributed to newspapers and
magazines, and are sometimes published in these media.)

The materials developed by the program are summarised in the sections below. The impact of these
various materials is discussed in Section 4.3.

Publications

The publications generated by the program are summarised in Table 7. Other publications in progress
include the following:

• Wetland Vegetation Field Manual for landowners and managers; and,

• B.C. Range Management Handbook.

IWP also contributed to the following publications from other organizations:

• Tread Lightly on Our Grasslands (B.C. Environment Flyer, no date);

• The Rangelands of British Columbia (Ministry of Forests brochure, 1996);

• B.C. Grasslands Stewardship Guide (B.C. Environment, in prep.); and,

• Water Stewardship: A Guide for Agriculture (DFO’s Stewardship Series).

Workshops and Other Education/Extension Activities

Table 8 outlines workshops and similar activities undertaken by the IWP.
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Table 7: Publications Generated by the IWP

Publication Title, Date and Number
Published

Scope and Circulation

Interior Wetlands
Program Brochure

Completed October 1994

10,000 copies printed

First major publication—the “calling card” of the IWP

16-panel, full colour brochure presenting the vision, scope and objectives of the program

2000 copies mailed to BC Cattlemen’s Association members, plus an additional 1000 to Fraser
River Action Plan mailing list, and the IWP general mailing list

Also displayed and distributed through MOF, MELP, DFO, MAFF regional and district offices

Used for workshops, tours, and other extension and education activities

Stewardship Advocate
Newsletter

Published twice a year (spring and
fall)

3 issues published to date

2500 copies printed for each issue

Provides information on the progress of the IWP, current development on new demonstration
projects and contributions regarding the program rationale and new land management techniques

Circulation:

- BC Cattlemen’s Association (2000 copies)

- Government agencies

- IWP general mailing list (300+ copies)

Project Profiles On completion of selected projects

2500 printed

Descriptions of demonstration projects:

- Chilcotin marshes

- Duck meadow

- Buckskin marshes

- Frost Creek marshes

- McDonald Creek

- T’Kumlups marshes

- Fallis Pond

- South Thompson riparian

- Nicola River Corridor

- Peter Hope

Distribution to general mailing list, BC Cattlemen’s Association and government agencies (2300+
copies)

Used for workshops, tours, and other extension and education activities

Stewardship Series
Factsheets

Alternative Livestock Watering
Facilities
Completed July 1995

Presents alternative solutions for livestock watering facilities

Distribution:

- BC Cattlemen’s Association (2000)

- Government agencies, particularly the Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and Food

- IWP general mailing list and general distribution through extension initiatives (1500)

British Columbia’s Interior
Wetlands: Wonders worth Saving
In progress

Educational factsheet for a broad audience

Circulation likely to be similar to that above

Posters Interior Wetlands Program
November 1994

Intended to promote the IWP and raise awareness of the program’s objectives

1500 copies distributed through the IWP extension initiatives and via the Fraser River Action
Plan’s Communications Department

BC’s Wetlands… as Diverse as the
Species they Support
In print (November 1996)

Intended to increase awareness of wetland diversity

Distribution:

- 3000 copies through IWP

- 3000 copies through FRAP Communications Department
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Table 8: Workshops and Similar Activities Undertaken by IWP

Activity Purpose and Scope Dates, Location, Attendance

Wetland Management
Workshops:

Keeping Our Wetlands
Healthy: Sharing the
knowledge and the
tools needed for
cooperative
stewardship

To bring together ranchers, agrologists, biologists
and others involved in land use management to
learn more about he relationships between land
use, wildlife and habitats, and to share knowledge,
tools ad techniques for improving wetland habitat
conditions

June 6, 1995, Chutter Ranch (Nicola Valley)
50+ attendance (including 15-20 ranchers)
Survey of registered participants was conducted

May 28, 1996, Riske Creek and Bechers Prairie (Chilcotin)
60+ attendance
Survey of registered participants was conducted

Presentations and
lectures

To raise awareness of the scope and objectives of
the IWP

Approximately 30 presentations (1995/1996) including:

- Rotary clubs

- BC Association of Professional Engineers

- BC Cattlemen’s Association

- Canadian Wildlife Service staff

- Elders Hostel

- Science Council of BC

- My Backyard Youth Environmental Forum

- Greenwing Days

- Local Schools

- UCC Natural Resource Management Program

- Westwater Research Centre (UBC) - Watershed Management Course

Attendance at
Conferences,
Tradeshows, Workshops
and Tours

To increase awareness of the IWP and to promote
the sustainable use of BC’s natural resources

Events attended include:

- BC Cattlemen’s Association AGMs

- BC Forage or related seminars (annual)

- Kamloops Cattle Drive (annual)

- Sustainability—It’s Time for Action conference (1995)

- Wetlands valuation conference (1995)

- Ministry of Forests Open House (annual)

- Science and Technology week (BC Science Council, annual)

- International Rangeland congress (1995)

- Kamloops Wildlife Park (1995/1996)

- Stewarding Our Watersheds conference (1994)

- Living Landscapes conference (1996)

- Grasslands Symposium (1996)

Participation in
Committees & programs

- Forest Continuing Studies Network, Range Management Sub-Committee

- Tunkwa - Land and Resource Management Plan

- Lac du Bois Local Resource Use Plan

- Salmon River Round Table

- Nicola Valley Round Table

- Fraser River Action Plan Communications Committee

- Stewardship Pledge Program

Public Service Announcements, Media and Project Dedications

Two feature articles have been published in the Beef in BC magazine (January 1995 and October 1996).
Approximately 10 other articles and press releases have been published through media outlets in
Kamloops and other regions of the Fraser Basin.

Small advertisements have been published in the Beef in BC magazine and local papers over the first
eighteen months of the extension and education program. After this time, interest in the program was
such that paid advertisements were no longer deemed necessary.30

One public service announcement was televised nationally and provincially for several months in 1995
(shown on Discovery Channel, Rogers Cable TV, CFJC TV 7, Shaw Cable and others).
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The IWP conducted 4 project dedications in connection with the following demonstration projects:
Salmon Arm Indian Bands Lands, Duck Meadow, T’Kumlups, and the South Thompson riparian
enhancement project.

Video Production

The IWP produced a 27-minute video in September 1995 describing the value of wetlands, how they
function within watersheds and the importance of stewardship by landowners and range managers. The
video was aired on the Discovery Channel, Knowledge Network, Shaw Cable and other stations in the
Fraser River Basin. More than 300 copies of the video have been distributed to government agencies,
colleges, universities, conservation groups and interested members of the general public in B.C. and
beyond. Staff report that the video has also been used extensively for BCCA and the Livestock
Association meetings and seminars.

Signage

Interpretive signs have been placed at all of the demonstration projects explaining the purpose and scope
of the project and identifying those involved. The size of the signage depends on visibility and location.
More information on signage in relation to educational opportunities is included in Section 4.3

Web Site

In the spring of 1996, a web-site (http//: www.bc.ducks.ca/ducks) was created for the program ,
including the following:

• a home page;

• the overview brochure;

• newsletters;

• 3 profiles of demonstration projects;

• a map of BC with demonstration project locations;

• factsheets; and,

• video and PSA clips.

3.2.3. Research and Evaluation

At the outset of the IWP, it was acknowledged that there had been little research undertaken on
wetland/upland complexes and the relationships between wetland habitats and agriculture. As a result,
one of the components of the IWP was directed at research studies to be undertaken by DU staff
themselves, or by contractors.

The approach to research was adjusted early in the program, due to several factors:

• It became clear that relevant research was already underway. As a result, it was clearly more cost-
efficient to support—and where necessary extend—the scope of this on-going work, rather than
risk duplicating effort.

• Initially, it was thought that waterfowl production could serve as an overall indicator for assessing
the effectiveness of modified land-use practices on wetland health. However, preliminary research
showed that the variability of waterfowl nesting density and breeding success was too high to
provide a statistically significant result in comparative studies (See Section 4.1.1.).
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In light of the above factors, the research program evolved towards a focus on monitoring baseline
conditions of wetlands that were part of demonstration projects. It was also determined that changes in
vegetation would be the most appropriate indicator of wetland condition, rather than changes in
waterfowl nesting density or breeding success. These adjustments in the research program were approved
by CWS.31

The purpose of the Research and Evaluation component of the IWP Program is thus to "address
questions related to the positive and negative impacts of various land management practices on watershed
function, wildlife habitat and agricultural efficiency and sustainability.”32 The on-going research
programs address elements of this overall purpose.

The habitat monitoring of all demonstration projects through aerial and ground photography is a cost
effective and practical way to assess the effects of the IWP improvements over time. In many cases, the
visual record of vegetation change may be all that is required to verify that the IWP improvements have
had the desired effect in terms of promoting robust wetland and upland vegetation.

Mapping of vegetation (for example, along the Nicola River Corridor) will allow a more precise analysis
of the rates and patterns of change in riparian and upland vegetation communities resulting from the IWP
improvements. This study may contribute important knowledge about the affects of land management
practices on wetlands and rates of ecosystem recovery.

Other research projects are being undertaken in conjunction with research partners, such as the Becher's
Prairie Study, with Simon Fraser University. In this cases, the IWP supported on-going research though a
grant. While this resulted in a lesser degree of control over the scope and methods employed, it was
necessary to avoid the significant overheads levied by SFU. Despite these constraints it appears that IWP
staff were involved in the careful review of preliminary research results and suggested several
adjustments in focus to ensure relevance to IWP objectives.33

Although the results are not yet available from IWP-supported research, staff report that they are “highly
confident” that the results will provide practical value and lead to improvements in range management.
Further discussion of research methodology and results is presented in Section 4. Table 9 summarizes the
research and monitoring/evaluation studies undertaken or supported by the IWP.

3.2.4. Policy and Legislation

As indicated in the Strategic Plan, the IWP intended to undertake a comprehensive review of policy and
legislation relevant to wetlands and wetland-upland range management (including a review of
inconsistencies and contradictions between legislation under various Acts). It was anticipated that this
review could be undertaken by IWP staff themselves, or contracted out.

No such review has been undertaken to date. There were several reasons for this decision:

• First, there was reportedly a high degree of discomfort among some Steering Committee members
at the prospect of a government funded project undertaking a critical review of government policy
and legislation. Despite this concern, IWP staff retained this component of the program in the
Strategic Plan, hoping that some compromise could be found to allow for a limited review to be
undertaken.

• Second, such a review was potentially costly, time-consuming, and of uncertain utility in terms of
achieving the objectives of the program. As a result, other priorities prevailed.
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Table 9: IWP Research and Monitoring Studies

Study Name Study Elements Purpose Comments

Photographic monitoring
of demonstration
projects

Ground photo-stations (established
1995) for almost all demonstration
projects

To develop a record of habitat conditions at
the time when peak number of waterfowl are
in the early stages of nesting

Provided an extensive data set and avoided the
costs of vegetation sampling

Method readily maintained over time

Aerial oblique photographs To augment the ground photo coverage Employed for 5 of the larger demonstration
projects only

Aerial vertical photography To map vegetation communities as a baseline
for monitoring changes as a result of
demonstration projects

Employed for 5 of the larger demonstration
projects only

In one case (Nicola River) data is being
incorporated into GIS for mapping and
analysis

Beef production
monitoring

Cattle weight gains measured seasonally To evaluate the impact of rotational grazing
and provision of clean water on beef
production

Undertaken on one of the demonstration
projects (130-Mile Lake)

Riparian Grazing Study Monitoring of species composition
structure and density in riparian pastures

To test the viability of maintaining some
grazing while retaining or rehabilitating
riparian vegetation

Project undertaken as part of the Nicola River
demonstration project. Baseline data collected
for 1996.

Complements vegetation mapping

Riparian Enhancement
Study

3 years of data on flora and fauna
collected prior to exclusion fencing
being constructed at 20 sites; post
fencing data collected in 1995 and
projected for 1998.

To determine the consequence of excluding
livestock from the riparian zone at selected
grasslands on the Thompson Plateau

Wildlife Branch (MELP) funded study (with
B.C. Conservation Foundation), 1993-1995

At some future date, project may also include
an evaluation of controlled grazing

Becher’s Prairie
Waterbird Study

Determination of breeding populations
of select species in riparian, upland
areas and in nesting cavities with
various degrees of grazing

To explore factors influencing breeding
success of waterfowl in rangelands

Part of a larger study undertaken by Wildlife
Ecology, Simon Fraser University

At some future date, project may also include
an evaluation of controlled grazing

Despite this, both DU and IWP staff have been involved with the review of policies and legislation
indirectly. For example, staff were involved in a  review of the draft guidelines for the Forest Practices
Code. In the past, DU staff have also been involved with detailed reviews of range management
policies.34 Finally, IWP staff were also involved in on-going discussions with Ministry contacts on policy
issues as they arose during program and project implementation.

3.3. Delivery of Demonstration Projects: 5 Case Studies

Five descriptive case studies are profiled below. The case studies are generally representative of the range
of demonstration projects undertaken by the IWP (see Section 1.2.1). The criteria used for the selection
of the case studies (developed and applied by the evaluation team in consultation with the IWP staff) are
as follows:

• the geographic distribution of IWP land based projects;

• the various forms of land tenure (e.g., private/Crown);

• the range of IWP project activities (e.g., complexity, number of components);

• the range of scales and project costs;

• the various combinations of landowners and other partners involved (e.g., single vs. multiple land
owners, first nations involvement, etc); and,

• the varying degrees of success of IWP projects.
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3.3.1. Rush Lake

Rush Lake is located on the southwest end of the Fraser Plateau in the Central Interior. The 6
hectare wetland had been under-achieving as a waterfowl production site as a result of severe
grazing pressure. In 1993, Ducks Unlimited was approached to see if an exclusion fence
around the wetland would be financed by the IWP. After discussions with the Forest Service,
it was concluded that an exclosure fence would benefit the rancher by keeping cattle away
from arrowgrass (which is mildly poisonous to cattle) while providing much needed upland
cover for wildlife.

Anticipated Benefits and Special Challenges Involved

The exclusion fence provides 6 hectares of protected upland and wetland habitat for wildlife.
It was expected that species such as mallard, teal, ruddy duck, lesser scaup and redhead
would benefit from improved residual vegetation. Emergent vegetation in the wetland was
expected to significantly improve over-water nest sites for waterfowl and some passerines,
such as Wilson’s phalarope and yellow-headed blackbirds. Four nesting boxes were provided
for cavity nester such as bufflehead. Conditions for cattle would also be improved by keeping
them away from the arrowgrass and water access would be provided adjacent to the
wetland.

This project lies on Crown land and DU worked closely with the Forest Service to contact
leasees,  engage the support of the Range Unit Director, and convince other landowners to
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prospect of obligatory fencing for Crown range under the Forest Practices Code provided an additional
incentive for this project. The project lies far from main highways but could potentially be used for
educational purposes via videos, articles, etc.

Design Features:

• 2.14 km of barb wire fencing with slip wire gates.

• 4 nesting boxes.

• Provision of a cattle watering site.

Implementation Costs

Fencing costs: $8050.00
Stockwater improvement (6 hrs at $80) $1500.00
Interpretive sign $500.00
Total costs $10050.00

3.3.2. T’Kumlups Marshes

The purpose of this project was to improve waterfowl and wildlife habitat by restoring water levels in a
small marsh and disused sewage pond on Kamloops Indian Band (KIB) land. The project also offered an
excellent opportunity to increase the education and extension potential of the IWP Program, as well as
develop cooperation and partnerships with the Kamloops Indian Band. The site is highly visible from the
Yellowhead Highway leading north from Kamloops.

The project involved installing underground water pipes to supply consistent water levels to the two
marshes. Nesting structures and floating islands were added to increase productivity of the wetlands. The
same piping network provides irrigation to the Pow Wow grounds. Nesting boxes were installed along the
South Thompson River, adjacent to the wetlands.

Anticipated Benefits and Special Challenges Involved

Low water levels had been the limiting factor to waterfowl production and wildlife use. After restoration,
the marshes are productive and are estimated to support up to 80 ducklings each season with the
enhancements, as well as swallows, blackbirds rails and other species. Richard Jules, Band councilor and
project advisor, reported that the painted turtles introduced as part of the enhancements have also become
established and are thriving.

The project adds to the Native Heritage Program of the Secwepemc Museum, which is adjacent to one of
the marshes. Upwards of 10,000 visitors visit the museum each year, and many enjoy the trail system
that circles the IWP enhanced wetland. Through a band council resolution, 7.2 hectares have been set
aside for wildlife and the community.

The T'Kumlups project has contributed significantly to a sense of partnership between the Kamloops
Indian Band, DU and others involved in the project. The close proximity to Kamloops gives the project a
high profile and improves its value as an interpretive and educational facility.

Design Features:

• 2” water supply pipe.

• 2 floating islands.
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• 10 nesting boxes along the Thompson River.

• 2 interpretive signs visible from main highway.

• Re-introduced painted turtles.

Implementation

The July 19, 1994 permit/management agreement with the Kamloops Indian Band is for 10 years,
automatically renewable for up to 30 years. A Band Council Resolution was also signed detailing a
management plan.

DU was also involved in securing the approvals and working through the referrals process necessary to
discharge water into culverts and hold water against the highway embankment. DU will maintain the nest
boxes, floating islands and interpretive signs for the life of the project. DU also assumes winterization
responsibilities for the entire pipeline system. The Kamloops Indian band assumed responsibility for the
entire irrigation line system.

Implementation Costs

2 Interpretive signs $3500.00
Dedication activities $500.00
Rafts $1700.00
Line winterization $4500.00
Staff charges $1200.00
Sign replacement $5327.00
Sub-total $16727.00

KIB contributions:
Waterline installation $8000.00
Fencing $1000.00
Sub-total KIB costs $9000.00

Total costs $25,727.00

3.3.3. Ludwig’s Pond

Ludwig’s Pond is an “isolated pothole” with very significant production potential for waterfowl species.
The pond has the potential to serve as an important feeding and staging area during migration. The marsh
is one of the few CLI (Canada Land Inventory) Class 2 wetlands in the Northern interior.

The wetland had been significantly underachieving its waterfowl production potential because of grazing
pressure. The wetland pasture had been used from early spring to summer for a substantial number of
cattle. It was also used to overwinter horses. Uplands surrounding the wetland have been cleared up to
the water’s edge and put into hay, pasture or annual crop. The immediate shoreline was grazed year
round, significantly reducing upland and emergent vegetation.

The purpose of the project was to demonstrate that forage production and riparian habitat for wildlife
could co-exist through management of timing and intensity of grazing. Fencing was installed to establish
pastures for rotational grazing. Three pastures were established—the wetland pasture, the southeast
pasture and the ridge pasture. Installation and upgrades to livestock watering sites and a graveled
livestock crossing reduced cattle trampling of wetland vegetation and contamination of water. Floating
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islands and nest tunnels were installed to enhance waterfowl habitat. Trees were planted in the summer
pasture to create shade for cattle.

Anticipated Benefits and Special Challenges Involved

By managing the grazing system around the wetland, it was anticipated that emergent and riparian
vegetation would recover. The investment in pasture fences, seed and fertilizer were anticipated to
provide the rancher with sufficiently renovated upland pasture that the rotational grazing system would
be retained. The grazing regime works as follows:

SE Pasture Ridge Pasture Wetland pasture

Greenup - June 30 Grazing (and/or
Ridge pasture)

Grazing (and/or SE
pasture)

Rested, allowing for emergent and
upland vegetation to develop and
waterfowl hatch to be completed

July 1- August 31 Rested Rested Grazing

September 1 - snowfall Grazing Grazing Rested, allowing for vegetation
recovery and cover for early nesting
species the following spring

Design Features:

• Marsh component:

- 1 contoured and graveled livestock crossing.

- Two floating nesting/loafing islands and a nesting tunnel.

- 1 conservation sign.

• Wetland pasture:

- Upgraded perimeter fence.

- Tree planting to provide shade and windbreak for livestock.

• SE Pasture:

- 300 m of new cross fencing.

- Seed and fertilizer for pasture renovation.

- Upgrade existing livestock watering dugout.

• Ridge pasture:

- New livestock watering dugout.

- Seed and fertilizer for pasture renovation.

Implementation and Costs

An agreement was signed in March 1995 that ensures that no future use of the water levels in the pond
can occur without consultation with DU. DU is responsible for the maintenance of the floating islands,
nesting tunnels and the sign. The landowner is responsible for the future maintenance of the perimeter
fence, gates, cross fence, livestock crossing, watering dugout, tree plantings, and pasture renovations.

The project was not without it’s problems. The trees were planted in the heat of the summer and the
seedlings did not get established. The seeds and fertilizer were also applied by a local contractor who was
not able to commit consistent time or attention to the project. Despite these short-term difficulties, those
involved in the project are optimistic about its longer term success.
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Costs:

Fencing and gates (new and upgrade) $4875.10
Seed and fertilizer $3000.00
Livestock crossing construction $1000.00
Dugout construction $5423.00
Floating island and nesting tunnel $1200.00
Sign $324.90
Total costs $15823.00

3.3.4. Nicola River Corridor

The Nicola River Corridor project is one of the most ambitious projects undertaken as part of the IWP.
The project is located along the Nicola River, in an extensive cottonwood floodplain north of Merritt. The
diversity of habitats found within such floodplains provide high species diversity. The area is estimated to
support between 200 and 250 species of mammals, birds, amphibians and reptiles.

The river corridor has been significantly impacted by agricultural use, leading to a substantial reduction
of the riparian cottonwoods, shrubs and thick grasses that once bordered the river. As a result, the banks
have become susceptible to erosion, affecting water quality and valuable fish habitat. The habitat value
and productivity of the wetlands and adjacent uplands was well below their potential.

A number of techniques were used to improve waterfowl and wildlife habitat, stabilize streambanks, and
enhance fisheries values. Fourteen kilometres of fencing was installed to allow recovery of riparian
vegetation. Natural channels and oxbows were excavated to create more edge habitat and provide access
for salmon fry to valuable rearing and resting habitat. Several engineered watering sites were established
to control livestock access to the river. Mature cottonwoods were protected from felling by beavers
predation with mesh. Shrubs and trees were also planted.

Anticipated Benefits and Special Challenges Involved

It is anticipated that the exclusion fence will improve over-water and upland nesting sites for many
waterfowl species. By deepening some of the shallow areas of the oxbows, it is expected that waterfowl
production will be significantly enhanced, as well as providing an improved survival rate for juvenile
fish. Breeding by cavity nesting species is expected to increase as a result of the nesting boxes.

The stabilization of streambanks and reduced erosion will help to provide habitat for a range of species
as well as enhance fisheries values, which are potentially significant given that the river is used by seven
species of fish, including three salmon species that are provincially significant—chinook and coho
salmon, and rainbow trout. Fisheries values will also be enhanced by deepening some oxbows, opening
up oxbows to support rearing populations of juvenile salmonids, and reactivating formerly flowing
backchannels.

The abundance of amphibians and reptiles was also expected to increase. Toads, frogs and salamanders
are common and include the Great Basin spadefoot toad. Reptiles include gopher snake, terrestrial garter
snake, common garter snake, western rattlesnake, rubber boa, and potentially the western yellow bellied
racer.

The project was developed by DU biologists following meetings with the Department of Fisheries and
Oceans and landowners on ways to improve fisheries values along the river. The project involved a large
number of partners and demonstrated DU’s ability to initiate and manage a large co-operative project.
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The project site has been used for IWP workshops and is frequently used to introduce newcomers and
visitors to the program and its activities.

Design Features:

• Meandering channels were excavated to create passage of open water and private territories needed
by breeding pairs of waterfowl.

• Wire mesh was added around the base of cottonwoods to prevent excessive felling by beavers.

• A new drainage swale collects spring runoff and flood water from the surrounding alfalfa fields
and funnels it into the river. A one-way flapgate protects the field from water backing up during
periods of flooding.

• Two small earth dykes protect low lying fields from moderate floods.

• 14km of fencing controls livestock access to the river allowing native vegetation to recover.

• Several engineered watering sites provide livestock with safe access to the river through gentle,
graveled or hardened slopes.

• Natural inlet channels were deepened and ditches excavated to provide water supply to the oxbows,
promoting vegetation and providing salmon rearing and resting habitat.

• Tree revetments along the outer edge of bends in the river reduce erosion, provide shade for fish
habitat and trap sediments that would otherwise settle in spawning areas.

• Fenced pastures are used to hold livestock for prolonged periods during winter feeding or calving in
conjunction with water management.

• Tree planting was undertaken to help restore shoreline vegetation.

• Excess woody debris was cleared out from some oxbows, and piled to provide better waterfowl
feeding and breeding areas as well as small mammal habitat.

• 20 nest boxes were installed.

• Interpretive signs are also included

Monitoring of vegetation changes is undertaken along the Nicola River Corridor, using aerial
photographs and GIS. An additional research project is underway on the Chutter Ranch.

Implementation and Costs

DU took responsibility for:

• constructing and maintaining the berms and water control structures;

• providing, installing and maintaining loafing logs and nest boxes for the life of the project;

• providing materials for a fencing contractor (or landowner) to construct the barb wire fencing;

• supervise and pay for the fence installation; and,

• inspection of the berm, ditches and water control structures.

The landowners assumes responsibility for annual inspections and maintenance of fencing (with possible
financial aid from DU)
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Costs:

Berm, pond, control, ditch construction $62,500.00
Oxbow cleanup and enlargement $73,125.00
Nest boxes (25) $625.00
Loafing logs $100.00
Fencing materials and installation $98,992.00
Total cost $235,342.00

3.3.5. 130-Mile Ranch

The 130 Mile Ranch project offered the opportunity to demonstrate a number of wetland enhancement
measures, as well as alternative land management techniques. The project site consisted of six wetlands
on a bench above the San Jose river, in the Cariboo region of central B.C.

The property had been the subject of an earlier DU project in 1981, involving two wetlands on the ranch.
These wetlands were 130 Mile Lake, which is a widening of the San Jose river, and 130 Mile reservoir,
or Downie Lake, which is located on the bench above the river. The original project involved establishing
a dam to create the reservoir, and providing water from 130 Mile to the reservoir.

The IWP project focused on the five small wetlands in the vicinity of Downie Lake and the adjacent
uplands. These seasonal to semi-permanent wetlands provide attractive waterfowl habitat that was being
under-utilized because of heavy grazing. The purpose of the IWP project was to introduce a better water
regime for Downie Lake, combined with improved pasture management, in order to enhance riparian and
upland habitat on the property.

Anticipated Benefits and Special Challenges Involved

The 130 Mile Ranch project was expected to be moderately expensive relative to most waterfowl
enhancement projects, but offered a number of justifications. It provided the opportunity to demonstrate a
rotational grazing system to ensure enhanced wildlife habitat generally and waterfowl habitat
particularly. It would demonstrate the advantages of alternative stock watering facilities. There was also
expected to be a significant improvement in wetland and upland habitat conditions as a result of the
project. And the project site was also easily accessible, making it an ideal candidate for field visits.

The property had changed hands several times in recent years and the terms of the original DU contract
had not been met. The new owners of the ranch, Lee and Wendy Hoium, were very supportive of the IWP
project concept which added to its attractiveness.

Design Features:

• provision of irrigation water to Downie Lake (largely financed by the Houims, with limitations
placed on drawdown).

• new fencing to establish five additional pastures for the rotational grazing system (spring, mid-
summer, late summer/early fall, fall rye/early spring and winter).

• development of two springs and distribution of water to stock watering troughs and nose pumps in
the newly established pastures.

• establishment of an electric pump system for irrigating hay fields.

• fencing to create exclusion areas around the wetlands.

• delayed haying until after July 1 (to allow for nesting and hatching of waterfowl).
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• information sign.

Implementation

The landowners provided a significant contribution to fund the improvements and are responsible for all
maintenance costs.

Costs:

Electric pump system $14,336.00
Fencing $47,406.00
Buffer zone construction $28,308.00
Total costs $90,050.00
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4. EVALUATION OF PROGRAM IMPACTS

This section of the study examines the impact of the program on various aspects of the natural and
human environment. The evaluation of impacts seeks an answer to the question: “What has been the
impact of the program components delivered by the Interior Wetlands Program (i.e., did the
implementation of the program produce the anticipated benefits)?”

The impacts of the IWP are considered under three broad headings: ecological impacts, economic
impacts and social impacts. These categories overlap in some areas, for example: changes in recreational
use of wetlands has both social and economic aspects but are considered here under economic impacts;
water quality has both ecological and economic impacts and is considered under both categories.

Information for this component of the evaluation has been drawn from documentation and from
interviews with ranchers and landowners, agency representatives, Steering Committee members, IWP
staff, and others. The list of interviewees (see Appendix 3) includes representatives from many of
partnering groups involved with the IWP and from various regions in which the program operates. The
list was developed jointly by the evaluation team and IWP staff and includes both supporters and
acknowledged critics of the program (see Section 1.3).

4.1. Ecological Impacts

The focus of the evaluation of ecological impacts is on the demonstration projects (“land based
cooperative projects.”) Research and evaluation projects are also considered as they provide context for
understanding the probable impacts of the demonstration projects and the types of land management
practices promoted by the IWP. The anticipated ecological benefits of the IWP are outlined in Table 10.
Potential indicators of achievement of these benefits are also shown.

Table 10: Anticipated Ecological Benefits and Indicators of Progress for the IWP Program
Anticipated Benefit Indicators

1. Waterfowl production and use of wetlands would increase regional increase in waterfowl numbers

improved waterfowl habitat

2. Biological diversity of wetland ecosystems would be enhanced increase in numbers of (desirable) species of plants and animals throughout
the region

more robust plant communities

3. Overall hydrological function of watersheds would be enhanced reduced erosion and sedimentation

improved water quality

improved temporal distribution of water

enhanced plant vigour

4.1.1. Scope of the Ecological Assessment

The indicators in Table 10 represent the scope of measures that could ideally be used to assess the
ecological impact of the IWP. However, several factors limit the scope of this evaluation:

• Many of the IWP demonstration projects have only recently been completed. Although some
changes are already evident, particularly in vegetation structure and composition, it is too early to
determine impacts in most cases. Several years of monitoring would be required before significant
changes in many ecological parameters could be detected and interpreted with any high degree of
confidence.
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• The effects of grazing on grassland riparian ecosystems of the Interior Fraser Basin are not well
understood.35 As a result, the impacts of the IWP project enhancements on wetland ecosystem
function and wildlife utilization are difficult to estimate.

• There is a long history of livestock grazing in the British Columbia Interior. As a result, there are
few, if any, grassland riparian ecosystems available for a comparative study in the Thompson-
Nicola region which have not been subject to some grazing impact.36

• Given IWP delivery priorities and constraints on resources, none of the demonstration projects has
had the benefit of intensive baseline monitoring prior to the implementation of the IWP
improvements.

• There has not been systematic monitoring of ecological change for most of the demonstration
projects, with the exception noted below. The data are therefore not available to assess broad
changes in biodiversity and wetland functions for many of the demonstration projects.

As delivery agent, DU recognized that it would not be cost-effective nor feasible to undertake the
intensive monitoring effort required to measure the impacts of the IWP demonstration projects on
waterfowl production, biological diversity and hydrologic function. A more focused monitoring effort
would be required.

Initially, it was suggested that changes in waterfowl production could serve as an indicator for assessing
the effectiveness of modified land-use practices.37 However, preliminary research suggested that the high
variability of waterfowl nesting density and breeding success would make it difficult to obtain a
statistically significant result in comparative studies.

Given the constraints of poor baseline data, the costs of systematic monitoring, and the limited likelihood
of detecting a statistically significant effect on breeding birds, DU chose to monitor vegetation change as
the principal means to assess the ecological impacts of the IWP demonstration projects. Impacts were to
be determined by monitoring changes in habitat condition, specifically through monitoring change in
vegetation species composition and structure. The habitat approach to monitoring ecological change
resulting from the demonstration projects is consistent with the current direction for range management
under the Forest Practices Code of British Columbia. The Riparian Management Area Guidebook
(1995), states that:

“Vegetation is the principal habitat attribute that should be evaluated when assessing or
monitoring the properly functioning condition of any habitat unit. Vegetation is the
principal determinant of wildlife and fisheries habitat value and is also a useful indicator
of riparian ecosystem function.”

The habitat monitoring approach adopted by Ducks Unlimited for IWP demonstration projects is briefly
described below.

Habitat Monitoring

Photographic surveys were used to assess changes in vegetation for each of the demonstration sites. The
photographic perspectives used were ground-based, aerial oblique and aerial vertical. Table 11 shows the
type of photography used and date of monitoring for each demonstration site.

Ground-based photo monitoring: One or more ground-based photo stations were established for each
demonstration site. Photos were taken at periodic intervals, generally in the spring, during peak migration
and waterfowl breeding or nesting. The ground based photos provide a visual record of change in
vegetation composition and vertical structure over time. The photos are useful in providing a visual
comparison between the same location over time, and between riparian exclosure areas relative to more
intensively grazed areas. Appendix 6 provides examples of ground-based photos for selected
demonstration projects.
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Aerial photographic monitoring and mapping: Aerial vertical photographs were taken for selected
demonstration sites, using 35mm color slide film. DU’s intention is to map selected demonstration
projects in order to monitor habitat change over time. The aerial photos will be used to develop base
maps that delineate plant communities by seral stage (tree, shrub, herb) and plant species dominance. The
accuracy of the base maps are then verified on the ground, usually in the following season.

Table 11: Photographic Surveys or Monitoring of IWP Demonstration Sites
Demonstration Project Ground Photo Aerial Vertical Aerial Oblique
Nicola River 1993, 1995, 1996 1994, 1996
130-mile Ranch 1995, 1996 1996
Ludwig's Pond 1994, 1995, 1996
T'Kumlups 1985, 1995, 1996 1996
Rush Lake 1994, 1995, 1996
Chilcotin Marshes 1994, 1995, 1996
Salmon Arm Indian Lands 1990, 1996
Duck Meadows 1992, 1995, 1996 1996
Buckskin Marsh 1994, 1995, 1996
Frost Creek 1990, 1994, 1995, 1996
Fallis Pond 1987, 1995, 1996
Siwash Lake 1996 1996
137-Mile Ranch 1994, 1995, 1996
Peterhope Lake 1996 1996
Hart Lake 1995, 1996
Lazy Lake Ranch 1994, 1996 1996
Wild Horse Meadow 1994, 1996 1996
S. Thompson Riparian 1994, 1995, 1996 1996
6-Mile Ranch 1995, 1996
Jug Lake 1996
Tunkwa Range (proposed) 1995, 1996
McDonald Creek 1996

The vegetation community information is currently being digitized onto a geographic information system
(GIS) by a contractor, International Remote Sensing. Digitizing of vegetation community polygons is on-
going. A quantitative analysis of changes in plant communities will be developed from this information.
This could be linked to an assessment to changes in wildlife habitat quality. No GIS data are currently
available upon which to base a quantitative assessment.

The material on which this evaluation is based is, therefore, largely drawn from the expert judgment and
personal observations of the individuals interviewed for this study. These include wildlife biologists,
research ecologists and agrologists as well as ranchers and First Nations representatives directly involved
in the demonstration projects. As one respondent pointed out, it is “virtually impossible to measure
ecological impacts over the short term,” so these assessments are tentative and represent expectations of
probable impacts as well as observed impacts to date.

Impacts are assessed against the three broad areas of anticipated benefits outlined for the IWP Program,
which are: increased waterfowl production and use, enhanced biological diversity and improved
hydrological function.

4.1.2. Increased Waterfowl Production and Use

The impacts of the IWP demonstration projects on waterfowl production are estimated prior to
development using “waterfowl production ratings” developed by DU.38 DU has considerable expertise in
developing waterfowl enhancement projects for various wetland types across Canada and based on past
experience, have developed a system for estimating waterfowl production. The production ratings
estimate the capacity of a wetland to support duckling populations based on attributes of the wetland.
These attributes include biotic location, wetland type, water depth, soil characteristics, water quality and
capability for water level management.39
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Table 12 shows the anticipated incremental impact of the IWP demonstration projects on waterfowl
production. These are summarized as incremental birds per year and in total for the life of the project.

Table 12:  Estimated potential waterfowl production for the IWP demonstration projects

Project Name Wetland Area
(ha.)

Upland Area
(ha.)

Incremental Waterfowl
Produced

(birds/year)

Incremental Waterfowl
produced over life of

project

Chilcotin Marshes 265.4 726.1 416 12,480

Salmon Arm Indian Lands 100 175 303 9090

Duck Meadow 34 59 207 6210

Buckskin Marshes 64.7 7.5 127 3810

Frost Creek Marshes 41.1 11.9 94 2820

Rush Lake 11.4 9 n/a n/a

McDonald Creek 34.7 7 116 2204

T'Kumlups Marsh 2.1 5.2 60 1800

Fallis Pond 1.1 1.6 31 620

Siwash Lake 23.1 58 130 3891

137-Mile Ranch 1.9 6.8 11 330

Ludwig's Pond 18.5 25.5 41 1230

Peter Hope Lake 116 10 146 4374

Hart Lake 138 33.5 154 4620

Hall Lake 9.8 6.8 50 1500

Lazy L. Ranch 13.5 5 106 3180

Wild Horse Meadow 12.7 4.9 78 2340

South Thompson Riparian 7 23.3 79 2370

Nicola River Corridor 20 137 260 7800

130-Mile Ranch 102 207 193 5790

6-Mile Ranch 33.1 200 148 4525

Jug Lake 20.8 24.1 111 3330

Tunkwa (proposed) 304.5 4600 941 28,230

TOTALS 1375.5 6344.2 2548 75,945

Approximately 1375 hectares of wetland and 6344 hectares of upland have been affected by IWP
demonstration projects. For the 22 IWP demonstration projects for which waterfowl production data is
estimated, the incremental bird production is 2548 birds per year, or approximately 75,945 birds over the
life of the projects (estimated to be 30 years in most cases.) These are, however, estimates of the
potential impact of the IWP on waterfowl populations used as a tool to compare the relative merit of
projects; no monitoring of waterfowl populations is being undertaken at the demonstration sites to verify
these estimates. However, staff report that DU will “periodically inspect projects to determine if areas are
living up to their potential.”40

The response from interviewees suggest that increased waterfowl production is being realized as a result
of the IWP enhancements. Four of the seven government respondents indicated that there had been
“significant improvement” in waterfowl use of wetlands resulting from the IWP demonstration projects.
One respondent indicated minor improvement. From the ranching community respondents, two-thirds
indicated either minor or significant improvement in waterfowl use of wetlands area attributable to the
IWP demonstration projects. Two respondents indicated that it was too early to tell whether there had
been any change in waterfowl use.
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4.1.3. Enhanced biological diversity

The following section describes the actual and perceived impacts of the IWP demonstrationprojects on
riparian and upland vegetation, fisheries values and other non-waterfowl wildlife values.

Riparian Vegetation and Upland Vegetation

The most significant reported impact of the IWP demonstration projects to date is revegetation of
riparian areas.41 Four of seven government respondents indicated that there had been “significant
improvement” in riparian vegetation resulting from the IWP demonstration projects with which they
were familiar. Three indicated that they didn't know, either because they had not recently visited the
site, or because they felt that it was too early to tell. Similarly, six of the seven ranchers/land
managers responding to this question indicated that there had been an improvement in riparian
vegetation; three indicated minor improvement, and three indicated major improvement.

Particular improvements were noted for emergent vegetation and herbaceous vegetation. For
example, at the Buckskin and Wildhorse sites, a “dramatic” improvement in riparian re-vegetation
was reported. Whereas before the IWP project the foreshore vegetation would normally be severely
depleted with exposed mineral soil and erosion, the riparian vegetation was reported by one
government range manager to be rapidly recovering. Several respondents anticipated that as
vegetation cover and litter improves, small mammal abundance will increase.

The purpose of the intensively managed grazing systems being demonstrated by the IWP is to ensure
that good forage production and wildlife habitat are maintained through careful planning of the timing
and intensity of grazing pressure. It is too early, however, to assess the impacts of these intensively
managed grazing systems because most projects have only been completed in the last few years.
Several more years of monitoring would be needed to show the impacts of the demonstration projects
on upland forage and wildlife habitat.

Some demonstration projects have involved wetland exclosures but not implementation of an
intensively managed grazing system. In such cases, it is possible that the grazing pressure displaced
from wetland areas to upland areas will have some negative impact, albeit uncertain, on upland
wildlife habitat. As an example, one specialist noted that wetter microsites in upland areas are
important habitat for voles. This habitat will be degraded if these areas become more heavily grazed.
Voles are an important food for Burrowing Owls, which have declined sharply in numbers in the
Interior grasslands.

Fisheries Values

One respondent reported that IWP enhancements that result in watering livestock away from
wetlands “definitely had significant benefits” for fisheries values and other wildlife. He also reported
that there was definite evidence that fish habitat is improved where riparian areas are not grazed or
only lightly grazed. He suggested that it was too early to measure the direct impact of these
improvements on fisheries values for the Nicola River Corridor, the demonstration project with
which he was most familiar. However, there is already evidence of improved riparian herbaceous and
shrub vegetation that may be contributing to improved fisheries habitat values.
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Fisheries enhancements at the Nicola River Corridor project included installation of several engineered
watering sites to limit cattle access to the river, enlargement and excavation of oxbows and channels to
improve habitat for juvenile fish and prevent entrapment of fry, installation of 14 kms of fencing to
protect riparian vegetation, and installation of tree revetments to reduce erosion and provide improved
spawning habitat. Traditionally, cottonwoods have played a significant role in the Nicola River Corridor
wetland ecology. The black cottonwood/riparian complex represents about 20% of the floodplain area
and has been heavily impacted by past land management practices and through felling by beavers. The
large cottonwoods provide a source of large organic debris to the river system and a source of substrate
for cavity nesters. As part of the IWP improvements, mesh was wrapped around mature cottonwoods to
prevent excessive felling of trees by beavers. The riparian exclosures will prevent cattle browsing the
young cottonwood shoots. The fisheries enhancements are potentially significant given that seven species
of fish are known to use the Nicola River Corridor site.

One respondent noted that the success of the Nicola River Corridor Project will depend to some extent on
the degree to which vigorous shrub and tree cover can be restored to the site. He noted that Kentucky
bluegrass, an invasive species, has formed dense mats which makes it difficult for other vegetation to get
established. For example, there are areas that have not been grazed for 10-15 years that still have
predominantly grasses. Planting of trees and shrubs did occur at the Nicola River Corridor project site
but some did not survive because the contractor planted them too close to the river and many were eroded
away in the first year. Replanting will be needed, further away from the channel, and the success of these
plantings will need to be monitored to ensure there is succession from a predominantly herbaceous
vegetation community to a more diverse mosaic including tree and shrub dominated communities. Pacific
willow and red osier dogwood were preferred species because of their rapid development, good root
structure and hardiness.

Although, this respondent indicated that it was simply too early to tell what impacts the Nicola River
Corridor project would have, he indicated that there was already evidence of improvement in revegetation
of riparian areas as well as minor improvement in wetland aesthetics and overall hydrologic function. He
indicated that the fact that these were only “minor improvements” was a reflection of the short time the
project has been completed, not a comment about the effectiveness of the project as a whole, which he felt
had significant potential.

Non-waterfowl birds, mammals, herpetofauna

With one exception, there has not been systematic sampling of bird, mammal or herpetofauna populations
pre- or post-development for any of the IWP demonstration projects. It is not possible therefore to report
on direct impacts.

Bird communities were however sampled at the Nicola River Corridor Project during the summer of 1995
as part of a terrestrial monitoring project under the Research and Evaluation component of the IWP
Program. The objective of the study is to compare the diversity of vertebrate and plant communities
between moderate to high grazing impact sites and low grazing impact sites along the Nicola River.42 The
results of the initial bird and vegetation community inventories between sites with historically low grazing
impact and those with medium to high impact, provide some indication of changes that can be expected
as a result of the IWP improvements. The results of the bird community inventory indicate that sites with
low grazing impact had more bird species and higher densities of birds than medium to high impact sites.
It was suggested that the greater vertical structure of the shrub and tree strata provided more habitat for
birds than the predominantly lower strata of grasses and forbs in the moderate to high impact sites. Bird
species distribution is less uniform in the low impact sites, with dominance by a single bird species. Bird
species distribution is more uniform in the high impact sites.
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To the extent that the Nicola River Corridor Project results in plant succession towards increased shrub
and tree cover and structural diversity, it should result in improved habitat for a wide range of bird
species and other wildlife that are known to use the corridor.

Several respondents indicated that improved riparian vegetation should improve habitat for small
mammals and herpetofauna. As an example, as part of the T'Kumlups Project, painted turtles were re-
introduced to the wetland area. Richard Jules, Kamloops Indian Band Councillor, and advisor to the
project, reported that the painted turtles were well established and increasingly abundant around the
marsh.

4.1.4. Enhanced hydrological function

The following sections describes the apparent impact of IWP demonstration projects on water quality,
wetland aesthetics, and general watershed condition.

Water Quality and Quantity

There is very limited information on which to base an assessment of change in overall hydrologic
function of watersheds in which IWP demonstration projects are located. Systematic monitoring of water
quality attributes are not being undertaken for the demonstration projects. The Ministry of the
Environment was intending to do water quality sampling for the Nicola River Project but this has not yet
been started.43 The Department of Fisheries and Oceans has initiated water temperature studies on the
whole Nicola River, but they have indicated that it is too early to see results within the project site.

Of the five government respondents to a question on whether the IWP demonstration projects had
improved water quality, none indicated significant improvement. Three reported minor improvement, and
two indicated that they did not know. Of the seven ranchers/land manager respondents, three indicated
minor improvement, three indicated that there had been no change, and two did not know.

One government agency respondent indicated that although it is largely too early to detect change in
water quality attributes for the Nicola River Corridor Project, he stated that there is “no question” that
vegetation cover had improved, and that this can be expected to result in less soil erosion and improved
water quality over time. From a fisheries perspective, increase in canopy cover over water and shrub and
tree density in the riparian zone would be important factors in moderating stream temperatures and
improving food sources.

One government respondent indicated that the alternative livestock watering facilities installed as part of
the IWP demonstration projects would keep cattle away from wetlands and lead to significant potential
benefits for water quality. Lower sedimentation can be expected as riparian vegetation is less trampled
and there is less mechanical disturbance of the soil. However, he questioned whether removing cattle
from wetlands would have much of an impact on the chemical or biological characteristics of the water.
The improvements would be mostly aesthetic as water clarity is improved (see Section 4.2.9).

Six of thirteen respondents indicated that the IWP development projects had resulted in minor reductions
in soil erosion, six did not know, and one indicated that there had been no change. Mostly the
improvements resulted from reduced trampling by cattle resulting from the alternative watering facilities.
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Aesthetics and General Watershed Condition

The improved aesthetic condition of wetlands was one area where there was broad agreement among
government respondents and ranchers/land managers. Of the fourteen respondents to this question (both
ranchers and government), twelve reported at least minor improvement in wetland aesthetic condition.
Five felt that these changes represented a significant improvement. For example, one respondent said that
“wetland sites are much healthier looking” and a big improvement over their pre-enhancement condition.

Asked whether they perceived any improvement in "general watershed health" as a result of the IWP
demonstration projects, seven of the fourteen respondents reported a minor improvement, one reported a
significant improvement. Four respondents indicated that they did not know. Two reported no change.
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4.2. Economic Impacts

The evaluation of the economic impacts of the Interior Wetlands Program focuses on direct and indirect
economic values resulting from all aspects of the program. The economic values resulting from restored
wetlands and associated land management practices are much more broadly defined than simply financial
values. Loomis (1995) provides a helpful explanation for this:

"Natural resources in general and wetlands in particular provide many services to human
beings that are of direct economic value. Some of these services are priced in competitive
markets and therefore the price paid for the service reflects the economic value of that
service. However, many services of wetlands… are not traded in markets… The key
point is that absence of markets does not mean absence of economic value!”

4.2.1. Scope of the Evaluation of Economic Impacts

Schedule B (of the 1992 Agreement) states that “[e]valuations [of demonstration projects] will include
measuring the effects of projects on waterfowl use and production, and the effects on agricultural
productivity and farm operational efficiency.” However, such a comprehensive evaluation of economic
impacts in particular has not been undertaken in this study for several reasons:

• First, the interview questions do not attempt to put a dollar value on the economic impact of the
IWP. Furthermore, time and resources are insufficient to conduct the type of studies required for a
comprehensive assessment of the economic value of the IWP—which would involve replacement
cost and contingent valuation methods.44

• Second, it is too early in the existence of the program to conduct comprehensive economic
evaluations with any assurance of meaningful results because the potential economic benefits have
yet to be realized. This point was made repeatedly by the many individuals consulted for this
evaluation, including DU staff, range managers, range specialists and wildlife biologists. For
example, when examining forage quality (by assessment of plant composition) significant changes
cannot be expected over a two-year period. In fact, it was suggested by both an agency
representative and a rancher that the full economic benefits of the program will not be realized for
ten years.

• Third, the monitoring undertaken by the IWP has not been designed to provide data to support a
comprehensive economic evaluation. For example, current monitoring of demonstration sites does
not assess changes in forage quality directly.

In light of these limitations, the economic impacts of the IWP are evaluated here in terms of observed
changes in a set of indicators of economic value such as water quality, cattle health and recreational
opportunities. In addition to information about observed changes obtained from interviewees, some
inferences have been made from assessments of similar programs elsewhere and from economic analyses
of wetlands protection and changes in agricultural practices.

Few economic values of wetlands are captured in the market, so the evaluation focuses on directional
changes in the economic values associated with wetland protection and alternative land management
practices around wetlands.

Finally, the economic impacts of the IWP are assessed in terms of both the changes in the value of
wetlands themselves as a result of IWP enhancements, and additional value realized by the introduction
of alternative range management practices. The values associated with the latter are more easily assessed
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and are consequently evaluated in more detail (although it is acknowledged that IWP is not the only
advocate for changes in resource management in the Interior Fraser Basin). There are economic values of
the IWP that are derived solely from the land-based cooperative projects and those that are derived from
the other program components—education/extension and research and evaluation. In most cases, it is a
combination of two or more program components that have generated economic impacts (e.g., livestock
water quality can be seen to have benefited from all three program components). For this reason, the
impacts described in this section are not attributed to any one of the three components.

4.2.2. Overview of Economic Values Associated with the IWP

The various values considered in the evaluation of the IWP are listed in the first column of Table 13.
These values have been divided into direct values, indirect values, option values and non-use values.45

• Direct use values refer to those human uses of wetlands that have direct economic benefits—in this
case, agriculture, recreation and fisheries.

• Indirect use values refer to wetland functions that have indirect economic benefits, such as
groundwater recharge and flood control.

• Option value refers to the value of maintaining the opportunity for people to visit the IWP sites in
future. The option value has not been assessed as part of this evaluation because of the difficulty of
quantifying this value.

• Off-site or non-use values are those values which are derived from the IWP, but are not realized
directly or on-site. These include such values as employment, education and aesthetic
improvements. The maintenance of biodiversity is another non-use value. Also within this category,
there is the existence value of an ecological feature, which is the value the public derives from for
simply knowing that a resource exists, and the bequest value for future generations. Again, these
non-use values are difficult to measure and, with the exception of biodiversity (for which a
surrogate indicator is used), are not included in the scope of this evaluation.

The anticipated benefits of the program are listed in column 2 of Table 13. Based on these anticipated
benefits, appropriate indicators were selected. (The detailed framework used for the economic evaluation
is presented in Appendix 5.)
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Table 13: Anticipated Economic Benefits of the Interior Wetlands Program
Adapted from Loomis, 1995

Economic Value Anticipated Benefits

DIRECT USE

Agriculture Improvement in quality of livestock water supply resulting from provision of remote water facilities.

Improvement in forage quality and yield as a result of improved grazing systems

Reduced soil erosion on pasture as a result of improved vegetative cover

Recreation Additional recreational opportunities as a result of IWP

Fisheries Increase in fish population and species diversity resulting from improvement in fish habitat

INDIRECT USE

Groundwater recharge Improvement in groundwater recharge resulting from improved hydrological functioning

Flood control and storm protection Protection from flooding as a result of wetland restoration/protection and changes in  water management and range
management

Improved water flow downstream of wetlands during and after storms

Filtration/
Detoxification of pollutants

Improvement in downstream water quality as a result of wetland restoration/protection. Demonstrated by reduced
silt, nutrients, bacteria and other pollutants in water.

OPTION VALUE Value of maintaining the wetland areas for future opportunities (recreation, etc.)

NON-USE VALUES

Employment Increase in employment opportunities resulting from wetlands enhancement and alternative land management
measures

Education Increase in education opportunities resulting from wetlands enhancement

Aesthetics Increase in aesthetic value of region due to wetlands enhancement

Biodiversity Increase in species diversity and populations resulting from wetlands enhancement

Existence value Knowing that wetlands exist

Bequest value Protection for future generations

4.2.3. Financial Considerations for Participating Ranchers

The primary motivation for ranchers to participate in IWP projects varies: while some may be more
motivated by economic gain, for others it is the moral responsibility of protecting the environment upon
which they depend. One rancher suggested that the ranching community will show much more interest
once the program is able to demonstrate the added value of the alternative land management practices.
However, another rancher believed that although there are economic benefits for ranchers involved in the
IWP, the prospect of economic gains alone will not drive the program.

In the case of those who are motivated by the potential economic advantage, two ranchers pointed to the
contribution of the IWP projects towards offsetting the costs of compliance with the Forest Practices
Code. In the words of one rancher: "We knew we would eventually be required to keep our cows off the
river by some agency." Many ranchers with Crown land leases and permits reported being overwhelmed
by the complexity of the Forest Practices Code and other land use guidelines. Some believe that, under
the guidance of the IWP, their actions will put them in a better position to meet the new regulations.

According to one ranching industry representative, adapting management practices to meet these new
regulatory requirements will increase agricultural costs, but, at present, there are no support programs or
means of compensation other than the IWP. A rancher pointed out that without the Grazing Enhancement
Fund (which government reportedly plans to reduce), it will be difficult for ranchers to pay for changes in
management practices. However, another rancher stated that “if people realized the benefits of doing
these things, then they would do them voluntarily.”
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In general, according to several interview respondents, ranchers are not adopting sustainable land
management practices of their own accord. The most significant obstacle to more widespread adoption by
the ranching community of these practices is cost. The ranching economy is depressed with beef and
forage prices at a ten year low. Ranchers can not implement IWP measures, particularly alternative
livestock watering facilities, at their own expense even if it may be worthwhile in the long term. On the
other hand, one rancher suggested that the introduction of improved grazing practices contributes to
healthier animals, and that low beef prices would be offset by this benefit.

Another obstacle to uptake of alternative practices is time—time required to develop the practices and the
resulting increased labour requirements. However, this investment of time may be offset by time savings
as a result of planned grazing where ranchers travel shorter distances to forage areas.

4.2.4. Enhancing Livestock and Crop Production

Ranchers are generally more optimistic about the economic potential of the IWP than government agency
representatives. Several ranchers indicated that they had already observed positive changes as a result of
IWP activities. These positive economic impacts are summarized in the sections below.

General economic benefits for ranchers

More than half of questionnaire respondents indicated that it is too early to observe changes on rangeland
where new practices had been implemented by the IWP. For the remainder, the most frequently reported
improvement on rangeland was livestock drinking water quality (two-thirds of respondents).

Ranchers were asked if they are economically better off as a result of the practices promoted by the IWP.
Two-thirds of respondents indicated that it is too early to draw any conclusions. Four individuals
indicated in the interviews that they are better off as a result of the project on their land. Their economic
gain was reportedly attributed to one or more of the following factors: improved cattle weight gain (in
two cases); improved cattle health (in two cases); increased forage yield (in two cases); more efficient
forage use (in two cases); and increased water for irrigation (in one case). One-third of ranchers
interviewed indicated that they had benefited from cattle weight gain resulting from improved water
quality. Another three ranchers indicated that there was potential for this type of benefit in the future.

Five ranchers indicated that they anticipated future economic benefits from the IWP project on their land.
(The other four did not indicate any future benefit, suggesting that they either did not know or did not
believe there would be benefit). The following reasons for this anticipated benefit were identified by at
least three of the respondents: cattle weight gain, improved forage quantity and improved forage quality.

Improved animal performance

Several range experts and wildlife biologists familiar with the IWP were formally or informally
interviewed regarding the economic impacts of the program on agriculture. The most significant impact
they identified is improved animal performance, as demonstrated by weight gain and sales of calves and
cattle. This improvement in performance was attributed by one or more of these experts to:

• improvements in livestock water supply;

• reduced incidences of disease or infection in cattle;

• increased forage yield; and
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• more cattle grazing days (because pastures can support more animals).

It is reported that cattle watering directly from a conventional wetland dugout can reduce livestock
health: cattle do not drink as often if they have to wade into mud, which, in turn, leads to poorer feed
efficiency and health.46 Foot rot and teat infections are also more common under these conditions.
Incidences of disease and infection have been shown to decrease significantly when cattle are provided
clean water from watering facilities. (However, foot rot is not considered a serious condition: most cattle
recover and the cost of treatment is relatively low, at about $1.00/head.47)

At the Rush Lake site, it was reported that footrot in livestock had been eliminated. Also at this site,
cattle no longer have access to arrowgrass, a mildly poisonous plant that grows in the wetland area,
prevents weight gain, and can cause fatalities. At Harper Ranch, a reduction in the incidences of scours
in calves has been observed because cows calve on fresh ground. Another disadvantage of allowing cattle
to use riparian areas for drinking is that the animals occasionally get stuck in the mud and die. This
represents a significant loss of income. At the Harper Ranch, the exclosure fencing has kept cattle out of
the river, but also off the road where they were occasionally hit by vehicles.

Under the IWP and similar programs such as the North American Waterfowl Management Plan, the
common practice of allowing cattle to drink from lakes, ponds and streams is replaced by water facilities.
Providing watering facilities for cattle gives them access to a constant supply of fresh water which, in
turn, increases daily weight gain in cattle.48 A study in Stavely, Alberta demonstrated that the average
daily weight gain in calves drinking from dugouts was 1.76 kg. and 2.26 kg for those drinking clean
water from troughs. It has been demonstrated that as a result of these improved water systems, ranch
operations can realize a return of US $5 - $50 per acre per year.49  Improved water quality on rangeland
has been observed at least four of the nine project sites included in the interviews.

A University of Missouri study demonstrated that more livestock watering facilities can also improve the
efficiency of forage utilization: “[w]hen cattle travel approximately 600 feet to water, it becomes a social
activity and they come together… This behaviour is important because it impacts on the grazing time,
water and mineral intake, and manuring patterns.”50 In addition, it has been demonstrated that an
increased number of watering sites results in a more uniform distribution of crop nutrients from the form
of urine and manure, thus improving the quality and availability of forage crops.51

It was suggested by one agency representative interviewed for this evaluation that it is difficult to
measure the impact of the IWP on cattle weight gain because of three factors:

• There can be 20% fluctuation in cattle weight due to weather alone.

• In the initial 2-3 year period, the foraging of natural vegetation not previously grazed may
contribute to higher weight gain, but this advantage may diminish if increased grazing pressure
negatively affects vegetation growth rates over a longer time period.

• Cattle weight is affected by breeding and the introduction of new bulls can have a 25% impact on
calf weight at 200 days (when they are weighed).

For these reasons, multi-year data are required to establish the impact of alternative grazing systems on
cattle weight. Despite the lack of conclusive evidence, the ranchers interviewed were relatively optimistic
about the potential improvement in cattle performance as a result of implementing IWP measures. Half of
all respondents indicated a positive observed or potential influence on cattle weight gain and/or cattle
health.

In addition to the positive impacts of the IWP in livestock drinking water quality, one rancher pointed to
four potential benefits of planned and modified grazing systems that he has observed on his ranch. He
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believes that each of these would ultimately translate into cost savings or economic gains for the land
owner:

• cattle do not have travel as far which keeps them healthier and extends their life span;

• ranchers are able to keep better track of their herds when they are closer to home;

• cattle are quieter when they are closer to home; and

• fewer bulls are required to cover the herd (1:30 on controlled pasture; 1:18 on conventional
pasture).

From time to time, experiments are undertaken at the demonstration projects to enhance upland
rangeland. Enhancements such as the tree planting carried out at Ludwig's Pond to provide shade for
cattle (see Section 3.2), also have the potential to improve animal performance.

Improved forage quality and yield

The benefits of managed grazing systems are generally accepted among range managers according to one
government representative. The literature suggests, in general, that managed grazing systems contribute
to improved forage in the form of healthier plants with more vigorous growth.52 Although there have been
limited studies of grazing control in riparian areas, one forage specialist consulted stated that, as a
general observation, the benefits of managed grazing systems should apply across all pasture types. It is
nevertheless difficult to estimate the value of forage production increase from the IWP demonstration
projects.

One range manager interviewed was optimistic that forage yield on his ranch will increase by 30-40
percent next year as a result of the IWP measures implemented. However, this has to be weighed against
the fact that the most productive forage areas (the wetlands) have been exclosed53 (see Section 4.1.3.).
DU staff pointed out that it may be possible to allow light grazing in riparian pastures in the future (see
discussion of research projects in Section 4.1).

Another range specialist expressed concern, however, over the potential for reduced forage productivity
resulting over the longer term, due to intensive grazing of the upland. Though soil supplements are not
normally required to enhance the productivity of upland pastures, he indicated that these supplements
may be required in the future. In fact, at Ludwig's Pond, in an attempt to bring vegetation back more
quickly for rotational grazing in domestic pastures, seeds and fertilizer were applied as part of IWP
enhancements. The experiment has had only limited success, although this is reportedly due to poor
management rather than poor design. However, with better management, this approach could prove more
successful in future years.

4.2.5. Enhancing Recreational Opportunities

The potential benefits of IWP enhancements include increased recreational opportunities associated with
wetlands. Some of the published profiles of IWP projects, such as Chilcotin Marshes and McDonald
Creek, highlight the recreational assets of these wetland developments. The most obvious recreational
opportunity is for wildlife viewing at the roadside pullouts where interpretive signs have been placed
explaining the demonstration projects. Increases in recreational opportunities are not necessarily tied to
demonstration project sites, however. Enhanced habitat at project sites leads to an increase in wildlife that
can be viewed and/or hunted at locations other than the site itself.

Although it is difficult to link increased public use of wetland landscapes to the results of the IWP
directly, it is reasonable to conclude that the projects have provided more recreational opportunities for
those visitors currently drawn to the environmental values of the region. In fact, half of the individuals
interviewed for this evaluation believed that an economic benefit has been derived from an increase in the
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number of visitors to IWP project sites. Respondents reported increased levels of hunting, hiking,
canoeing, recreational fishing and particularly wildlife viewing or wildlife photography as a result of the
IWP. One-third of respondents indicated that they did not know if there had been a change in the level of
recreational activities as a result of the IWP.

It is also possible to infer that the IWP has the potential to attract additional visitors to the area, based on
the results of a similar survey of the impacts of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan in
Saskatchewan. In that survey, 78 percent of local residents agreed or strongly agreed that the NAWMP
activities created positive economic benefits for the community by attracting tourists.54 The net economic
impact of such an increase in visitors as a result of the IWP is uncertain. However, in a 1981 study of the
economic impacts of the consumptive and non-consumptive uses of birds in the Fraser Basin, it was
determined that waterfowl hunters in B.C. spent approximately $12 million and that the non-consumptive
users (i.e., birdwatchers) spent $152 million (Boyd, 1995). With the tremendous growth in the popularity
of wildlife viewing and photography as a recreational activity in the fifteen years since, it is reasonable to
infer that potential increases in waterfowl populations and the viewing opportunities resulting from IWP
projects will enhance ecotourism in the region, with consequent positive economic impacts. This
conclusion is supported by naturalists in the region, who have reported that they are benefiting from the
IWP projects in their birdwatching activities. Increased opportunities for waterfowl hunting and sport
fishing may also add to provincial income via the issuing of licenses.

Two IWP sites in particular are attracting, or have the potential to attract, tourists and naturalists. The
restoration of the T'Kumlups marsh has added significantly to the value of the visitor experience
available at the Secwepemc Heritage Park (part of the Secwepemc Museum) as interpretive signs have
been placed along the trail circling the marsh edge that describes the traditional use of wetland flora and
fauna. Approximately 10,000-15,000 people visit the museum each year, which is within 200 metres of
the restored wetland site. The Salmon Arm Indian Band also has plans for a heritage village along the
river’s edge, and an interpretive trail to the wetland area.

Ranchers’ receptivity to the increase in recreational opportunities that result from IWP projects on their
land varies: some do not mind recreationalists while others feel the potential or actual increase in
recreational use is a disadvantage (due to interference with agricultural activities). On private land,
encouragement of recreation is not as much of an issue; owners recognize that they retain control and
there will be no difference after the project.

Ranchers are aware that different types of recreation have varying impacts. For example, two of the
ranchers interviewed expressed concern that visitors to these sites and recreationalists might disturb
wildlife, and one was concerned about the litter that might be left behind. Closer to urban centres,
potential negative impacts from increased recreation is viewed as a greater threat. Staff speculated that
project signs raise awareness of ecological sensitivity and may serve to reduce recreational impact.

Some of the owner/operators at demonstration project sites have objected to the promotion of increased
recreational opportunities—especially hunting—on their land, and the IWP has taken this into account in
the way it portrays the demonstration projects. For example, at 6-Mile Ranch the IWP has proposed a
parking lot to keep recreationalists from driving their vehicles onto the ranch land. At the Nicola Valley
project, some partners are considering the feasibility of trails for ecotourism, although they are cautious
about encouraging more visitor use of the land.

Some of the owner/operators themselves, with their families and friends, have been making active
recreational use of their own lands as a result of the IWP projects. For example, the MacDonald Creek
ranching community reported doing more canoeing.
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4.2.6. Enhancing Fisheries

According to one government representative, there is no doubt that IWP enhancements, such as the
exclusion of wetlands to cattle, enhances fish habitat. It is possible to infer from this enhancement that
fish populations will increase, although it is difficult to measure such changes in fish populations (see
Section 4.1.3.).

In the evaluation interviews, three out of fourteen respondents indicated that they had observed increases
in recreational fishing as a result of the IWP projects. Four respondents had observed no change and
seven did not know. Again, for the IWP demonstration projects where significant fisheries values exist
(e.g., Salmon Arm Indian Lands, Peter Hope, Duck Meadow, and Nicola River Corridor), a few more
years are required before any firm conclusions can be drawn.

4.2.7. Improving Groundwater Recharge

Wetlands play an important role in groundwater recharge, which in turn maintains water levels in
dugouts and wells used by livestock and people. Enhancing wetlands should, in theory, enhance the
capacity of the wetland for holding water. In the results of the IWP interviews however, only one rancher
had observed improvements in water flow regimes as a result of the program. Another rancher observed
an increase in the volume of water available for irrigation. It is still too early in the program to see
improvements in the functioning of a fully restored wetland. However, the importance of this value is
clear: in a 1992 survey of Prairie farmers and the general public, one-third of respondents valued the
wetlands on their properties because their ability to maintain the quality and quantity of groundwater.55

4.2.8. Enhancing Flood Control and Storm Protection

Both the rangeland owners themselves and the communities downstream stand to benefit from the natural
flood and storm protection provided by enhanced wetlands. However, only two of the twenty individuals
interviewed believed that there had been any economic benefit either as a result of a reduction in the
number of flooding incidences downstream of IWP project sites or a reduction in costs associated with
these incidents. Two of five ranchers with projects on their land projected that they would benefit in the
future as a result of reduced costs associated with flooding.

4.2.9. Filtering Pollutants

Wetlands play a vital role in filtering sediment, bacteria and toxic pollutants. It is reasonable to infer
therefore, that protecting or enhancing wetlands serves to maintain or improve downstream water quality.
The IWP practice of keeping cattle out of the wetland areas alone can lead to significant improvements in
water quality by reducing sediment loading and bacteria in the water. When wetland vegetation has
subsequently been restored, problems of erosion and sedimentation are further reduced (see also Section
4.1.4).

The beneficiaries of this improved water quality are the ranchers who can provide their livestock with
clean water and communities downstream of the demonstrations sites (e.g., Kamloops and Merritt). Only
two of the twenty interview respondents (one rancher and one government representative) believed that
water treatment costs have declined as a result of the IWP. However, there are many influences on
turbidity and water quality generally making it very difficult to measure the downstream impacts of the
IWP.
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4.2.10. Creating Employment Opportunities

A variety of short and long-term employment opportunities were created as a result of the IWP. Most
have been short-term involving project site construction. Apart from the full-time position created at DU,
people have been employed for such jobs as site maintenance and nature interpretation. Almost half of the
respondents in the interviews reported that jobs had been created as a result of the IWP. As an example,
the Salmon Arm Indian Band's project created employment for trail building, tree planting, and bird
house construction.

4.2.11. Creating Educational Opportunities

Many of the IWP demonstration sites provide valuable opportunities for educating both children and
adults. The educational component is enhanced by, at a minimum, a “drive by” sign that portrays the
name of the project and lists the partners, together with their logos. Several sites have signs at roadway
pull-outs with more information for travelers to stop and read. Typically, these include a map, an
explanation of the activities undertaken as part of the project, and wildlife species that use the habitat in
question. These more detailed interpretive signs are found at five sites, with signs to be added at a further
five sites in the future.

Some of the best educational opportunities are to be found at the T'Kumlups Marsh, where the marsh and
Secwepemic Heritage Park provide numerous environmental learning opportunities for children and an
excellent teaching opportunity for the local school (see Section 4.2.5). The T’kumlups Marshes profile
describes these opportunities:

“[t]he project complements the Native Heritage Program of the Secwepemc Museum by
protecting small urban wetlands and making them accessible for both educational and
recreational uses. Interpretive signs along the trail system enable visitors to see exhibits
on wildlife and the traditional native uses of the plants and animals found here.
Stewardship projects such as this benefit the entire community.”

The demonstration projects have been achieving a profile beyond the ranching community  and the
roadside interpretation sites. The Elders Hostel groups based in Sorento spend time at the Salmon Arm
Foreshore IWP project and at the T’Kumlups project. Several youth groups have been directed to project
sites, including cubs, beavers and the DU sponsored Greenwings camp. As well, School District 24’s
Youth Forum has planted trees at the South Thompson project and now commitments are being made to
adopt a pond. At Peter Hope Lake, the fishing lodge owner is getting a positive response to the project
there from his clients, as a result of the healthier water body.

In general however, the effect of the demonstration projects on public awareness cannot yet be
determined.

4.2.12. Enhancing Aesthetic Values

Healthy wetland areas offer premium living conditions for people who enjoy close proximity to water and
wildlife. As part of this analysis, informal interviews were conducted with real estate agents representing
the larger firms in the Kamloops area regarding the influence of restored and protected wetlands on the
values of adjacent residential properties. Representatives of five of the largest real estate agencies were
contacted. Of those, four indicated that restored and protected wetlands adjacent to a residential property
is a selling feature and would translate into an increase the value of the land. The fifth agent contacted
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said that no value had been added to the properties that he was aware of adjacent to IWP protected
wetlands.

Twelve of the fourteen interviewees who responded indicated that aesthetic quality of the IWP sites had
improved. The other two individuals (government representatives) indicated that they “did not know” if
aesthetic quality of the IWP sites had improved. This value is worthy of more investigation once sites
have been more fully restored.

4.2.13. Increasing Biodiversity

Biodiversity has a non-use economic value to society which cannot be quantified without more
sophisticated and long-term studies. Consequently, the anticipated increase in biodiversity resulting from
the IWP has not been measured in any formal way, nor would it possible to draw any firm conclusions at
present if such studies were being carried out.

However, the results of the interviews suggest that ecosystem health is improving as a result of the IWP.
Two thirds of respondents had observed a minor improvement in general watershed health. Half of
interview respondents indicated that they had observed:

• significant improvements in waterfowl use of wetland areas restored under the IWP (one-third
observed minor improvement in use);

• minor improvement in the use of demonstration sites by other wildlife; and,

• revegetation in riparian areas in IWP areas (see Section 4.1).
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4.3. Social Impacts

This section of the evaluation examines impacts that result mainly from the education and extension
program of the IWP. Some benefits that might be popularly regarded as social benefits, such as
recreation, are covered in the economics section.

The primary source of information for this section comes from interviews with rancher/landowners, and
secondarily with government agency staff/specialists (see Appendix 3). Information contributed by the
IWP staff was also important. Other sources were media reports (8 newspaper articles and 3 feature
articles) and IWP educational products.

The anticipated benefits and the indicators used to assess the Program’s success in achieving those
benefits are displayed in Table 14. The benefits in the left column correspond to the sub-sections of this
evaluation.

Table 14: Framework for the Evaluation of Social Impacts of IWP

Anticipated Benefits Indicators Used

Public education on wetland
ecosystems and their values

Reports of heightened interest in wetlands or wetland issues

Quality of educational initiatives

Landowner/managers education on
wetland values and functions

Reports of exposure to/involvement in IWP products/activities

Reported effectiveness of the various types of educational materials/opportunities

Reports of improvements in understanding of wetland ecosystems

Reports of improvements in awareness and appreciation of the values of wetlands and riparian ecosystems

Heightened awareness of alternative
management practices

Volume of requests for information to IWP staff

Visits to demonstration projects

Reports of improvements in understanding of why and how land use practices affect wetlands and associated uplands

Reports of increased understanding of improved management practices

Uptake (implementation) of
alternative management practices

Number of demonstration projects successfully implemented

Reports of lack of interest as a reason for projects not proceeding

Reports of application of similar techniques on private land through the landowner’s own initiative

Reported improvements in ranchers’ ability to manage their land for sustainability

Reported likelihood that other landowners will adopt alternative land management practices in the future

Reports of application of similar techniques on Crown land by government land/resource managers

Improvements/increase in linkages
and partnerships between various
interests

Reports of increased communication, contact among various players

Reports of improved working relationships

Number of partnerships formed in demonstration projects

Diversity of resource users and/or partners involved

Number of partners contributing funds to various projects

Increased/more likely compliance
with regulations

Numbers reporting that management actions taken have increased compliance with existing regulations

Numbers reporting an expectation that management actions taken will increase compliance with future regulations

Increased sense of environmental
stewardship among landowners

Reports of increased positive feelings of stewardship or a land stewardship ethic in articles

Numbers reporting an improved appreciation of the importance of land stewardship

Numbers of ranchers involved in projects reporting interest expressed by neighbours

Appropriateness of landowner recognition initiatives

4.3.1. Scope of the Evaluation of Social Impact

An IWP staff memo points out both the importance of the social impact assessment and its challenges:

“The real measure of success, given our Program objectives, lies in the
Extension/Education component. The effectiveness of this component is also the most
difficult to evaluate, especially in the short term. . . . Extension activities can only really
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be assessed in terms of the size of the target audience they reach and the magnitude and
nature of the response of that audience.”56

Most of the indicators used for this evaluation are essentially proximate surrogates for the ultimate
effects of the Program. “Ultimate effects,” such as the actual knowledge acquired by the ranching
community or the public, could not be measured within the constraints of this study. (See Section 5.2.6).

4.3.2. Educating the Public

The target audiences of the Extension and Education program primarily have been rangeland users and
managers, but products have also been designed with the student of resource management and the general
public in mind.57

Ideally, the ultimate effect of the IWP on the public would be illustrated by other groups and individuals
engaging in wetland-related activities as a result of their exposure to IWP activities, however this type of
information is not available at present. Furthermore, no surveys of the general public with respect to their
learning from the IWP have been undertaken. The evaluation is therefore limited at this point to
commentary on the perceived quality and suitability of IWP educational initiatives, and general reports of
heightened awareness of wetlands. (The educational opportunities provided for the public by the
demonstration projects are discussed in Section 4.2).

All of the people who were asked in interviews whether they have observed heightened interest in
wetlands or wetland issues replied in the affirmative, and over three quarters felt that the IWP has played
a role in this heightened awareness.

Information Distribution

Both the Kamloops and Prince George offices of DU receive a reasonable volume of requests for
information related to IWP. However, there are no records to determine what proportion of the inquiries
are from the general public as opposed to landowners or managers (see the Section on ‘Indications of
Interest’ under Building Awareness, below). Organizations representing members of the public, like
naturalists clubs, contact IWP for information.

While large numbers of brochures, etc. have been printed and 2000+ have been mailed directly to
ranchers, the number that actually get into the hands of members of the public is unknown. One staff
member reported that although efforts are regularly made to get materials distributed, there is not the
quantity of printed materials going out that he had hoped. Staff have difficulty in covering all the
potential information distribution opportunities because their numbers are few and the region is large.
Efforts are made to capitalize on regular opportunities such as project negotiation processes.

Quality of Materials

Several respondents, both rancher and government, complimented the quality of the printed materials.
One respondent felt that the extension efforts of IWP have been “excellent” and found that printed
materials convey information in an understandable way that is useful for their own extension work.
Others commented that the printed materials are high quality publications, make good use of appealing
photographs, have an excellent layout, are “very well done,” and use compelling images that get the
message across. Criticisms were few, but included suggestions that the materials had too much “content”
and could be simplified or shortened, and that the project profiles may be getting somewhat repetitive.
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Constant efforts are being made to improve printed materials, with an emphasis on making them more
readable and accessible. Staff report that project profiles will probably be produced only on a selective
basis in the future, in cases where the project has some new or original components.

Staff report that the video has been instrumental in “getting the message out.” The Ministry of Forests is
reportedly considering using the video in the Range Riparian Guidelines and Regulations Training
program. The Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food is also considering its use for regular
cattlemen’s and livestock meetings.

Interaction with UCC

Coop students from the University College of the Cariboo, employed by IWP on a 4 to 8 month basis, are
reported by staff to have been integral to the success of the E & E program. The Natural Resource
Science program of the College considers the IWP to be a good placement, providing excellent
opportunities for the student to learn by working directly with landowners and also by being involved
with research projects, some using GIS. The College has also used various IWP materials in their
program, and the IWP has benefited from its interaction with faculty.

4.3.3. Educating Landowner/managers on Wetland Values and Functions

As with public education, the learning effect of the IWP on its primary target audience—the ranchers—
can only be estimated at this time, based on the quality of the opportunities provided and the testimony of
the small sample of interviewees.

Educational Opportunities for Owners/Managers

The majority of the rancher/landowners interviewed reported that they have found the IWP educational
materials and opportunities to be accessible, understandable, and practical. Support was weakest for the
latter quality.

Over the past year, the focus of E & E has shifted to a more specific message about wetland ecology,
values and functions, as demonstrated by the most recent fact sheet, to be published in fall, 1996.
Informal needs assessments conducted by the E & E Coordinator at public events, workshops, etc.,
suggest that target audiences want even more specific information on wetland values and functions, and
techniques for protecting them. These observations are consistent with the interview results. Nevertheless,
the people who the Coordinator has spoken to are generally very positive about the information the
program has produced to date, and landowners and ranchers on the whole appear to have been very
receptive.

Printed materials: Of the 10 rancher/landowners interviewed, 8 had read the brochure, 5 had read
project profiles, 6 had read the fact sheet on Alternative Livestock Watering Facilities, 3 had read the
newsletter, 4 had seen the poster and 6 had read magazine or newspaper articles. The 1996 IWP progress
report states that “The newsletter has been given a facelift and we trust is now more appealing to our
audience.”

One rancher stated that the materials do not seem to recognize the costs of alternative management
practices, and another forecasted that once the IWP can start putting some information into the materials
about economic benefits to the owner, people will show a lot more interest—“they’ll have a waiting list.”

Workshops: The purpose of the workshops was to “bring together ranchers, agrologists, biologists and
others involved in land-use, wildlife and their habitats, and to share knowledge, tools and techniques for
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improving wetland habitat conditions.”58 The ranchers interviewed who had been involved in the
workshops generally spoke highly of their experience, appreciating the opportunity for on the ground
learning and for interaction among diverse interests. Three interviewees felt that the workshops could
have been more practical, paying more attention to the operational side. Workshop evaluations support
the need to ensure that the information conveyed is practical rather than overly general or academic. The
evaluation of the first workshop stated that “Ranchers were looking for more specific ideas to help
conserve their existing wildlife habitat and perhaps create new habitat without compromising ranching
operations.”

The workshops were said to be useful for the opportunities they provided for interaction between the
different interests involved as much as for the information they set out to communicate. At the same time,
one interviewee commented that the dichotomy between ranchers and professionals creates tension since
the ranchers are not interested in research results or theoretical issues, and another felt that the workshop
did not meet its potential to help participants cross interdisciplinary boundaries.

The IWP Coordinator of extension has the impression that face to face learning opportunities work best
for ranchers and therefore he plans to focus E & E efforts on workshops to some extent. Several
interviewee opinions concur with this, while, in contrast, a study by the Canadian Forage Council
concluded that farmers/ranchers preferred written material to other forms of education communication.59

The emphasis of future workshops needs to be on tools or “how to” information.

Demonstration projects: Four out of the 7 rancher/landowners who were involved in demonstration
projects on their ranches stated that the project was the only IWP product/activity that had influenced
their understanding of the importance of wetlands. Virtually all those involved in the projects appreciated
the opportunities they provided for face-to-face learning from experts, with IWP staff receiving much
credit for their helpfulness.

Other education opportunities: Three of the 10 rancher/landowners interviewed had seen the video, 2
had seen the public service TV announcement and 9 had seen project signs. None had seen the Internet
site. No criticisms of these products were offered.

Understanding and Appreciation of Wetlands

Several government and other experts have a strong belief that the IWP is helping to increase awareness
and appreciation of the values of wetlands among ranchers, as evidenced by statements like the following:

• “The IWP has contributed to the huge increase in awareness of the importance of wetlands and the
impacts of grazing.”

• “DU has definitely contributed to a heightened awareness of the values of wetlands. Ranchers are
now thinking about wetlands in a new way as a result of IWP extension/education efforts.”

Of the 10 rancher/landowners interviewed, 8 felt that wetlands are “very important,” but most reported
that their involvement with the IWP had improved their understanding of the importance of wetlands
only marginally, if at all. Those who did report some learning were enthusiastic: “It heightened my
awareness of how everything ties together—a lot of the time we take things for granted and don’t realize
what damage we’re doing.”

All 10 rancher/landowners indicated that the fish and wildlife habitat function of wetlands is “very
important.” Seven out of 10 stated the IWP was responsible for improving their knowledge of this
function. Most of the 10 rancher/landowners indicated “somewhat” or “very important” to the other 6
ecological functions of wetlands on which they were questioned (shoreline protection, flood protection,
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water storage and release, groundwater recharge, removal of toxins an excess nutrients, and control of
carbon, nitrogen and methane levels). No more than half felt that the IWP had improved their knowledge
of these functions, except in the case of shoreline protection (6 out of 10).

In terms of the uses of wetlands, all 10 felt that wetlands are very important for fish and wildlife
production, and 7 out of 10 indicated that the IWP was responsible for improving their knowledge of this
use. For erosion control, 6 rancher/landowners felt wetlands are very important and 4 felt they are
somewhat important. Half reported an improvement in their knowledge of this function as a result of the
IWP. All the other uses except drinking water for humans and recreation were predominantly rated as
very important (i.e., drinking water for livestock, forage production, education and research, water
purification and aesthetics), with the IWP being given little credit for improving knowledge of these uses.

Overall, 5 of the 10 rancher/landowners indicated that their knowledge of the ecological, economic and
social values of wetlands had been “somewhat improved” by the IWP; 2 indicated that their knowledge
of ecological or social values had not been improved, and 3 indicated that their knowledge of economic
values had not been improved. On the whole, it is to be expected that the ranching community would start
out with a better knowledge of the economic aspects of wetlands and have more to learn about ecological
and social values. Although the sample size is very small, interview results bear this out: most
interviewees did acknowledge that their awareness of ecological functions and values had been increased
by the Program, whereas “From our utilization [economic] perspective we’ve always known how
important they are to us.”

There are several possible explanations for why some ranchers feel that the IWP has not contributed to
improving their knowledge of the values of wetlands:

• Historically, the ranching community in B.C. “did their own thing,” following tradition. Some may
try something new but may not admit the program’s effectiveness because of their allegiance to
traditional values.

• Some ranchers assume that they naturally have already acquired the appropriate knowledge
because of their economic interest in, and moral responsibility to, the landbase: “Over the years
managing livestock, if you want to make a living you have to be pretty smart on the ranges; this
includes paying attention to the environment—to get good forage, good cattle health. If you want to
go out year after year you have to do things properly. I've been an outdoor man all my life. If
you're a genuine ranch and not a short lived one you have to learn how to make it work. I've spent
50 years on these ranges—it rubs off on you.”

• There has been a tendency for experts to underestimate the knowledge of ranchers, so ranchers may
take a defensive stance by not acknowledging what they have learned from experts. The fact that
some interviewees acknowledged more learning from the IWP as the interview progressed supports
this hypothesis.

• The first rancher/landowners to join in demonstration projects may be more receptive because they
already have a higher than average knowledge of the importance of wetlands, so those who were
interviewed may be skewed towards the more knowledgeable end of the spectrum.

• Some ranchers take issue with the information they are hearing from scientists on such topics as
the makeup of climax or natural wetland communities: As reported in the Williams Lake Advocate
(June 12, 1996, “Ranchers discuss wetland issues”), “‘Who knows what it is supposed to look
like?’ asked rancher Jenn King. ‘I didn’t look like this 70 years ago.’”
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At the same time, it is reasonable to assume that rancher/landowners do have much to learn from the
IWP—and vice versa. As a result of the program, a new level of information and expertise related to the
values of wetlands, the need to protect them and options for protecting them through management actions
now exists. It seems unlikely that ranchers could have acquired this technical knowledge through their
direct experience alone.

The value of the information and expertise offered by IWP may increase in the future, as a higher level of
detailed information may be required to assist managers in meeting new government requirements such as
the Forest Practices Code.

4.3.4. Building Awareness of Alternative Management Practices

Once again, a thorough testing of target audience knowledge of alternative management practices is
beyond the scope of this study. The evaluation therefore relies on suggestions of awareness based on
requests for information and on the reports of the interviewees. Clearer evidence of increased awareness
is in the uptake or implementation of new practices as a result of the IWP, which is explored in the next
section.

Indications of Interest via Requests for Information

IWP staff cannot quantify requests for information because they have not kept a log recording calls and
correspondence. However, the E & E Coordinator observes that at the Southern IWP office referrals have
increased over the life span of the Program, with more people who have heard of the IWP calling for
advice, information and funding assistance.

At the Prince George office staff report that they often receive requests for information 2 or three times a
week but that they can also go for weeks without receiving any requests. Any increase in the number of
inquiries has not been significant enough to indicate whether the IWP has had an effect, as opposed to
calls that would have been made to DU anyway. There is insufficient information to determine the
volume of calls from interested landowners or managers as opposed to calls from the general public.

Advertising for the IWP was curtailed in April 1996 due to the increase in inquiries that tend to follow
the publication of a notice and the limited staff time available to respond. The number of inquiries has
nevertheless remained high in the view of staff.

Ranchers’ Understanding of Alternative Land use Practices

Ranchers appear to be well aware of the negative impacts that various conventional land uses can have
on wetlands. At least 8 out of the 10 rancher/landowners interviewed said that they felt each of the land
use practices listed had either somewhat or very significant impacts on wetlands, except for utility
corridors which were perceived to have a lesser impact than wetland drainage, livestock grazing,
agricultural cropping, forestry, recreational use, urban expansion, pollution and mining. However, only 1
to 3 interviewees reported that the IWP was responsible for improving their knowledge of each of these
impacts, except in the case of livestock grazing, where half reported some influence from IWP. At the
same time, 7 of the 10 stated that they understand how land use practices affect wetlands better now than
before their involvement with (or exposure to) the IWP. (These results parallel those of the
specialist/government interviews.)

In terms of their understanding of alternative land management practices, all of the 10
rancher/landowners reported familiarity with watering livestock away from wetlands and planned grazing
systems. At least half indicated that the IWP had improved their knowledge of these practices. Seven of
the 10 were familiar with modified/intensive herd management, with 3 reporting that IWP had improved
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their knowledge. Six of the 10 were familiar with adjusted timing of wetland drawdown and haying
production to accommodate wildlife, with half of these indicating that the IWP had increased their
knowledge. Both ranchers and specialists found it difficult to distinguish between planned grazing
systems and modified/ intensive herd management.

The demonstration projects provide opportunities for ranchers to learn about alternative land use
practices, but their effect cannot be quantified at this point. There have already been several tours of the
Nicola River Corridor and a tour of the 130-Mile project is planned for this spring. However, IWP staff
have yet to capitalize fully on the opportunity to use existing project sites as tour destinations for
ranchers; this may change as interest in the projects grows, and as the demonstrations begin to show more
obvious results.

Government Agency Understanding of Alternative Land use Practices

The government agency representatives interviewed generally had an excellent understanding of the
objectives of the Program. About half had seen the various extension products of the IWP, except for the
public service TV announcement and the Internet site.

Even though the government agency representatives interviewed necessarily had considerable expertise
about wetlands since they are employed as specialists, several acknowledged that they had learned
something through their involvement in IWP. For example, one stated that rangeland management is
traditionally upland-focused, and the program helped to re-focus attention on wetland ecosystems and the
wetland-upland interface. He went on to say the most significant contribution of the program has been to
create an awareness of the overall functioning of biological systems—a holistic view of range
management. Another interviewee felt that the IWP was valuable in bringing range ecologists and
biologists together, improving his understanding of fish and the wildlife values of wetlands.

A high level of interest was shown in the second workshop by employees of MOF and MOELP from
throughout the Basin—mainly staff responsible for field prescriptions. Overwhelmed by calls, the
Coordinator had to turn most of these prospective participants away.

One of the ranchers interviewed felt that government agencies have something to learn from the IWP in
terms of how they approach the ranching community. The IWP was complimented for its philosophy—
“we're here to learn and to have a win-win situation on private land,” rather than the standard government
attitude of “here's an opportunity to teach the great unwashed what they need to know to meet
regulations.”

4.3.5. Encouraging Uptake of Alternative Management Practices

As correspondence from IWP staff recognises, “[t]he true measure [of success] is the uptake of new or
modified land-use practices in consequence of demonstration projects and our education/extension
activities.”60 Benefits can accrue from uptake on the part of two types of land managers: ranchers, and
government agencies.

Uptake by Ranchers

It is very difficult to estimate present or anticipated effects of the IWP on uptake of alternative
management practices in the ranching community as distinguished from other factors which are driving a
change in practices. The range of influences besides the IWP includes:

• heightened interest in wetlands generally, partially driven by DU initiatives over the years;
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• the implementation of the Forest Practices Code (see the Section 4.3.6);

• regional land use planning processes and results;

• previous/overlapping extension initiatives from industry and government;

• concern in the ranching community about how they are perceived by the public—they do not want
to be seen as polluters or despoilers of the environment; and,

• the influence of the B.C. Cattlemen’s Association which has a peer review committee to address
environmental issues.

One government official observed that ranchers are generally not adopting alternative land management
practices of their own accord. Yet 5 out of 7 rancher interviewees reported that they had adopted
alternative land management practices outside of their demonstration projects. As well, when project
management staff in the IWP reflected on the reasons why 28 potential demonstration projects did not
proceed, explanations related to cost. For only 7 of these proposed projects was a lack of interest on the
part of the landowner a prohibitive factor, and in three of those cases other issues like water rights also
presented barriers. The successful implementation of the 22 demonstration projects themselves testifies to
the effectiveness of uptake when the financial burden of changing practices is alleviated.

As far as future potential for uptake is concerned, 5 out of the 9 rancher/landowners who answered the
relevant question in the interview felt that their involvement in the IWP has improved their ability to
manage their land for sustainability. Very few respondents felt that technical knowledge or access to
information is a barrier to the implementation of alternative management practices. Seven ranchers
indicated that landowners and managers are somewhat or very likely to adopt the alternative land
management practices promoted by the IWP, with “somewhat” being the predominant reply. Most of the
specialists interviewed also checked “somewhat.”

Explanations of reasons for less uptake on the part of ranchers than might be hoped for were as follows:

• Financial constraints were the most frequently cited obstacle by far. See section 4.2 for further
discussion of this constraint.

• Most ranches are family-run in B.C. and family ranching operations generally have limited
capacity for innovative management. One rancher interviewee caricatured this attitude: “If it was
good enough for Dad, it’s good enough for me.”

• To some ranchers, exclosures from wetlands just means less land they’ve got to graze in—the
economic benefits of wetland protection are not yet apparent to them. Some will not acknowledge
economic benefits until there are more “concrete facts” like increased weaning weights.

• “I’d call it tunnel vision. People are scared to try something different. These days things are
changing so fast you have to keep up (e.g. prices dropping), but people don’t want to face it.”
(Rancher)

• A few ranchers expressed doubts about the validity of the IWP message regarding the impacts of
operations on wetlands, feeling that the potential degree of negative impacts of grazing were
exaggerated.

• Some ranchers feel that the alternative practices are being taken too far, driven by a lack of
appreciation of the constraints on ranching on the part of environmentalists.

• The fact that Crown range is fully committed means that there is little flexibility available to
reduce grazing pressure at a particular site by shifting it to another location. At the same time, low
prices mean that ranchers have to maximize production.

• Ranchers are overwhelmed by the apparent complexity of the Forest Practices Code, land use
planning, etc., and “just want to be told what to do.”
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• In areas such as Williams Lake, staff report that there may not be many prospective project sites
left that meet the criteria for projects and that also have willing landowners.

• Uptake will vary around the Basin, based on the different problems experienced.

Uptake by Government Agencies

The Ministries of Environment, Land and Parks, Agriculture, and Forestry all have a stake in the
activities of the IWP, particularly those activities involving Crown land. In the North, staff reported that
MOELP is in fairly close touch with the program; MOF is less so; and MAFF is involved in a few
locations.

Beyond their involvement as funders or expert advisors on demonstration projects, some government
agencies are also demonstrating uptake in their approaches to managing Crown land or otherwise
utilizing the resources and products of the IWP. Some examples are:

• The South Okanagan Conservation Strategy—a multi-agency initiative—has been looking to the
IWP for support in the form of funding and/or advice.

• One respondent stated that the IWP has raised the issue of wetland protection with ranchers,
making them more receptive to change when MOF managers approach them to discuss what needs
to be done differently now under the Code.

• In the Kootenays, the Ministry of Forests and Ministry of Environment drew on IWP experience in
the implementation of the Grazing Enhancement Fund and the Columbia Compensation Fund. The
Ministry sought advice on project priorities, program delivery and E & E components. Two field
trips have been held with regional and local ministry employees in the area.

• The Public Services and Operations Branch of the City of Kamloops is drawing on information
from the IWP in its experiments using wetlands in municipal water treatment. This effort, and
other projects such as their Albert M’Gowan Slough, are said to have benefited from the IWP.

4.3.6. Assisting Compliance with Regulations

One expected benefit of the IWP is that landowners will avoid regulatory enforcement or penalties for
non-compliance with existing or new regulations or codes of practice by undertaking good stewardship.
The best evidence of achievement of this benefit would be reduced enforcement activities by regulatory
agencies; however information on enforcement has not been compiled, and connections to the effect of the
IWP would be difficult to make. Instead, interviewees were asked whether they believe that alternative
land management practices are or will be supporting compliance. In discussions of regulation in
connection with the IWP several other issues were raised as well.

Virtually all interviewees were aware of the need to improve land use practices in response to regulatory
requirements, particularly the Forest Practices Code. Requirements for more intensive grazing
management and the preparation of a Range Use Plan are already in effect, at least for Crown range. To
varying extents, ranchers saw land use planning processes such as the Protected Areas Strategy as also
applying pressure for increased environmental stewardship measures: “There’s no question that ranchers
will have to take more measures to protect wetlands because of the FPC, and because of the regional land
use plan, and it’s going to be difficult to live up to these expectations.”
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One government respondent felt that the main benefit to ranchers of adopting IWP-type activities is
compliance, specifically with the Forest Practices Code, and the reduced risk of infractions and/or fines.
The ranchers involved in the demonstration projects concurred:

• “That is one of the reasons we did this [to improve compliance]. We’re not allowed to water our
cattle by the river according to MOELP. We had to do something. The project is already helping
with compliance and will help in the future.”

• “We knew eventually we’d be required to keep our cows off the river by some agency.”

• “We're doing modifications to our grazing plan faster as a result of regulations.”

• “The actions we’ve taken have put us in a good position to meet new regulations.”

While the number of regulations with which land managers have to comply is higher for Crown land,
regulatory pressure also applies to private land via the mandates of the MOELP and DFO. One rancher
stated that an advantage of improving the production of his private land through alternative management
practices would be that he would no longer need to lease Crown range, and would be relieved of the
constraints that using it entails (e.g. threats of losing access to it due to pressure from environmentalists).

Interviewees anticipated that pressure from the Ministry of Environment and regulations associated with
the Forest Practices Code increase the likelihood that owners/managers exposed to demonstration
projects will want to take similar initiatives on their own land. Yet the relation between demonstration
projects, uptake and increased compliance had two reported drawbacks:

• First, the demonstration projects set high standards that few ranchers could afford to meet without
assistance; there is therefore a fear that the projects will “up the ante” and lead to more pressure on
ranchers. A commonly expressed view was that “if government makes ranchers do everything, it
will break them.”

• Second, one project participant explained the perceived risk that participation could be “inviting
prosecution due to being up front about our problems.” This rancher conjectured that, “If we are
strung up for going out on a limb by regulators, then people will be put off.” On the other hand, the
hope was expressed that the relationships built with government agencies via IWP projects might
lessen the probability that an agency would “throw the book at you” because they would recognize
the efforts made.

At this time of increasing regulation, some ranchers welcome the IWP presence as balancing that of
regulatory agencies, even to the extent of “providing an opportunity to vent.” Optimally, the IWP could
provide opportunities to support voluntary stewardship efforts that are tailored to particular situations,
based on local conditions and priorities rather than boilerplate regulations.

4.3.7. Building Cooperation and Partnerships

Because of recent multi-stakeholder decision-making processes in the area such as CORE, the Protected
Area Strategy and the LRMP, the time is ripe for cooperation in the Interior. These processes have
reportedly accustomed people to the idea of working together, and there is now a willingness to build on
the good experience or to correct the negative experience of the past. The IWP’s approach fits into this
environment nicely. Some interviewees commented that the focus on partnerships is what has
distinguished the IWP from DU.

Generally, the E & E program has had a positive influence on bringing different players together. The
types of players who have had the chance to meet one another through the program, besides owners and
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operators, include researchers, government land managers, First Nations, outside experts, environmental
groups and the interested public. At the site level, IWP projects have brought parties together who
otherwise have not had good lines of communication.

As indicated in Table 6, many of the IWP demonstration projects involve partnerships. Only 2 of the
demonstration projects are a simple arrangement between one landowner and the IWP (DU and CWS).
All others either have more than one landowner involved or a wider range of landowners, government and
non-government organization participants. Ten projects have partners contributing funding, which some
feel is an indication of significant commitment to a partnership. Most landowners have also contributed
resources in the form of labour or ongoing maintenance.

Fifteen of the projects have had government partners besides the CWS. At the beginning of the program,
the IWP staff from DU had to use partnerships to strengthen their knowledge base on upland
environments. Throughout, drawing on advice from MAFF, MOELP (Fish and Wildlife) and MOF
(Range Division) has helped to bolster the confidence of the landowners involved and assist in the design
and delivery of demonstration projects. For example, in the case of both Ludwigs pond and 130-Mile
Lake, the Department of Agriculture was involved in providing advice on rotational grazing systems and
the seeding/fertilizing of upland pastures. As well, ranchers have had the opportunity to learn about
ecosystem components that are outside the focus of DU, such as fish habitat.

One interviewee commented that the IWP provided a platform that brought the commercial and public
sectors together, providing an excellent example of extension that recognizes that a team approach is
needed to solve the problems of wetland conservation. Another reflected that “facilitating discussion
between ministries and the ranching community has been a useful service of the IWP.” All 7
specialist/government interviewees who addressed the question, “Has the IWP improved your working
relationships with others involved in wetland conservation and range management?” answered yes. Six
out of 8 rancher/landowners answered in the affirmative to the same question.

Interviewees of all types (researchers, government, ranchers) regarded the benefits of improved working
relationships as one of the most important contributions of the IWP, if not the most important.
Frequently, they cited cooperation as the key message of the Program; e.g.: “landowners and
conservation advocates can cooperate to their mutual benefit.” The image of “building bridges” between
people with different perspectives was often raised. A feature article in Beef in B.C. emphasizes this
theme:

“There is no question that ranchers and fish or wildlife biologists have different
perspectives on land-use issues… Wildlife habitat as well as economic viability have to
be considered to find solutions that are acceptable to everybody involved. This is
precisely what the Interior Wetlands Program is achieving: partnerships and cooperative
management by different resource users and the inclusion of wildlife habitat concerns in
our land-use practices.”61

The practical advantages of IWP partnerships identified by interviewees included making funds “go
further,” bringing together necessary expertise, shared learning opportunities, and facilitating win-win
solutions, e.g., “I think it’s a great saw off between different people trying to make a living off the same
piece of ground. You have to show benefit to more than one party.” Several interviewees offered
comments on the less tangible benefits of improved working relationships, e.g., “People are more aware
of us now, of our interests. They found out we’re working towards the same goal.” Notably, the
Executive Director of the B.C. Cattlemen’s Association feels that the IWP has helped to create a more
cooperative environment with ranchers.

Another example of cooperation mentioned was the critical role played by IWP staff in assisting the Land
for Nature project of the Federation of B.C. Naturalists (FBCN) in 1993 to rebuild the trust of ranchers



Dovetail Consulting  INTERIOR WETLANDS PROGRAM EVALUATION Page 67

in FBCN which had been lost as a result of an earlier workshop. One rancher commented that “crossing
that boundary is so important: understanding perceptions of upstream-downstream, and between
industries, and city folk—It’s a two way street—if we can understand each other, then we can solve
pretty near any problem.” Another rancher pointed out that with understanding comes increased respect,
including respect for government agencies that may not have had opportunities for positive interactions
with stakeholders in the past.

4.3.8. Promoting Stewardship

The success of the IWP in promoting stewardship as a landowner value is evaluated here by looking at
expressions of appreciation and support for stewardship, and by examining the process of recognition for
stewardship efforts.

Appreciation and Support for Stewardship

Presumably, landowners/managers who have an improved appreciation of the importance of land
stewardship are more likely to adopt stewardship practices. Those with a strong stewardship ethic would
be proud to carry out their operations in an ecologically sound manner. Seven out of the 9
rancher/landowners who answered the relevant question in the interview felt that their involvement in the
IWP has improved their appreciation of the importance of land stewardship. Six out of 8 specialists felt
the same.

Only a few of the ranchers involved in demonstration projects reported that their neighbours had shown a
positive interest in their project. Some explained that their initiative has been viewed with skepticism.
They point out that, in the early stages of a project like this, the ranchers who get involved tend to be the
less traditional ones. In the case of the Salmon Arm Indian Lands, where the landowner is an elder,
respect for the owner’s leadership works in favour of uptake by neighbours. In another case, neighbours
seem to be overcoming their skepticism: “Our neighbours thought we were crazy for trying this; now
we’ve had two neighbours asking DU if they could try something on their land and another came and
talked to us.” Some landowners at demonstration projects, like the Chutters in the Nicola River Corridor,
make special efforts to reach out to their neighbours: “We and our neighbors think of this stretch of river
as a starting point, a model, to encourage others up and down the river to look at their land in a different
way.”62 One rancher involved in a demonstration project pointed out:

“The whole idea behind our project is to export ideas to as many people as possible—
testing the limits, from a research point of view, as to how much grazing you can have
without unsustainable impacts. To get neighbours outside the project to change their
approach, we need research to answer their questions; e.g. can you have some grazing in
exclusion corridors, and if the answer is yes, the approach will be exported to a lot of
other people.”

Many ranchers assert that a moral obligation to steward their land is a primary motivation for caring for
wetlands. As one individual put it: “For a rancher, every day is earth day.”
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The two First Nations interviewees both related that stewardship of the environment is important to their
culture. For the Kamloops Indian Band, being “stewards of the land” is part of the band’s cultural
understanding of themselves and their responsibilities. The band member interviewed stated that it is
important for the community to be involved in active stewardship of the land and that the IWP project
allowed them to do this in a practical way that is very valuable to the community. A specific example of
wetland-related cultural importance is the bullrush, which is traditionally used as a construction material.
A Kamloops Band member was also quoted in the press as saying,

“Native people are very conscious about wildlife. They are not ‘destroyers’ but like to
live in harmony with other animals—otters, beaver, muskrat, fox, coyotes and all the
others. Because of this, we are very pleased to be involved with a conservation group
like Ducks Unlimited.”63

The Nesconlith representative interviewed stated that “our people say the river has a mind of its own—it
should go where it wants to go; if you damage it you’re playing with mother earth.”

Recognition

Landowner recognition is commonly assumed to be a central feature in an effective program to encourage
voluntary stewardship of private land. In 1995, the Program Administrator stated in a memo that “we
should do more to recognize those landowners who do practice good land stewardship.” Since then, a cap
with the IWP logo has been produced, and project signs, the project profiles and the video have also been
sources of recognition. Wildlife prints have also been given to some project participants. More extensive
initiatives (e.g., a “farmgate sign”) are on hold, due to mixed reports from landowners as to their desire
for increased recognition, and due to initiatives by the BCCA.

Media reports and interview results support the staff observation that some people would take recognition
as positive and some as negative—the latter prefer to quietly go about their business and don’t want
media attention. This is especially true in the North where there’s a pioneering attitude and larger
acreages; for example, one owner has stated that he would prefer not to have to talk to people about the
project on his land. One interviewee from the Southern area said, “we feel we’re getting enough
recognition—we’d like to play it down if anything—I’ve never been one to want the spotlight.” Some
ranchers do not even want a sign at their project.

Others who are more outgoing welcome the interaction. As one stated, “The benefits are more social for
us: we get asked to speak about these issues; people come and ask for advice, you get the impression
we're seen as taking a leadership role.” The Kamloops Indian Band has similarly benefited and stated in
one press report that “This project is a particular source of pride and symbol of success.”64

Once the BCCA established its Environmental Stewardship Award a couple of years ago, staff of the
IWP decided that a separate award from the program would be inappropriate. Furthermore, the award
probably has more significance to ranchers coming from the BCCA. The IWP helps to adjudicate the
annual award process, and the award already seems to be gathering prestige. However, interview results
suggest that the amount of pride that landowners or managers derive from their stewardship efforts does
not necessarily correlate to the amount of public recognition they receive.
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The conclusions of this evaluation draw on the preceding sections and comment on the achievement of
objectives as stated in the Strategic Plan. Recommendations are also offered for the final year of the
IWP, for the renewal of program funding, and for a complementary watershed level planning initiative.

5.1. Achievement of Program Objectives

The Strategic Plan outlines three objectives for the IWP:

1. Promote land use practices which result in:

a) robust wetland and upland vegetation for food, nesting and escape cover for waterfowl and
other wildlife;

b) maintained and/or improved water quality and quantity;

c) sustainable agriculture.

2. Provide information required to optimize land management practices.

3. Protect high quality wildlife habitat from incompatible uses.

Based on the results of the evaluation presented in the preceding sections, it is clear that the IWP has
been successful in achieving all three of these objectives. Of the 13 interviewees who expressed an
opinion, 6 indicated that the IWP had been “highly effective,” and 7 indicated “moderately effective,”
“quite effective,” or “fairly effective.” No interviewee indicated that the program had been “not at all
effective.”

DU has also been a highly effective delivery agent for the program. DU staff have demonstrated
diplomacy in navigating through the intricacies of private land issues, and have proven their ability to
build bridges between landowners, range managers, and a host of other interests. DU’s role in delivery
has provided, and can continue to provide, considerable advantages in avoiding the institutional
constraints faced by government agencies. Using DU staff as delivery agents also avoids problems
caused by what interviewees called “the enforcement mentality” adopted by some government officials.

Interview respondents offered many tributes to the program and to the dedication of the staff, for
example:

• “The IWP has contributed to the huge increase in awareness of the importance of wetlands and the
impacts of grazing.”

• “The IWP is helping to make the message of wetland conservation ‘hit home’ with ranchers.”

• “DU has ‘definitely contributed’ to a heightened awareness of the values of wetlands. Ranchers are
now thinking about wetlands in a new way as a result of IWP extension/education efforts.”

• “DU is to be commended for taking the initiative—’getting on with the job’ of protecting wetlands
and promoting sustainable agriculture.”

• “IWP has provided a platform that brought the commercial and public sectors together… it was an
excellent example… [that shows that] a team approach is needed to solve the problems of wetland
conservation.”

•  “They’ve done a first class job!”
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The achievements and accomplishments of the IWP, as well as various criticisms and suggestions for
improvement are discussed below.

5.1.1. Promoting Improved Land Use Practices

The objective of IWP was to promote land use practices which result in three different outcomes: robust
wetland and upland vegetation; maintained or improved water quality; and, sustainable agriculture.

Robust Wetland and Upland Vegetation

The program was intended to result in robust wetland and upland vegetation for food, nesting and escape
cover for waterfowl and other wildlife. Most of the projects have only recently been completed, and it has
only been possible to undertake limited monitoring of impacts. Nonetheless, the following conclusions
can be drawn.

Relatively little baseline data exists on waterfowl use of Interior wetlands, and survey or sampling
techniques are not readily available to compile this information. However, based on surveyed opinion,
there appears to be a moderate to significant increase in waterfowl use of IWP-enhanced wetlands. The
majority of government respondents to the evaluation questionnaire indicated that there has been minor to
significant increase in waterfowl use of IWP-enhanced wetlands. Similarly, the majority of the
rancher/landowners indicated an improvement in waterfowl use of their wetlands as a result of the IWP
enhancements.

There is reasonable confidence that the waterfowl production estimates developed by DU for each
demonstration project will be met based on the types of improvements that have been implemented. DU
has a history of success with improving habitat for waterfowl. The types of enhancements used—such as
control of water levels, managed grazing systems, protection of riparian vegetation through exclosures,
and the installation of nesting boxes, loafing logs and islands—have been successful elsewhere and
appear to be successful for the IWP demonstration projects.

To date, the most obvious impact of the IWP projects is improved riparian vegetation. Emergent and
riparian vegetation is recovering rapidly in most areas where grazing pressure  in riparian areas has been
reduced, or cattle have been excluded as part of the IWP projects. This is evident from the photographs
taken at ground-based photo stations for all the IWP projects, such as are shown in Appendix 6, which
document the condition of vegetation pre- and post-development. As the density and structural diversity
of riparian vegetation increases, there are likely to be continued improvement in habitat for a wide range
of species. Several resource specialists indicated that the recovery of riparian vegetation will benefit
waterfowl, non-waterfowl birds, small mammals, reptiles, amphibians and fish.

Despite such general support for the program, two respondents expressed concern that IWP
enhancements for waterfowl cannot be presumed to benefit non-waterfowl species. While they conceded
that several projects do include some protection for upland areas through exclosures or managed grazing
systems which should also enhance cover and breeding habitat for upland species, they believed that a
number of the IWP projects are too narrowly focused on waterfowl enhancement. They did acknowledge
however, that recent projects, such as the Nicola River Corridor and the Tunkwa Range project (under
development) indicate a broader perspective in terms of managing for more than waterfowl. While these
concerns may identify the need for broader efforts to enhance varied habitats in the Interior Fraser Basin,
such direct criticism of the IWP fails to acknowledge the very specific mandate of the IWP, as stated in
the criteria for demonstration projects included in Schedule B (see Appendix 7), which acknowledges a
clear focus on waterfowl.65
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In sum, the IWP demonstration projects are clearly resulting in recovery of grassland and open forest
riparian ecosystems towards more natural vegetative conditions. Waterfowl and other wildlife are clearly
benefiting from the habitat improvements.

Water Quality and Quantity

The program was intended to result in maintained and/or improved water quality and quantity.

A minor improvement in water quality resulting from the IWP demonstration projects was reported by
some respondents. Several respondents indicated that improvements in water quality would contribute to
improved cattle health. About half the respondents indicated that IWP projects had also resulted in minor
reductions in soil erosion. However, studies in other jurisdictions suggests that this improvement should
contribute to improved cattle performance over the long term, and can translate into an economic return
of US $5 - $50 per acre per year.

The contribution of IWP projects to water quality and quantity more generally can only be assumed
however. With the exception of water temperature studies on the Nicola River Corridor Project,
systematic monitoring of water quality is not being undertaken for the IWP, and would likely not be cost-
effective. However, there is ample evidence from research undertaken elsewhere that the retention of
wetlands maintains water quality and quantity. As a result, it seems reasonable to conclude that IWP’s
efforts to retain and restore these areas will have a net positive impact on water quality and quantity over
the longer term. Specific predictions cannot be made with any degree of confidence in the absence of
more data.

Sustainable Agriculture

The program was intended to contribute to “sustainable agriculture.” While this concept was not defined
in detail, it suggests agriculture that retains the productivity and diversity of natural systems while also
sustaining the people that depend on the land.

The IWP has clearly made a significant contribution in promoting land management practices that
balance and enhance ecological and agricultural values. The program has brought together a range of
skills and expertise and has demonstrated a variety of techniques and approaches that can improve
ranching operations. These techniques and approaches have been implemented on the ground in a series
of effective demonstration projects, in all cases with the voluntary involvement of ranchers and
landowners.

Despite this success however, interview results suggest that ranchers in the Interior Fraser Basin are not
yet adopting alternative land management practices in any great numbers of their own accord. The
primary reason for this lack of uptake is that many individual landowners cannot afford to introduce new
measures in the short term, particularly at a time when the ranching economy is depressed. As one
interviewee astutely pointed out:

“…so the question [of net economic benefits of IWP] is a red herring; what will drive
this is not whether it will make ranchers more money in the long run; it’s more of a cash
flow issue; can they afford the initial outlay?; and, do they understand the ecological and
social benefits—or buy them and agree with them? The [short term] economic factor is
more of a barrier; if ranchers were motivated by money, they’d be doing something else!
Ranchers are broke, and can’t afford to do big fancy enhancements, so they need a boost
with the initial capital expense, even for technical advice.”

Despite this cautionary note, many observers forecast that uptake of IWP techniques and approaches will
increase once the projects start to show clear economic benefits, or at least demonstrate that perceived
risks are unfounded. Although four of the ranchers interviewed as part of this evaluation indicated that
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they are economically better off as a result of the IWP measures implemented on their land, there appears
to be no one factor that stands out as contributing to this improved economic performance. More than
half of ranchers interviewed reported that it is generally too early in the program to see the impacts of the
program translated into economic gains for ranching operations, but all did agree that future economic
benefits were anticipated, as a result of cattle weight gain, improved forage, and/or improved forage
quality. To others, exclosures from wetlands just means less land for grazing; for these individuals, the
other economic benefits of wetland protection are not yet apparent. Several interviewees were unwilling
to acknowledge economic benefits until there is substantial evidence based on “concrete facts.”

Neither lack of knowledge of the techniques and approaches promoted by IWP, nor lack of awareness
appear to be significant barriers to the widespread adoption of alternative land management practices.

5.1.2. Providing Information to Optimize Land Management Practices

The IWP was intended to provide information to a variety of individuals and organizations to optimize
land management practices. This evaluation did not undertake the broader survey that would be required
to determine whether this objective has been achieved definitively. However indications from the
interviews suggest strongly that the program has been highly successful in “getting the message out.”

Extension and Education initiatives in general are highly complimented by ranchers and government
agency representatives. Staff are considered approachable and easy to work with. Landowners welcome
the cooperative and supportive interest shown in their properties as opposed to the regulatory approach
they are accustomed to in their interactions with government agencies. Perhaps more significantly, the
program has helped to build a foundation of cooperation and partnerships that can advance the objectives
of the program into the future.

Production and Dissemination of Information Materials

The printed materials from the Extension and Education program have been well-received. They are high
quality publications and staff are continually working to ensure that they meet audience needs. Their level
of distribution and permeation of the target audiences is, however, unclear, and increased distribution
efforts are limited by staff time constraints. Calls or “referrals” to the Program offices suggest a high
level of awareness of and/or interest in the IWP. Staff are at full capacity in taking these calls.

Expanding Knowledge and Awareness

Based on the opinions of the representatives interviewed, members of the ranching community have
learned about key topics such as the ecological values of wetlands from the IWP, and have improved
their understanding of certain alternative land management practices. Others contend that, based on their
hands-on experience with the land, they already have much of the knowledge that the IWP is attempting
to convey to them.

In a similar vein, the opportunity to ensure compliance with regulations appears to provide as significant
an incentive for uptake as does the increased awareness of wetland values promoted by the IWP. On the
other hand, the issue was raised that involvement in a demonstration project may risk drawing added
regulatory attention to ranching operations.
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Building Cooperation and Partnerships

Building cooperation and partnerships is probably the most outstanding achievement of the IWP to date.
The positive experience of shared commitments to “win-win” solutions stands in contrast to much of the
conflict-based multi-stakeholder processes that have been going on in the region over the past several
years. The partnerships have multiple benefits which make the practice of alternative management more
feasible, while improving the quality of the experience for the rancher and the quality of the outcome for
the wetlands. As one rancher commented, “IWP helps government and us all learn the value of
cooperation; this teaches people that people can do the right thing voluntarily if we remove the barriers.”

Promoting a Stewardship Ethic

The IWP is showing effectiveness in building appreciation and support for stewardship. While this may
to some extent be capitalizing on a latent stewardship ethic already present in the ranching community,
participants welcome the personal rewards they acquire from putting their values into practice. The level
of public recognition given to participants seems to be appropriate, balancing the desire of the more
reticent participants to stay out of the limelight, while providing opportunities for leaders to emerge.

5.1.3. Protecting High Quality Wildlife Habitat from Incompatible Uses

Protecting high quality wildlife habitat from incompatible uses was one of the three program objectives.
Project sites were selected using a range of criteria that included ecological, social and economic aspects.
While all wetlands are valuable, the highest value wetlands from an ecological perspective would not
necessarily be chosen for a demonstration project based on the project selection criteria used—in many
cases, opportunity played a critical role, as anticipated in the Strategic Plan (see Section 2.2.4).

All of the demonstration projects did, however, contribute incrementally to the protection of wetland
habitat. In most cases, this was through exclosures that will protect the riparian and, in some upland
habitat, from incompatible uses, at least for the duration of the project agreement; in other cases, this was
achieved through the implementation of managed grazing systems to protect habitat during the critical
breeding and nesting season. Most projects were estimated to have a capital works life of 30 years,
although the added habitat management will continue indefinitely. In a number of cases, the
demonstration projects represent important wetlands for migratory birds of the Pacific flyway.

With the exception of one demonstration project (T’Kumlups), the program has been exclusively focused
on the relationship between wetlands and agriculture. This was clearly the intended emphasis of the
program, as reflected in the statement of program rationale (see Section 2.1.2.). However, the wording of
Objective #3 is sufficiently broad to allow for projects and initiatives exploring the interactions between
wetlands and urban growth, or forestry. This is an area that may be worthy of greater investigation in the
future.

5.2. Recommendations for the Final Year of the IWP

The following recommendations address suggested improvements for the final year of program delivery
(to March 31, 1998) under the current CWS/DU Agreement.
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5.2.1. Maintain Current Program Delivery

Based on the results of this evaluation, IWP should seek to maintain the current momentum towards
program delivery. DU has done a good job at developing extension and education activities as well as
demonstration projects consistent with the mandate of IWP. DU should be encouraged to deliver program
products as efficiently as possible in the final year of the program.

Recommendation 1: The momentum behind the delivery of the IWP should be maintained
for the final year of the program (to March 31, 1998).

5.2.2. Focus Demonstration Projects on New Techniques and New Areas

The set of demonstration projects completed or underway provides varied examples of the application of
IWP techniques and approaches throughout most of the Interior Fraser Basin. The development and
implementation of further demonstration projects employing similar techniques and approaches risks
duplication and redundancy. For the final year of the IWP, effort in this area of programming should be
focused on the development of demonstration projects that apply new techniques not yet piloted in other
projects, extend the program’s influence into additional areas of the Interior Fraser Basin, or apply
existing techniques to new wetland types.

Recommendation 2: In the final year of the IWP, demonstration projects should be focused
on applying techniques not piloted to date, extending the program’s influence into additional
areas of the Interior Fraser Basin, or applying existing techniques to wetland types not yet
reflected in existing demonstration projects.

5.2.3. Intensify Extension and Education

Based on responses from the landowners and agency personnel interviewed for this evaluation, it appears
that many ranchers are supportive of the alternative land management practices promoted by IWP.
However, many ranchers have indicated that they require logistical and financial support to implement
such techniques and approaches on their properties. One way IWP could assist with logistical support
would be to provide increased advice to receptive elements of the ranching community in order to achieve
as much uptake as possible during the final year of the program. This advice would include one-on-one
consultation with individual ranchers and land managers on how to manage land sustainably, select the
most appropriate IWP techniques, and implement IWP techniques in practice. Piloting of such one-on-
one consultation activities should be completed prior to the completion of this phase of funding. Staff
should also make increased use of workshops and tours of existing demonstration projects during the
final year. Any further extension materials generated should provide practical information related to the
operational application of IWP techniques.

Recommendation 3: Increased emphasis should be placed on extension during the final year
of the IWP. This should include a gradual shift towards one-on-one consultation, the
increased use of workshops, and more tours of existing demonstration projects. Any new
education and extension materials should provide practical information related to the
operational application of IWP techniques.
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5.2.4. Complete Ecological Research Projects Underway

Significant effort has been dedicated to the establishment of ecological research projects for the IWP. To
capitalize on work to date, such projects should be maintained.

IWP staff should continue to pursue opportunities to partner with other agencies and organisations to
undertake supplementary studies where significant gaps in knowledge still exist. For example, studies of
the impacts of IWP enhancements on water quality (and by inference, impacts at the ecosystem level)
could be undertaken jointly with DFO and/or the Fisheries Branch of BC Environment. Such studies
should not be initiated however unless there is a reasonable expectation that they could be continued until
meaningful results can be obtained (i.e., beyond the life of the current program).

Recommendation 4: IWP research projects underway should be maintained. Staff should
continue to pursue opportunities to partner with other agencies and organisations to
undertake supplementary studies where significant gaps in knowledge still exist but only if
there is a reasonable expectation that such studies would be continued until meaningful
results can be obtained

5.2.5. Explore Options for Research on Economics  of IWP Enhancements

The results of this evaluation indicate that short-term costs of IWP techniques and approaches represent
the most significant barrier to uptake by landowners and ranchers. However, information on the longer
term economic benefits of IWP enhancements that might help overcome this barrier is lacking. In the
final year of the program, IWP staff should explore options to design studies to monitor economic
parameters associated with IWP enhancements, such as forage production, cattle weight gains and
general livestock condition. This initiative should be on a small scale, however, so as not to divert
significant resources away from other program areas. As such a research study is likely to generate
meaningful results only over a longer time period, effort should be restricted to the design of such a study
on the basis that the research itself would be undertaken during a possible second phase of IWP funding
(see Recommendation 13).

Recommendation 5: IWP staff should explore options to design a research study (or studies)
to monitor economic parameters associated with IWP enhancements, (e.g., forage
production, cattle weight gains and general livestock condition) that would be initiated in
full during a possible second phase of IWP funding.

5.2.6. Undertake the Review and Analysis of Policy and Legislation Relevant to IWP
Activities

One of the findings of this evaluation is that some ranchers are motivated to adopt IWP approaches and
techniques to ensure compliance with current or anticipated regulation. Based on this result, the review of
policy and legislation proposed in the IWP Strategic Plan should be completed prior to the completion of
the program. This review would involve a detailed analysis of the various policies and legislation relevant
to ranching activities around wetlands in the Interior grasslands and open forests. The purpose of the
study would be to identify policies, legislation and programs that are hindering the achievement of
sustainable resource use, particularly as those impact wetlands. Particular attention should be directed to
the Forest Practices Code. The review should also highlight any implications for project planning and
extension activities during a possible second phase of IWP programming.
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This policy review could be undertaken by DU staff involved in the delivery of IWP, or collaboratively
by DU staff or contractors and agency representatives. The Steering Committee should provide guidance
for this project, can help to identify key resources within federal and provincial ministries, and should be
involved in the review of study results prior to release.

Recommendation 6: A detailed analysis of the various policies and legislation relevant to
ranching activities around wetlands in the Interior grasslands and open forests, as proposed
in the IWP Strategic Plan, should be completed prior to the completion of the program.
Particular attention should be directed to the Forest Practices Code. The policy review
should also highlight implications for project planning and extension activities during a
possible second phase of IWP programming

5.2.7. Undertaking a Comprehensive Survey of Impacts

As noted in Section 1.1, due to the short time available for this study, the scope of the evaluation has
been limited by the lack of comprehensive survey data. In particular, the true impact of the extension and
education program component can only be inferred from such a small sample. A more comprehensive
evaluation of impacts is desirable in order to refine program emphasis for a possible second phase of
funding and to identify or clarify barriers to potential uptake. Such an evaluation would require the
development and implementation of a broader survey of all those potentially affected by the program to
ensure an adequate sample. Careful consideration should be given to the scope, design and timing of such
a survey to ensure the utility of results. The potential use of the British Columbia Cattlemen’s
Association mailing list and any similar mailing list held by the Livestock Association should be explored
to ensure that the survey is targeted on the key constituency of the IWP.

Recommendation 7: A comprehensive survey of the key constituents of the IWP—
landowners and range managers—should be undertaken to determine more accurately the
impact of the program. The purpose of the survey should be to refine program emphasis for
a possible second phase of funding and to identify or clarify barriers to potential uptake of
program knowledge.

5.3. Recommendations for a Possible “Second Phase” of IWP

The following recommendations suggest the renewal of funding for a “second phase” of IWP
programming with various shifts in program emphasis.

5.3.1. Renew Funding for a Second Phase of the IWP

Based on the results of this evaluation, it is recommended that funding for IWP be renewed for an
additional “phase,” for two key reasons.

First, the work of the IWP to date has laid the groundwork for significant improvements in range
management approaches and the protection and management of wetland-upland habitats in the grasslands
and open forests of the Interior Fraser Basin. Given the success of IWP extension and education activities
and the demonstration projects completed to date, there appears to be significant potential for the uptake
of IWP approaches and techniques more broadly over the next few years. Unless funding for the IWP is
renewed, opportunities to capitalize on this excellent groundwork and momentum will be lost.
Maintaining the program is also essential to ensure that investments in the development of techniques, the
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creation of communication networks and the building of working relationships and partnerships are
protected over the longer term.

Second, there are significant opportunities in the future to add further refinements to IWP techniques and
approaches based on anticipated results of both ecological and economic-related research projects. The
proposed review of policy and legislation will also be completed in the final year of current programming
(see Recommendation 6) and may highlight new initiatives and new aspects of management concern. The
staff of IWP have accumulated the knowledge and experience in this field necessary to incorporate the
results of such studies when they are completed and add further value to the investment made in the
program thus far.

Recommendation 8: Funding for the IWP should be renewed for a second, multi-year term.
Renewal of the program would help ensure that the approaches and techniques developed to
date are adopted more broadly and would allow staff—with the benefit of accumulated
knowledge and experience—to add further refinements to IWP enhancements based on
results of research studies and the policy review.

5.3.2. Undertake a Revision of the Strategic Plan as a Scoping and Targeting Exercise

The current Strategic Plan is relevant for a renewed phase of funding for IWP, but will need revision to
reflect shifts in program emphasis and delivery. A formal and comprehensive strategic planning exercise
should be undertaken prior to the initiation of a second phase of funding. This strategic planning exercise
will provide valuable opportunities for scoping and targeting of future program activities, and should
involve all those partners contributing funding for a second phase—as well as any prospective new
partners.

The results of the strategic planning exercise should reflect the shared priorities and commitments of
program partners. However, based on the results of this evaluation, the revised Strategic Plan should
include the following adjustments in programming:

• There should be a general program emphasis on projects that demonstrate new techniques in new
areas, and on direct extension activities to accelerate the uptake of alternative land management
practices among receptive ranchers and landowners.

• The program should target efforts toward overcoming barriers to uptake (particularly short term
costs of enhancements), as they have been identified in this evaluation and in any subsequent
program activities in the final year.

The revised strategic plan should also take into account the results of the policy review, the results of any
research projects (with ecological or economic focii) completed, and the success of “pilot” one-on-one
consultation activities undertaken in the final year (see Recommendation 3). The geographic focus of the
IWP may also be expanded, depending on the involvement of the relevant partners.

Once the strategic plan revisions are complete, program staffing should be reviewed to ensure that
efficient delivery can be assured.

An Advisory Committee should be maintained to help guide the IWP, at least in the first few years of
renewed funding, to provide input on scope and emphasis as the program continues to develop.

Recommendation 9: A formal and comprehensive strategic planning exercise should be
undertaken prior to the initiation of the second phase of funding. This strategic planning
exercise will provide valuable opportunities for scoping and targeting of future program
activities, and should involve all those partners contributing funding for a second phase—as
well as any prospective new partners
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5.3.3. Focus Demonstration Projects on New Techniques and New Areas

Consistent with the preceding recommendations, and in keeping with a shift in emphasis for the final year
of the IWP (see Recommendations 2 and 3), demonstration effort should be focused during the second
phase of funding on those projects that:

• introduce new techniques;

• expand the program into new geographic areas; and/or

• are required for specific research or monitoring purposes.

The selection criteria for assessing the relative value and feasibility of future demonstration projects
should also be revised to reflect this new focus, as part of the revision of the Strategic Plan (see
Recommendation 9).

Consideration should be given to demonstration projects that explore urban impacts on wetland-upland
complexes. The planning of demonstration projects on Crown land should also take into account the
results of the policy review (see Recommendation 6), and should ensure consistency with the Forest
Practices Code, for example by adopting habitat classifications and descriptions used in the Code.

Recommendation 10: In a second phase of funding for IWP, demonstration effort should be
focused on those projects that introduce new techniques, expand the program into new
geographic areas, and/or are required for specific research or monitoring purposes.

5.3.4. Expand Emphasis on Extension

To advance the uptake of IWP techniques and approaches during a second phase of funding, there should
be expanded emphasis on extension activities, including one-on-one consultation with landowners and
range managers. Such activities should also be targeted to help overcome barriers to uptake, for example
by communicating the long term economic benefits of techniques developed by the program.

Recommendation 11: There should be expanded emphasis on extension and education,
including one-on-one consultation with landowners and range managers, during a second
phase of IWP funding.

5.3.5. Consider Undertaking an Interior Fraser Basin Wetlands Inventory

Opportunity to work with landowners has been key to the identification of demonstration projects to
date—and appropriately so. However, given the number of demonstration projects completed, the
identification of future “on-the-ground” enhancement projects for wetlands and wetland-upland
complexes should reflect clear priorities based on ecological significance, current or future threats, as
well as opportunity to work with local landowners or range managers. Subject to funding constraints and
opportunities to partner with other agencies and organisations, IWP should therefore consider
undertaking an inventory of wetlands in the Interior Fraser Basin to provide a basis for such priority-
setting. Such an initiative would reflect the objectives stated in the Cooperative Waterfowl Plan for
British Columbia, and is reported to be consistent with the interests of many other conservation agencies
and organisations.

Recommendation 12: Subject to funding constraints and opportunities to partner with other
agencies and organisations, IWP should undertake an inventory of wetlands in the Interior
Fraser Basin as a basis for establishing priorities for IWP projects.
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5.3.6. Initiate a Research Study to Clarify Further the Economics of IWP Enhancements

Although considerable uncertainty remains, (see Section 5.1.1), it appears that the economic impact of
IWP projects on agriculture is positive, or at worst, neutral. This finding is consistent with the rationale
for demonstration projects as stated in the Agreement (see Section 2.2.4.). Furthermore, the successful
implementation of the 22 demonstration projects testifies to the effectiveness of uptake when the financial
burden of changing practices is alleviated. Despite this, the results of this evaluation suggest that the
most significant barrier to the broader acceptance and adoption of IWP techniques and approaches, at
least as they are currently conceived, is cost. In particular, the short-term capital outlay for IWP
management techniques is a significant hurdle for most ranchers.

While there is evidence in other grassland regions of North America that alternative land management
practices can benefit ranch operations, the IWP needs to make a stronger economic argument for the
techniques and approaches it promotes in the Interior Fraser Basin.

To ensure the success of the program during the second phase of funding, innovative ways need to be
found to assist larger numbers of ranchers to overcome this financial barrier and adopt improved land
management practices. There are several options for tackling this problem:

• Building on any design work completed in the final year of the first phase of the IWP (see
Recommendation 5), a research study should be initiated to investigate the economics of IWP
enhancements in greater detail than has been completed to date. Such a study may involve an
additional demonstration project(s) and would seek to determine, for example, the longer term
impacts of managed grazing regimes on upland forage production and wildlife habitat, and the
impact of water quality on cattle health and weight gains66;

• Efforts should be made to explore, with other program partners, the potential for the establishment
of a no/low-interest, small loan program for ranchers wishing to implement IWP approved
management techniques and practices. A loan program would provide the necessary incentive for
uptake while avoiding the “handout” pitfalls of a grant program. One obvious problem with this
approach is the increase in debt burden that it would entail for many landowners.

• Given the broad range of benefits that accrue from wetland restoration in particular (water quality,
recreational opportunities, etc), it may be possible in some areas to establish sufficient community
interest and support to provide financial assistance to ranchers and landowners.

Once initial scoping work on such topics has been completed, implications for future program initiatives
should be explored in consultation with local communities, the BCCA, and other associations
representing range managers and landowners.

Recommendation 13: IWP staff and program partners should explore options to overcome
the financial barriers that appear to limit the uptake of the techniques and approaches
promoted by the IWP. Building on any design work completed in the final year of the first
phase of funding, these options include a detailed research study of economic costs and
benefits, the establishment of a no/low-interest loans, the establishment of a community fund
to support local ranchers employ IWP techniques and approaches, or the identification of
other possible methods to facilitate uptake.

Another obstacle to uptake is the investment of time required on the part of the rancher to establish new
facilities and practices. Volunteer assistance could potentially help defray the costs of hired labour. A
ranch apprenticeship program (similar to the network established to engage volunteer assistance on
organic farms) would serve to introduce youths to the ranching and provide the ranch manager with much
needed help. In addition, members of the local community, schools, guides and scouts, for example, could
be invited to assist. Expanding extension activities in this way would have the additional benefit of
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establishing a broader outreach program to educate the public about the benefits of sustainable range
management practices.

Recommendation 14: IWP staff should explore opportunities to defray labour costs involved
in the adoption of IWP techniques and methods. Such opportunities include volunteer
programs and partnership programs with local youth groups, schools and community
associations.

5.4. Recommendations for Additional Initiatives Related to Watershed Level
Planning

Based on comments from two interviewees contacted during this evaluation, there is a need for
watershed-level planning in the grasslands and open forests of the Interior Fraser Basin. Such planning
would adopt a landscape level approach and a broader range of management objectives than just
wetlands. Given the IWP’s explicit emphasis on wetlands, it is beyond the reasonable scope of the
program to address this need meaningfully.

Consideration should therefore be given to the establishment of a parallel initiative or program to address
habitat protection and restoration at the landscape level. Such a program or initiative would need to
include wetlands and IWP may wish to participate in such an initiative as a partner. However, to avoid
spreading limited resources too thinly, it is recommended that DU not take on responsibilities for the
delivery of such a program. It is likely that such an initiative would require an inter-agency planning
exercise including a review of existing mandates and program activities in the Interior Fraser basin to
help avoid duplication and overlap in future activities. Such an initiative could be accomplished in
cooperation with or through the auspices of the Fraser Basin Management Council.

Recommendation 15: Consideration should be given to an inter-agency, watershed level
planning initiative targeted at the restoration of habitats at the landscape scale. Such an
initiative should capitalize on the knowledge and accumulated experience of IWP, but
should not be delivered by DU.
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Notes
                                               
1 See The Fraser River Action Plan, Green Plan promotional brochure (no date).
2 The Fraser River Action Plan was announced by the federal ministers of Environment, and
 Fisheries and Oceans on June 1, 1991. The plan consists of some $100 million over six years to:

“arrest and reverse the existing environmental contamination and degradation of Fraser River
ecosystems… restore and enhance the environmental quality and natural productive capacity
of the Fraser River ecosystems… and, build partnerships with provincial and local
governments, aboriginal and community groups, environmental organisations, industry and
labour and other stakeholders…” See The Fraser River Action Plan, Green Plan promotional
brochure (no date).

3 See Dorcey and Griggs, 1991, Water in Sustainable Development: Exploring Our Common Future
in the Fraser River Basin. Westwater Research Centre, UBC.

4 Van Ryswyk, Broersma and Hall, 1992. This figure is for the “Interior Plateau,” which closely
corresponds to the combined Central and Southern Interior regions.

5 Hayes, et al, 1993. “Critical” in this study means those habitats deemed necessary to maintain
waterfowl populations at 70% of mid-1970’s levels.

6 McKelvey and Munro, 1983.
7 British Columbia Waterfowl Technical Committee, 1989, Cooperative Waterfowl Management

Plan for British Columbia.
8 The Kamloops and Cariboo regions contain 42% of the province’s rangeland but support 76%

of the cattle (Bawtree and Campbell, 1989).
9 Bawtree and Campbell, 1989.
10 These program assumptions apply to the majority of IWP projects which occur on agricultural

land. However, the program was also intended to apply to non-agricultural areas and
situations, as reflected in Objective 3 of the Strategic Plan, which refers to “incompatible uses.”
See Section 2.2.2. See also T’Kumlups case study in Section 3.3.2.

11 See Section 4.1.1 for a more detailed discussion of these assumptions.
12 E. Hennan, pers. comm.
13 E. Hennan, pers. comm.
14 R. McKelvey, CWS, pers. comm.
15 E. Hennan, pers. comm.
16 See IWP mission statement, quoted in Section 2.2.1. of this study.
17 E. Hennan, pers. comm.
18 See correspondence from E. Hennan, IWP Program Administrator, to R. McKelvey, CWS,

dated November 3, 1992.
19 See minutes of Steering Committee Meeting, dated October 19, 1992.
20 At least one member of the Steering Committee formerly approved the plan in writing, as

requested. See for example, correspondence from F. Harper, MOELP, to E. Hennan, IWP
Program Administrator, dated September 2, 1993.

21 Copies of these reports dating from October 1993 to August 1995 were reviewed by the
evaluation team.

22 For example, E. Hennan was asked to prepare and present a paper at the 1995 Environment
Canada workshop on the “Valuation of Wetlands,” held in Vancouver.

23 In this demonstration project, the landowner requested that the flood levels be adjusted so as
to allow for haying. DU staff declined, arguing that in this case, agricultural interests and
conservation interests were not compatible.

24 See Program Coordinator’s Progress Report, dated December 16, 1992.
25 See Program Coordinator’s Progress Report, dated March 16, 1994.
26 For a summary of projects completed, accepted and pending, or rejected to date, see Interior Wetlands

Program: Project Status report, dated October 21, 1996.
27 See correspondence with Steering Committee, dated 24 March 1993. This project came to the attention of

IWP staff partly through the work of Alison Chutter, one of the landowners along the river who had
formerly worked for DU.

28 E. Hennan, pers. comm.
29 These conclusions are based on a superficial review of materials only. A more detailed content analysis

of extension and educational materials is beyond the scope of this evaluation.
30 B. Delesalle, pers. comm.
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31 R. McKelvey, pers. comm.
32 Waterfowl Nesting in Rangelands of the British Columbia Interior Fraser Basin: Research and Evaluation

Proposal
33 E. Hennan, pers. comm.
34 See correspondence from E. Hennan, IWP Program Administrator, to Manager, Range Section,

Integrated Resources branch, MOF, dated February 17, 1989.
35 van Woudenberg, 1994.
36 van Woudenberg, 1994.
37 As stated in a discussion paper regarding research requirements for the Interior Wetlands Program,

dated February 16, 1994.
38 The methodology for deriving the waterfowl production ratings is described in Hennan, 1982.
39 Drawdown capability refers to whether there is the potential to install a water control structure on the

project to permit occasional draining of the wetland by 1 metre. Occasional drawdowns are known to
rejuvenate wetland productivity.

40 Ian Barnett, pers. comm.
41 Significantly improved riparian vegetation was reported for most of the sites that interviewees were

familiar with; these include Frost Creek, Chilcotin Marsh, T'Kumlups, Nicola River, Buckskin and
Wildhorse.

42  van Woudenberg, 1996.
43 M. Crowe, DFO, pers, comm.
44 Contingent valuation involves the determination, usually through survey methods, of the willingness to

pay to acquire an entitlement or prevent the loss of one.
45 For a more detailed explanation of these economic values, see Loomis, 1995.
46 Yurchak and Buchanan, 1995.
47 According to an agrologist interviewed for the evaluation.
48 Bartlett, 1996
49 Bartlett, 1996
50 Bartlett, 1996
51 Bartlett, 1996
52 According to Paul McCaughey (pers. comm.), a forage specialist at the Brandon Research Station in

Manitoba, studies demonstrate that forage yields increase as a result rotational grazing which permits
more vigorous growth and deeper root systems of vegetation on fallow pastures.

53 As pointed out by a government representative who has been involved with the project on this ranch.
54 Gray, et. al., 1992
55 Gray, et. al. 1992.
56 Memo from E. Hennan to R. McKelvey, 24 Nov. 1994
57 B. Delesalle, pers. comm.
58 Workshop brochure.
59 Broersma, pers. comm.
60 Memo from E. Hennan to R. McKelvey, 24 Nov. 1994.
61 Laliberte, 1995, p.65.
62 David and Alison Chutter, quoted in “‘Keep it Wet!’ say Ranchers Participating in the Interior Wetlands

Program”  Beef in B.C. January/February, 1995,
63 “Ranchers contribute to wetlands project.” Merritt Herald, January 4, 1995.
64 “Ranchers contribute to wetlands project.” Merritt Herald, January 4, 1995.
65 One of the criteria for the selection of demonstration projects stated in Schedule B states, for example,

that “[Demonstration projects] will contribute to wildlife production or use and biological diversity;
however, the focus will be waterfowl.” See Section 2.2.4. of this report.

66 One government representative strongly recommended that stringent monitoring of high quality
demonstration sites is required to show quantifiable results. He suggested that forage testing and
permanent transects of plant communities be established in order to draw conclusions about the
economic impacts of the program on ranching operations. This is the objective of the riparian grazing
study being undertaken at the Nicola River project.
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APPENDIX 2: INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE





















Dovetail Consulting  INTERIOR WETLANDS PROGRAM EVALUATION Page 95

APPENDIX 3: LIST OF INTERVIEWS

Name Position/Affiliation Date Interviewed
Phone/Person

Involvement with IWP

Sue Austen Program Coordinator,
Nature Trust of B.C.

November 20
by phone

Uses IWP materials
Got their support with pamphlet

Ken Awmack District Agrologist, Ministry of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Food, Williams Lake District Office

November 21
by phone

project advisor for 130 mile project

Dr. Klaas Broersma Soil Scientist and Forage Agronomist, Agriculture
Canada

November 14
in person

speaker at IWP workshop

Dr. Fred Cooke Research Chair, Simon Fraser University, Dept. of
Biological Sciences, Wildlife Ecology

November 21
by phone

research scientist for Becher's prairie
study

Alison Chutter Owner/Manager
Chutter Ranch

November 19
by phone

Nicola River Corridor project landowner

Michael Crowe Fisheries Biologist
Department of Fisheries and Oceans

November 26
by phone

project advisor for Nicola River Corridor
project

Ross Fredell Senior Agrologist, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Food, Williams Lake District Office

November 19
by phone

speaker at IWP workshop; project advisor
for several IWP projects

Lawrence Guichon Owner/Manager
Gerard Buichon Ranch

November 19
by phone

Peter Hope Lake project landowner

Lee Hoium Owner/Manager
130 Mile Ranch

November 25
by phone

130 Mile Ranch project landowner

Dr. Russ Horton Research Range Ecologist
Ministry of Forests, Kamloops

November 15
in person

speaker at IWP workshop

Grant Huffman Rancher, BCCA Board
Grazing Enhancement Fund Committee

November 20
by phone

Little involvement, represents ranchers

Cornelius Janzen Owner/Manager November 19
by phone

Rush Lake project landowner

Rick Jules Councillor, Kamloops Indian Band November 14
in person

project partner for T'Kumlups project

Norman Kerr Owner/Rancher
Harper Ranch

November 15
in person

Harper Ranch project landowner

Lorne Leach Executive Director
BCCA

November 14
in person

Supporter E & E, represents ranchers

Dave Low Senior Wildlife Biologist, Ministry of Environment,
Lands and Parks

November 26
by phone

advisor to IWP since inception

William Ludwig, via Cathy Owner/Rancher November 25
by phone

Ludwig’s Pond project landowner

Ordell Steen Research Ecologist, Ministry of Forests, Cariboo
Forest Region, Williams Lake

November 19
by phone

speaker at IWP workshop

Louis Thomas Son of landowner
Nesconlith Indian Band

November 20
by phone

Salmon Arm Indian Lands son of project
landowner

Jim Young Wildlife Biologist
Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks

November 20
by phone

project advisor at Chilcotin Marsh,
Buckskin

Alan Woodbury City of Kamloops November 15
in person

project partner, Harper ranch

The following additional individuals were also contacted during the course of the evaluation:

• Don Blumenauer, Provincial range specialist, Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food, Kamloops, Nov. 19, 1996.

• Doug Fraser, Manager, Resource Stewardship, Range Branch, Ministry of Forests, Victoria, Nov. 20, 1996.

• Paul McCaughey, Brandon Research Station, Agriculture and Agrifood Canada, Brandon, Manitoba, Nov. 20, 1996.

The following real estate agents contacted for information on property values associated with wetlands:

• Bob Keeselman, Century 21 (Kamloops), Nov. 20

• Bruce Gooch, Sutton Group (Kamloops), Nov. 20

• Kathy Morgan, Remax (Kamloops), Nov. 20

• Hank Karpuk, Royal Le Page (Kamloops), Nov. 20

• Judith Henderson, Remax (Merritt), Nov. 26
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APPENDIX 4: EVOLUTION OF BUDGETS FOR VARIOUS IWP
PROGRAM COMPONENTS

The following tables are attached:

• Evolution of Coordination Budget for IWP

• Evolution of Budget for IWP Extension & Education, and Research
& Evaluation

• Accounting summary for large demonstration projects (including
“initial concept funding” and actual expenditures)



Evolution of Coordination Budget for IWP 

Amend #1 Amend #2 Amend #3 Amend #4
Year Original Budget 92/08/26 93/03/11 93/10/8 95/07/14

FY93 125,000.00$           90,000.00$             91,000.00$             91,000.00$             91,000.00$             
FY94 100,000.00$           100,000.00$           100,000.00$           150,000.00$           150,000.00$           
FY95 100,000.00$           100,000.00$           100,000.00$           150,000.00$           150,000.00$           
FY96 100,000.00$           100,000.00$           100,000.00$           150,000.00$           150,000.00$           
FY97 100,000.00$           100,000.00$           100,000.00$           150,000.00$           150,000.00$           
FY98 150,000.00$           

#1)  Budget reduced for FY93 due to delay in hiring coordinator and  
       saving in relocation costs.
#2)  Change terms to allow DU staff to provide coordination activities.
#3)  Cost of coordination and reconnaissance increased.
#4)  Extension required (FY98) to reflect the evolving program goals.



Evolution of Budget for IWP Small Demonstration Projects, Extension & Education and Research & Evaluation

Original Amend #1 Amend #2 Amend #3 Amend #4 Amend #5
93/06/22 93/10/23 94/03/15 94/06/14 95/03/15 95/07/14

FY94 Small Projects 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Education & Evaluation 80,000 80,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 55,000
Research & Evaluation 70,000 70,000 45,000 45,000 45,000 45,000

FY95 Small Projects 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 50,000 50,000
Education & Evaluation 95,000 95,000 120,000 120,000 120,000 120,000
Research & Evaluation 80,000 80,000 105,000 105,000 105,000 105,000

FY96 Small Projects 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 150,000 114,000
Education & Evaluation 110,000 110,000 110,000 110,000 110,000 110,000
Research & Evaluation 90,000 90,000 90,000 90,000 90,000 90,000

FY97 Small Projects 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Education & Evaluation 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 110,000
Research & Evaluation 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 90,000

FY98 Small Projects 100,000
Education & Evaluation 110,000
Research & Evaluation 90,000

#1)  Change terms only to allow DU staff to embark on field work as well as consultants.

#2)  Reduce budget on Education & Research components due to slow start.

#3)  Change terms, re definition of small project from $10,000 to $60,000.  

       This was to reduce administration as literally every land based project would require a separate agreement.

#4)  Shift $50,000 from FY95 to FY96 due to slow start in project component.

#5)  Extend contract for 1 year to reflect the evolving program goals and transfer $36,000 from small projects to large projects



Accounting for Large Demonstration Projects for IWP

Initial
Conceptual Actual Appropriations Actual Implementation Expenditures

Year Funding Project/Budget
CWS DU

2

(04/92-03/93) N/A Duck Meadow 75,000 73,755 945

75,000

3

(04/93 - 03/94) $410,000 Chilcotin Marsh 190,000 190,000 10,500

Salmon Arm Indian Lands 55,000 55,000 6,007

Nicola (Partial) 50,000 8,880 0

295,000

4

(04/94 - 03/95 $445,000 Buckskin Marsh 97,000 97,000 9,580

Frost Creek 56,000 56,000 14,080

Nicola (Partial) 75,000 118,900 0

228,000

5

(04/95 - 03/96) $506,250 Hart Lake 68,000 68,000 13,672

Nicola (Partial) 75,000 72,220 35,342

143,000

6

(04/96 - 03/97) $533,500 130 Mile 80,000 80,000 10,050

Jug Lake 70,000 YTD  50,535 underway

Tunkwa (Partial) 30,000 YTD  6000 underway

180,000

7

(04/97 - 03/98) ? Tunkwa (Partial) 200,000

200,000

Note:  Funding for Tunkwa and Nicola cover more than 1 budget year.

Although the 5 year plan conceptualized an annual budget for the large demonstration

project component, these values were never formalized.  A combination of;

       i)  Overall budget reductions to FRAP,

      ii)  Diversion of FRAP funding to other focus areas such as the Coast,

     iii)  Inability of DU to gear up to that size of program,

kept the actual appropriations to a smaller level.
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APPENDIX 5: DETAILED ECONOMIC EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

The following table presents the detailed framework used for the
evaluation of the economic impact of the IWP.



ECONOMIC VALUES ANTICIPATED  BENEFITS INDICATOR INFORMATION SOURCES
AND COMMENTS

DIRECT USE

Agriculture Improvement in quality of livestock water supply resulting from
provision of remote water facilities.

Change in livestock water supply

Change (+/-) in cattle health and performance as
demonstrated by

- Change in costs of cattle health care

- Change in incidences of disease/infection

- Change in costs of cattle health care

- Change in daily cattle weight gain

- Change in cattle mortality rate

- Change in cattle behaviour

From interview questions & literature

“

“

“

“

“

“

Improvement in forage quality and yield as a result of improved
grazing systems

Change (+/-) in forage quality

Change (+/-) in forage yield

From interview questions & literature

“

Reduced soil erosion on pasture as a result of improved vegetative
cover

Change (+/-) in soil erosion No information provided in interviews

Recreation Additional recreational opportunities as a result of IWP Observed change (+/-) in level of recreational activities:

- wildlife viewing

-  wildlife photography

-  hunting

-  sport fishing

-  hiking

-  canoeing

Observed change (+/-) in number of visitors for
recreational activities

Perception of potential for increase in visitors as a result of
recreational opportunities

From interview questions

“

“

Fisheries Increase in fish population and species diversity resulting from
improvement in fish habitat

Change in fish population and species diversity as a result
of IWP.

No measurement available.

INDIRECT USE

Groundwater recharge Improvement in groundwater recharge resulting from improved
hydrological functioning

Observed change (+/-) in volume of water available for
irrigation

Change in water levels in neighbouring wells

Although a question on water availability for
irrigation was included in the questionnaire, many
factors play a role in water levels. It cannot be
assumed that changes in water levels were the result
of IWP projects.

Note: The fourth column in this table lists the data source for the indicator. If not measurable, a surrogate indicator was substitutued for which it was anticipated that directional information would obtained from the
evaluation interviews (i.e. a perceived change in the condition).



ECONOMIC VALUES ANTICIPATED BENEFITS INDICATOR

from questionnaire and literature

INFORMATION SOURCES
AND COMMENTS

INDIRECT USE

Flood control and storm
protection

Protection from flooding as a result of wetland
restoration/protection and changes in  water management and
range management

Improved water flow downstream of wetlands during and after
storms

Change in incidences/severity of flooding on ranchland

Change in incidences of downstream flooding

Change in costs associated with flooding (loss of productive
land, etc)

Observed change in flow regimes resulting from wetland
protection

From interview questions

"

"

"

Filtration/
Detoxification of
pollutants

Improvement in downstream water quality as a result of wetland
restoration/protection. Demonstrated by reduced silt, nutrients,
bacteria and other pollutants in water.

Change in water treatment costs Although water quality downstream of IWP sites is
not regularly monitored, water quality
improvements may be reflected in a reduction in
water treatment costs

OPTION Value of maintaining the wetland areas for future opportunities
(recreation, etc.)

No measurement available  The literature suggests that there is a value placed
by people on protecting wetlands for future use.

NON-USE

Employment

Education Increase in education opportunities resulting from wetlands
restoration

Importance of wetlands for education purposes From interview questions

Aesthetics Increase in aesthetic value of region due to wetlands restoration Improvements in aesthetics of wetlands

Importance of proximity of real estate to wetlands

Information derived from questionnaire

Some indication of value derived from discussions
with local real estate agents

Aesthetics Increase in aesthetic value of region due to wetlands restoration Importance of aesthetic value of wetlands

Improvements in aesthetics of wetlands

Importance of proximity of real estate to wetlands

Information derived from questionnaire and
literature.

Information derived from questionnaire

Some indication of value derived from discussions
with local real estate agents

Biodiversity Increase in species diversity and populations resulting from
wetlands restoration

Observed change in waterfowl use of wetland area

Observed change in other wildlife use of wetland areas

Observed change in general watershed health

Monitoring of species diversity and populations not
formally monitored. Information on observed
changes derived from questionnaire and inferred
from other studies

Existance value Knowing that wetlands exist No measurement available

Bequest value  Protection for future generations No measurement available
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APPENDIX 6: SAMPLES OF GROUND BASED PHOTOS FOR IWP
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

The following photographs illustrate changes in vegetation for
selected demonstration projects over time using ground based photo
stations.
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APPENDIX 7: STRATEGIC PLAN FOR THE INTERIOR WETLANDS
PROGRAM, 1993-1997 & “SCHEDULE B” OF THE CWS/DU

AGREEMENT INITIATING IWP


























































