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OPENING STATEMENT

The Honourable Tom McMillan
‘Minister, Environment Canada

Mr. Chairman, House of Commons colleagues, including the former Federal
Environment Minister, Charles Caccia, Ladies and Gentlemen, mes cheres
amis, it is a great pleasure to welcome you to this, the Wildlife
Conservation Colloquium., Je suis heureux d'étre parmi vous ce matin,
je vous souhaite la bienvenue a la capitale nationale. I thank the

-Province of Ontario and in particular my good friemd and colleague, the

Honourable Vincent Kerrio, the province's Minister of Natural Resources,
for co~hosting such an important meeting. "I also welcame my provincial
colleagues, the Honourable Yvon Picotte of Quebec, bienvenue a. Ottawa, the
Honourable Colin Maxwell of Saskatchewan, the Honourable Bill Matthews of
Newfoundland and the Honourable Red Pederson of the Northwest Territories.,
Colleagues, I'm pleased that you could came to Ottawa for the Colloquium,

amd I regret that recent and pending provincial elections have prevented

others of our colleagues fram joining us. . I am delighted to meet the
provincial and territorial ministers for wildlife as a group, for the first
time in my case, and to be joined by so many others vitally interested in
protecting and enhancing this important Canadian national and natural
resource., I've met many of my colleagues and many of you individually on
different occasions, but I think that it will be particularly useful for
all of us to sit down together as we will today and tomorrow, to learn from
each other and to stimulate, foster ard promote each other's thinking.

Those of us responsible for the management of wildlife programs
should, I think, consider ourselves fortunate. Our product, wildlife,
needs little introduction to the Canadian people. Wildlife is by nature,
by definition, compelling, as anyone who has ever sat through a Disney
movie can testify. Ioving wildlife is a very North American thing to do.

According to Statistics Canada, more than 15 million Canadians
sperd an estimated 4.2 billion dollars each year participating in
wildlife~-related recreational activities. Those activities contribute
8.8 billion dollars and 185 thousand jobs to the Canadian economy. -
Because wildlife is a renewable resource, such economic benefits can be
sustained forever, if federal amd provincial governments, non-governmental
organizations and the public at large, exercise good stewardship and good
husbandry. ‘ ’

The state of ouwr wildlife is also a barameter of the health of the
environment as a whole. When toxic chemicals reach levels that harm
birds and hurt animdls we know that human health is also threatened.
Wildlife, however, has a more fundamental value to Canadians amd to our
country., A value that I can express most easily by asking you to
contemplate for just a moment, life without birds, life without mammals
and insects, trees, and flowers, and all the others forms of vibrant life
that surround us and that we take for granted. It is the nature of us as
humans, a particular species among others on the planet, to be fascinated
oy other species, In fact, it is our ability to appreciate, even to love




thei s us apart from other species. At the same time we
%gjlrtggiug'aigagoﬁtand wepganmt be, alonepgn this planet. Givc?n our
power to change the land and the landscape, we have to act responsibly to
ensure the survival of ecosystems and the species that depend on them,
including, of course, ourselves.

The enormity, the sheer magnitude o{f our responsibility. combined '
with our already mentioned interest in wildlife,. shosﬂd make con;ervatlon
programs easy. But if that were the case, we wouldn't be qathermg.as we
are today, in Ottawa, fram one end of the country to another, at thl§ :
Colloqui'uu, to pool our cambined intelj.’lectual resources to came up with
better strategies. The simple truth is that governments have less and less
discretionary funding available to them and most .wildlife programs are in
that category of discretionary funding. Recent cuts by all goverrnments
unhappily reflect this new reality. Goverrments must the?efore h§lp
stimulate ideas and create new sources of revenues that; will not increase
the burden of debt on either current or future genf.-zratlons ?f Canadlan.fs.
The role of the private sector in that connection is essential. Certainly
creative ways will have to be found to'engége gwerments and the private
sector in joint initiatives that benefit wildlife.

. . s 3
A .central idea for our Colloguium, to address both t?_)e fgndmg an
improve delivery of wildlife programs, was sparked at a wildlife minister's

" conference in Toronto in January of 1985. The need for brainstoming was

: n and it is even greater now. In the next day and a half we will
gg\ergtatg?stinct and even unique opportmit;y to explore well-thought out 4
options for generating revenues for wildlife programs. 'Ihose.of us aroun
this table and in this roam in goverrment, have an advantage in being able
to do so with non-govermment interest groups. Not only'are they major
clients of govermment wildlife programs, they are a_lso in every sense o_f
the word, our partners in wildlife conservation. vylthout their dedication
and without their involvement, owur society would simply not have the

wildlife resources it now enjoys.

Clearly one of the main messages of the 1980's, and certalnly an ‘
urderlying %:,heme of the Colléquimn, is.that concerted and cqllectlxg action
by everyone concerned is necessary. Without an effective partners 1? our
treasured wildlife heritage cannot long be sustained. We %n,Canada ave,
for the most part, effectively carried out our res;x?nsmllltles for
wildlife management over the years, but much more will need to be go?le .
by all of us in the future. The problems conft};lantn;;;)d w;l?%ijiitaio enc

i i ‘grown increasingly canplex i ‘
g:eég%\lzge m?rtla?fﬁé 1’lL:?I)‘rif;ee%rprac’t:;i.cal ton?:oir;sider management pPlans for just
single species , or even for wildlife alqne;'rather we must develop ?ncf wg
need to implement integrated plans, taklr_xq :_mto accc?ur}t the needs of lan
managers who have other, and often conflicting, ambitions for land use.

Conservation implies wise use, which is the key to healthy wildlife,
and it carries too, the promise of sustainability. Soil and water
conservation are every bit as important for wildlife as they are .for :
agriculture. Bountiful populations of flora and fadna are a product of a
healthy landscape and yet, habitat is being lost across the country at an
alarming and even scandalous rate. The results.in terms of wildlife: are
obvious to all of us. We must find improved methods of working with
agricultural interests, with the forest industry, ani with others who have
a stake in the land base that supports wildlife. We on the government
side of the wildlife cause, must improve ways of: persuading other agencies
within our own respective governiments, that protecting wildlife is not
just an exercise in tree-hugging, it is an econamic and social imperative.
Indeed, wildlife underpins thousands of jobs in this country while
contributing immeasurably to our quality of life.

The recently proposed North American Water fowl Management Plan
exemplifies the kind of trail-blazing approaches we must take collectively
if we are to maintain wildlife populations., ‘It also typifies the new types
of partnerships that.must be formed if we are to succeed. The Plan is
largely a response to the alarming decline in the populations of ducks.
on the prairies and of some species in eastern Canada. Canada and the
United States both recognized that although there are many other factors,
the primary cause is the loss of waterfowl habitat. I am pleased to-
confim today that I have obtained official approval from Cabinet to.

‘complete arrangements with the United States towards a formal agreement.

Next week in Washington I'shall be meeting with U.S. Secretary of the -

"Interior, Don Hodel, to alvance the Plan. I hope,.soon thereafter, to

be able to co-sign with him a declaration of intent endorsing .the North
American Waterfowl Management Plan, the biggest single step required to
get the Plan itself launched, The Plan is as exciting as it is forward
looking. I want now to pay tribute to the commitment of: the waterfowl
experts, Canadian and American, federal, provincial and . state, who worked
long and hard to develop it. The North American Waterfowl Management Plan

. is primarily about land .maﬁ‘aganent. ~ Its most significant application will

be on agricultural lands, primarily but not exclusively in the Prairie
Provinces. - But friends, don't be surprised if you see some of that effort
being made in my own province, Prince Edward Island. The free trajers
may have left P.E.I, oOff the map, but we wildlifers are goiny to put the
island back on it,:.Implementation of the Plan calls for the conservat ion
of soil and water and provides long~temm benefits, not just to waterfowl
but to agriculture, and. to the econany generally. ‘Every single Canadian
will benefit fram what will be one of the great steps forward in social
development policy in this country. In fact, the Plan when it is '
completed, will be one of the imost ambitious bilateral prograns ever
undertaken in social policy by Canada and the United States. '




Let me repeat, land use planning is indispensable to wise integrated
resource management. It blends ecology arnd econamics, bringing together
the best available information on the capability of land, on the
sustainability of different usés amd on the needs of the present and the
future. It enables us to decide what serves the public interest best ad
what damages the natural env1r:ornnent least. It has been estimated that
implementing the Plan will require an investment of 1.5 billion dollars
Canadian over a 15-year period. Of that, almost 1 billion dollars is to ve
spent in Canada, and of that proportion, an average of 18 million dollars
per year will have to be"obtainei from Canadia’n sources.

Now the need for such 1arge suns means that we must be nnagmatlve,
just as we must be realistic, in a world where thé user-pay concept is
becoming increasingly necessary. Fortunately, wildlife users have shown a
mature understanding of the user-pay idea, as long as there are observable
links between sources of funds and the purposes for which those funds are
employed. People who pay expect to see their money used in ways that have
.meaning for them. They don't mind having a deep pocket into which they dig
deeply if they can be‘assured that in paying an extra tax or otherwise
coning forward with an- extra contribution to the cause, the money raised is
used for a purpose that means something to them.‘

I myself am strongly’ attracted to a concept that my colleague
Bar:ry Turner, has championed zealously inside and outside of ‘government.

It is thoughtful, -innovative, courageous and practical, and because of
those very qualities it will have a hard time getting support in certain
quarters of government. “'But Barry has my own support in principle, and

I hope you will give such progressive J.deas, m.s and others, a sympathetic
hearlng at thls Colloqulum.

The challenges facmg us in develoomg and dellverlng w11dllfe
conservation programs are great. But I firmly believe that we can and
we must address them. We can either moan about the loss of easy public
funding, or we can show, as wildlife people have always been very skillful.
in showing, how wildlife conservation needs can be met when people are
determined, ' imaginative and energetlc. ’

I an confident that by noon tomorrow we will have established a
consensus on how we cah work together to’ save our great wildlife
inheritance, to nourish’ it with loving care and to bequeath it intact to
our children and to theirs. We need .do nothing more, we must do nothing
less. o o ‘ '

OPENING STATEMENT

The Honourable Vincent Kerrio
Minister of Natural Resources, Ontario

It is indeed a pleasure to share the duties of hosting this Colloquium with
the Honourable Tam McMillan., Our purpose here is to generate ideas for
achieving more funding for wildlife management programs and discovering how
to make better use of the funds., We are not here to debate the necessity
of individual wildlife projects. We all know that there are many deserving
projects to fund if we hope to improve or even maintain our wildlife.

, We need to do much creative thinking at this meeting to find -the right
balance of what will work at both the national and the local levels.
Balancing the national picture with the local plcture requires the
implementation of an old philosophy on a scale that is entirely new.

It involves engaging the user-interest groups, not only in funding, but
in actual project implementation. In Ontario we have initiated a number
of programs that directly involve people in projects in their own
canmunities. Two of those programs are CPIP and CWIP, which stand for
Camunity Fisheries Involvement Program and the Cammunity Wildlife
Involvement Program respectively. Through these programs, my ministry
provides the expertise and capital funding, and the interest groups provide
the planning and labour, mostly on a voluntary basis. Since the programs
began, we have approved more than 440 such projects ranging fram seeding
old logging roads with clover and grass for deer and bear to creating a
spawning channel for salmon and trout on the Sidham River. The fish began
using the channel this spring, and it was just completed last year.

We as a govermment put minimal funding into a project that took many,
many hours and ten-fold our investment by those who undertook the task.
These projects have saved Ontario literally millions of dollars. The
concept behind our efforts is that people like to be involved and, when
given responsibility, they do a great job of managing and improving their
own resources. People take pride in .their work and that is one of the
positive facets of human nature which we as a group would do well to
recognize and enlarge on. Human effort is likely the greatest resource we
have to employ for the benefit of all. And the new concept is to mobilize
hunan effort at the local level. Govermments over many years have had

the notion that you could throw money at a particular circumstance or
situation, but this did not always correct the problem. We have to find
the right balance of programs at the local, provincial and territorial
levels.

Finding ways to do more with the money we already have is the same
as finding new sources of funding. Any new money we put into wildlife
management can certainly be justified by the amount of money that
wildlife-related spending puts back into the econamy. Total sales in
wildlife-related expenditures contribute over a $1 billion to Ontario's
econany alone. My ministrv spends $15.5 million on wildlife management.
In Ontario, hunters spend more than $136 million. Traopers harvest more
than $13 million in pelts, and wildlife enthusiasts, such as birdwatchers,
spend more than $80 million annually. Provincial incave from all wildlife




expenditures is estimated at $533 million. The money is there in our
econany. The question is how do we tap it and direct it back toward
wildlife management. I know that representatives of interest groups and
our ministry staffs are attending at this gathering. We will be consulting

those people because they are experts in these particular fields and can
offer many substantial ideas about how to increase sources of revenue for
the various projects. :

There is much work to be done. Fram the impressive collection
of ideas and proposals we must put together a plan for future action that
will meet the needs of wildlife conservation not only in Ontario and the
territories but in this great nation of ours. Thank you very much.

WILDLIFE POLICY IN CANADA:
PRECEDENTS, PERCEPTIONS AND PROSPECTS

by

Peter H. Pcan';c _

~An Address Prepared for the |
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Wildlife Policy in Canada:

Precedents, Perceptions and Prospects
by

Petc; H. Pearse

Introduction

I am more than usually honoured to have been asked to address this éolloquium
because 1 know there is a certain suspicion about economists among wildlife managers.
Economists are too prone to pontificate on subjects they know nothing about; their metric
of benefit-cost analysis is too narrow to embrace the subtle values of wildlife and
environmental quality, and they have a reputation for being both inconsistent and
incomprehensible. I thought it would be useful to acknowledge these virtues at the outset
of my presentation, before I go on to demonstrate them.

I carry a double burden, because I am also a forester; one of those who wildlife
managers associate with habitat disruption. But there is much more distrust between
economists and foresters. Economists regard foresters and their entrenched principles for
regulating harvests over time with disdain, and foresters tend to think that pf:onomists, with
their insistence on applying compound interest rates to investments in long-term crops, are
fundamentally subversive. So my career has been somewhat schizophrenic, and often
lonely. Occasionally, I have taken refuge in wildlife management problems.

I have been asked to speak about wildlife management policy in Canada. But I
want to emphasize that I have no formal training in wildlife management. I have been
caught up in it occasionally because I find it interesting; because it has intersected with my
policy work on forests and fisheries and water resources; and because I see in it such

enormous, untapped opportunities.

I also like to hunt and fish.. And, like all hunters and ﬁshermén, I know exactly
what is wrong and what should be done, and my ideas are uncluttered by scientific
knowledge. ' ‘

~ In any discussion about wildlife policy, it is important to keep in broad perspective
the forces that policy-makers of the past have been responding to. This explains how we
got to where we are today. I want to suggest to you that some of the objectives of earlier
policy-makers are still relevant and some are not. This means that our present policies are
not altogether attuned to our modern circumstances and needs. Indeed, I want to argue that

“our current policy framework is inadequate to protect the public interest in wildlife. And

that, in turn, leads me to suggest that we have some new opportunities we should try to
take advantage of. ‘

The Changing Significance of Wildlife Resources in Canada

It is hard to generalize about wildlife in Canada. We are dealing with a huge variety
of species, whose habitats occupy half a continent. To provide the context for my later
remarks, I want to.note only that the wildlife of Canada is remarkably diverse and prolific.
1If we can all agree on this elementary fact I need not dwell on it, because most of you know
more about it than Ido. - ' .

Because I want to talk about resource managcrﬁcnt policy, it is important to bear in
mind as well the historical significance of wildlife in Canada. This is because policy
responds to problems and needs as they arise, so our present policy framework is the.
accumulation of responses in past years to problems and circumstances thatassﬁmcd
enough importance at the time to attract the attention of governrhcnts. Those of us who
indulge in analysis of public policies soon learn that they can be understood only in the
context of circumstances at the time they were introduced. |

A variety of influences thus moulded our present policy framework. ‘The fur trade,
which had such great economic and strategic significance during the early history of
Canada, was obviously an enormous influence on wildlife policy. So, today, though the
fur trade has long been overtaken by other staple industries, the legislation and institutional
arrangements governing trapping and the wild fur industries is deeply entrenched, stable to
the point of rigidity, largely independent of the management of wildlife for other purposes
and, by and large, satisfactory. Significantly (for what I have to say later) it is based on
longstanding cooperative arrangements between the government and the entrepreneur.




Similarly, our present provisions for Indian and Inuit use of wildlife are the result
of traditional native dependence combined with imperial policies toward aboriginal people,
modificd in some cases by treaties. Predator control policies owe much to the influence of
agricultural interests, especially the livestock industry. The great thrust of our generation
appears to be in habitat management; a result, undoubtedly, of the impact on wildlife habitut
- of modern industrial activities. So our wildlife policy evolves. .

Wildlife has always had important economic significance in Canada. During c}ur
early history the fur trade dominated the economy. Wildlife still supports a major wild fur
industry, a big game guiding and outfitting industry, and an important source of
subsistence for native people. | )

However, in modern times the most dramatic growth has been in recreational uses
of wildlife; hunting, bird-watching and other non-consumptive activities. These relatively
new demands associated with recreational aesthetic and environmental values are the most
important uses of wildlife today, and they are the uses that preoccupy wildlife managers.
And itis in respect of these uses that our present policies appear weakest.

A study published by the Canadian Wildlife Service a few weeks ago estimates the
diféét benefits enjoyed by Canadians from wildlife-related recreational activities in 1981
amounted to $0.8 billion.] This is over and above the $4.2 billion that they spent on their
recreation; it is an estimate of the additional amount they would have been willing to pay for
the recreation that they actually enjoyed without chax'ge.2 |

Such statistics are sometimes intended to impress people with their size and hence
importance. But $0.8 billion strikes me as remarkably small for the direct value attributable
to resources which are so prevalent and widely appreciated in Canada. We spend more -
than this on liquor in British Columbia alone. True, this figure excludes commercxal_ uses
like trapping, subsistence values, and recreational values enjoyed by foreigners; but it is
intended to include all the hunting, bird-watching and other non-consumptive forms of
recreation of Canadians that are attributable to wildlife. ‘ ‘

I want to suggest to you that the values we derive from our wildlife resources are
too low, and they fall far short of their potential value to us. This is not because nature has
been mean to us; indeed, nature has endowed us generously. But we have impose@ on
ourselves a framework of wildlife policies that prevent the potential benefits from being.
realized.

Policy Directions

In 1982, the federal and provincial ministers responsible for wildlife published
Guidelines for Wildlife Policy in Canada.3 This short document “. . . . provides direction

. |

for the developmenit of wildlife policies and programs in the future.” (p.2). It s¢t§ ‘oug what
are called goals, principles and elements which all the govex;nments have endorsed.
Moreover they have agreed to consider implementing them, where they are consistent with
their own policies. It commits the governments to evaluate the guidélines after five years;
that means next year, so time is getting short. R |

' Guidelines for Wildlife Policy in Canada is an impressive statement for several
reasons. For one' thing it recognises wildlife as comp\onems‘of integrated and
interdependent ecosystems, and to this extent it takes a modern approach. For another, it
apparently has the support of a wide range of non-governmental organizations and
individuals, and drais on the 1980 World Conservation Strategy:4 And, most
remarkable, it is a statement about how natural resources _shodld be managed that has been
agreed upon by all provincial, territorial and federal governments in Canada.

The goals and principles enunciated in this document are very general. This is not
surprising; if a statement of this sort is to enjoy broad support it must of necessity be

- general. Moreover, the policy objectives seem to me to be commendable as far as th¢y go.

Their shortcoming, in my opinion, is that they don't go far enough. Indeed, they seem to
stop at a defensive effort to protect and preserve, rather than to enhance, and in my view

“this is not adequate in our modern circumstances.

" Letme explain. 'I'h¢ Gufdelines begin with three broad goals, namely:
1. To maintain ecosystems ' '
: - 2. To preserve the diversity of species

- 3. To'ensure that the uses of wildlife are sustainable

This suggests a holding operation. There is no parallel objective to enhance and
improve wildlife resources, or to deve@a and increase the_. values-we derive from them;
only to maintain, pregerizé ,and“sustain'whai ﬁv; have. It certainly implies more modest
ambitions than we hévc_for f_isheries and forest resqlircq-s._‘ And I want to suggest to you
that it will not be eno'ugli: |

Limitations of Defensive Policies

My argument rests on the following syllogism. An entirely defensive wildlife
policy will inevitably lead to erosion of wildlife resources and the values we derive from

11



- them. Erosion of Canada’s wildlife resources is not in the public.interest. Therefore the
public interest demands that we embark on an aggressive policy of wildlife development

and enhancement.

- The first premise is obvious upon a little reflection. The best a defensive policy can
do is to try to protect and preserve. But other interests will:always th;ea@c‘n to impinge on
animals or their habitat, and occasionally the éompeting interests will win. A hydro dam
will flood a whitetail deer range; an old- growth forest that sustains woodland caribou will
be logged; a pramc ‘marsh will be drained. for fanmng, and so on Despite what some
opponents say, the hydro utilities, the Ioggmg industry and the farmcrs are all legxtunate
public interest groups m this country, and sometimes the public mtcrest is bcst served by
accommodaUng them even at the expense of wildlife. In short, if wildlife policy aims only
at protecting and dcfendmg what we have, and occasxonally the public interest demands that
conflicting interests prcvaﬂ the long-run result will be contmucd erosion of wﬂdhfe

: resources: C

‘ The second prerriisc, that attrition of wildlife is not in ihe public intcrést, is probably
acceptable to this audience but in the broader arena is more dcbatablg. I believe it to be }
‘true, but not bccauvshc‘ the benefits we currently derive fromv wildlife are very significant;
rather, because it is obvious to me that there exist enormous opportunities to create values
from wildlife that we have hitherto been suppressing. And if we adopted a more open
framework of public policy to accommodate these potenii'al values, wildlife interests would
easily be able to hold their own against what are now stronger, competing interests.

I might add that it is my clear impression from public hearings on related matters
across Canada that Canad:ans want assurance that wildlife, as the most vital and fascinating
part-of our natural cnvxronment, will be wcll protected and managed, from thc dramatic
whooping crane to the mundane marmot.

My conclusion is that the public interest requires us to makc some changes so that
we can begin to realize the undcvclopcd, potential values of wildlife. This wﬂl take more
than the public mformatlon programs advocated in the Guidelines. It calls for some pohcy
changes to create economic incentives to husband wildlife comparable to those that drive
competing interests and jeopardize wildlife. |

Principles From the Past

Mahageincnt of wildlife for recreational, consumptive and aesthetic vvalucs in
Canada is based on'deeply entrenched principles, each originally adopted for logical

reasons although they collgchvdy lcavc us with a rathcr weak framework for managing
resources today. The basic pnnczples that provxdc the underpinning for non- commcrcxal

uses of wildlife are four-fold:

1. Ownership by the Crown.
Provincial governments have passed legislation to appropriate for the
Crown the title to almost all wildlife, removing it from among the common
law rights that go with property rights in land.

2. Common-property Management.

For recreational purposes such as hunting, users of wildlife are required to
obtain licenses or permits, and they all have equal access to the resources on
a common-property basis. This is consistent with the traditions of ocean
fisheries, but not, significantly, with those of most other land-based
resources owned by the Crown. This principle was presumably adopted for
expedience once the principle of public ownership was in place, and more -
sophisticated systems of rights for users did not appear necessary at a time
when pressures on the wild populations were light.

3. Prohibiﬁon of Sélcs of Game Prbducts

Apparently in an effort to find an administratively easy way of controlling
the excesses of early market hunters, pmvmc1a1 governments have generally
prohibited commercial use and trade.in wildlife products such as venison.

4. Restriction of Private Management.

The combination of Crown title to all wildlife and prohibition of commercial
uses of wildlife leads easily to restrictions on private game management and
any other kind of wildlife husbandry. So virtually all wildlife in Canada
consists of what is left of natural, wild stocks, managed entirely by

governmental agencies.

These four principléé underlie our present approach to wildlife management in
Canada, and they have profound implications for the benefits we are able to derive from
our resources. In my opinion, they are not well suited to modern conditions, and they do
not augur well for either wildlife resources or the benefits we derive from them. )

I think there is a popular view that these principles are somehow ncceséary for good

. wildlife management. But they are not; indeed a better case can be made that they are

impediments. Note, first, that they are inconsistent with British and European traditions
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governing.game management. Second, they are most suitable for a frontier society where
only natural wild stocks arc relevant, where pfcssurcs on resources are light, and where
simplc and expedient regulatory measures are needed. They are not well suited for
advanced societies where demands on the resources are heavy and husbanding is called for.
Thxrd we find the best examples of wildlife management where these pohcxcs are not in
place, as in Britain and Europe.

The Paradox of Plenty

I'can explain the point I want to make by telling you how my interest in this issue
was triggered. I grew up in the northern Okanagan valley on a "stump-farm”, which is
what we call a marginal farm in British Columbia because years after the land is cleared of
timber there remains a vista of stumnps, and these are often the most healthy-looking things

in the fields. I developed all the values and perceptions you would expect from a parochial,

rural background in western Canada, including attitudes toward game and how we use it.
Our family lived off ten acres of land, and there were nine mouths to feed. We ate a lot of

game in winter.

Then, after studying forestry in Vancouver, I won an opportunity to study abroad.
I went abruptly from one extreme to the other; from the frontier of western Canada to the
ancient city of Edinburgh in Scotland, where I studied and taught for some ycars at
Edinburgh University. 3

Through the oldest pan of Edinburgh there runs a little creek, the Water of Lieth,
where I often noticed someone fishing. Surprisingly, it was very good fishing.

So, I began to wonder: how come, in this old city, there is still good fishing while
there is no decent fishing left anywhere near Vancouver or a}ly of the cities I knew in
Canada? The answer was that for centuries someone had the fishing rights along that
stream in Edinburgh. Those rights wérc legal and valuable, and the holder had a very keen
interest in protecting them. He would make sure the stream was never over-ﬁshed because
poor fishing would devastate the value of his fishing rights. He would certainly protect it,
and poaching was a very serious offense. He would also sue anyone who impaired the
productivity of the stream. So he managed it and cultivated it just as he would a piece of
farmland and a herd of cattle on it, which I could understand.

Today, throughout Britain, good fishing can be found within easy reach of every
city and town, and at a reasonable price. If you live in Grantown-on-Spey, for example,
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you can join the local angling association for a weekly fee of about $25 and enjoy the right
to fish along seven miles of good fishing stream. 5 Hotels and local inns prov1dc similar
opportunities for guests,-as do many estate owners and angling clubs that lease or own
fishing rights. - A remarkable standard of sport fishery- nianagcment is maintaincd
throughout:Scotland and England and it is done with rcmarkdbly little effort on Lhc part of

L

the government.

There is a lesson for us here © . And it is not JUSt sportﬁshmg in Bntam that

: provndcs us with lessons. If you .want the best bird shootm;, in the world you do not look
. to Canada (which has unmatched potcnnal) but to Europe “those old, overpopulated

countries somehow maintain the best hunting opportunmcs anywhere. Isn'tit ironic that
dedicated Canadian sportsmen pay handsomely to hunt deér'in Chechoslovakia, wild boar
in France, partridge in Spain, grouse in Scotland and pheasarits in Denmark and Belgium?
And isn't it telling that the wildlife in those countries is better ‘mariaged and protected than
anywhere else, and that the foreigners who offer thesé hunting 6i>poftuniﬁes make lots-of

- money, while Canadian wildlife managers fight a rear-guard action against loggers,

fa;mcré, cnvironmcntal pun'sts and governmental retrenchment?.

Ausma is less than one-tenth the size of British Columbia, and it is much more -

mtcnswely populated and developed. Yet each year Austrians harvest ncarly double the

number of big game anu'nals taken in the whole of British Columbia. The small game
harvest i is even.more unpresswc Thousands of professional managers are employed
pnvatcly in husbandmg wildlife. It represents very valuable assets. It provides highly
coveted recreation for thousands of others. ‘Consumers have access to venison, partridge
and other dchcamcs n shops and restaurants everywhere and game supports a significant
food mdustry Landowncrs culuvatc their wildlife and work hard to integrate it with forest
and agncultural crops. a

- In both western and eastern Europe, game is well protected and managed, because
itis valuable and people possess rights that enable them to protect those values. Just like
Canadian ranchers protect and husband their cattle and farmers their chickens, neither of
which we are ever likely to have to-worry about as endangered species. But in Canada, the
safest wildlife is that which happens to thrive on the disruption caused by more powerful
interests, like mule deer that thrive on logging. Species that suffer from other pressures,
like grizzly bears and woodland caribou, face a bleak future. To a large extent, wildlife

here is at the mercy of activities that have more immediate economic impact.
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The Forest Analogy _ i
Our most prohﬁc and valuable natural resources in Canada are our forests. Most of
these forests are owned by the Crown, yet we depend almost cnnrely on the private sector

 to utilize them. This reflects our preference in Canada for public ownership of natural -

resources on the one hand and;- for private enterprise to produce things from them-on the
other. But while we like pubhc owncrshlp of these vast lands and TESOUrces, we are less

keen about buxldmg up big burcaucrames to manage them, and thls presents a conundrum

The solutxon has been found in hccnsmg an'angements that muster the resourccs of the ;

pnvatc sector to manage pubhc resources

My own work in forest pohcy has led me to the conclusion that these contractual

 arrangements, between timber companies and the Crown are the key to good resource

management. They provide the. link between the public landlord and the private user, the -
contract that assigns rights and responsibilities to each. Thus my 1976 Royal Comrmission
report on British Columbia's forest policy was titled Timber Rights and Forest Policy.

No other country has had such rich experience in licensing, leasing, and pcmuttmg
arrangcmcnts for forests, and none has developed such sophisticated means of organizing
private resources to not only use but also to manage public timber. :

Our—expénence ‘with-various forms of forest tenure has, of course, been mixed.
But thc best managed public forests in most provinces are under forest management '
agmcments or tree farm licences, managed by the licensees under the general surveillance
of provmcxal forest services. Some management is cxemplary, ‘even by Scandinavian
standards. But I emphasize that it is good management of the forest resource, for timber

- productlon 1 caninot say the-same about the managcmcnt of other forest values, mcludmg

wildlife. These licensees have no mcenuve to protect or enhance the Crown's fish and -

' wﬂd.hfc, which is oftcn acostly nulsance to them. More alarmingly, almost nowhere in

Canada does anyone. have an incentive to manage fish and wildlife; many want it and enjoy
it, but its management is rclcgatcd almost entirely to government agencies. And all these
government agencies:have to depend on are restrictions, regulations Vand penalties.

Tl

Lessons From Forest Policy
We could undoubtedly adapt the experience from forest tenure arrangerents to

muster private resources for managing wildlife. Think of the possibilities. Local rod and
gun clubs could be licensed to manage the wildlife in a few coherent areas on behalf of their
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members, as they do in England and Scotland. This would not only be interesting and
rewarding for them, it would help the government, as well, to have this additional |
manpower dirccted to population assessment, enforcement and enhancement under ’
approved plans (just as private parties undertake forest management). And wouldn't it be
marvellous to have this kind of direct public involvement in the actual management of
wildlife?

Wouldn't it be sensible if a company that held a licence to manage the timber in an
area could also obtain the right to manage and utilize the game? The principles of integrated
resource management would then surely be adopted with more enthusiasm. And wouldn't
it be reasonable to build on big game guiding and outfitting territories, to allow the licensee
to manage and utilize the game for all purposes?

Wouldn't it be a nice reversal if ranchers could obtain rights to manage and utilize
ungulates, which are now nothing but a threat to them? And wouldn't it be so much better
if prairie farmers could farm ducks, and benefit from them commercially, instead of having
to drain wetlands to advance their financial interests?

‘Wouldn't it be great if people could manage game and produce venison and other
wild delicacies so that Canadians (outside Ncwfoundland) could enjoy this special cuisine
just as Europeans do?

_ Finally, consider the interests of Canadians generally, who now foot hefty bills to
manage and protect wildlife for the enjoyment of relatively few. Wouldn't it be nice for
them to begm to realize some revenues from their valuable resources, like owners do in
other countries? '

Some people react emotionally or dogmatically to such ideas, so let me carefully '
emphasize' what I am not proposing. First, 1am nor advocating privatization. Private
ownership of wildlife can certainly produce good management, but it is a non-starter in
Canada. Canadians are too fond of public ownership of natural resources to allow
governments to alienate them. Anyway, that is not necessary. I am only suggesting
licensing the management and use of public resources, in a way that is well accepted in
Canada for Crown timber, water, rangeland and other renewable resources. Second, I am
not suggesting that licensing arrangements for private-sector management will work for al!
wildlife. 1t doesn't seem to offer much promise for hummingbirds and lizards, but it does
for most species of game and fur-bearing animals, which account for a very large share of
the values at stake.
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Third, I am not proposing that governments should abdicate their responsibilities
for wildlife. Whether they contract out some nghts and obligations under licences or not,
they must remain ulnmately responsible and accountable for how wildlife is managed, just
as they are for the management of other Crown resources. ‘

V | Fourth, I am not talking about game farming of the New Zealand type, where
animals are fenced in, domesticated and utilized for meat and antlers. Rather, I am
referring more to the European custom, where free-roaming wild animals are managed,
husbanded and harvested. This is the model that best fits the Canadian experience in
' natural resource management. |

Fiﬁh, (in anticipation of a red herring) I do not advocate reserving wildlife for the
rich. More wildlife, and better recreational opportunities, are capable of benefiting
everyone who values these things. Those who are philosophically opposed to people
benefiting economically from such resources, need to be persuaded that it is at least
desirable to create the values, and then there are all sorts of ways of determining who
‘should enjoy them, and of distributing the benefits acceptably through fees, taxes and so
on,

Finally, I do not want to imply that private management is the only solution. I.
“began this address by noting the great diversity of wildlife resources in Canada. The
circumstances and needs of the people are also diverse. So is the form in which wildlife is
appreciated and valued. Accordingly, wildlife policy in Canada should provide for -
diversity in the arrangements for managing and using the resourees.v Our 3rrangements are
now too uniform everywhere to accommodate varying interests and to let innovation

flower.

~ Biologists and ecologists ought to be the first to recognise that diversity promotes
resilience, strength and adaptability. As a social scientist, I want to suggcst that the same is
true of social systems and institutions. If you have all the wildlife of Ontario, or Alberta,
managed by one agency of one government, there will not be much variation, contrast,
competition and innovation. Yet those are the things we need.

7 My suggestion is very modest; let's try a few experiments in contracting out
wildlife management. Building on our rich Canadian experience in managing other natural
resources owned by the Crown, govemments could enter into agreements with private
parties to enable them to manage and use the resources according to plans approved by the
responsible wildlife authorities, and to enjoy the economic returns that they can realize from
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these operattons If the experiments are successful, we might find'new hope for wildlife".

manar,cmmt in Cdnada _

Conclusion

Where will our wildlife be.20 years from now? Will we be like the starving = .. =+~
prospec:tor‘who finally. broke' down and ate his dog; then, contemplating the pilé of = ~
discarded remains was overcome by anguish thinking about how his poor dog would have :
anO)de the bones? Will we still be battling the timber companies and farmers and most
other resource users to force them, against their economic mterests to practice integrated: - -
use and conserve wildlife? will we still be generatmg doubtful statistics about how much
value Canadxans put on wildlife in an effort to persuade reluetant govemments to spend _
more on its managcment” Will the only game to be found in Canadian restaurants still be .
trnported from New Zealand? Will the best remaining hunting and fishing continue to
decline as access improves and demand on them grows, so that the best will still be found
in the older countries of Europe? I hope not. But I am unshakab]y convinced‘that
notwithstanding occasional successes, our wild fish and game will continue to lose ground 1
as long as.they are not supported by economic interests whrle the activities that encroach on
them are. In other words, unless we change our pohcres ‘

'From a polmcal viewpoint, wrldhfe needs a broader consuruency It is now. )
supported by hunters who are regarded with some distaste by much of the pub ic, and by. .
wildlife managers who are mostly also bureaucrats and somewhat constramed asa lobby
There is, however, a much larger potennal consntuency, like that in Europe, that includes.
landowners, managers, gamekeepers, caterers, and especrally consumers. But this calls
for some policy changes.

e

‘In short, a little expenmentanon wrth ways of strengthemng the economc support
for wildlife is needed. A few’ carefully desrgned pllot pro_}ects 1n private commercial
management will, I suspect show much more prormsmg xesults than contmued hand-
wnngmg about the need for more govcmmental fundmg

"a ws'

I 'know that there are many people who are ready and wrlltng to develop these
opportunities; ranchers trmber companies, hunting clubs and others. But to.bring it about -
will require some fresh thmkmg from three directions. First, the established hunting and
fishing organizations, who have n'admonally taken the position that all the game is the
common property of all the people and there can be no special i ghts This may be an
appealing pohcy for a frontier socrety but it is dernonstrably self-defeating wherever
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pressures on the resource, and of competing resource uses, are heavy. Fortunately, there
are some signs of more.open attitudes to different approaches within some of these groups.

The second group is the professional wildlife managers, most of whom are
employed by the provincial and territorial regulatory agencies and who advise the policy-
makers. There seems to be some inertia within these bureaucracies to innovative change in
management regimes. The almost uniform approach toward governmental man’agement of
wildlife across.this countxy seems to have left some convinced that it has some hlgher
moral Justlﬁcatxon T i.:'l T ” )

- The tlurd group is the pohcy-makexs and parucularly the provmmal and territorial

ministers responsrble for w1ldhfe They must provide the leadership. Reahstxcally, they
cannot do much without support from both thexr constituencies of hunters and their

bureaucrats But they can help change stubborn attitudes and design chan ges in polxcy that _

will allow expenmentatxon wnhout generaung widespread anxiety.

' There are some hopeful developments .A burgeoning interest has suddenly
developed in aquaculture which involves arrangements for fish enterprises analagous to
those I am advocatmg for wildlife. For some years, certain provinces have been issuing

permits to raise bison, upland birds, and fur-beanng animals. Farmers and shooting clubs -

have been developing mutually advantageous arrangements in-managing pheasantsand .-
other birds. Inuit organizations in the Northwest Territories are in the business of
producing reindeer meat for V‘southern markets. Newfoundland allows some sales through -
restaurahts, and Bri'tish‘Colurrlbi'a perxmts the sale of some buffalo products. Both Alberta
and British Columb1a have recently proposed new provisions for game farming.® 8 But
generally, progress has been slow and the outlook for wﬂdhfe, and the values in w1ld11fe
is rather bleak under present arrangements in Canada.

My message is this. The reason our fish and game is threatened, and the reason
they enjoy better huntmg and fishmg in other countries, has nothing to do with the.
meagermess of our natural resources On the contrary, nature has been extraordinarily =
generous to us. Nor is it due to our ignorance about how to manage wildlife.
Undoubtedly we have much to leamn, but for the most part we know what is wrong and
what needs to be done to improve. Our problem is our commitment to obsolete pnncrples
of common property non- market use. \

All this leads me to conclude that it is timely for ministers reSponsnble for w11d11fe in
Canada to reassess the Guidelines they agreed upon in 1982. The three goals they
enunciated then should be recogmsed as worthy of contmumg support but madequate

I suggest, therefore, that the forthcoming revision of the Guidelines retain the
existing three objectives: to maintain ecosystems, to preserve the diversity of species, and
to ensure sustainability of uses. But to these should be added three more, namely:

1. To ensure that wildlife policies recognise the full diversity of wildlife-related uses
and values, and provide the variety of management arrangements needed to
accommodate them.

2. To enable the fullest possible value of wxldhfe, in both marketable and non-
marketable benefits, to be realized.

3. To develop institutional arrangements to encourage non-governmental groups
contribute to wildlife management and enhancement.

_ You will note that whereas the existing goals are directed toward wildlife itself,
mine focus on the relationship between wildlife and people. Obviously, public policy must
be concerned with both.

There should, in my opinion, be an overriding objective to all of these. That is to

provide for continuing experimentation in wildlife policies; this should apply to the full

range of issues from how to control predators to how to design licensing systems. If this
principle is established, inertia and resistance to innovation will be easier to overcome.
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MR. CHAIRMAN,

ON MARCH ll,“l986, THE LIBERAL MEMBER FROM GANDER TWILLINGATE,
GEORGE BAKER, SAID IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS CONCERNING THE

NIELSEN TASK FORCE REPORTS - AND I QUOTE:

:

We can look at another report on the environment.
We see sections dealing with national parks and the
weather services. There is a magnificent section
dealing with the wildlife conservation programs,
including migratory birds conservation, wildlife
research and conservation and wildlife
interpretation. After this study group began to
study these programs the Government decimated the
Canadian Wildlife Service. (Hansard, p. 11389)

N

DECIMATED IS A BIT STRONG, BUT THAT'S PART OF OPPOSITION

RHETORIC. SERIOUSLY UNDERMINED ARE THE WORDS THAT I WOULD

USE. THE GOVERNMENT CONTINUES TO RECEIVE CONSIDERABLE FLAK ON
TV, ON RADIO, IN THE NEWSPAPERS, IN LETTERS, IN HOUSE QUESTIONS

CONCERNING CUTS TO THE CWS.

AT THE PROFESSiONAL.INSTIIUTE OF THE PUBLIC SERVICE OF CANADA
ANNUAL MEETING IN OTTAWA LAST NOVEMBER, ROD MURPHY THE NDP
MEMBER FOR CHURCHILL, SPOKE OF THE "POORLY PLANNED AND

SEEMINGLY INDISCRIMINATE PROGRAM CUTS TO WILDLIFE RESEARCH".
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BUT LET ME BACKTRACK A LITTLE FURTHER BEFORE WE LOOK.TOO FAR
FORWARD. YOU HEARD A LITTLE BIT OF MY PAST IN THE
INTRODUCTION. MY COLLEAGUES ARE SAYING THAT I'Vé GONE FROM THE
PLAINS OF AFRIéA TO'THSTJUNGLES OF PARLIAMENT AND LiTTLE HAS

CHANGED.

THE NOVEMBER 1984 ECONOMIC STATEMENT HIT THE CANADIAN WILDLIFE
SERVICE (CWS) HARD AND DEEP WITH 23% CUTS TO THE SERVICE. I DO
NOT DISPUTE THAT! WE'VE BEEN HEARING ABOUT IT EVER SINCE. 'THE,
PERCEPTION QUICKLY GkEW THAT THE CURRENT GOVERN@BNT WAS |
ANTI-WILDLIFE RESEAQCH AND DEVELOPMENT, ANTI—ENVIRONMENT, AND
ANTI-CONSERVATION. THIS OF COURSE IS SIMPLY NOT'TRUE!

HOWEVER, PERCEPTIONS ARE REALIT& IN POLITICAL LIFE AND I
QUICKLY PERCEIVED THAT WE HAD NCT ONLY A POLITICAL PkOBLEM BdT

A FISCAL ONE AS WELL.

A GOOD BIOLOGIST FRIEND, A FORMER AFRICAN CUSO COLLEAGUE,

AN OUTDOOR WRITER AND CURRENT OWNER OF FOLDING MOUNTAIN

OUTFITTERS LIMITED IN TA TA CREEK, BRITISH COLUMBIA, MR. BOB

JAMIESON, CALLED ME IN EARLY 1985 AFTER HE SAW A CUSO

PUBLICATION THAT INDICATED THAT I WAS IN PARLIAMENT.
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WE. TALKED ABOUT THE IMPORTANCE OF WILDLIFE TO CANADIANS AND THE
IMPONTANCE OF CANADIAN WILDLIFE TO AMERICANS. LET US REMEMBER

THAT IN 1985, 1.6 MILLION AMERICANS CAME TO CANADA TO EIIHER

HUNT OF FISH.

BOB PLANTED A SEED IN MY MIND BASED ON THE SUCCESS OF THE 1937

FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIFE RESTORATION ACT OF THE U.S. CONGRESS,

COMMONLY CALLED THE PITTMAN-ROBERTSON ACT AFTER ITS
CO-SPONSORS., THIS ACT LEVIES A 10% EXCISE TAX ON‘SPORTING ARMS
AND AMMUNITIONS THAT IS COLLECTED BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND
EARMAKED FOR WILDLIFE RESEARCH AND HABITAT ACQUISITION AND
DEVELO?MNNT IN ALL FIFTY STATES. A SIMILAR ACT IN 1952 BY
DINGNAIL ~ JbHNSTON WAS APPLIED TO FISHING RELATED ITEMS AND

CALLED THE IEDERAL AID IN SPORT FISH RESTORATION ACT. IN 1985

THESE TWO ACTS GENERATED APPROXIMATELY $140 M. IN THE U.S. FOR

WILDLIFE RESEARCH.

I THEN DECIDED TO PURSUE A CANADIAN VERSION AND TO MAKE IT

WORK. AND I AM HERE TODAY NOT TO TELL YOU WHY THIS CAN NOT BE

DONE, BUT TO ASK YOU ALL TO HELP ME TO GET IT DONE!

IN CLOSE COOPERATION WITH THE RESEARCH BRANCH OF THE LIBRARY OF
PARLIAMENT, ESPECIALLY WITH RESEARCHBRS, MARGARET YOUNG LAND
MARION WROBEL WITH THE PROGRESSIVE CONSERVATIVE CAUCUS
COMMITTEE ON RENEWABLE RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT, CHAIRED BY

THE VERY CAPABLE AND KNOWLEDGEABLE OUTDOOR SPORTSMAN BOB

BRISCO,
26

M.P., KOOTENAY WEST, B.C.; THE PARLIAMENTARY SECRETARY TO THE
MINISTER OF ENVIRONMENT, DR. GARY GURBIN, M.P., BRUCE GRAY,
ONTARIO; WITH THE PRESENT MINISTER OF THE ENVIRONMENT, THE -
HONOURABLE TOM MCMILLAN, P.E.I., AND HIS PREDECESSOR THE.
HONOURABLE SUZANNE BLAIS-GRENIER, M.P. ROSEMONT, QUEBEC; WITH
HONOURABLE JOHN FRASER, FORMER MINISTER OF FISHERIES;
HONOURABLE DAVID CROMBIE, MINISTER OF INDIAN AND NORTHERN

AFFAIRS; WITHVTHE~CHIEFwOFfSTAEF OF THE MINISTER OF FINANCE,

.- TOM TRBOVICH, ‘AND KEVIN,LAMARQUE, LEGISLATIVE ASSISTANT .TO THE

HONOURABLE BARBARA MCDOUGALL;.NITHANON—GOVERNMENTAL PEOPLE SUCH

. AS MONTY HUMMEL“FROMWWWF(CANADA), MR. BILL THURLOW, PRESIDENT

ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL CONSULTANTS, OTTAWA; DR. JOHN TENER,
RéTIRED;CWS‘EMPLOYEE AND OTHERS, WE ‘HAVE COME A LONG WAY .
TOWARDS SETTING UP.A CANADIANAEQUIVALENT TO WHAI HAVE BEEN TWO
VERY SUCCESSFUL U.S., ACTS SINCE 1937 AND 1952.RESPECTIVELY. ™ ON
FEBRUARY 25, - 1986. I SENT A MEMO TO ALL CONSERVATIVE MEMBERS;:

AND ON FEBRUARY 26 I MADE A PRESENTATION TO OUR NATIONAL CAUCUS

-THAT RECEIVED APPROVAL IN PRINCIPLE TO. ‘PROCEED . THAT .SAME

AFTERNOON FROM- A .CABINET COMMITTEE.
T
SOMEONE .SAID THAT GOOD IDEAS.CAN FLOAT AROUND FOR A LONG TIME.

WELL WE ARE STILL FLOATING. -~ -~ =




I DO NOT PRETEND TO BE ABLE TO SUGGEST ALL THE MECHANICS
INVOLVED IN SUCH A TAX PROGRAM. THIS WILL AND SHOULD BE THE
“RESPONSIBILITY OF PUBLIC SERVANTS TO WORK OUT. WHAT I AM NOW
ABLE TO SAY WITH COMPLETE CONFIDENCE AND CONVICTI&N IS THAT
THERE IS A POLITICAL WILL TO SEE -THAT THIS HAPPENS - AND

SOONER,. RATHER THAN LATER.

I AM PROPOSING.A SPECIAL EXCISE TAX TO BE COLLECTED BY THE "
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT .AT. THE IMPORT .AND MANUFACTURING LEVELS ONLY

ON .GOODS USED BY THE CONSUMPTIVE' USERS OF WILDLIFE, 1i.e.

HUNTERS. AND FISHERMEN,. ON: GUNS,' AMMUNITION, RODS, REELS, LURES,

NETS, ETC. AND ON THE -NON-CONSUMPTIVE USERS AS WELL, SUCH aS

' CANOEISTS, BACK-PACKERS, CAMPERS, 'BIRD WATCHERS, TO NAME A FEW.
1 ALSO.PROPOSE THAT IT BE :CALLED THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE ACT -
~(1986) AND.THAT MONIES GENERATED BE TARGETED DIRECTLY FOR -
WILDLIFE RESEARCH' AND HABITAT DEVELOPMENT -IN CANADA IN

COOPERATION BETWEEN FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL JURISDICTIONS. - -

I AM .FURTHER RECOMMENDING THAT THE NEWLY ESTABLISHED: WILDLIFE
HABITAT CANADA FOUNDATION (1984). MANAGE THESE FUNDS IN'CLOSE
COOPERATION WITH THE PRIORITIES OF THE FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL
.GOVERNMENTS AND THOSE OF. THE CANADIAN CONSERVATION COMMUNITY.
'THIS WOULD ENHANCE THE ROLE OF THE FOUNDATION AND ALLOW FOR'
MORE PRIVATE SECTOR, AND NGO INPUT INTO THE ONGOING RESEARCH

NEEDS OF OUR WILDLIFE COMMUNITY.
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THIS COULD CONCEIVABLY RAISE BETWEEN $5.0 MILLION AND $25.0

MILLION PER YEAR DEPENDING ON THE GOODS TAXED AND THE SIZE OF

~3

THE TAX ITSELF.

THE NIELSEN TASK FORCE MARCH 1986 REPORT ON THE ENVIRONMENT
(PAGE 307) UNDERLINES THE THREE MAIN OBJECTIVES OF THE WHC

FOUNDATION.

a) To promote the conservation, restoration and
enhancement of wildlife habitat in order to retain
.the diversity, distribution and abundance of wildlife
(CATALYST) .

" b) To provide a funding mechanism for the
conservation, restoration and enhancement of wildlife
habitat in Canada (SUPPORT).

c) To foster co-ordination and leadership in the
conservation, restoration and enhancement of wildlife
habitat in Canada (WATCH-DOG).

{

THE SAME TASK FORCE REPORT STATES EARLIER ON PAGE 299 IN THE

SECTION DEALING WITH WILDLIFE CONSERVATION PROGRAMS:

B. Level of Resources

Maintain the current level of person-years and
dollars allocated to the Canadian Wildlife Service
(CWS) and that staff be directed to examine and list
priority of existing projects, and projects
terminated in November 1984, and 1f deemed ‘
appropriate .and desirable, to reinstate suspended
high=priority projects through internal reallocation
of CWS resources.

- Given the cutbacKks to thHe Wildlife Service in
November 1984, the subsequent loss or reduction of
programs and the degree of public reaction, there
would be serious negative impacts if further
reductions were made., : - '
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IF IT IS THEAGOVERNMENT'S INTENTION TO MAINTAIN THE CURRENT
LEVEL OF THE CWS, AND I BELIEVE THIS WOULD BE WRONG, THEN WE
MUST GENERATE NEW REVENUES AND SPEND THEM IN COQOPERATION WITH
THE NGO'S,:UNIVERSITIES,_PRIVATE BUSINESSES, AND THE PROVINCES

THROUGH A MECHANISM LIKE THE WILDLIFE HABITAT CANADA

FOUNDATION.

YOU HAVE ALL SEEN I AM SURE THE REPORT THE IMPORTANCE OF

WILDLIFE TO CANADIANS THAT SAYS THAT 84% OF CANADIANS OVER THE

AGE OF 14 DURING EACH CALENDER YEAR SOMEHOW PARTICIPATE IN A

WILDLIFE RELATED ACTIVITY IN CANADA.

A MARCH 1986 DECIMA POLL. OBSERVED THAT 83% OF CANADIANS ARE
CONCERNED WITH OUR ENVIRONMENT. WE MUST THEREFORE ENHANCE OUR
ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD, PARTICULARILY IN THE AREA OF WILDLIFE

MANAGEMENT.

RECENTLY I WROTE TO OVER 1,200. PROVINCIAL, NATIONAL,
INTERNATIONAL, PRIVATE, NGO, AND CONSULTING GROUPS ASKING FOR

FEEDBACK. ON THIS IDEA.

LET ME QUOTE SOME OF THE FEEDBACK THAT I HAVE RECEIVED GOING
BACK FIRST TO THE HONOURABLE SUZANNE BLAIS-GRENIER IN A LETTEK

. TO HER THEN PARLIAMENTARY SECRETARY, DR. GARY GURBIN:
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(1)

(ii)

(iii)

I believe that if ever the time was right for Canada
to implement a user pay-system for wildlife, it is

-now., Representatives of both sportsmen and
. naturalist groups have discussed the concept with me

and have indicated thelr support.

A telex from the B C Wlldllfe Federatlon.

The British Columbia Wildlife Federatlon Annual
Convention April 11, 19Y86.gave: overwhelming support
to national wildlife funding dinitiative.

Doug Fisher - Toronto Sun (March. 10, 1986)

‘Last week's government caucus was told the cabinet

had approved a Turner-concéived.and .lobbied project

‘to invigorate and expand wildlife- management in

Canada and the United States.  There'll soon be
detalls from both smdes of the border.";

fLorne Whltty - The Sunday Herald {Aprll 6, 1986)

This is a plan that has worked well, has a proven
track record andlcould. benefit us.. = ..
I feel Turner.coula have good support from the

: reglon s outdoorsmen. il S

Grant Hopklns -~ The Citizen, Ottawa (May l, 1986)

The new funds raised would be directed at protecting
a’.-wide range of essential habitat in Cdnada and a

- varlety.of research projects, two key-'areas neglected
- 1ln past years.  Game 'and:non=game birds‘and animals

would . beoeflt.

CT

IN‘SOME”LETTERS:

Bob:.:Jamieson- ~ TaTa. Creek, B.C. . ‘

The tax should be as widely based as pOSSlble so that
all users of wildlife' are’ included. :We .do not. feel
that these funds should be used to fund federal

ﬂﬂwildlife,résponsibilities specifically.’ If fishing-

equlpment is included under the tax, these funds

- should' perhaps. be addministered separately since fish

and wildlife resources are administered separately
now in at least some provinces. :
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Hon.: Leo S. Gasner, former B.C. Judge, Cranbroock,

. B.C. o7 :

~.Our members would llke L0 see some means whereby the
_“non-consumptlve“ -users, such as photographers,
hikers, backpackers,: and climbers could be required
to contribute to fish and wildlife (not restricted to
game - spec1es) as: well as to thelr habitats. .

~ L

-~

" Don; Huff from the Federation of Ontario Naturalists
has expressed strong verbal support .to me.

John MacDonald, Dunrobin, Ontario .

Although I. have no.interest at all in fishing,

hunting; - and only a»small amount in the
Mnon-consumptive’,--there is a part of the. proposal I
,~likenei”Jobs“'-Any action that can raise funds to
.create- jobs,‘wlthout limiting (in this case) the

participation as a result of the level or mechanism

of. the fundlng, is worthly and ¢ommenaable.

J1m Renney, Cranbrook B:C..w

Remember, this would be a¢user pay tax. How can
anyone turn that down? I am willing to do my part.
Tax me! '

- »G"Hardy,"OttEWa, Ontario - o
I feel.it-is:a worthwhile project, and the Ottawa
LCarleton Sport Fishing and Conservation Association
- ,should throw its support behind Mr. Turner, and
" perhaps it should be put on the agenda. for our next

meeting.

THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WOMEN, INCORPORATED BY AN ACT OF
’pARLfAMSNTTINL1893, PRESENTED THEIR ANNUAL BRIEF TO THE

~GOVERNMENT IN JANUARY 1986,‘THAT HAD AN BMbRGbNCY RESOLUTION

(‘

INDICATING THEIR CONCERN WITH BUDGET CUTSaTO ENVIRONMBNTAL AND
R TR

WILDLIFE RESEARCH PROGRAMS.w‘;} k;-F
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YOU HAVE ALL BEEN HEARING ABOUT SOME OF THE REFORMS OF
GOVERNMENT PROCEDURES AND PROCESSES AND ABOUT THE REFORMS OF
PARLIAMENT ITSELF AND THE SO CALLED ENHANCED ROLE FOR THE
PRIVATE MEMBER SUCH AS MYSELF. WE ARE ALL SUPPOSE TO HAVE MORE
SAY NOW IN THE DECISION MAKING PROCESS '‘AS TO HOW OUR COUNTRY IS
TO BE GOVERNED. HERE IS A TIMELY EXAMPLE AND AN OPPORTUNITY OF
WHAT SHOULD BECOME A REALITY IF M.P. ROLES ARE ACTUALLY GOING
TO BE ENHANCED., I HAVE BEEN PURSUING THIS PROJECT NOW FOR 17

MONTHS BECAUSE I BELIEVE IT WILL BE GOOD FOR ALL OF "US.

YOU HAVE HEARD OUR DECISION MAKERS USE BUZZ WORDS LIKE
"INNOVATIVE IDEAS", "NEW REVENUE SOURCES", "USER FEES", "LOWER
OUR LOSSES“, "MANAGE OUR AFPAIRS MORE EFFECTIVELY", "LIVE
WITHIN OUR MEANS", AND MORE. WHAT-WE NEED NOW- IS YOU? INPUT TO
MAKE THIS IDEA WORK AS EFFECTIVELY AS WE POSSIBLY CAN. LET'S
NOT GET HUNG .UP ON TOO MANY TECHNICAL, MECHANICAL, OR
BUREAUCRATIC DETAILS, BUT RATHER LET'S AGREE TO‘THE~C6NCEPT IN
GENERAL, SEE HOW WE CAN ALL WIN BY ITS ACCEPTANCE, AND THEN
COLLECTIVELY WORK OUT THE DETAILS OF ITS NATIONAL AND

PROVINCIAL IMPLEMENTATION.
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THERE ARE SOME CONCERNS AND PROBLEMS OF COURSE - SUCH AS THOSE
OF SUBSISTENCE HUNTERS, FUR TRAPPERS, SKEET AND TRAP SHOOTERS,
GUN COLLECTORS AND OTHERS THAT MUST BE TAKEN INTO
CONSIDERATION., THERE ARE EXCEPTIONS TO EVERY RULE BUT
REMEMBER, 84% OF CANADIA&S OVER 14 USE OUR ENVI#ONMENTAL

HABITAT, ONCE-A YEAR SOMEHOW.

I MENTIONED THIS NEW PROPOSAL DURING AN APRIL 10, 1986 MEETING
OF THE STANDING COMMITTEE ON ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS AND NORTHERN
DEVELOPMENT, TO QUR WITNESS GEORGE ERASMUS AS WE TALKED ABOUT

INDIGENIOUS SURVIVAL INTERNATICONAL AND THE PROBLEM OF THE

ABORIGINAL TRAPPERS FEDERATION OF CANADA AND I RECEIVED A

POSITIVE RESPONSE FROM MR. ERASMUS AND HIS COLLEAGUES. THAT

WAS INDEED ENCOURAGING.

THE' FEDERAL FINANCE DEPARTMENT HAS SOME CONCERNS ABCUT
INTEGRATING THIS NEW IDEA INTO OUR PRESENT CUMBERSOME,

' CONFUSING- TAX SYSTEM NOW AND IS LOOKING AT BROAD TAX'REFORM IN
CANADA. THE PROBLEMS WITH THE PRESENT FEDERAL SALEé TAX&SYSTEM
ARE NUMEROUS, AS ANY MANUFACTURER OR EXPORTER WILL ?BLL YOU.
THE PROPOSAL MENTIONNED BY MR. WILSON IN THE RECENT BUDGET TO
REFORM THE SYSTEM, WITH A GOAL OF A BROADER BASE WITH FEWER
EXEMPTIONS AND A LOWER RATE, ALONG WITH THE GOAL OF RAISING
ENOUGH REVENUE TO ELIMINATE THE INCOME SURTAXES AND TO CREATE A

LARGER AND MORE COMPREHENSIVE LOW-INCOME CREDIT.
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THIS COULD CONSTITUTE THE LARGEST PIECE OF TAX REFORM IN THE
PAST TWENTY YEARS. THAT'S FINE - BUT WHEN, AND WHY NOT MOVE
NOW AND REFORM OR INTEGRATE THIS NEW IDEA LATER? NOTHING IS
CAST IN STONE. THIS PROPOSAL MAKES GOOD FISCAL AND GOOD-
POLITICAL SENSE TO DO NOW. LET'S NOT WAIT FOR THE COWS TO COME
HOME BECAUSE .IT IS GETTING LATE ALREADY, PRECEDENTS HAVE
ALREADY BEEN SET WITH A CABLE TV TAX, AIRPORT TAX, GASOLINE
TAX, SEINORAGE ON THE SALE OF OLYMPIC COINS WILL TARGET $60.0
M. TOWARDS THE COSTS OF THE 1988 WINTER“QLYMPICS IN CALGARY AND
THE DUCK STAMPS INTRODUCED LAST YEAR IS IN ITSELF A

PRECEDENT.

IN CONCLUSION, MR. CHAIRMAN, HERE IS AN IDEA TO FINALLY BRING

HUNTING AND FISHING ORGANISATION, WITH THE NON-CONSUMPTIVE - -

USERS ‘SUCH AS THE CANADIAN WILDLIFE-FEDERATION, DUCKS

UNLIMITED, WORLD WILDLIFE. FUND (CANADA), THE NATURE FEDERATION

OF CANADA AND MANY OTHERS, IN A-JOINT EFFORT TO PROTECT THESE
- 'RENEWABLE RESOURCES OF CANADA.- . . . .

N - - - . = R
N

HRH THE PRINCE PHILLIP, SAID IN MAN'S WILDLIFE HERITAGE FACES

 EXTINCTION, WASHINGTON, D.C., NATIONAL GEOGRAPHIC MAGAZINE, .

VOL. 122, NO. .5, NOVEMBER 1962, P. 703.

-The-conservation of wildlife and wild places calls
~for specialist knowledge,.trained manpower and money,
and we look to other nations to cooperate in this
important task, the success or failure of which not
only affects the continent of Africa, but the rest of
the world as well.("Man's Wildlife Heritage faces
Extinction", dans National Geographic Magazine,
Washington D.C., vol. 122, N. 5, Nov. 1962, p. 703)

35




‘WE HAVE THE SPECIALIST KNOWLEDGE AND THE TRAINED MANPOWER."

T WHAT WE'ARE‘LACKING IS THE MONEY!

CHIEF GATSHA BUTHELEZI:, CHIEF: OF THE KWAZULU PEOPLE OF SOUTH
AFRICA SAID' YEARS AGO. WHEN' SPEAKING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF

- CONSERVATION: '

",..it is the African who must be the target of

education and propaganda schemes."

“BUT ‘I- DARE. SAY IN. CANADA IF SOME OF OUR INDIGENOUS SPECIES ARE
"TO SURVIVE AND PROSPER, IT IS THE POLITICIAN WHO MUST BE THE-
TARGET OF: EDUCATION- AND PROPAGANDA SCHEMES. I INVITE ALL OF

YOU TO ASSIST 'ME IN THIS IMPORTANT TASK.

IN FEBRUARY 1985, I ACCOMPANIED THE HONQURABLE DAVID CROMBIE' TO
THE QUEEN CHARLOTTE ISLANDS WHERE I SPOKE BRIEFLY WITH THE
COUNCIL OF THE HAIDA NATION AND REFERRED TO THE POWERFUL

' EXPRESSION ON A POSTER PRINTED BY THEM IN DESCRIBING THEIR .DUU

ey
LA ¥

GUUSD TRIBAL PARK: .

"Duu Guusd- is“not just a land we inherited from our
ancestors, but one which we borrow from-our
grandchildren.” 2
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THE CHOICE FOR CANADIAN WILDLIFE CONSERVATION IS CLEAR. THE
FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENTS CAN CONTINUE TO éEDUCE
WILDLIFE PROGRAMS AND RELY ON THE VONLUNTARY PRIVATE SECTOR, OR
INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS TO GENERATE REVENUES FROM WILDLIFE USERS
CAN BE IMPLEMENTED TO FUND ENHANCED, FEDERAL, PROVINCIAL AND
PRIVATE SECTOR WILDLIFE RESOURCES AND DEVELOPMENT TO MEET OUR

NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL WILDLIFE OBLIGATIONS.

I FOR ONE MR. CHAIRMAN PLEDGE MYSELF TO HOLD OUR WILDLIFE IN
TRUST FOR MY CHILDREN AND FOR ALL FUTURE GENERATIONS OF
CANADIANS.

THE MAASAI IN EAST AFRICA HAVE A SAYING:

"When two bull elephants fight, it is the grass that

suffers".

- LET'S NOT FIGHT. LET'S COOPERATE TO MAKE THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE

ACT (1986) BECOME A REALITY.

THANK YOQU.
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Doing More with Less: Wildlife Management Financing in the 1980s

by K.A. Brynaert & S.D. Hazell

Summarz

In the 1980s, fiscal restraint in program expenditures has beCOpc a

persistent feature of budgeting processes of federal and provincial

wildlife agencies, even as the need for increased support of habitat
protection and wildlife management grows. . :

1f governments are to do more with less, their role in managing wildlife
resources, protecting wildlife habitat and enforcing wildlife and
environmental protection laws must be rethought. Wildlife branches must
explore opportunities for cooperative management initiatives with
non-governmental organizations, and develop capacity to coordinate and
supervise the conservation and management activities of volunteers,
non-government organizations and other groups.

Volunteers, hunters and anglers can be enlisted to assist in the
enforcement of wildlife laws and to conduct research and surveys. In
British Columbia, hunters and anglers are involved in an anti-poaching
program while in Ontario, volunteers undertake fish and wildlife
conservation projects using governmept-supplied equipment and materials.
The value of the work done under this program is about six times the cost

to government. -

Using volunteers increases the productivity of conservation officers and
scientists. Volunteers who are involved in conservation and management
also become more informed about the importance of wildlife conservation.

Non-governmental organizations can assis: wildlife agencies in reducing
costs and improving efficiency throughypr;vacization of certain government
activities. NGOs can help'by ‘supplementing existing wildlife programs,
administering specific projects on behalf of those agencies, or educating

the public about conservation.

For example, the Wildlife Toxicology Fund, established in June, 1985 and
administered by the World Wildlife Fund Canada, is using a three-year,
$3 million grant from the federal Department of the Environment and a
one-year $50,000 contribution towards administrative costs from Noranda
Inc. to support high-calibre scientific research in wildlife toxicology-

A second example is the Freshwater Fisheries Review being conducted by the
Canadian Wildlife Federation. The Review will loosely resemble a public

inquiry and will recommend for the consideration of federal and provincial
governments the goals and strategies required for the effective management

and conservation of these fisheries.

The Canadian Wildlife Federation has devoted substantial staff and
financial resources ($400,000) and the federal government has contributed
the services of a senior official for three years. By way of comparison,
the recent Royal Commission on Seals and the Sealing Industry in Canada

will cost at least $2 million.

Charitable wildlife organizations are often able to administer conservation
projects more inexpensively than government because they are able to faise
funds from interested publics to defray costs and becau;e administrative

and salary costs tend to be lower.
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A model for a privatized wildlife branch might be the Non—-Governmental
Organizations Program, administered by the Canadian International .
Development Agency (CIDA). The Program has had considerable success using
CIDA matching grants to extract private funds for international development
projects to international NGOs. 1In 1983-84, the program disbursed

$81 million to NGOs for some 3,000 projects in the Third World; these NGOs
in the same year raised an additional $150 million for their projects.

Limited deregulation of certain wildlife management laws in Canada may have
salutary effects in reducing government expenditures and increasing the
economic value of wildlife resources. Under the transferable commercial
licencing schemes established in the Lake Winnipeg and the Great Lakes
commercial fisheries, fishermen are entitled to sell licences together with
quotas to other fishermen for whatever the market will bear. Under these
schemes, government buy-back of licenses are unnecessary because

‘marginally economic operators are entitled to sell their licence and quota.

A limited commercial harvest (currently prohibited) of species such as deer
or moose would open up new markets (eg. restaurants) for wild game. The
effect of developing a sustainable commercial harvest of wild game would
likely be to increase the economic value of wildlife, which would assist in
the conservation of lands that support such game species.

The wildlife of Canada is commonly thought of as an amenity provided as a
benefit to Canadians. Although fees are charged to recreational anglers,
hunters and park visitors, these are rarely market~valued. Clearly $5 for
a summer’s fishing, $20 for an autumn's hunting, or $10 for a year of park
visits is cheap by comparison to other outdoor recreations such as skiing
and golf. The failure to price wildlife resources high enough to cover the
costs of supplying services related to wildlife is depriving governments of
revenue and may also be causing increased demand for these wildlife-related
activicies. : '

In addition, uses of wildlife habitat that destroy or degrade such habitat
are only rarely charged fees for. such use. Industries that dump pollutants
into rivers and agricultural and urban developments of wild lands do not
pay for impairing wildlife habitat. Implementation of . the user pay
principle could raise -significant government revenue for wildlife
conservation.

Income tax checkoff programs for wildlife also hold great promise to
generate revenue from people interested in wildlife. In at least 32

U.S. states, taxpayers can. donate a portion of their tax refund to wildlife
conservation by checking a box on’ their tax form. Contributions under.
these wildlife checkoff programs are deductible from income tax payable the
following year. The total wildlife checkoff funds collected in the first
20 states to have implemented the program was estimated at about $6.4
million in 1982. Funds. collected from such checkoff programs can easily be
earmarked for wildlife conservation. A second advantage is that because
checkoff programs are voluntary they will not be viewed as a general tax
increase.
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DOING MORE WITH LESS:

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT FINANCING IN THE 19803

INTRODUCTION

In the 1980s, fiscal restraint in program expenditures has
. become a persistent 1if not permanent feature of the budzeting
and planning processes of federal and provincial govmrnments,
heralding a new political era for our nation.

The budgets and personnel of wildlife conservation and
environmental protection programs. are being reduced
drastically. At the federal level, the November 19814
cutbacks to the Canadian Wildlife Service have been followed

recently by the loss of 600 positions at Environment Canada, -

ard 175-at the Department of Fisherias and Oceans. Wildlife
and environment program reductions at the prov1n01al level
have also been significant.

Even as governments decrease budgets and persconnel
acsociated with habitat protection and wildlife management
ard enforcement, the need for increased levels of financial
and personnel support for these activities grows. The
problems, such as  loss of wetlands on the prairies and
e _sewhere,. acidification of eastern Canadian lakes and
forests, and accumulation of toxic chemicals such as
d .oxins, heavy metals and pesticides in the tissues of wild
animals and plants are 1ncre331ng not abating.

Thls portrayal of the problems is not as bleak as it may
appear. Recent surveys(1) have clearly demonstrated tnat
Canadians are extremely concerned about the quality of their
environment and -are willing to pay more tc ensure that it is

protected. - With appropriate incentives and support, the

public is prepared to assist with the work of wildlirfe
conservation, both with their labour and with their
pocketbooks.

The dilemma for government wildlife agencies, and for
conservation organizations, then, i3 how to do more with
less, and how to wutilize all of the rescurces that are
available. This Wildlife Colloquium is an excellent first
step towards addressing this issue. The overall objectives
must be to develop new institutional ctructures .and
arrangements that are adapted to the new fiscal realities,
and to provide an .understanding of the role of federal,
provincial and territorial governments in assisting in the
development of these structures and arrangements.

If we are to do more with less, governments, with the

assistance of conservationists, must rethink the role of
government agencies in managing wildlife resources,
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protecting wildlife habitat and enforcing wildlife  and-
environmental protection laws. Wildlife branches in
particular must vigorously explore opportunities for
cooperative management initiatives. To cope with the current
fiscal realities, wildlife agencies must increasingly act as
coordinators and supervisors of the conservation and
management activities of a host of non-government
organizations, private and Crown corporations, ccoperatives,
landowners and volunteers. In other words, less leg and arna
work (eg. collectlng data in the field) ind more brain work
(2g. information processing and analysis).

Wildtlfe\agenc1es do not, and will not in the foreseeable
future, have the financial capacity, tahe expertise or the
personnel to accomplish all that is expected of them.
GCovernments must, then, attempt to take advantage of all of
the resources that individual Canadians, .conservation
organizations, community groups and businesses can offer
towards furthering the goals of wildlife conservation.

If we are to do more with less, governments must make serious
attempts to ensure that the users of wildlife resources payv.
for services provided. Wildlife is not just an aesthetic
amenity but also a commodity, and our political and economic
institutions have so far not valued it very highly.

Pric2s imposed by goverments for benizn consumptive (eg.
hunting, fishing) and non-consumptive (eg. park-visiting)
nuses of wildlife should at least reflect the cost of
providing services to those uses. F2es should also be
charied to uses that degrade or destroy wildlife habitat (ie.
mining and forest industries, azricultural and urban
developments) and these should be at levels that reflect t
Zenuine value of the resource that is being use<z.
Appr2aches that augment the value of wildlife and wl‘dll’
nabitat, such as permitting the transfer or sa.e 0
narvcstlng licences, are probably essential if we are to do
nore with less

First principles for doing more with less might be as
follows: ‘

- decentralize or privatizeAhabitat protection, information
iissemination and aspects of management and enforcement
ictivities;

- 2ncourage the broadest participation among individual
Canadians and organizations in these activities; and

- 2nsure that prices charged for the use of w}ldlife
resources and wildlife habitat are commensurate with the
cost of providing services for those uses.

It is important to recognize that the threats to wildlife and
wildlife habitat are deep-seated and structural in nature;
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‘our attempts to deal with these threats to date have been a

mixed success at best. Suggesting ad hoc schemes to raise .
funds for wildlife may temporarlly relleve uymptomq but .

cannot cure the structural problems.

The balance of this paper iz divided into two- S“CCLOQU that
attempt to. expand on the panCLpleé'and concepts that have
been outllned above: A

031ng ex1stlng government funds more effectively;
- Raising addltlonal funds for wildlife managemenc.

The first examines some of the attempts by governments tO
reduce expendltures by prlvatLZLng wildlife conservation and
management act1v1t1es, and by deregulating activities that.
commercially exploit Wlldllse resources. The second ssctlion
deals with revenue generatlon in two areas. proper pricing-
for use of wildlife resources; and designated income taxeQ or.

tax checkoffs.,

USING EXISTING GOVERNMENT FUNDS MORE EFFECTIVELY

Volunteers

The enthusiasm of individual Canadinns for wildli: znd
nature has not been offectively harnessed by governments in

‘the past. A recently published Canadian Wilcdlife Service

survey (2) found that 84% of Canadians participated in
wildlife~-related activities in 1981 and that 80% considerec
the maintenance of abundant wildlife to be fairly or very
lmportant

Volunteers, hunters and anglers can be enlisted to assis: in
the anforcement of wildlife laws and to conduct research ani
surveys. In British Columbia, for example, volunteer hunters
and anglers are helping to fill the gaps in the enforcement
of wildlif2 laws caused by the 1982 government cut-back of
conservation officers from 121 to 109. Under the Observe,
Record and Report program (ORR), volunteers place notices on
vehicles they encounter on backroads in order to det=ar
poacners. The- notice reads: "Greetings fellow outdoorsmen.
We hope you are enjoying your recreation. Plesase help us
observe, record and report unethical and unlawful practic
1gainst wildlife, -livestock and pubiic or private prcperty
Report violations, have a safe anc successful ocuting”. A
copy of the notice, which also lists the time, date, locaticn
and description of the observed vehicle, is sent to the loczal
conservation officer. If poaching occurs, the officer can
refer to the notices and determine wnich hunters were in tne
area at the time. Volunteers have no powers of arrest pbut

"zan t2stify in court against poachers. This is an impcrtant

restriction because volunteers may not have the immunici=s
from civil suits under public authorities protection statutes
rhat conservation officers have.

llatise and local hunters, fishermen and trappers can be. used
to assist wildlife biologists in conducting research and
surveys on wildlife populations. This is happening to-a
certain extent 1in the Northwest Territories, where
organizations such as the Caribou Management Board are using
tne services of Inuit caribou hunters to assess stocks and
migration patterns. The experience and expertise of local
people can be invaluable to biologists, by saving time and
money on the ground.- For a relatively small investment,
volunteer hunters and fishermen can be trained to collect
scientific data as part of their harvesting activities. The
use of native people as field technicians and data
collectors, as part of the overall management process, can
also help to alleviate tension between the largely non-native
wildlife biologists and native hunters and fishermen over
appropriate conservation and management methods.




The Community Fisheries Involvement Program (CFIP) and the
Community Wildlife Involvement Program (CWIP) sponsored by
the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources are joint ventures
betwean the Ministry and volunteer conservationlists to
improve the province's fishery and wildlife resources. CFI?
has been in operation 3 years; CWIP just 8 months. CFI
Projects include stream rehabilitation, fish stocking and the
creation of spawning beds, while CWIP projects may involve
the construction of bird-nesting islands or emergency deer
feeders or creating wildlife openings in forests.

These programs are designed to provide a 'hands on'
experience for volunteer naturalists, hunters, and anglers
under the direction of MNR staff and using MNR-suprlied
equipment and materials.  The cost of the CFIP program in tas
1984-85 fiscal year was $337,100; but the total value of the
work performed by fishing enthusiasts and community groups
was close to $2 million.(3) )

Volunceers may often be more effectively marshalled by non-
government organizations than by governments - scme
individuals may be uncomfortable 'working for the government'
wnen they already pay taxes. For example, the Manitoba and
Saskatchewan Wildlife Federations had ar. excellent response
from their members and other conservationists to their
program to build and stock feeders for deer during the harsh
winter of 1984-85. It is unlikely that a similar program
administered by governments could have been initiated as
quickly or generated the enthusiasm that the programs of
rhese two wildlife orzanizations did. In at least some cases,
then, programs that hope to attract the services of
volunteers for wildlife may be more effective if administered

e

cy a non-governmental conservation organization taan by
government itself. - -

The use of volunteers has various benefits. F;rsp, there are
the obvious benefits in that the productivity of paid

conservation officers and research scientists can be

increased, with resultant savings to governments. The second
benefit is that volunteer-staffed projects involve
consumptive and non-consumptive users of wildlife in
conservation activities and the management and enforcement
of wildlife laws. :

"his creates a greater community of interest between the
sovernment officials and the unpaid users of wildlife, and
yreaks down the 'us vs. them' syndrome in which the wildlife
snforcement officers are viewed as 'the enemy’ by some
Wwildlife users. A third benefit is that volunteers are
educated about the importance of wildlife conservation, thus
ocreating a community of interest against breaches of wildlife
Laws. :
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Non-governmental Conservation Organizations -

The terno _fbrivatizatidn‘ is very much in vogue “in government .

circles and sustains a variety of meanings. In..this paper,

privatization refers to a process whereby ° the-

administration, financing or staffing of certain government
functions and services 1s transferred to or sharéd with

private sector organizations’ such as conservation groups -or’

busifdesses. ‘The goal of privatization, of course, is to 'take

advantage of'the strengths and efficiencies of the private ..

sector,, where appropriate. Privatization, so defined, has:

considerable potential a5 a means to achieve specific

wildlife management, conservation, and education goals

efficiently and inexpensively. This is not to say that
privatization is always appropriate or risk-free. S

The federdl and provincial governments share overall
recponsibility for wildlife conservation and environmental

protection, and clearly must retain in-house a core of.

expertise in order to carry out those responsibilities. For
example, wildlife branches must retain the capacity to
conduct long-term wildlife research and monitoring because
wildlife organizations, businesses, and universities usually
must. produce visible (and publishable) results quickly and
thus cannot be expected to devote resources to these long-
term activities on a contiduing basis. :

Having stated these caveats, a number of interesting. :

privatization initiatives are being undertaken 'in varicus

jurisdictions in Canada, including the folloking: T e

1. The Wildlife Toxicology
Fund Canada) o

~ I

‘Fund (World Wildlife: »

2...The Zgnés d'exploitation ‘controlées. (Québec) - N

3. Freshwatér‘Fisheﬁiés‘Revieﬁ”(capadian Wildlife
Federation) o

PR

4. Wildlife Habitat Canada

5. Non-Governmental ~Organizations Program (Canadian -
International Development- Agency) S

1. The Wildlife Toxicology Fund (World Wildlife Fund
Canada) ) o ,

The Wildlife Toxicology Fund, established in June 1935,
represents a unique ‘partnership of private interests (World
Wildlife Fund Canada, Noranda Inc.) and government
(Environment Canada) cooperating to tackle the .growing
problem of toxic contamination of wildlife. ‘
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The Fund, administered by the World Wildlife Fund Canada, is
using a three-year, $3 million grant from the federal
Department of the Environment and a one-year $50,000
contribution towards. administrative costs from Noranda Inc.
to support high-calibre scientific research in wildlife
toxicology. - : : ' T

Wildlife Toxicology Fund grants are awarded by an independent
nine-member Research Advisory Board for projects that address

priority:areas of concern, such as the impact of agriculcural’

and'forestny_chemiqals‘on»wildlife‘and the effects of toxic
industrial pollutants on wildlife. By early 1986, "the Func
had awarded grants of more than $250,000 for research

projects:: T -

_ determining the toxicity of petroleum on seabirds{‘

-

< determining the.effectaof'acidity on the toxicity of .

- heavy metals in-aquatic ecbsydtems; and

+

insects to terrestrial wildlifej

among others.(4) « - o ﬁ

S o ) ) \
The partnership of a major resource company, a leadingz
conservation organization and the federal government 1s a new
approach, focusing on a specific set of environmental
pnoblems}.Such‘cqoperatipn:isipromising as it combines the
capabilities-of private enterprise and NGOs with those of
government-in reaching a common goal. o T

It is premature to comment.on tne success of the Fund, 3nd it
is 'perhaps not inappropriate to note that the Fund was
established at a time when a former Minister of Envirconment
was under considerable political prescure following the
cutbacks to the Canadian Wildlife Servicee programs, manay of
whose research projects: ,involved wildlife toxicology.

Wnether the benefits (flexibility, cost-efficiency) from the
Find will ultimately outweigh the loss of scientific
expertise that accompanied the CWS cuts is an open question;
the Wildlife: Toxicology Fund remains an interesting approach
to reducing government expenditures. : ’

2. Zones dfexplqitation~cogtrolées (Québgc)
One of the most sweeping examples of privatization™ of

government services 'is the establishment of ~Zones
d'exploitation controlées (ZECs) in Québec. The 'ZECsS were

created after the 1977 abolition of some ‘1,164 "private’

hunting and fishing clubs, which had had . exclusive hunting

and fishing privileges on Crown lands, including some of the

AAAAAA

best hunting and fishing in the province.
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- inveériéating;the’transfer‘of'metals from aquatic’

After the private clubs were abolishad, ¢t inci

zovernment was compelled to enforce wildlife ?:gg?;igéggl?i
the territories formerly occupied by the clubs. The Miﬂistr.
of Tourism, Fish and Game (Ministi2re du Loisir, de 1la bhassg
et de la Péche) scon found that a force of'&GO?game wagdenw
was unable to properly patrol the additional 41,600 squa";
kilom=tres of newly-accessible lands. Iastsad 05 incraas‘az
expenditures on enforcement, the Ministry developed ; “522
that caﬁﬁfd for non-profit fish and game association; 25
manage ese territories, cal ! i i

manage fnese garri s led Zones d'exploitation

The ZZIC assoclations operate under exclusive grants of land
from the provincial government and provide access for fishing
and hunting to. the general public on payuent of a membership
fee and daily access charges. A ZEC membersthip provideé
Québecers with access to prime fish and game territories, and
also the opportunity to become involved in the manégemeét of
the province's wildlife resources. '

Although the 55 ZECs established in 1978 initially receive
provincial grants for four years, 25 were bankrupt by 193

apd management of wildlife on these lands was transferred 5o
the Ministry. Today there are 67 ZECs (covering 44,000 ka2)
wltb 50,000 members and directed by 650 wunpaid
admlqlstrators. Family membership fees for each ZE:C
association are fixed at $25 by the Quétec government. Each
ZEC association sets the daily access and usage fees for its
area, but these cannot. exceed governmen.-prescribed maximun
fgest Examples of usage fees in ZECs are: $10 per day for
flsh;ng, hunting and trapping and $25 rer day for big game
hgnthg. In the 7 salmon ZECs, fees are $35 per day in zones
with no quotas and $75 per day in zon=s with quotas. In
addition, there are fees for access by vehicle, which are $3
per vehicle for one person and $5 per vehiczcle for two
persons.(6) ' ‘ ‘

A
-

The fees charged for hunting and fisnhing outside the ZECs are
much lower (e.g. $5.25 for a fishing licence, $6.25 for a
smgll,game‘hunting licence, $10 for a deer hunting licence).
This difference in usage fees between Z=Cs and non-ZEC areas
seems to have caused a substantial drop in the number of ZEC
members, from 115,000 in 1980 to 50,000 in 1985. Some anglers
explain this membership slide by saying ' that fishing in ZEC
territories is simply too expensive. L

The ZEC approach seems to be more politically acceptable than
§he former system of private clubs operating on public lands.
hgwever, the two-tier fee schedule for recreational use of
w1ld;ife resources in Québec may be causing overexploltation
§2d inadequate conservation in ZEC and non-ZEC areas. Some
ZEC associations are overexploitirg their wildlife
resources to raise revenue and to ensure that no deflicits
are .ncurred. Even though most ZEC assoclations are now
inancially stable, it cannot yet be said that they are
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el lectively managing the wildlife in thelr arcas, The lower
hunting and fishing fees in non-ZEC areas may be leading to
increased demand and resulting stress on resources. Finally,
the government's hands-off approach to wildlife management in
the ZECs is viewed by some as an abdication of its dutles to
the people and wildlife of the province.

3. Freshwater Fisheries Review (Canadian W1ldllfe
Federation)

In 1984, the Canadian Wildlife Federation (CWF) decidecd to
take on one of the most widespread conservation challenges
in Canada -- the slow but steady collapse of our freshwater
fisheries. In that year, the CWF launched Phase I of a
three-year national review of this 'ereeping crisis'. Phase
I, which is being conducted by a leading fisheries bioiogist
and a senior official from the Department of Fisheries and
Oceans (seconded to CWF), will document and describe the
status of these fisheries and the management regime of these
fisheries. Phase II will commence in late 1986 and will
loosely resemble a Royal Commission with submissions received
from, and interviews conducted with, interested parties from
across the country. Phase II of this national review w:l
recommend for the consideration of federal and provincia
governments the goals and strategies required for the
effective management of the fisheries.

The Canadian W1ldllfe Federation has devotad sabstantaal'

staff and financial resources ($400,000) to the review, which
is being conducted independently of the federal and
provincial governments. The federal government, however, 1is
contributing the services of the senior DFO official who Is
coordinating the review. By way of comparison, the recsen:
Royal Commission on Seals and the Sealing Industry in Canada
was originally budgeted for $2 million and will prcbably cos:t
the federal government considerably more by the time the
Commission submits its final report in mid-198€. The Royal
Commission on the Economic Union and Development Prospects
for Canada (Macdonald Commission) cost Canadlan taxpayers

about $9 million.

Direct comparlsons of ‘costs and benefits of these thres
initiatives is not attempted here. Nonetheless, 1t seenas
fair to suggest that-these inquiries or public reviews may

often be accomplished more cheaply if concerned private

sector organizations can be persuaded to provide financial
or personnel resources in support. Several advantages of
having non-government organizations conducting a review such
as the Freshwater Fisheries Review suggest themselves.

Charitable wildlife organizations such as CWF are able to
raise funds from interested publics to defray costs
associated with inquiries directed by NGOs. As indicated
- above, the administrative and salary costs of NGOs tend to be
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lower than for governments,, for various reasons; .perhaps the
most important is that NGOs tend to be more cost- conscious
relying as they do on their members and supporters for funds,
and not taxpayers generally. .

Flnally, credlble NGOs may often be able to act as a cataljsu
for developing public .support and allocation of funds f or
investigation of wildlife or environmental problems tnrou5n
an inquiry or review. In the case of the fr eshﬁatar‘
fisheries, governments and user and wildlife groups. have been
aware of the worsening problems :in these fisheries for maqy*
years. Cooperative efforts to. .address these problems were
stymied by federal-provincial, Jurisdictional issues,
administrative roadblocks, ylnadequata.communlcatlon and lacx
of focused public concern. The CWF was able to provide .tHat
focus; hopefully CWF will also be able to motivate
governments to act on.the recommendations of the review.

4, Wildlife Habitat Canada

Established in 1984, Wildlife Habltat Canada (ﬂH“} is a
charitable_,organlzatlon dedicated toa'conservaylon,.
restcration and enhancement of habitat in order to retain’ the"
diversity, distribution and -abundance of wildlife ‘in" banada

Although the projects of WHC primarily lnvolve tﬂe~
acquisition of land or interests in land, WHC also funds
nabitat rehabilitation and research. Hetland protection was
the main focus of . the 1984-85 program. Initial funding- “for
WHC was provided through a $3 million Environment Canada
grant, and revenue from the $4 migratory bird s*amp,‘whlﬂh*
must be purchased by mlgratory bird hunte"s, also goes to

'dHC

Charitable NGOs such as WHC are also able to use their tax--
exempt status and rights to 1issue taxation recelduv to
encourage landowners to donate land intsrests to tnem The
donation of ‘land to charity is flnan01ally attractive tcoc
donors in that although the gift is a deemed dlSpOSlu*Od
under the Income:- Tax Act, owners of capital property now
enjoy a $500,000 lifetime exemption from capital gains tax.
This means that a landowner could donate a property worth,
say,-$100,000 to a wildlife charity and receive a tax recewpc
for this amount. In addition, under the rules introduced in
the May 1985 budget, no capital gains tax is payable on much
if not all of any increase in value of the property since
acquisition by the donor.

Other papers to this Colloquium will discuss in greater
detail the operations and benefits to wildlife habitat of
Wildlife Habitat Canada. A suggestion by way of conclusion is
that if WHC proves to be a success, similar lnStltuthFS
could: be, establlshed that would have as their focus the
protectlon and rehabllltatlon of flsherles or upland habltat

51



5. Non-Governmental Organizations Program- (Canadlan
International Development Agency)

A model for a privatized wildlife branch might be the Non=
Governmental Organizations Program, administered by the
Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA). A
ploneerlng concept in 1968 - a program of cooperation. between
the government and private agencies working in ‘the Third

World - it has developed into 'a unique and productive.

partnership .which, through the provision of CIDA's matching
grants, has, had a multiplier effect on Canada's total
assistance effort and a greater impact in developlng
countries. In 1968, the first year of operation, the program
disbursed $5 million to 20 agencles for 50 projects. In
1983-84, NGO's received $81 ‘million for some 3,000 projects.

Even more telling, in 1968 the NGO's raised an estimated $5°

million in donations from-“the private sector. In 1833,
contributions totalled more than $150 million.(7)

Some of the advantages to CIDA in wusing NGOs are the lower
salary and administrative costs of NGOs suggested earlier.
The NGOs are project- -orientéd and do' not- necessarily need to

b2 permanently 1pst1tuted and housed. As indicated, NGOs.
raise significant amounts of prlvate funds and can be locaued'

in the partlcular country or reglon where the work is being
carrled cut ‘

In conclu51on, non governmental Organlzatlons can gpoatly
assist w1ldllfe agen01es in reducing cost’s and -improving
ef;lc’ency “"Many NGOs have considerable expertlee and fund-
raising ability that has not yet been exploited.
Privatization initiatives, such as those deseribed - aoove, can
De beneficial to the government and the public but also the
NGOs " themselves. Such cooperative management programs
Frovide focus and direction for the NGOs and help to ensure
that the NGOs accompllsh thelr own Objectlves.

A flnal caveat. Conservationists should carefuliy examiné-

proposed cooperative management or other privatization
schemes in order to make sure that governments are not simply
transferring entire program responsibllitles to the NGOs. It

is appropriate for NGOs to assist governments and thereby’

increase the efflclency and’. productivity of wildlife: agencmes
by:

= supplementing existing wildlife programs;

- administering specific projects on behalf of those
agencies; and

- educatlng the publlc about conservation.

1§ is not appropriate for governments to transfer core
Wwildlife management responsibilities suth as long-tern
reésearch to NGOs, and refer to this shuffle as a new
inltiative,. Such ploys are an abdication of government
duties and do not deserve support
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Deregulation~of Wildlife Management .

Deregulation, like privatization, .1is a ‘term that is
associated with the current U.S. administration, and as such
has a tendency to inflame political passions here in Canada.
Nonetheless, limited deregulation of certain wildlife
management laws in Canada may. have salutary effects in
reducing government expenditures and increasing the economic
value of wildlife resources. Several such deregulation

initiatives are explored below.

Transferable Licences’

One idea that attempts to introduce market forces into the
area of licensing of use of wildlife resources is the
transferable commercial licences established in the Lake
Winnipeg and the Great Lakes commercial fisheries. Normally,
commercial fishing licences are non-transferable; that is, a
licence once issued to a. partlcular fisherman cannot be so 4

to another.

Under a system of transferable commercial licences,
licenced fisherman 1s permitted to harvest a cuota of {i
of a particular species.. He is entitled to sell his licer
together with his quota to another fisherman for whate:
the market will bear. This element of transferabi
creates marketable property rights, which are, in ef?
owned by the fisherman. The Ontario and Manltc
transferable ‘licencing schemes do however incorpora
restrictions that attempt to prevent the concentration
licences (and quotas) in too few,hands”
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Trancsferable - llcen81ng schemes have one big advantage Lo
governments. Often when there are toco many 1sh1ng
operators for the available fish stocks and proflts and
resource rents are dissipated, the government has no recourse
save to 'buy back' licences in order toc reduce exploitation
and restore economic viability to the industry. However,
under a transferable licensing schems, no buy-backs. are
necessary because fisnermen are entitled to purchase licences
from each other and marginally economic operators can sell
cut their shares. Such a system should result 1in
considerable savings to governments over the long run as well
as offering the best hope for fishing industry profitability.

Commercial Sale of Game

Under most federal and provincial wildlife laws, the
purchase, sale or transfer of most recreationally harvested
game fish, bird and mammal species are prohibited except
under licence in a limited range of circumstances. Many non-
hunters and non-anglers -- especially those living in urban
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areas -- rarely have the opportunity to dine on meat from

game speclies that have no existing licensed -commercial
harvest (eg. deer, moose, smallmouth bass). A limited-

commepcial/harvest‘of'such‘species, would open up new markets
(eg.‘frestaurants) for wild game. The effect of developing a
sustainable  commercial harvest of wild game would likely be

to increase the economic value of wiidlife, which would
assist in the conservation of lands that support such game.

species. - This argument is developed further in the next

section.

Arguments against the development of commercial‘har§esting

licences include concerns. about increased levels of.poachaing
and about the sustainability of such harvests. Taking the
second problem first, it is not disputed that evidence must
be overwhelming that optimal populations must be sustainable
if commercial harvesting is to be permitted in addition to
the usual recreational take. « : ' ‘

Admittedly, poaching of commercially'ha?vested species suéﬁ
as salmon is often a problem for wildlife managers. But it

is difficult tc understand why salmon and beaver can be sold
notwithstanding the poaching problems, but speckled trout and
deer cannot be sold presumably because of the potential

poaching problem. The difference in the legal treatment cf
commercial harvesting of different species may be rooted in ~
historical policies that do-not now reflect (if they ever’
~did) modern sc¢iéntific principles of wildlife management. -

This is not an argument that advocates commercial harvests of

tHiS'or’that speciles; it is-.an argument that encourages’
governments to examine the possibility of licensing
~2ommercial harvests of game species. The revenue from

2ommercial harvesting licences c¢ould be substantial and the
2concmic benefits to native and rural people considerable.
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RAISING ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

Making the User Pay

The wildlife of Canada is commonly thought of as an ameni:y
provided as a benefit to Canadians. Although fees are charged
to recreational anglers, hunters and park visitors, thess are
rarely market-valued, That is, the fees charged do not me=st
the costs incurred by governments in providing services for
these amenities. 1In addition, uses of wildlife habitat that
destroy or degrade such habitat are .only rarely charged fess
for such use. Industries that dump pollutants into rivers
and agricultural and urban developments do not pay for 'tne
economic detriment they cause by ruining or impairing
wildlife habitat. Implementation of the user pay principle
could raise significant government revenue for wildlife
conservation. : ’ ‘

One effect of providing free or undérpriced services to the
public is to increase demand for these services. '

The result of distributing government services free (or
at less than the marginal cost of supplying them) is to
increase the apparent need to expand the supply of such
services in order to avert shortages and to satisfy the
frustrated demand. In short, the failure to impocse
correct prices on the public provision of goods and.
services -which provide significant benefits to particular,
private individuals . . . leads inevitably to increased
pressure through the political process from these
individuals for more such goods and services.(8)

According to this analysis, the continuing destruction of
wildlife resources and habitat may be a direct result of
undercharging by public authorities for the use of wildlif=.
At the same time, 'wild' land uses are economically
undervalued compared to other land uses such as industrial,
agricultural and urban development. The result is the current
situation of increasing demand by recreational wildlife users
such as hunters, anglers and naturalists even as wildlife
nabi-at is lost to competing land uses.

Tentative, limited steps have been taken to 'value' wildlife,
that is to treat wildlife as a marketable commodity, rather
than as an amenity. Fees (albeit inadequate)} for huntipg,
angling and park-visiting are one such step. The intﬁochtlgn
of transferable licences for commercial freshwater fishing 1Is
another.

But in the long-term, the solution is to implement structural
changes that will attempt to ensure that charges for thg use
of wildlife resources are in line with the assoclated
marginal costs.
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! in and angling in Canada are extremely inggp9051ve
iegféaggons.' iathough most provinces require residents to
purchase fishing licences, those that do charge a modest sum
for a full season's fishing. The Goverqment of Ontario has
recently decided to institute a licensing regime for sport
~ishing; however, the fee will be only $10 per season for

‘dults under 65 and $5 for senior citizens. Federal annual

sport fishing licence fees for the tidal waters off Britisn
Columbia are only $5 for residents.

Hunting 1is somewhat more expensive, -but is spill chearp,
compared to similar forms of outdoo? recre;tlon.such as
alpine 'skiing. The federal migratory bird hunting llcgnce is
now $7.50, which includes a new $4 levy per licence
introduced in August 1985&9)

The cost of provincial hunting licences varies depending'onr
‘he species to be hunted. For example, resident deer-huntiing

1icences cost $25 in Saskatchewan, $16 in New Erunswick and
$15 in Ontario. Resident game bird licences cost $10 in
Saskatchewan, $6 in New Brunswick and $5 1in Ontarioﬂ
National Park entrance fees are also cheap. In 1983-34, day
passes cost $1, 4-day passes $2, and annual passes $10.

A recent Canadian Wildlife Service study§10) ;ssessed the
cconomic value of migratory game-bird hunting 1in ;anada ‘by
examining the so-called 'consumer surp%uses’ a33001apﬁg witn
such hunting. Consumer surplus is defined as the difference
petween the amount of money people feel migrating game-bird
hunting is worth (maximum willingnes; to pay) _and th? agount
-hey have actually spent. The 'maximum willingness f}gure
ialculated for 1975-76 was $202, the actual expenciture
“igure, $138. The consumer surplus, thergfore, was $v9 per
aunter. By the authors avowed conservatlve.estlmati, tne
-otal consumer surplus for migratory bird @unthg for vangda
~as $26.3 million. In other words, anadlan‘mlgratory bird
hunters would have paid $26.3 milllon.mpre‘befo?e they
stopped hunting. The inference to be drawn is that migratory
Sird hunters are prepared to pay a great deal more to
continue to hunt. ' : :

§

: 1 i i ‘valuing or pricing the
1 second approach to this 1lssue of va ng th
recreational uses of wildlife 1s to'gompare such activities
o two other recreatiogsf—'alpine skiing and golf.

i nd golf, like hunting, angling, and wildernesgihlklng
i?légioiing% ar% outdoor activities requiring a conSLQerabL§
capital investment in equipment. The st?ucture of the ski
and golf resort industries 1is such that prlcgs'charged sbog}d
roughly reflect the market value of the activity. Ene daily
cost of skiing at resorts ranges between $10 and $25, with

season's passes selling for about $300. Golf costs about $15

for a round and 3300 for a season's pass.
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Clearly $5 for ‘a- summer's fishing, $20 for an autumn's
hunting, or $10 for a year of:park visits is cheap by
comparison. As indicated, the failure of Canadian governments
to "price" wildlife resources high enough to cover the costs
of supplying services related to wildlife in depriving these
governments of revenue and may also be causing increasced
demand for these wildlife-related-activities - which in the
long-term may'not be-in the best interests of the animals and
plants. ‘ ’

Charging more for hunting, fishing and park-visiting
accomplishes several goals. First, it increases the amount
of revenue flowing to federal and provincial treasuries that
can be allocated to the conservation and management of
wildlifg;qesourées.A'SeCondg~increasing the fees paid by
huhters,'dngleré and naturalists ' may have the beneficial
effect of decreasing the demand for those resources. In the
context of w;ldiife management, demand translates as
ecological stress on the resource. Higher charges can reduce
stress on wildlife resources that are threatened or otherwise
need protection. A third goal achieved is that the activity
can then be fairly evaluated in comparison with competing

uses of the habitat. - o D
However, if hunters, anglers and naturalists are to pay the
marginal cost of government sServices associated with the
conservation and management of those resources, so also
should other more destructive users of wildlife resources.
At present, industries, municipalities and. - government
agencies are not charged fees for polluting air or, water.
essentidl to wildlife, for consuming the waten that they use
or for converting- wildlife habitat toé other. uses. .Polluters
may be "subject to criminal.prosecution for, violation of
environmental protection laws, but the.sums levied.by way of
fines are not a significant source of revenue. Industrial
polluters are often subject to.” government orders that
restrict “or control the polluting activity. These orders may
require. the particular -industry' to ‘install pollution control
devices that may be extremely éexpensive. .

But it is unusual for industries. such as.pulp and paper
mills, refineries, hydro-electric developments or other
activities that degrade or destroy wildlife habitat to be
charged 'regular fees for '‘the privilege  of using public
resources, except through general .corporate income and
property taxation. Such resource users, whose activities
impact directly on wildlife or its habitat, should be
required to pay fees for the use of wildlife habitat, or at
least to provide alternative wildlife habitat for the lands
or waters that have been'degraded or used.

The September 1985 report of .the Inquiry on Federal Water
Policy (Pearse Report) advocates that the cost of providing
water to users in the Northwest Territories and Yukon
Territory should be reflected in charges for the use of that
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water.(11) The Report notes that the Northern Inland Waters

Regulations (Section 10.(1)) currently sets out nominal rates-

for specific uses of water that require. licénces from one or

the other terrltorlal water boards, and recommends that:
the- Department of Indlan Affalrs and Northern
Development, in 'ednsultation with the territorial water
boards, should review the fees charged for water used
under water licences in the Territories and adopt a
systematic procedure for determlnlng water cnarges

The user pay pr1nczple should be extended beyond ‘that
recommended by the Pearse Inquiry. As-a first step towards

the proper pricing of wildlife habitatt consunptive users of

water in the provinces should be charged reasonable fees for

such use. The-easiest system :to implement is probably to

base fees on the number of lltres consumed

Ultlmately, uses that degrade wate" and air quallty should
also be charged fees, as should tnose who destroy upland
w11dllfe habltats. B ,

The polltlcal dlfflcultles in lmplementang user pay pricirg

systems are considerable. Certain of those who enjoy free cr
subsidized ‘services such as hunting, flshlng, park-visiting,

will complain mightily when attempts are made to ensure that

charges are roughly equivalent to ccsts incurred in providing

services. Charges 'for the lmplementatlon of user pay schemes-

against industrial or Other organizations that degrade or
destroy wildlife habitat will -a-1so be protested.
Nonetheless, attempts by government to. impose correct pricing

for the use of wildlife and wildlife habitat will yield
tremendous revenues for governments-and long term beneflts to”’

renewable resources if the pclltlcal will can be summoned

The present federal government has 1ndlcated a phllosophlcal

disposition towards and ‘some willingness 'to implement user’

fees.  For example, the federal government- plans to-implement
full cost-recovery fees .for. immlgratlon visa applications at
posts abroad (9) 1In other areas charges are being imposed

for many -services or ' materials. that were formally provided.

free of charge. For example; the National Capital Commission
has announced that daily vehicle access fees cf $3 will be

charged to Gatineau .Park wvisitors. Fees for other park3

services are a;erbeing implemented.(12)

P

Income Tax Checkoff Programs

R
A more polltlcally acceptable method for raising funds for
wildlife may be the income tax checkoff programs. Such
income tax checkoff programs for wildlife are extremely

popular in the United States, having been adopted by thirty-

two states since' the first was introduced in Colorado in
1977.(13) Taxpayers donate .a portion of their tax. refund to

58

wildlife management in their state by checking a box on their
state income tax forn. Contributions under the wildlife
checkoff program are deductible from income tax payable the
following year. The study surveyed the first twenty states
to collect wildlife checkoff funds and found that the range
of total dollars collected in each state varied from a high
of 31,748,449 in New York (1982) to a low of $74,500 in
Alabama (1982). The total wildlife checkoff funds colilected
in the 20 states was estimated at about $6.4 million. Most
of these checkoff funds (95.9%) were budgeted for non-gane
programs. Some states were legally bound to spend checkoff
funds only on non-game programs but a total of about 2.1% of

the total amount spent was expended on the conservatlon of

game species.

With modifications, the income tax checkoff programs
established in the United States could be applied to Canada.

However, there is a complicating factor in that the federal.

government ¢collects prov1nc111 income tax on behalf of all
provinces except Québec. Federal cooperation would be
required if any province but Québec ‘wanted to implement a
checkoff program with respect to prov1n01al lncone taxes.

An advantage of income tax checkoff programs is thas

collected funds can easily be earmarked for wildlife
conservation and management activities. These funds would be
less susceptable to being siphoned off for other government
exrenditures than a general tax increase in favour of
wildlife. The other advantage of checkoff programs is that
because they are voluntary they will not be viewed- as just
another tax increase.

A new earmarked income tax for wildlifevis not recommended
for several reasons. One disadvantage of such a tax is that
costs are spread out over the entire population and thus are
not borne by those who enjoy and use wildlife resources. In
addition, it is unlikely that provincial governments and
especially the federal government would seriously consider
income tax increases for wildlife given the increases in
personal and corporate income taxes, and sales and excise
taxes in the February 1986 federal budget. Finally, there is
extreme reluctance on the part of governments to earmark tax
revenues for specific¢ purposes. Earmarked taxes are not

"favoured because they increase complexity in a tax system

thit is already complex -and because they limit the
flexibility of government to change expenditure priorities to
reflect changing circumstances.
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CONCLUSION

¥

If government wildlife agencies are to do more with less, it
is crucial that-all conservationists, including wildlife
managers develop a new understanding of the role of
government that is appropriate to the new era of shrinking or
static budgets. This paper has not simply enumerated or
catalogued various suggestions for saving on expenditures or
increasing revenues. We have suggested that all of us who are
concerned about wildlife and wildlife habitat must assist the
wildlife and environmental protection branches with the work
of conservation ‘in ways that are appropriate and that do not
infringe on the core responsibilities of government.

The challenges for wildlife managers are bound to become more
complex in the 1980s. Not only will they have to oversee the
efforts of their own staff (eg. conservation officers), but
they will also be called upon to work more closely with
wildlife conservation organizations and volunteer groups.
The distinction between government and non-government sectors
may become more difficult to discern as links between sectors
grow stronger - but this may be a positive development
permitting volunteers and conservation organizations to
become more involved with wildlife management and protection.

We have also suggested that those who use and enjoy wildlife
should bear the costs of services essential to the
conservation of wildlife. .The implementation of the user pay
principle will not be easy, but the current exigencies make
user pay-the best route to follow. To place an economic
value on what most of us think of primarily in aesthetic
terms or as beyond economic valuation is not an easy
transition, but in our view is essential to the conservation
of all of our renewable natural resources.

.....
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This paper will retlect & ditterent point of view from
other papers presented at this collogium since 3t
approaches the topic from an outsider’'s perspeétive. I
must, however insert several caveats at the beginning. 1
do not pretend to represent business interests or the view

of the business community. The Canadian Tax Foundation is

not a lobby or advocacy group — it is an independent
research organization dedicated to prcviding;infcrmation on
taxation and all aspects of public finance. While my
remarks do not reflect the views of the Foundation, I will
be taking the same approach. N

When discussing this paper with David Munro, we felt
that the views of a disinteresfed observer of the process
of setting government priorities and changing the tax
structure would be useful. The groups represented here
have a strong interest jn the protection of the environment
and the coﬁtrol; development, and preservation of
wildlife. While my personal views may be in sympathy with
yours, my prafessional concerns are with the more general
picture of how resources are allocated among competing
demands in both the private and public sectors, and how
these resources are found. I feel that this perspective
deserves consideration here.

There is no gquestion that additional funds for wildlife
conservation and research would be desirable. JThe flora
and fauna and the vast wilderness areas of Canada are a
basic part of our natural heritage; we ow2 it to past
generations, and to future generations to ensure that this
heritagé is not dissipated. The questions being a?dressed

todavy and tomorrow centre on thie issve. But the crontext
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within whic# weAQQaﬁxné thesé qﬁeatiuns‘must ﬁbt he
{orgﬁttéh. -

Scarcer Public Resources

In the post Qar periéd, we havé seen aAphenomenal arowth
in'spending by‘all levels of gchrnment as federal,
provincial; and 1pcal poiiticians ahd éubiic servants
strﬁgéied tévp;ovidé fhe basic phygical ana social

infrastructure demanded by the population. First roads,

. ¢ N

then schools, universities and oiher post—-secondary
inst@tutions, hospitals, health care, and social services
became the immediate priority. We have appropriatéd

increasingly larger proportions of the nation’s income and

capital resources to the publicwsector to build the

progressive, industrialized, and humane society which we

noﬁ enjdy;.“fﬁése efforts héve taken‘their to}l‘on the
¥inaﬁcia1‘5trength of‘gdvernments.‘ The deb£ éuilt up over
the past four decades has limited the flexibility of the
federal and provincial gerrnmentg; burrent Qisdom is now
that these two levels have to retrénch; to limit the growth
in théir egpeﬁditures; aqd to Eeduce the cost aof their
debt. de questicAs béde;ii tﬁé budgeﬁary pianners.

The first question centres on the appropriate size of the

’ .

public sector. 'In the early vyears of the p05£ war period,

there was a schoﬁl of tﬁnughthin puBliétfiﬁance circles,
esﬁecially at thé fheoréticai lével, that held that when

the public sector spehding.reached the equivaleﬁt of Z5 per

‘cent of Gross National Prdduct, thé econamic aﬁd social

5

order of the Cbuntry would callapse. This obviously did
not haﬁpen, But it has not deterred those whao have simply
moved the point of no return higher. There appears to be

evidence that as this much-watched ratio rises the
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char acter of bLhe economy chanyes. Whether thas change 1s

for the better or worse is nol certain, but the change does

take place.

Whatever the merits of this concern nver the sice of the

public sector, we have to deal with the realities of the

current political situation, which dictate downsizing of

the public sector, through expenditure restraint and

privaéization; . The avoééd éih of feéerél and provincial
ministers of finance ;nd treagurers is tm constrain or
réduce tﬁé Eelaiive size of the public sector.

'The second.ﬁrﬁélem ccﬁf?onting the b@dget planners is
more practical. Given the size of the public debt,

interest has become a major part of the budget for both
i " ) - T : . " L .
federal and provincial governments. With this large and

. .
Al . PO P

growiég ¥ixea commitmént, it becomes-increasinély difficult
£0 ;iﬁd the rcém éc manoevre to adju;t fi;cal pclicy; to
édjuét spénding £o'refiect uréent prigrities and to adijust
t;x burdens to Eeflect economic’imperativesi

Téus, {t ig.refreshing tavsee a gchp suchias this fake
these general concerns into‘account'and seek other ways of
accompl{shing“theirAobjectiveé. The éconcmic and political
realitfes aréJabviQusly the reasbns fér this"meeting. It
now rémains tm.be séen how effecti;;‘the pfcp;sals are, how
closely dq they fcliow the aicéum‘ta aQéid.a drain on

government resources, and what effect they will have on the

public finances and the tax system. With two exceptions.

the suggestions do not propose the "privatization” of
wildlife management. This function lel remain in the

public saector, making up a part, albeit a small part, of
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the ratio mentioned above. Thus the constraints on public
sector expendituwe growth in relation to the economy remain
for wildlife management.

This paper will examine the main proposals for
alternative financing of widlife expenditures as set out in
the paper presented by Mr. Bry;aert and(Mr. Hazell.
Specifically, it will examine the question of voluntary
labour to replace or augment that of public servants, the
use of non-governmental organizations to supplant or expand
governmental agencies, user fees, and earmarked taxzes and
voluntary check—-offs. |
Volunteers

The use of volunteers to perform'what would otherwise be
a public sector function takes us back to the early davs of
local government in Canada, when "day labour” was used to
maintain local roads. In those times, the device was used
to rélieve or eliminAte taxes, and there was not the same
element of voluntarism explicit in the examples and
suqgestions presented earlier. |

The idea ic very appeéling: those who have a direct
ihterest {as users) or a deep concern about conservation,
enforcement of hunting and fishing laws, or maintaining ,
improving or developing new wildlife facilities can take
part in the activities that further their own interests and
concerns. As a way of carrying out public functions,
however, it is obviously inegquitable that some contribute
while all benefit, with no regard for either the amount of
benefit or the ability to pay - that is, the ability to
perform the services. If those treated the most
inequitably do not abject in principle ar about the

specifics, thern 1t je an ineguity that can be ignor ed.
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There was one problem associaled with volunteer help

that was not touched on .in the olher papers. The volunteer

resources will vary widely from region to region and from

province to province. What may be & reasonable solution

for one part of the country or ong activity may be

impossible for another location or another activity.

Volunteers are not really fre=, and it would be

essential to maintain a careful scrutiny of the

3
,,

governmental resources, — manpower, material, and financial

- devoted to these volunteer programs. Volunteers' time is

limited, their experience, skills, and strength uneven, and

they must be treated fairly and generously. Their

enthuisiasm may lag, and the work may lose its attraction

so that the voluntary programs may eventually run out of

willing bodies. For essential services, then, volunteers

must be seen as a temporary solution, and the cost of their

help carefully monitored. There has been some pressure in

recent years to recognize the expenses incurred by
volunteers themselves by granting special income tax
concessions; if the volunteer programs led to increased tax

expenditures in this area, the suggestion would not meet

with governmental approval.
This. raises a point that will also be appliéable to the

non—governmental  agencies. There is implicit in these

proposals, the contribution of manpower, materials, and

sometimes money by govérnment. The proposals are thus not

costless, only less costly tham governments performing the

work themselves. Any proposals of this sort presented to

treasury- boards or .ministries of finance must, therefore.

‘present all the government costs anticipated, the henefits

to be gained, and. above all, the imporfance of the

68

project. 1f the rdal benefits tao the province or nation

are not wiorth the micimal costs involved with Qm(unteer%,

“the project should not be undertaken, even 1f it is cheanp.

Non-governmental Organizations

The logical extension of {he volunteeg aréumént leads

‘naturally to the use of nonegovernménfal organizations to

carry out functions that government cannot afford to do.

" The examples quoted include the secondment of civil

servants to NGO projects, and frequently gdvernment grants
as well. Thus, this route also has a cost to beleaguered
public treasuries and the caveats mentioned'eérlief still

apply. The involvement of private sector corporations

‘raises two concerns. The first is that their

cdntributfons; either in cash or kihd, will be tax

:deductible, just as the Dn-going’contribdtiohs’to NGOs

are. That is, through the tax system, the'féderal and
provincial governments will bé'uhdeﬁﬁfiting’agduf one-hal+
of the costs. These tax expehditureé a}e incidious in that
they are never separately identified and never considered
as part of the ‘cost ﬁu'fﬁe public*sectdr, fetithéy are
costs, just as‘éurély as éhéhdirect sﬁendihg.

Unlike direct spending; hnwever,‘they are‘notlsubjact to

annual review, nor do are they subject to limitation by

. . o - . -
government on the amount involved - there are no caps or

‘annual appropriations. The federal government is now in

the middle of a major program of tax reform, and one of the

‘ key changes is the reduction of tax expenditures. The

increased use of charitable organizations to raise

tax-deductible private money, no matter how good the cause,

1s not in keehing with the current trend to limit the use

of tax expenditur es, For many years, the public and
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governmenl had fooled thémselves into thinking that

assistance provided through the tax system was costless and

I

harmless;’ In recent years, both have come to realize the
costs and dangers involved in using the tax system to
accaomplish qgsirable goals”.

This réiggs anather point brought ou£ in the other
papers presenﬁed at this cologuium. The<acquisition of
land #orv@ildlife.habitats tan be prohibitively expensive
for the NGDsAinvolved in ﬁhis aspect of wildlife

conservation. The ability to deduct gifts of suitable land

from income tax is seen as a means of overcoming the

problem, but it gives rise to yet more tax expenditures.
The alternative miqimum income'tax~proposed by the féderal
governmgnt in December of 1985 specifically singled out
gifts, other than gifts to the Crown, as items which should
be Iimited in their application. This was done not only
becggse of the revenue loss-through the deductibn of such
gifts, but éiso because of ﬁhese deductions, and others,

can be used to reduce drastically or eliminate personal

_income taxes payable by those in higher income classes.

This situgtipn has cau;ed a crisis of faith far

some taxpavers and has eroded the percept@cn of the

strengthqu ;he ability—~to-pay principlg in thé’income tax

systgm. Do:not agpa;t(a';omp}gte}y stpqthetic response

fromvthg federa{:D?partment of Einance,tovthis proposal.
The second rgservgtgon thaF c?uld he raised about these

cqopgrativeAyenturgs with'priyate enterprise concerns

impartiallity. I am not casting aspersions on the

principles ofF motives of companies that participate in such

endeavours, but the problem may arise when results of

research activities are releassed. The crilics may wieze
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o the perceived intereaste of fhe cor por abe bartner arnd

this could destroy the results. The advantage of
government or academic research, and particulérly royal
commissions, is nol in the size of the budget, but rather
in the assurance to ail, supporters and critics alike, that
the conclusions were arrivea at with no influence from
outside parties.

‘The cooperative ventures seem to be built on the
assumption that the staffs of the NBGDs are at least as
productive as their government counterparts, run a leaner
orgahizatidn, and are paid substantially less. It
occurred to me that the premise of the cooperative venture
is that everyone will take advantage of the dedication of
the NBO staffs, a feature that seems unfair in the short
run and unwise in the long run, as these altruistic souls
burn themselves out or get lured away to highér paying
jobs.  Perhaps I am just worried that the idea will catch
on in the public finance area.

User Fees ’

The brnﬁosals for new or increased user fees are welcome
news from the perspective Bf a public finance analyst, and
they tie in with the recent policy initiatives of both
federal and>provincial governments. Many of the activites
of concern to this %crum are those which provide a definite
bege%it to secgions of the cﬁmmunity that avail themselves

of the facilites. A number of user fees are already being

‘used, such-as licence fees for hunting and fishing and

public park entranue fees, In the past, these have been
often ‘used as control devices and have not been reiated to
the coust of the services provided. There shonld be some

coam for hrigher - s3tec withoat & remmr ol provkrd oo by
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The main arguements in favour of user fees will be
presented at this gathering, 50 T will nnl dwell-al lenagth
o6 ‘ their strengths, I would, {10weve—r_ cominend ttf your
attention a publication by the Foundation ertitied Charging
for Fublic Services,.written by Richard«Bird.

The main point is that the allocation of resources,
under a full user-pav and revenue-dependent system, would
be determined by market forces instead of the_governmental
decision—making process. This would allow the
administrators of these functions to adjust their spending
to meet demand, with no~conﬁern for competing needs for
public‘funds. A user—-pay system, as described in these

discussions, however, presupposes that the functions would

be revenue-dependent - that is, that the revenue raised

would be completely at the disposal of the programs in

question. If the fees and charges are somehow interpreted

as general revenue, the administrators would still have to

¢
submit to the general expenditure review, and the link
betweén spending and the return would not exist.

The user—pay principle applies the priéé system

discipline to public goods. #As Richard Bird points out,

. this may be a two—-edged sword. 0On the one hand it would

.

provide the activity with the necessary revenue, and this

may have advantages for the advocates q#'the spending and

for the efficient allocation of resources. Gp‘the other

- hand, the users would face the real costs and there is no

ggarantee that they would consume as much as was the  case
when thg good was subsidized. Wildlife may be a special
case; game licences and public parks may still be
attractive when they are priced to recouver a.l costs, and

«ith additional funding they may Lecome &ved mors
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attractive. There is & risk, however, ‘hat with higher
. Al . ‘s N . -

prices, there may be sigmificantly fewer eera, witll the
resull thalt fawer reosources are avasltable for Lheea
vinpor tant functions. Before user fees arc recommoendded o

the sclution to the under&unding of wildlife activities,
yvou must be reasqnably certain that & stfong mar ket exists.

Under a u%er—pay sygtem, the mpergtiongtwill be subject
to market disciplﬁnes, and expenditures(wihl.pe detérmined
on the basis(cf perceived demand. Exﬁenditures whicg may
havg little shért—term return in terms of increased revenue
may be de%erred‘or dropped. Those elements of wildlife
spending that represent true public goods, not of direct
benéfit to users, should be funded from general revenues.
Thg u;ér—pay finan;;ng maytobscure these elements and lead
to their underfunding, much the situationAthat exists at
present. ' 7 .

There are three further points to be considered here.
Theirights of our native pepplgs to natural resources have
been gu;ranteed py apcieng tregties. Qrg thé ?ederal and

provincial governments in a position, legally, to collect

uvser fees from Indian and Inuit hunters and fishermen? If

not, then the perfect user-pay system would require that

the federal government contribute equivalent fees on their

Gerwe L% R
’ 't

behalf, otherwise the programs would be underfunded or the

users (as opposed to the population as a whole) would be

PR

subsidizing native users. The second puint to be noted
here is the use of subsidies to provide equal access to our

game and parks, regardless of income. ~This should not be a

problem for thig assemblyv, since the answer iz to augment

1ncome rather then to provide 1ndiscriminant subsidies.

Finally, the activities under review may procuce estermal
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accounts most
. , LBy, .
to determine the tax

N A L A S ST
the extent of government influence.

benefits, either in terms of an enhanced environmert ar a

strong tourist ihduétﬁy. In theory, thesse external

benefits should be financed from general revenues, not from

. ) B sty

the users.
Taxation

I would }ike“to comment on the proposais for new tax

revenues for wildlif management. The proposals all

r

involve earmarking of specific excise taxes for these

activities., Other papers have noted the disdain with which

“tan boficy analystéqtreat,earmarking. This comes from past

experience. In the 1950°'s, about one—half of all state

Lty ’ ;
revenue in the U.8. was earmarked for one purpose or

anather. The state legislators‘aﬁd-budgef blénners were
thus’SéJerely }imitéd‘inrtheir fiscal poiicy options -

one-half of their budgets was off limits.

The proposals for special taxes for wildlife management

‘would;obvidusly not present such a threat; but the

precedent is one that most finance departments would like

to avoid. The treatment of earharked taxes Ieaves

. . Lt R . - P - .
something lacking from the perspective of an analyst of

government activities. In the federal and provincial

earmarked té%eé and their related

3

.

"exbehdiEdFés are kept separate, and it is often difficult

sud

“revenue and the spending, thus making

it almost impossible to judge the overall tax burden and

for

It these two quibbles were the only criticisme of the

P R

-

DI X ot T o TR [P . .
principle of earmarking, accomodations could be devised.

[t i : Vo (3N . - i
Earmarked taxes, however, may be a risky way to raise money
TR R w~ N ’ I '
for wildlife. Evcise taxes as proposed in other pacers may

. : - s -

be =ither specific or ad valorem. that ic exprezced as so

74

AR S Lt i

s

much per unit or as a percentage of the price. The

specific taxes grow only as the volume of sales, and ad
valorem taxes grow as. sale values grow. In the first case,
revenue will not keep pace with inflation in salaries,

goods and services purchased for wildlife management, and
the‘resources will dwindle rapidly. If ad valorem taxes
are used, the rate 6# increase in funds will probably be
sufficient to maintain existing levels of service, but
the;e will no funds for increasea or- improved services.
User charges, on the other hand, can adjust automatically
for growth and improvement.

The proposals seem to involve excise taxes much like
those already in the federal sales tax structure, which is
based on manufacturers’ selling pricésand collected at that
level. The forthcoming discussion paper on the reform of
the federal sales tax will almost certainly recommend a
modified form of value-added tax, a business transfer tax
levied on all stages of production and distribution. The
new tax will have only one rate, and must do so in drdér to
accomodate the creditting of BTT already paid. There is no
room in the new 5y§§em for a multitude of rates on special
goods. Thus the propsed taxes would have to have their own
administration and would probably cost as much to collect
as they would raise. In ;his case, the cost of wildlife‘
management would be shiffed to Revenue Canada and corporate
tax‘departments. The only,excise'taxes(that might be
expected to remain when the new tax goes into effect in the
next eighteen months to two years are those on gasoline,
alcohol and tobacco products, where there are only & few
taxable companies and each has a history of being carefully

controlled by Revenue Canada, Customs and Excise. Special
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taxes an enumerated goods couxld be 1ncorporated into the

(etail sales taxes of the nine provinces using‘this SOUrce
but the problems of distributing the proceeds between
provinces would, 1. suspect, be insurmountable.

The examples of excise taxes raise:saome queétions about

their appropriateness for wildlife management. Hunting and

fishing gear would seem logical, but the tax would not be

levied on out~of-province purchases, thus relieving

tourists of any payment for their en_}'oyment:F Other goods
that are of more general use such as camera equipment and
film and four-wheel drive vehicles may be poor taréets for
special taxes, because there would be many purchasers who
would have no connection with wildlife. The rural
residents who require four-wheel drive vehicles to navigate
country roads, and the camera bu*fs who concentrate on
architecture or portraits may not appreciate making a
contribution to something that they may never enlioy.

The personal income tax check—of has fewer drawbacks.
It is a véluntary tax, and cannnot be interpreted as
changing the tax strucure or imposxngvunfair?tax burdens.
It will not, however, have a high rate of growth, since it
will only grow as the number of taxpayers wiil;ng to
"donate" grows. Annual rate.changes would probably be
self—-defeating. It is also susceptable to changes in
public attitudes. This past April, many taxpayers found
themselves getting smaller refunds or paying larger

settlements of personal income tax than they were used to

or had expected. Most people seem to consider themselves

as middle class taxpayers and as such they smerting from

what they felt were undue impositions on them resulting

from the past two federal budaets. They would probably not

have been favaurably diSDDSEthD‘a'+urt%er voluntary
contribution to the iederalggovernmenrgyuu matter how
wourthy the cause.

Conclusion

The initiatives taken at this colloqium are a refreshing
change from the usual approach taken by such special
interest groups, and a number of sound proposals have been
presented to put wildlife management on a more
self-sufficient basis.

The‘danger is tﬁatAone ar énother proposal will be
adopted that will tie this function to a source of revenue
that will prove inadequate in the long run. The
suggestions for change involve long term solutions; they do
not present ideaé‘that are untried but they do require a
new approach to financing public sector activites. Each
proposal has inherent strengths and weaknesses; taken
individually, each could rause instability in the financing
of wildlife management. Using a number of them in
combination could aguement the resaurces available for this
function, aﬁd remove the potential instability of éxcess
reliance on one source, whether it is generalvgovernmeht
reQenue or a new, eérmarked s;urce.04 revenue. I would
only caution against the extensive use of tax expenditures
or special sales taxes. In both cases, the hidden costs
may be too great to justify the gain.

The use of volunteers and NGOs would involve a shift
from the public to the private sector, thus easing the
dilemna of a rising expenditure—to-GNF ratic. The other
proposals do not shift spending and thus run the risk of

cefeat as public opinion focusses on this less than perfect
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measure. _Thus the user charge and tax praposals may face

heavier going .and-require extensive public educdtion.
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Background and Comments on Cooperative Research Units
Robert A. Jantzen
ABSTRACT

The cooperative wildlife and fisheries research unit program
began in 1932. It is one function of the U.S. Fish and
wildlife Service., The cooperative program involves state
wildlife agencies, universities and a private, non profit
conservation organization as components of each cooperative
unit. There will be 36 units in 32 states by the end of FY
1986. ° The USFWS program budget in FY 86 is 4.665 million
dollars. Staffing requirements are currently 86
professional positions. Units are located on campus at
universities and federal employees are faculty members.
States provide direct funding support to the unit(s} in
their state which is usually used for stipends to graduate
students. The U.S. program is successful and can be used to
develop a similar program in other countries. It is a
decentralized program by its nature. A leadership role must
be exercised at the national level but there has to be
strong participatory commitment by all cooperators at each
unit. Annual formal coordination meetings are useful if
there is good participation at such meetings by policy level
personnel from the cooperating entities. Unit leader
positions must be filled carefully with personnel competent
in administrative skills as well as scientific and technical
skills. Conscious effort should be given to prevent
research units (people) from intruding into the policy arena
at the local or regional level. Units are effective and
efficient but they must be managed.
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Background and Comments on Cooperative Research Units

Robert A, Jahtzen

In these days 6f restricted tax dollars there are several
handy targets for budget-cuttefs‘in government .- Mbéﬁ of us
working in the wiidlife arena have comeAfo‘fecognize a few
traditionél items Qhén administrations attempt}fogstem the flow ..
of red ink; land or habitat acqﬁisition and research are usually .
at the tbp of the priority list for coSt-éutting'meaéuresu' One
often wgnders if those prioritiés are not established by decision
factors.thafxaré igvérseiy‘pfopcrtionai to the budget'anélysﬁfs
knowlgagg‘andtunaé}staﬁding of the programs and missions of ¢ -
wildl%fe §gehéie£. aNeJértheleés,‘it is a fact of real life éand -
one witﬁ:which we ﬁﬁ§t’deal in administering a comprehensive .~
wildiifé‘prégfamll
It is most hegféening tﬁét thé organizers of this colloquium
have included the topic of cooperative wildlife research in the
exchange of-;deaé and strategieé; and certainly speaks well for
the ihoughtf?lnéss of £he gd@ernment leaders who are sponsoring
the meeting.' wildlife }eéeafchvmust be an integral part of any

comprehensive management of the wildlife resource. Axiomatic as
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that may seem, there are examples of political environments that

ity

recognize research as an after‘;hought or as a second class
citizen in tbe total program effoft. The beneficial aspects of
such an. approach however, is to chug‘;he.administ:ator‘s
attention.on efficiencies ;nd:fprqe:deeper“th§ught for ways to
quantify research results in :ehl terms easily_u;aefstgod Ey
those .in charge.of the %Xghgqgﬁ;,‘;Resegrcnpcgﬁﬂpt s@&bive in

isolation but rather must be and must be reéoénized as a full

partner in the overall effort.

My purpose here is. to present some insights/perceptions of

ST RS N

the U.S. cooperative wildlife and fisheries research program

after'having<experiencgs.with it. at both the state and'fede;ai

level, ‘Ifam gqgn;zant tna; if gny's;milar prog;am.ié'attempged
in.C§nadé itAmay very wellsdiffer from thé U.S. bécausé of the |
social; }egal'aﬁd fiscal differéhces that exist. >Stiii;ngenéfic'
simrlaritiés,are entire;fﬁpossible,éna‘it'is frbm_fhaﬁ'poéition I

shall address-my. remarks.

..-The:Cooperative Research Units were begun in 1935 at a time

when :wildlife management was in its infancy. J.N. "Ding”

Darling, a nationally recognized political cartoonist who was the

environmental conscience of the U.S. in the dust bowl days of the

depression, organized the first unit at Iowa State University in
Ames, Iowa in 1932 as a private/state effort. Subseguently, as

head of the U.S. Bureau of Biological Survey, the forerunner of
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the Fish and Wildlife Service, he led the effort to establish the

national system of units in 1935,

The needs then were similar to those of the present:
trained people to manage a public trust on a scientific, factual
basis; investigating and understanding *the complexities of
natural éystems and man's interaction with them, and;
maintenance/improvement of "state of the art" tools with which to

protect and manage wildlife resources, or, information transfer.

The common denominator of land-grant colleges was chosen as
the criteria for locating.the units. They provided the regioﬁal
aspect while also supplying the aéademic\and research environment
for graduate students. State wildlife agencies were brought in
as partners and, becausekmoﬁey was short then as it is now,
private'sector involvement was sought. 'That help came from the
wildlife Managément Institute, as it is known today. The WMI is
still a member of the formal agreeﬁént which is drawn with each
university, state, and the federal government in establishing or ’

modifying a cooperative unit.

A cooperative unit is usually initiated by dniyersity
admiﬁistraiors} In some instances state fish and wildlife
agencies will make the initial request but for the most part they
will let university personnel take the lead and then join as
partners in the lobbying effort. The WMI is involved.also at the

outset and their counsel and support is a vital ingredient.
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',Therg are three kinds of units administered by the U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service; a Cooperative Wildlife Research Unié; a
Cooperative Fisheries Research Unit; and a combined Wildlife and

Fisheries Research Unit. ‘ .

A formgl contractual arrangement is‘drawn between the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, the‘university, the_statétwildlife
agency and, in the case 6f a wildlife research or combined
research gnit, the Wilalife Management Institnte. At a Fisheries

unit the WMI does not participate but the remaining three do.

The U.S. .FWS provides the professional staffing with careér
employees of the federal government. 1In the case of a single
uniththis consists of a unit leader and assistant leader. At a
combined unit theré are two assistant leaaer§4one for each major
field in addition to the unit leader. Fedéral costs -approximate
$50,000 year. per professicnal position. A new unit ;oming on
line will need.aboﬁt,$S0,000 additional for one-time equ;pment

purchases. ..

The university provides the space and supgort facilities for
the unit on an in-kind basis. An important point here is that
the unit staff join the .faculty of the university, therefore they
must have the credentials and be acceptable to theuniversity‘on
that basis even though they are not-paid by the university. The |

tate Wildlife Agency is asked to provide funding support

directly to the unit:- Usually these moneys are used for stipends
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to the graduate students associated: with -the unit. Because of
the faculty affiliation unit personnel have some classroom
responsibilities but not to the degree that full-time university

faculty have.

A coordination committee is established with representation‘
from the éignators of the agreement. This includes management
representation from the central office of the USFWS. The
committee meets annually to review unit progress, chart new
starts, and recommend necessary mid-course corrections.

The unit's pprste‘is threefold: to attract, guide, and
train scientists in wildlife and fishgries work by providing £he' 
opportunity to téke an advanced degree; to accomplish needea -
research idéntified‘at the local or regiohélAlevel; aﬁd to

publish and transfer research results for management purposes.

The advantages of regional coopérgtive‘worhloﬁ thiglpé;ure,
are numerous. The synergistic effect forms a "critical mass”
quickly and research efforts and.results tend to multiply
rapidiy; The.availability of other disciplines and expertise at
the academic levels is yery,effigiepﬁ. Many Locgl:needs qfe met
withéut having to rely éole;y onufullvtimeipa}dlrgseggch staff
and many of the federal government specifigfneeds‘can be met‘also
on a contractual basis, For example, ;hg QSEWS research program
emploYs full time research scientists but also.regu;érly contract

with cooperative research units to provide specific research
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which ﬁéy stahdﬁalone“of be fitteé into ‘a 'larger-overall effort
on a ﬁétioﬁél scale. Other federal agencies such as th; u.s.
Army3CérpSiof Engiﬁéersvand the'EnVirqnhental Protection Agency
: aé wel&uas Staté and local governmental entities are uéing the
cooperative units for a wide variety of environmental research

needs. = =~ ‘ R e : : L

' 4§88

Work produced at the university leével often’has a degree. of

crédibilitygthét'could‘ﬁOt bé-ébfained“if done on an "in-house"
basis. Not that the research would bé any less valid but the -
perception of it might color the results in the eyes of critics.
One has only to look ét the controversy surrouhding the
lead/steél ‘shot issue in the U.S. for an example. |

‘By the end of FY 86 fhéfé*will‘béﬁ36'ﬁnitsfinx32~states}.2~
stétes.Qiﬁh &ildiifé9uni£§,‘5 states~witﬁ fdﬁhefieénu;iﬁs,,zl;

étaﬁes with combined units, and 4 states with sepérate fish and

wildlife inits oh’different campuses. 7. '. S

Over the last Sifyéérs*thé“U.S}Vprogram~has graduated
thoﬁgéﬁds éf S£udéhts;§hgihéve éntéred~the5§0verhmental and -
privaée s;étéfiét'éll leVels. Mahy';f'éﬁeuétudents as well as
the Qgiﬁ perébnﬁéi‘érewnatidhaiiy'dﬁa internationally known.-. .
Research results héﬁefbéén'made’avéilabie in a variety of
pubiieations; Aﬁong'fﬁé'mégt notable are the journals' of thea
professional societies. The pro§ram ﬁas succeeded and it
unguestionably has’powerfui profeésional and political.support;
A similar program could succeed in Canada.
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What have we learned from our experience that could be
useful? I believe there are several things that one should

consider or be aware of in developing a program of this nature.

The program should stem from an initiativé at the national
level. The responsible federal wildlifevagenc§ should be given
clear authority to take the leadership for establishing
cooperative units and guiding them. That authority should be on
the basis of law. The ﬁnit program in the U.S. had been in
existence for 2§ years before Congress recognized it, per se, in
the statutes. That cornerstone should .be laid first. The law
should clearly contemplate, even encourage, ihe participation.of
the private sector as well as universities and provincial/local
governments. It should also be permissive rather than mandatory
in natufe. However; limitaﬁionS"of the‘fedéral involvement could
be considered. For example, the U.S. law limits USFWS
involvemént to assignment of technical personnel, their equipment
and incidental expenses (primarily(travel) of thevFederal

personnel.

There should be a clear commitment on the part of the lead
agency to make a decentralized unit program understand it is in
facﬁ a part of the total national program of that agency. There
was a time in the U.S. when the units were not given the
management attention they deserved. Conseguently the
unive;siﬁies or state wildlife agencies tended to capture the

unit personnel. National direction deserves national attention.
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There needs to be private sector involvement with .national

recognition. The U.S. law prohibits cooperative agreeﬁéqts
invoiving the profit side of the piivate sector.  I'm not sure
the line needs to be drawn that finely but if it does there are
non-profit organizations of national stature to lead the way.
The Canadian Wildlife Federation would be a principal

organization to approach, in my mind.

The provincial wildlife ageﬁcies should be involved from the
beginhing, as should the universities. .A strategy-planning
meeting involving all the candidate cooperators may be the most
efficient way to explain and debate thé program and chart a
course for legislation to be introduced. Provinces, like states,
ﬁay have varied reactions to such a proposal. The creation of a
unit in a provincé‘might be.welcomed'byvsohe and vigwed as a
‘threat to:theif'own-research institution b? others. ?hose
viewpoints have to -be explored. Participation by thelstates with
U.Ss. is varied, even now. One state car;ies no full-time
research effort at all, preferring to contract with and support
the unit for its research needs., Others use the unit hardly at
all even though there is financial support coming from the state
agency. Most fall between the two extremes. The provinces

should support the unit philosophically as well as monetarily

else there is a danger of resentment which could be very damaging

to the program.
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‘information.is delivered they shouldn't stay for tea, nor should

pPersonnel who are candidates for unit leader positicns must
be selected carefully and in - concert with the other cooperators.
A unit .leader should have administrative potential if not
experience as well as the necessary academic and scientific
credentials. Candidates should realize that the success of
generating outside funding and project ‘activity will fall largely
on their shoulders. Management and communication skills are very - .
important to establish the link between academia, local and
regional ‘entities in the government, the private sector, and the
national program. In start-up staffing there might be a very
natural inclination to assign individuals who presently. do not
fit well in. the current organization to new jobs opening up with
a new initiative. If that is the only or. over-riding reason for .
placemepf; the individpal may not work -out in the new position,

either. = . . e

There 'should be a conscious effort to keep the cooperative
unit in.tﬁé‘reséarch arena.“‘Intefjection.of unit personnel into :
policy issues at the .local/regional level is unwarranted and
counter productive. The unit can be extremely valuable in
providing -factual biological information obtained through their

research efforts. That is their raison d'etre. But once such

they be invited to '‘do so.

-Placement of aguatic and terrestrial responsibilities at. the

national level of government differs between the U.S. and Canada.
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Trne USFWS has fresh.and brackish water organisms in its portfolio
as well-as terrestrial wildlife species.  Although the. Canadian
wildlife Service does not have responsibility for. aquatic animals

it does have a responsibility. for aquatic ‘habitats. B

‘In thinking through a cooperative research system some.
thought  should be given to a combined land-‘and water;research._
capability at-a.unit. The U.S. program began with wildlife
research units. Because of their .success. and other needs, .
fisheries research units sprang up in the 1960's and 70's.
Sometimes-theée would be on the. same campus, sometimes on -
different campuses in the same state.. In 1973 the.Serviég began

establishing combined units when new units were instituted.. This

systeﬁ'ha3<wofked well and has. the immediate effect of éiZS%n, i

saving in technical personnel costs. - More recently, for
budgetary, purposes the Service has been renegotiating

cooperative agreeéments with state.agencies and schools to combine

two existing units into one. This has worked fairly well but is -

not without difficulty. The sticky problems. arise when a
fisheries -unit is on one campus.and the wildlife-unit is on .
another campus in the same state. Nobody wants to lose: faculty
and programs to a rival.school. Because of this the USFWS will
probably always have separate wildlife and. fisheries units in-a ",
few states. In developing a cooperative system as aunew‘start.
care should be taken to design a total research capability at one

location in-a province. The efficiencies are apparent and -the
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administrative problems of going back to restructure in later

years can be avoided.

The USFWS looked at the possibility of regionalizing the
cooperative units on an ecological/geographial basis as an
additional cost-saving measure,.e.g., the arid Southwest, Pacific
Northwest, central plains, etc. The Service concluded that
approach was not feasible. The State boundaries and the
political/fiscal restraints at the state level have to be

respected.

The annual planning ﬁeeting of the cooperators is criticél
for any such arrangement to work well. There should be a strong
commitment from the university administration and the director's
office of the provincial wildlife agency ﬁo ?articipate in those
meetings. Concomittantly, there should be high level
representation at the meeting from the central office of the lead
agency. Mutually approved :esearcﬁ projects sgtisfy the
cooperators, give the unit a good sense of direction and prevent

unilateral research agendas from springing up in a vacuum.

The system has been very beneficial in the U.S. and I
believe it can be successfully used as a generic model in other
parts of the free world. Like any other syétem made up of those
wonderful creatures called people though, it must be nurtured, it

must be managed, and it must be recognized.
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The publication "50 Years of Achievement - The

Cooperative Research Unit Program in Fisheries and

Wildlife 1935-1985" published by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, 1984 provides information on the U.s.
program. I reference it as recommended reading.
'Cbpies are readily available from the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Department of the Interior,f . _ 4 Cooperativ? Arran9°9e9t3 for Wildlife Management

Washington, DC 20240.

A Paper prepared for the Colloquium -on
Wildlife Conservation in Canada

AMay 7, 8, 1986, Ottawa

~James H.C. Walker : - '
Linda J. Foubister

May, 1986
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CéOperative Arrangements for Wildlife Management

A ?aper prepared for the Colloquium on wildlife Coqservation
in Canada, May 7-8, 1986, Cttawa -

Thank you for the opportunity to speak at this colloquiwp. My
topic is "Cooperative Arrangements for Wildlife Management. When
this paper was begun, it was difficult to know how to best ad@r?ss
what is essentially a straightforward and potentially repetitive
subject. Certainly, there are a multitude :Jg cooperative
arrangements between different levels of government across the
country for the management of wildlife. There are also examples,
albeit fewer, of similar arrangements between government anq the
private sector, and between government and wildlife organizations.
However, it is questionable whether it would serve any purpose to
this Colloquium to simply 1list and comment oOn these various
administrative arrangements, other than to provoke those agencies
who would inevitably be omitted from the list. One also has to
ask - what useful conclusions, other than details about
administration or platitudes about cooperation, could be «irgwn
from the exercise? We thus chose to concentrate on a few h}gh
profile examples of such arrangements in Canada today and point

_out the advantages and disadvantages of each type. Moving forward

rapidly from these examples, most of our time will be spent on
exploring what type of new cooperative approaches could result in
greatest gains for wildlife. We would lige to express -our
appreciation to the government staff of various provinces énd
territories who provided us with information on cooperative
arrangements in their jurisdiction.

For the purposes of this talk, the term "cooperative'arrapgements"
refers to formal or informal  arrangements between provincial or
territorial government agencies, the federal ‘government,
non-government organizations, or the general public, for the
management of the wildlife resource: <

As mentioned at the outset, there are a great number and variety
of cooperative arrangements for wildlife management ' in Canada.
However, there appear to be two basic reasons for the
establishment of such arrangements. The primary reason is
overlapping jurisdictions. The Canada Act (1867) assigngd the
jurisdiction of property and natural resources to the provinces,
whereas transboundary issues fell within the federal
responsibility. A number of wildlife species, such as'wateyfowl
and caribou, cross provincial borders in their migrations,
necessitating joint arrangements for their management. Probably
the first cooperative agreement of any note was the Migratory ?lrd
Convention of 1916, between Canada, United States and Mexlco.
Another aspect of overlapping Jjurisdiction is the protection of
threatened or endangered species. In these cases, both federal
and provincial agencies cooperate in attempting to reintroduce
species which are rare or extirpated in one part of the country,
utilizing stocks from areas where the animals are more abundant.
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The second reason for establishing cooperative arrangements is to
achieve mutual objectives or group- consensus about the management
of wildlife. Such arrangements are often between the management
agency and public groups. An example of this is the construction:
of the Liard Highway in the Northwest Territories which resulted
in. concerns about the ‘impact of increased access on the moose
population. A cooperative arrangement between the territorial
government and native organiztions, not subject. to territorial
hunting restrictions, provided for a no-hunting corridor of 1 km
along the highway. As a result, there was no major change in the
distribution and density of moose following the construction of
the highway. : o o m :

Such agreements have been concluded at every level of government
and with a variety of wildlife. K related entities or special
interest groups. Some arrangements are with foreign governments.
The International Union for . Conservation of Nature (I.U.C.N.),
consisting of the governments of Canada, U.S.A., Greenland, Norway
and the U.S5.S.R., has an informal arrangement for .the management
of polar bear populations which focuses on tagging studies and
data exchange. The Canadian government; through the Canadian.
Wildlife Service, is involved in joint arrangements with a number
of . provinces with 'respect to migratory waterfowl. Similar
arrangements exist between provinces. The Western Raptor
Committee attempts to exploit a cooperative approach among the
wildlife agencies of British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan,
Manitoba, Yukon, and MNorthwest Territories, 'as well as the
Canadian Wildlife Service, for the management of sensitive raptor
populations. Wildlife agencies may have arrangements with other
resource agencies within the same province. In British Columbia,
the Wildlife Branch has a protocol agreement with the Ministry of
Forests, describing cooperative action on prescribed fire for che
enhancement of wildlife habitat. Non—-government wildlife
organizations-such as DPucks Unlimited, the Nature Trust, and the
Canadian wiidilie rederavion, witn the cooperation of Wildlife
Habitat Canada, have entered into a number of arrangements for
wildlife management with many provinces, aimed at the acquisition
of key habitats. In the broadest sense, national Wildlife Week
could be regarded as an informal agreement between wildlifc
agencies and the general public. In some provinces, this event
involves small displays, school promotions, festivals, contests,
and is sponsored by a number of. agencies, such as the Manitoba
government, the Canadian government, Ducks Unlimited, naturalist
groups. and others. Cooperative arrangements exist between
wildlife agencies and specific user groups. The Trapper General
Agreement between the Ontario Minister of  Natural Resources and
the Ontario Trappers' Association serves to- promote both the
trapping industry and humane trapping. methods. . '

Agreements are also concluded with groups with a special cultural
interest. The Northwest Territories, -Yukon, and Manitoba have
cooperative - arrangements with various native groups. Following
resolution of a native land claim, the Inuvialut Game Council was
established to provide advice on the management of wildlife.
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Representatives from. both . the Northwest. Territories ‘Wildlife
Management Division and the Inuvialut people sit on the Council.
Finally, at. the individual 1level, arrangements exist between
wildlife agencies and private citizens, but such arrangements are
few and they generally center around the use of land for wildlife.
For example,. Ontario's. Wildlife - Extension:  Lndowner - Agreement
encourages.. landowners to permit public access to wildlife
resources on- their . properties, in return for assistance in.
wildlife management.< .7 S - T

wWhat - speczflcally do these cooperatlve arrangements attempt tO‘
achieve? The objectives fall within five categorles- ‘

1) protectlon of endangered species, 2) joint management of
wildlife populations, 3) inventory, 4) compensation for damage by"
wildlife, 5) funding for habitat management, particularly wetland-”
management.
highlighted, but note that no attempt 'is ‘made to- produce a

complete list. . The intent. is to show the variety of such

arrangements currently in place. ’ S

1. Protectlon of Endangered Spec1es

The Commlttee on the’ Status of Endangered Wlldllfe in Canada*

(COSEWIC) involves an 8-year arrangement among 10 prov1nces,~2*

territories, . 3 non-government organlzatlons and 4 federal
agencies. Its role was to report on the status of various

wildlife species whose future was questionable or perceived to ~

be so. ' The Committee has designated the status of 98 species
in Canada, and it has .-examined many more species which-were
.not in Jjeopardy. Its success can: be attributed to -the' very

< specific mandate of the: Committee and the dedlcatlon of 1t5<

members.
,‘V‘Q

The protection of endangered or threatened speécies often

- Fish and Wildlife. Service was formed to coordinate’ management

U S.

" A. number of provinces ‘.are involved in arrangements to -
re~establish wood bison.-*o historic ranges, in cooperatlon a

with. the Canadian Wildlife Service.. The goal of these-
arrangements is ‘to establish five free-roaming populations of
. wood: bison - in Canada, and in' Alberta, Manitoba and the Yukon; '

- plans exist for their release to the;wild. In Eoth.Albertaff
~and: Manitoba, native groups -are..also -involved -in the

reintroduction\programas

Alberta and Saskatchewan ‘have arrangements with the Canadlan
Wildlife Service to re-establish swift foxes. The University

of Calgary is involved in the  Alberta arrangement and prov1des"

- grants for research on swift foxes.
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Examples. -of each type .-of ‘arrangement . will be

involves reintroduction of species. into historic habltats.»*A j
cooperative arrangement' between British Columbia ‘and the U. Sﬂ

lgof the Selkirk carlbou herd and to re- establlsh carlbou in the

el

The Saskatchewan government is involved in a cooperative
arrangement with the University of Saskatchewan and the
Canadian Wildlife Service to establish /breeding populatlons;of
peregrine falcons in Regina and Saskatoon. All provinces and
territories cooperated, to some degree, in the development of
a Peregrine Recovery Plan whose objectlve is to re-establish
breeding populations of peregrines in jurisdictions where they
no longer occur.,

Joint Management of Wildlife Species

The Porcupine Caribou herd, a migratory population of barren
ground  caribou, jointly managed by the governments of
Yukon, Northwest Terrltorles, and ‘Canada  and by the user
groups. The arrangement was ‘initiated in 1985, so it is
premature to discuss any results. Discussions are underway to
involve Alaska in joint management, since the caribou's range

includes this state. Another arrangement to manage migratory
caribou exists for the Beverly-Kaminuriak -herd of barren
ground caribou. The management board for  this population

includes the governments 'of Northwest Territories,
Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Canada, as well as user groups. In
the five years this arrangement has been ~operative, a number
of successes have been identified. The arrangement allowed
the users to have input in the management of . the caribou,
provided education and information to the users and heightened
public awareness of the caribou population and recognition of
its traditional use. Finally, it generated community support
for the management programs. The major disadvantage 'was that
any decision-making was a very slow - process, but in
retrospect, the participants felt the community = support
justified the time commitment. ‘

In British Columbia, the federal and provincial government
identified responsibilities for marine mammal management and
exchange of information. The ‘arrangement, initiated in 1983,
has Dbeen useful in encouraging liaison between the two
governments.

A number of provinces have management arrangements between
wildlife agencies and specific user groups.. Four years ago,
the government of the Northwest Territories formed an
arrangement with the Clyde River and Broughton Island Hunters
and Trappers Association to reduce the harvest of polar bears
on Northeast Baffin Island. Initially, it was difficult to
establish this arrangement because hunters and trappers found
it difficult to understand the research findings. Once this
problem was clarified, agreement was reached. The arrangement
in the Northwest Territories to prevent the harvest of moose
along the Liard nghway has been mentioned previously. The
arrangement resulted in the maintenance of moose populations.
However, there were problems with enforcement.
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3. Inventory

There are a number of cooperative arrangeménté to collect
inventory information. Manitoba's Northern Flood Agreement,

involving the governments of Manitoba and Canada, together

with five northern Manitoba Indian bands, was set up to
"inventory moose habitat. The Alberta government, the Canadian
wildlife Service, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, has
an arrangement to inventory waterfowl in Alberta each year and
this count has been the basis of accurate predictions of fall
migrations. Finally, following a land claim settlement, the
Yukon government, Canadian government, and native groups are
cooperating in a program to inventory wildlife and the harvest

~of fur on the Yukon coast in preparation for joint management. .

This arrangement has only been in effect for one year.

4. Compensétionlfor Damage by wildlife

Arrangements to jointly fund programs to compensate farmers
for crop damage due to waterfowl exist in the prairie

provinces, with the responsibility for funding shared between

the provincial and federal governments.

5. Funding for Habitat Enhancement

The activities of Wildlife Habitat Canada in funding 1land
acquisition and enhancement within each province has led to a
number of "joint ventures" with provincial wildlife agencies,
Ducks Unlimited and Nature Trust. In two provinces, this
cooperation has been formalized in a written agreement. The
key factor in these agreements is to gain access to special
purpose funds and to explore acquisition possibilities that
are denied to individual agencies. The 17,000 acre Creston
Valley Wildlife Management Area in British Columbia is an
example of a long-term cooperative program directed both . at
the enhancement of habitat and public education. It was
‘initiated in 1968 between Canadian Wildlife Service and the
"government of British Columbia, with participation by. Ducks
Unlimited and is partial compensation for a hydro development.
While its primary role is habitat. improvement for waterfowl,
it also serves an extensive public interpretation need,
“hosting about 60,000 people per year. . :

The above examples of cooperative funding are largely the result
of various agencies attempting to capitalize on a positive
initiative by bringing in more players, thereby broadening the
funding base and dispersing the benefits more widely. However,
recent funding restrictions in many jurisdictions have made such
cooperative arrangements more of a management necessity than a
convenience - "Necessity is the Mother of Invention." Some of
them are as much a compensatory reaction to the reduction of
funding levels in government, as they are a reflection of the
cooperative or entrepreneurial spirit.
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As agency capability decreases, innovative-

fos;ered that . will accomplish the same t::;z?gemegﬁs g??li?ﬁ
Columbia, this had ‘led "to the privatization of many functions
normally associated with’ the traditional role of government in
wildl . fe management. The training and certification of hunters is
now handled-entirelyibyfthe'private sector. A more experimental
case 1is. the control of problem wildlife. This activity annually
places an enormous drain of manpower and money on the Wildlife
Branch. 1In the last few years over some of the province, the task
has been contracted out to private bear and cougr hunters, paying
them on a call-out basis, or letting them retain the hides. This
Smele,»délegation".of a function long ‘associated with wildlife
officers. has raised the hackles of some purists, but it has
resulted in a reduction in costs and a freeing up of manpower for
ot?er tasks. The possibility is also being explored of extending
this use of private individuals to predator control projects.
Programs such as .aerial wolf control are not only expensive but
controversial and the use of agreements with private trappers may
accomplish the desired level of reduction and hopefully minimize
the attendant controversy. ‘ s o |

-
T

T?is has been a brief and. admittedly superficial outline of a few
high-profile; ‘cooperative arrangements between ‘different levels of
government. and other parties with an interest in wildlife. As T
mentioned "at the outset, few' generalizations can be made. It
woulgﬂ.appear ‘that the successful cooperative agreements Thave
specific terms of reference, specified goals, definite time
degdlines and: committed funding for the life of the agreement.
This 1is not an earth-shattering conclusion, - it is simply a good
business arrangement between partners. . The outstanding and

‘obvious .advantages of such arrangements are:

1) By combining money and- manpower, they enable initiatives to be

. undertaken that would be difficult or impossible for a single

partner. That " 1is, they,'access more than one level of"
manpower and funding. . ’ '

2) There is more accountability for results, since each party has
the opportunity to review and comment on the activities of the
other. One tends to keep the other honest."

3) They: result in' specialist expertise:béiqg méde,avaiiabie to
"more than one jurisdiction.: S S

.

~-. and an advantage that is often Qverléoked ‘e

4) The conerationfof*aupfovinéial or territofiél.entity with a
fede;al body on a‘'specific project implies priority for that
species oOr activity, which at legst_suggests a consensus of

where'wg are going wi;hAWildlife in this country
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‘The disadvantages are equally obvious: . -

' 4) Decision-making is

-are likely.

‘were always careful to retain total control over the

1) single party ‘interests must often be compromlsed or modlfled
to accommodate objectlves that. will satlsfy all _parties.
2} The prlorlty of one partner may change,.or-hls capability to
support the arrangement may change, but there is a commitment

that must be met, possibly to the detriment of new
prlorltles. ‘ : : '
3) Due to the nature of the . bureaucratlc system . ‘and the

inevitable deveélopment of loyaltles to pet prOJects, long-term

arrangements may be continued beyond their useful life, to
serve vested personal interests. - :

often a ponderous process,
necessity to achieve consensus of several different masters.

due to the

In summary then, across the country where jurisdictions. overlap, -

intéerests coincide, or money and manpower dictate, we have a large
number of cooperative arrangements for wildlife management. These

arrangements make the money go farther and they may use existing.
But in so doing, they solve only part:
In a word, they may make

resources more efficiently.
of the dilemma that the manager faces.
our use of existing resources more efficient, but they do not
create new resources or fundlng sources for wildlife management..

There can be no question that we must be more efficient with what

we have and these arrangements help to stretch available dollars.:
But the major challenge is to entrepreneur new ways to solicit -

If we are unwilling. to . be

support for wildlife management.
initiatives, we have two

innovative in our approach to new

options.
federal and prov1n01al,' for more money. “In these  times. it is
questlonable whether any jurlsdlctlon will @ receive the. quantum
leap in funding that is needed to halt the declines  in wildlife
that are occurring. ' As a matter of fact, it 'is doubtful whether
money alone will lead to improved conditions for wildlife without
the acceptanre of new concepts of resource. management, and - ‘new
approaches by wildlife managers.v - K

I personally belleve that -wildlife should be
government, but one must view the present 51tuatlon objectlveiy.
Current wildlife programs are inadequately supported and there is
little evidence that significant infusions of government support
‘The options would appear to be obvious. Continue to
manage with the diminishing resources we have, or explore outside
of government and recrult private interests or organizations that
could themselves take over certain aspects of wildlife management.
We have been eager in the past. to involve the private sector in
funding certain aspects of our activities, such as research and
inventory, but we extended the hand of cooperation cautiously. We
"management”

aspect of wildlife. We have long-standing biases, some of them
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Make do with what-we have, or ask the governments, both .

managed by~ the .

well~-founded, agalnst lettlng ‘the private sector actually manage
animals, but the time may be ripe for some hard choices. Why not,
for example, delegate management responsibility on a trial basis
to forest companies with good track records for environmental
practice? Why not develop an agreement with private companies and
let them protect, manage, regulate and enhance as they see fit,
with only broad guidelines from government? 1In areas where such
private interests have some form of tenure, management of the
wildlife could become part of their land use respons1b111ty. Not
to simply do inventory, or research or monitoring and report back
to us, but manage the populations .on their land under written
agreement with the wlldllfe agency.

The concept of assigning some responsibility to the private sector
has some precedent in that responsibility for monitoring and
surveillance on pipeline projects has been delegated to the
proponent in several cases in the past few years. The object was
to reduce human and monetary costs to the resource agencies while
maintaining habitat protection standards- and  operational
efficiency. ' ,

The development of cooperative agreements for actual wildlife
management with the private sector would probably be met with
considerable reservation, 1if not resistance, by ‘the various
resource agencies in  the country. Fear of public criticism,
anticipated reduced levels of protection, and worst. of all "loss
of management control"” are commonly expressed concerns. On the
other hand, significant benefits could be anticipated - reduced
need for agency involvement, increased opportunities for on-site
enhancement, more continuity of long-term management, improved
communciation between the two sectors and a general broadening of
ecological appreciation and accountability by private companies.

This trial concept would necessitate early consultation with the
public on the idea itself, and public involvement in a visible
appraisal of the mangement plans proposed by the company and
agreed to by the agency. The public and indeed, the resource
agencies themselves, would have to be convinced that such a move
would better serve the aims and objectives of resource management
than the existing system. Standards to be met by the company
would have to be determined. To maintain public credibility,
there would have to be visible objectives to which a company would
be held accountable..

This concept does not imply a blanket privatization of our
responsibilities as wildlife managers. The question is simply,
"Can we extend the concept of cooperative agreements to the
private sector to achieve benefits for wildlife?" We are speaking
only of those special cases where it is obvious that a private
entity may be able to do as good a job as a government agency.
Agencies would still retain management authority over all species,
but the delegation of responsibility for management by the prlvate
sector may be an option for those species which are in no
immediate trouble, respond well to habitat manipulation and
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enhancement, and which are in high public demand. If we can free
ourselves to some degree from the continued need to imanage and
regulate the easy ones, we will have more time as wildlife
managers to spend on those species that pose more difficult
problems. -

Of course there would be costs associated with this approach. For
some private interests such as coastal forest companies, increased .
flexibility in forest planning due to reduced involvement of-

agency personnel may be sufficient incentive, For others, there
is - no doubt that they would have to receive some more direct

benefit, probably in the form of part of the revenues or fees that.
now go to the Crown. There may indeed be increased costs to the

hunter and more emphasis on user pay. But in the cold hard light
of day in the 1980's, isn't this to be expected?

The delegation of management responsibility to interests outside
government is a delicate subject 1in . a country where Crown
management  of wildlife "is a 1long tradition., But it seems a
logical extension of the <concept of developing cooperative
agreements for the long-term benefit of wildlife. Governments,
and wildlife managers at both the provincial and federal level
cannot have "it both ways. If funding increases for wildlife are
not forthcoming, can we afford to fall back self righteously on
our "mandate to manage", and reject the opportunity for others,
who may, for a price, help us out of the dilemma of increasing
demand and decreasing supplies of wildlife? '
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A Cooperative Wildlife Habitat Conservation Program

- by David J. Neave

Summary

The evolution of wildlife habitat programs in Canada has been a function oi

three factors: land ownership patterns, the great variety of‘ageqcies

" involved, including other resource sectors, and an unclear differentiation

of responsibilities.

Onlf reéently have community, regional and national habitat goals started
to evolve but without the benefit of direct legislatiyg protection.
Habitat information and extension programa.ére diffuse. As a major
iandownef, the Crown's emphasis remains focussed on mitigative measures
associated with land develbpmenfs and by land-use planning. Land
acquisition and habitat goals crystalize, there have developed a stronger
cooperative approach par;ial;y dueitb the large gxpgnditures by
non-government Qil&lifetagéhcies and induétfy relative to those of

government wildlife agencies.

To influence landowners who have property rights and equally
responsibilities, tangible benefits for habitat conservation must be
provided. Ideas presented in this paper include: property tax recognition,
compensation and mortgage relief. To obtain broad Canadian support,
financial measures recommended include: a "conservation share™ approach, an
income tax check-off proposal and an expansion of the Canadian Wildlife
Habitat Conservation Stamp Program. To encourage greater collaboration
among sectors, proposals include: a pro-active industry approach and the

use of dirégtvfinanéial returns associated with habitat projects.

Canada's wildlife resources are the envoy of the world. Our challenge is
to develop cooperative programs that will maintain this country's status by

directly and positively influencing the landowner to participate in habitat

conservation.
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A COOPERATIVE WILDLIFE
HABITAT CONSERVATION PROGRAM

- Wildlife conservation has come a long way from the era when laws were first

proclaimed for the protection of Royal game. Today, conservation enjoys
almost universal public support and while responsibility for wildlife
remains with the Crown; responsibility for conserving the base, the
habitat, is o6ften elusive. Initiatives in this vital area are often shared
by private and public agencies and ultimately by landowners themselves.

This paper highlights significant contributions to-wildlife habitat
conservation by privater and public agencies, identifies current needs and
examines new opportunities, including innovative funding mechanisms, to
enhance Canadian habitat conservation efforts.

WILDLIFE HABITAT CONSERVATION IN CANADA

Due to the diverse nature of land tenure in Canada, habitat conservation
programs have tended to be as varied as the resources they are designed to
benefit. The traditional approach on Crown lands has been to create
reserves, place prohibitions on conflicting land uses and, more recently,
implement. integrated plans permitting other resource development that is
compatible with habitat conservation. Conservation efforts on private
land, on the other hand, have generally involved land acquisition and
habitat enhancement projects carried out with the permission of landowners
as well as cooperative extension/education projects involving both public

- and private wildlife agencies.

Legislative authority in wildlife management is based on the premise that
the property in wild animals is vested in the Crown in the right of the
Province. and Territory. The management of lands and other natural
resources is also a basic provincial responsibility. It is clear, then,
that the principal responsibility for wildlife habitat management rests
with the provincial government. While there are many similarities among
provinces, wildlife agencies have emphasized different habitat program
elements. In the past few years, thelr emphasis in habitat programs
appears to have shifted from protection and development to a more balanced
program, identifying goals, establishing broader ecological inventories and
emphazing multi-agency planning. More recently, a number of non-government
wildlife organizations have entered into long=-term cooperative agreements
to assist in habitat management.

The federal government responsibility has been primarily related to
migratory birds due to an international migratory birds treaty. Whilé a
national wildlife area program has been established along with several
joint federal-provincial wildlife areas, the Canadian Wildlife Service is
recognized more.for the. long term research and management of migratory
birds. Direct habitat management responsibility is limited except for
areas of federal lands primarily in northern Canada. Federal leadership in
the International Biological Program and the strong National Park system
have marked significant steps towards the broader conservation of
ecosystems in Canada. -




THE NEED FOR COOPERATION IN WILDLIFE HABITAT CONSERVATION

As a whole, Canada lacks community, regional and national wildlife habitat
goalskthat are visible and suppogted by government policy. With the
adoption of a more holistic resource management philosophy,. and with more
innovative planning, there appears to be. an opportunity to enhance wildlife
habitat conservation. However, without establishing goals that can align
all wildiife’interesés and that can be .made complimentary to other resource
interests, many efforts will falter or be counter-productive. There must
be a political determination of what is to .be achieved, by what means and
at what cost. Implementation of these goals through a straight forward.
regional planning structure and an alignment of agencies would greatly
enhance conservation. The adoption and implementation of the North
American Waterfowl Management Plan, with defined habitat goals, will be a
significant step towards this more coordinated, cooperative wildlife
habitat conservation program.

The situation arising from the lack of clear goals and policies is .
compounded by the fact that there is little legislative protection of
wildlife habitat in Canada. Currently, a considerable portion of wildlife
conservation action is administered by using other government agencies'
legislation that obliquely refer to wildlife. Problems of administration,
compliance, enforcement, technological expertise and conflicting policies
between agencies have made habitat conservation a difficult, often
antagoniétic rather than cooperative process.

Roles and responsibilities within the national and regional framework must
be clarifieds This will foster cooperation and complementary programs
between and among wildlife organizations as well as in association with
recreational and other resource sectors. The role of municipalities in
wildlife management has been largely ignored, although their direct impact
on habitat conservation is extensive. Municipalities must be encouraged to
adopt broad conservation principles and to integrate these into their local
land-use plans and subsequent by-laws. They must be able to promote and
assist wildlife projebts involving private citizens, organizations and
businesses, and encourage the principle of private stewardship of resources
by private landowners and those licensed to use public lands. Volunteers
should also be encouraged to participate in local community habitat
programs. In Canada, volunteers currently exceed the number of employees
of all levels of government. )

Habitat information needs to be collectively assembled within an ecological
Framework that is useful for all interests. Deficiencies are mot
necessarily due to insufficient data, but rather to.the lack.of <
interpretative capability and to the scattered and relatively inaccessible
nature of existing information. The development, use and maintenapcé‘of a
good inventory'is'essential for any effective long-term conservation’
program. . Habitat information also needs to be further integrated into

broader extension and local educational programs.

Habitat development is an essential and relatively successful aspect of
wildlife habitat conservation. However, the creation, enhancement and~ -
rehabilitation of wildlife habitat is but one component of a comprehensive
approach. Too often, independent development projects are not fully
planned to help meet broader habitat program objectives.
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Habitat protection efforts should be evaluated based on the curent heavy
effort by government agencies in this one program element. There should be
greater integration of wildlife habitat objectives into development plans
of other primary resource sectors in a positive and complementary fashion.
Current referral processes that allow wildlife agencies to examine resource
development plans should be improved by introducing more sophisticated data
retrieval processes, and by establishing effectiveé éxtension programs..
However, the most significant modification would be influencing industry to
propose habitat enhancement initiatives as -a component of development.
Heavy machinery on an industrial site could easily rejuvenate moose range
or stabilize water levels for. furbearers. Widlife interests outside of

' government should also be able to contribute to this essential habitat

protection element. :

- Additional funding of wildiifa habitat management programs is often

perceived as the solution to habitat programs. However, a recent estimate
of the annual cost of habitat programs in Canada by governments and non-
government organizations exceeded $100 million. This value did not include
the additional costs of mitigation and compensation borne by industry and
other resource users; or the loss of Crown revenues.. If these factors were
included, the estimate for maintenance of the resource base could
conceivably increase to an annual figure exceeding $250 million.
Industries, for instance, have spent millions of dollars in attempting to
mitigate the adverse impacts of resource developments on wildlife habitat.
An examination of this collective expenditure should be one step in
assessing.funding opportunities. A realignment of these expeanditutres to
meet definitive goals and the collective support of all agencies would be
very effective in fostering the required cooperation between industry. and
landowners. . RN ' . : ‘ : '

It is becoming. increasingly apparent that socio—economic benefits derived
from the wildlife resource far exceed current costs of maintaining that
resource base. . -It is-economically worthwhile when appropriate’ to increase
the level of financial support for wildlife habitat conservation in
Canada. While ecological, behavioural and physiological studies have done
much to provide the kind of-evidence that is basic to the future of .
wildlife and its habitat, appropriate methodologies for evaluating the -
socio—economic values are inadequate and lack acceptance. As emphasis on -
artificially contrived sanctuaries increases, so too does the need for -
better understanding of the need for and bhenefits of a rich and diverse
landscape. Scilentific knowledge must be amalgamated with the social and’
economic values of all wildlife consumers including the broader interests
of soil .and water conservation. . S ’ ‘

Influence Propefty-kights andARésfansibilities. :

Ironically, the problems ‘and opportunities 'in wildlife habitat are very
similar to other resource sectors.- Intensification of agricultural and
forestry practices; and continuing urban. expansion are all having a major
impact on the remaining wildlife habitat. However, similar land-use
pressures face forestry and agriculture. ‘Resolving these land-use issues
is surely to society's benefit and with finesse will lead to greater
cooperation among resource sectors. There already appears to be a
willingness to change. Landowners are questioning the value of maximizing
resource production at high costs without suitable markets.
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- The fdllo&iné déscfibes,épecific opportunities to encourage great

Fﬁn&amentai to these land qée conflicts are the property rights. associated
with various types of public and private land tenure. Crown land, for
example, can be designated for such diverse uses as parks, wildlife

~ refuges, coal leases or timber exploitation. Under these designations, the

publicrtelinguishes certain rights such as hunting, fishing or camping
opportunities or even rights to free access to'the designated areas.

3

OnﬂﬁriVAtévéf‘dééded lénds; the‘bubliC'enjoys few, if any, property

rights. Landowners, however, acquire broad discretionary rights to enjoy

the fruits of the land and to profit-fromiit. They are restricted only by
a framework of legislation designed to protéct the interests of. other
property owners and the Canadian public-at-large. At the same. time,. - -
property owners may surrender certain property rights in the form of
easements, rights of way, liens and mortgages; ‘thus trading certain rights
for more valuable benefits. . EARTE : e T

While the rights associated with land ownership are easily established and
defined, landowner responsibility for proper stewarship of the land has not
been as evident. Land ownership in most jurisdictions conveys certain -
obligations to protect the public interest, observe certain environmental
standards and even adhere-to certain minimum maintenance standards. There
is, however, little recognition by society for landowners to practice sound
land and water management as a condition of tenure. oL e o

This .is the .major impediment to the development of an effective, universal
wildlife habitat conservation program. New ideas-are needed to influence
property rights and responsibilities by providing landowners;with"tangible
benefits to be derived from practicing sound land management incéluding
measures to conserve, enhance or develop wildlife habitat. -

In the past, habitat coﬁsefvétioﬁ_ébjectives have been achiévéd_primarily
through direct land acquisition based .on the principle .that fee simple land
ownership permits strong management control. However, with rising land

. prices, declining acquisition budgets and a greater need to conserve
“habitat. on private lands, a number of other means. of promoting habitat

conservation have evolved. Conservation easements, purchase and transfer
of property rights, leasing, acquisition of rights—of-way, are but a few of
the tools that are being developed primarily in the United States..

Some of the more innovative ideas-being proposed. in the-Canadian conserva-
tion community include concepts such.as mortgage relief, conservation
easements and property tax reductions to landowners willing to commit
themselves to sound land management practices. Other suggestions include
amendments to existing government loan and grant programs to encourage a
higher commitment to land stewardship awareness by business, industry,
agriculture and forestry as a condition-of eligibility. Yet others involve
imposition of development -fees and mitigation programs to encourage
alternatives that retain the wildlife habitat values of a given area. -

er land-
owner involvement in wildlife. habitat conservation : oo

v -

a)

b)

Landowner subsidies

The idea that landowners who agree to embark on habitat conservation
programs should enjoy a measure of property tax relief has received
wide support from conservation groups, organized sportsmen and
farmers. While proponents of the idea agree that the concept would
encourage' voluntary conservation initiatives, a number of different
philosophies on how such subidies would encourage better land use
practices -have developed across Canada.

In the prairies, property tax was historically low for wetland areas on

agricultural land. However, the Wheat‘Board‘Quota System, federal and
‘provincial drainage subsidies and agricultural incentive programs have
-encouraged drainage and cultivation of wetlands and natural areas. In
an attempt to preserve remaining prairie sloughs, wildlife agencies in
Alberta, Manitoba and Saskatchewan have initiated a series of compre~
hensive wetland pilot programs. These provide economic incentives for
private landowners based on property tax rebates to preserve and
enhance wetlands on individual properties. '

In exchange for tax rebates, payments for retention easements, and
provision of various items such as fencing, herbicides, seed, and fer-
tilizer to improve upland habitat, landowners agree not to drain or
fill existing wetlands and will manage upland areas fully or partially
for waterfowl production. Thus, in return for limiting agricultural
use of marginal lands and for undertaking conservation farming

techniques, landowners are entitled to various financial benefits.,

There are many similar opportunities, such as an itemized property tax
statement separately showing wetland assessments and in Ontario, the
expansion of ‘the landowner's entitlement to existing agricultural and
woodlot rebate programs to include wetlands and other natural areas.
Similarly, a recent tax bill in the United States proposes the use of
tax credits for conservation practices. Owners of wetlands and

-critical habitat for endangered species would be entitled to a 15% tax

credit if they successfully undertake specified actions that improve
the property's value for conservation. 1In addition, the bill would
expand current tax incentives for persons wishing to donate land to
government agencies or non-profit organizations. '

Compensation as an element of mitigation

While compensation measures have been clearly established for
protection of certain Crown resources, such as timber, coal, natural
gas and petroleum, there has been little incentive for users to
compensate for losses of Canadian wildlife habitat. Where on-site
mitigation is inappropriate or insufficient for protection of wildlife
habitat .on a particular resource development project, compensation in
recognition of the damage to or loss of public resources and amenities
should be advocated. Whether paid in cash or in kind, compensation
could be an‘gffective mechanism to offset public resource losses that
may occur as a result of a development and could provide a new funding
source for wildlife habitat programs. '
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c) Mortgagé Relief

Since interest on debt is a major farm input and a particular concern
to farmers who financed the acquisition of additional -land and
equipment during the late 1970's, a program to provide mortgage relief
would be well-received by many who are willing to dedicate land to
habitat conservation. This technique has been used extensively in
agricultural development through farm credit corporations on the
prairies.

A recent review by Prism Consultants examined the feasibility of

. providing mortgage relief to a recent purchaser of agricultural land in
exchange. for an agreement to not significantly change the existing land
use. Mortgage relief was viewed as a potentially effective vehicle for

.-habitat retention on private land. After an examination of current
mortgage relief programs and discussions with individuals familiar with
the management of mortgage and habitat programs, the study indicated
very clearly that in principle, mortgage relief can be employed as part
of a habitat retention program.

Maximize Canadian Financial’Support

In Canada, unlike the United States, all taxpayers shoulder the
responsibility of wildlife management through the appropriation of general
revenue funds. There is, however, growing pressure to have those who
benefit from a specific Crown resource make additional contributions to the
maintenance and management of that resource. : '

Traditionally, hunters have sponsored many wildlife management programs.
Many continue to do so through their support of non—government conservation
agencles. However, with attention being focuissed on the “user pay”
principle, wildlife interests are seeking ways to encourage those who
derive benefits from wildlife to make addition contributions to sustain the
resource. C . :

The application of surcharges on wildlife-related activities is already
generating considerable revenue for conservation.efforts. The proposed
excise tax on certain outdoor equipment, and the adoption of fees for
access to wildlife areas have already been adequately reviewed. New
mechanisms should also be devised to encourage voluntary contributions from
conservationists. The development of an income tax checkoff program, a
wildlife habitat conservation lottery, and a conservation share would-
provide a broader base of Canadians actively participating in the support
of wildlife habitat conservation. - '

The following section outlines specific opportunities for further
consideration: ‘ . .

a) An expansion of the Canadian Wildlife Habitat Conservation Stamp

Canada's Wildlife Habitat Conservation Stamp, initiated by Wildlife.
Habitat Canada and Environment Canada in 1985, is a major source of
conservation funding. Since August 1985, Canadian migratory bird
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b)

hunters have been required to affix a $4 stamp to their permits. Stamp
proceeds ‘have been channelled to habitat conservation projects
administered by Wildlife Habitat Canada. 1In conjunction with the sale
of art prints and medallions, this program will net between 4 and 5

million dollars in.its first year. This concept is very similar to the

successful United States Duck Stamp program and to provincial
surcharges on hunting and fishing licences.

However, the program's effectiveness will largely depend upon the

continued strong support of Canadians. The active participation of
many members of the Habitat Coalition is an example of this support as
many groups sold both the stamp and art prints to raise funds for

., cooperative habitat programs. To encourage further support, the stamp

could be used for additional conservation programs, for future
conservation programs or as a requirement for the purchase of specific
large outdoor products. In the latter example; the stamp could be a

“unique alternative to the United States concept of a surcharge for a

"Non-Game Wildlife Trust Fund” on motor vehicle registration forms.

A Conservation "Share” approach

Wildlife Habitat Canada is currently examining:a Canadian Wildlife
Habitat Conservation Share proposal which would “encourage Canadians to
create a capital fund for conservation programs. The proposal calls’
for issuing shares of $25 or $50 value which: could be redeemable ‘upon
request., ‘These share purchases would create a large capital fund

‘possibly as high as 25 million dollars from which interest-free loans

could be made to qualified'non—government{agencies for conservation
purposes. -‘Interest earned by the fund would be reinvested in

‘conservation projects. o —

‘Many participants would regard their share purchases as donations to

the fund, but could enjoy benefits such as access to otherwise
restricted wildlife areas, regular progress reports on funded projects
and the opportunity to designate their share capital to -specific '
projects rather than a general development account.

The experience of non-government agencies such as Ducks Unlimited =

. . Canada reinforces the value of citizen involvement in conservation

c)

projects.. This“approach’has been very successful for community- and
government programs in dcquiring both citizen involvement and ‘financial
participation. Wildlife Habitat Canda could capitalize on this °
willingness by creating, promoting and administering a “conservation
share” program which, in turn, would benefit -other habitat conservation
organizations.

An Income Tax Checkoff proposal -

Income tax checkoff programs are-practiced in roughly two thirds of the
United States and in 1984 raised approximately $9 million for non-game
pPrograms. Individuals and corporations donate at the time of filing
their State income tax returns by checking~off a portion or all of

their e%igible refund for habitat conservation purposes. Where no
refund is due, taxpayers may still contribute by adding an amount to
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their tax payment, (indicating that this is a contribution). Al
donations are tax deductable for the following year as a’ charitable
contribution on federal and state tax returns. On a national scale, it
was estimated that donations averaged around $5. 30, and were made by

" 4.2% of the people filing returns. The voluntary income tax checkoff
is a convenient form of donation that could be offered to corporations
and to millions of Canadians. Revenue would be collected by Revenue
Canada, and channelled back to the province of -origin either directly
into Provincial Trust Funds or through other mechanisms such as-

".Wildlife Habitat Canada. L -

Encourage greater collaboration

‘While: the funding opportunities identified in this presentation. are

necessary to enhance the Canadian habitat conservation program, the
cooperation of many individuals and organizations is vital to achieve a
cohesive, goal orientated and cost—effective program.

wildlife profe931onals have no patent on effective conservation
achievements. .It's a field that accomodates people-from all walks of life:
farmers, teachers, students, professionals, tradespeople, public and ~
private decision-makers and ‘expeditors. Success in this conservation
endeavour will require programs that capitalize on the wealth of diverse
experience available within the wildlife conservation community, that
foster greater understanding of the relationship between land development
and habitat conservation, that reinforce the recognition that wildlife
conservation is an economically sound goal and that encourage support,
confidence and commitment from all levels of government. Most of all it
depends on the support of landowners. :

Two specific opportunities exist to meet this challenge :

a)h Encouraging industry to be proactive in habitat 1ssues

Many resource industries would be willing to prov1de additional funds

. to carry out extensive mitigative and rehabilitative programs in order
to enter sensitive wildlife areas. Government agencies may not be able
to accept such funds, non-government organization may be able:to play a
useful role in receiving these funds and channeling them into '
appropriate conservation initiatives. : -

[

b);fEncouraging a financial return on wildlife habitat initiatives

Lt

Many habitat projects could provide an economic return from either long
term management or from the development of other programs. Access fees
to private lands for hunting purposes are the only common example of
economic return to landowners although there are some other exceptional
examples. The: example of La Société& Duvetnor, acquiring islands on the
~Saint Lawrence River for conservation purposes and’ obtaining a return

D
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from the sale of eiderdown is well known. More recently the agreements
to acquire Ward Ranch in Alberta was developed as a cooperative
investment to ensure the revenue from surface and sub-surface rights
are reinvested for future wildlife programs. This approach should not
only become widely adopted but is necessary to emphasize and support
the multiple~use concept in land management. Future funding of habitat
initiatives should include this approach.

CONCLUSION

This presentation has identified the job that faces the conservation
community to ensure a place for wildlife in a society that equates
development with progress, that holds private landownership a fundamental
right while demanding access to its outdoor heritage and that measures the
success of an endeavour by its profitability.

_In order to promote both private and public congervation action, habitat

managers must find more flexible tools to modify the variety of rights and
responsibilities associated with the land base in Canada. Tools that are
often commonly used by other resource sectors., The eight tools recommended
here for further review are innovative and are based.on economics,
cooperation and strong local involvement.

Private landowners need to be provided financial incentives rather than
disincentives, for the implementation of conservation practices on their
land. The necessary funding for such initiatives can be generated through
a number of options that attempt to maximize collective economic benefits
from the wildlife resource. However, the return from the great variety of
current habitat users and from additional expenditures can only be
maximized within a more comprehensive program.

Canada's wildlife resources are the envy of the world. The challenge rests
with us, collectively, to ensure that these resources remain an integral

fabric of society as well as a treasured part of our heritage. Each day,

resource allocation decisions that affect the future of habitats are made
for both crown and privately-owned land. They are made largely on the
basis of the most profitable, albeit short-term, strategy to the
landowner. Each day, opportunities for conservation of wildlife habitat
can be found or lost,

13




{

114

SHARING FUNDS FOR’
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

' by F.A.G. Carter

e
EERN

for the

Colloguium on Wildlffe"Conservation~in Canada
Ottawa, May 7 and 8, 1986

115




SUMMARY

Sharing Funds For Wildlife Management
by F.A.G. Carter

An impressive array of federal-provincial programs has been developed in
Canada and a high degree of cooperation between governments is normal in
many fields. The broad picture of sharing between the two levels of
government and of federal contributions to provincial and territorial
programs is nevertheless very inconsistent. Formulas for cost sharing
vary, 50:50 or something like it is the most common, although the sorts
of agreements and the degree of flexibility in’ 1mplementat10n that they
allow also vary. There are cost-shared programs, such as the Canada
Assistance Plan, Medicare and the General Development .Agreements, that
are national and there are also regional programs, such as PFRA. It is
clear that the whole system has become very important to Canadians.

Cost sharing programs have given rise to much controversy, sometimes
based on interpretations of the Constitution, sometimes on concerns
about loss of flexibility in budgeting and sometimes on competition for
tax room".

Nevertheless, the majority of cost-shared programs have been considered
successful by both levels of government. Whether a particular cost-
shared program is deemed a success or a failure usually depends on by
whom the judgment is made. A program may be seen as a success by the
federal government and a failure by provinces or vice versa. A program
considered a success by some provinces may be considered unsatisfactory

by others.

Nine lessons may be drawn from a review of experience with federal-
provincial cost-sharing programs.  They are:: - o o

(1) there is no automatic formula for sharing costs

[

(2) it should be made clear whether a program is national
or regional

(3) it is important to be prepared for controversy and to try to
respect sensitivities

(4) it is important to make clear the effects of shared cost
programs and associated taxes on the spending flexibility and
access to ''tax room'" of all governments concerned

(5) shared cost programs may be tempting targets for cutbacks

(6) national programs based on solid cooperation among
governments are most likely to remain secure
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(7) credit must be given where credit is due

(8) a group of ministers with a strong common purpose can
achieve success against considerable odds

(9) nothing is permanent, but formal intergovernmental
_agreements and enabling legislation help.

Applylng the .lessons noted above to the possibility of creating new
arrangements for wildlife conservation in Canada, the following conclusions

_are suggested:

(1) the first essential is that governments should know what they
want to achieve. If major new sources of funds are to be tapped, it is
highly unlikely that the public would be supportive if the proceeds were
used merely to support a level of activity that is ongoing; something
major, imaginative, appealing and enduring is required if new taxes are
to be imposed.

(2) funds should be allocated equitably, i.e., so that there is a
reasonable relationship between sources and expendltures in respect of
the place of residence and the partlcular interest of those being
taxed.

(3) 1if the federal government does not try to dictate conditions
to the provinces, constitutional problems are unlikely to prove difficult
in the wildlife field; it may therefore be possible to agree on a mix of
program components, which would enable compliance with (2) above. Such
a mix could include, for example, some elements related to migratory
birds, .others to sport fisheries, and/or broadly applicable environmental
research

(4) develop the constituency, ensure that credit is given where
credit is due and work out cost-effective, politically acceptable plans

for implementation. Foster the permanence of arrangements by establlshlng
appropriate procedures, institutions and 1eg1slat10n.

LR
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SHARING FUNDS FOR WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT  :

A PAPER FOR THE CONSIDERATION OF THE COLLOQUIUM ON
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT TO BE HELD AT OTTAWA - MAY 1986

F.A.G. Carter

Introduction

Those who have laboured long on the preparations for this Colloquium have
probably not had time to step back to appreciate the unusual nature of their
creation. They have worked to bring together the representatives of the
federal and provincial governments and of many non-governmental organizations
covering a full range of interests in the field of wildlife. Success in that
regard alone would hardly be unique: governmental and private representatives
in Canada have, on different occasions over past years, come together to
discuss policy issues in various fields of human activity. In probably no
other instance, however, has such a full range of spokesmen undertaken to
discuss not just policy issues, but those two subjects so.dear and so privy to
each government alone: what additional taxes might be raised, and how the
proceeds might be shared.

That the Colloquium should even try to do this.is a tribute to the = .
open-mindedness of all those taking part. It is also a recognition that the
very nature of wildlife and its universal appeal inspire confidence that
reasonable solutions can be worked out, in open and frank discussion, by
reasonable people dedicated to a common cause.

In asking that this paper be prepared, those responsible expressed the desire
that the paper provide a background on the subject of sharing publicly-raised
funds among the orders of government in Canada, and that it suggest principles
for sharing that might be applicable to the particular circumstances of
wildlife management. The paper was to take it for granted that additional
funds would be available for sharing, derived probably from a new federal
excise tax on equipment and material employed by wildlife "users", and
possibly from other sources. : '

In my own contemplation of what the paper might say, the first point that came
to mind was that real lifeé:Canada - and real political life in particular - is
rarely neat and tidy. It is not difficult to write platitudes to cover any
situation, and principles expressed in governmental statements over the years
have often, sadly enough, been little more than that. Presumably what is
wanted here is something more concrete: principles which, if adopted, would
have a real influence over whatever might be done subsequently. But, such
precision may be impossible without an in~depth knowledge of all the nuances
of whatever arrangements may finally be agreed upon - for example, the degree
of pain that may be suffered by the government that collects the new taxes
that may be proposed. Nevertheless, it may be possible to draw some general
lessons from the wider history of federal-provincial cooperation in joint
endeavours over the years.

The broad plcture of sharing between the orders of government in Canada and. of
federal contributions to the provincial and territorial governments is, it can

be argued, one of glorious inconsistency. This has probably never been
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expressed better than by Robert MacGregor Dawson in his classic study "The
Government of Canada". He wrote, a generation ago, "The world of
pominion-provincial finance has for much of its history an air of grotesque

unreality, untrammelled by logic and the ordinary restrictions and meanings of

words..." - "The history of the subsidies demonstrates not only that final and
unalterable agreements’ can be and are subject to frequent revision, but that
population- flgures can be invented when the actual ones prove unsuitable; that
debt allowance can be made for debts which have never existed; that natural
resources’can be returned and enjoyed and at the same time compensated for on
a basis of theif original alienation; and that when a subsidy is increased, in
order to equalize the treatment among the provinces, further adjustments
become immediately necessary in order to overcome the injustices: whlch have
been occa31oned by the very act of equalization."

Whlle Dawson wrote, to some extent, with tongue in cheek, his basic purpose
was always ‘to-enhance the understanding of his students and readers. And what
he wrote in the passage cited, he would write again with just as much ‘
conviction and with, perhaps, still better examples, if he were around today.
The situation‘can perhaps be summed up in a single'sentence' "where the
political will exists, the way is found". It is found, often enough, despite
the initial opposition of: some of the actors, despite apparent constitutional
roadblocks, and despite precedents pointing in the opposite direction. '
Overcoming these obstacles, however, has produced a wide variety of »
arrangements; ‘each one tailored, presumably, to make agreement possible. Over
the years; some have succeeded, and others have fallen by the wayside, victims
of changing needs, changing governments, or because some governments had
entered into the arrangement with too great reluctance in the flrst place.

The Extent and Varlety of Federal—Provxnc1al Cooperatlon on Programs

. qulck readlng of the annual inventory of federal-provincial programs and
activities published by the Federal-Provincial Relations Office will confirm
at once just how wide the varlety really is.  The ‘inventory gives but little
indication, however, of the long battles that have been involved in the birth
and development of many of the programs described, or the way in which the
whole concept of joint programs has been subject to serious challenge over the
past twenty years or more. ‘Every dovernment bears the scars of those battles

and every new proposal for federal-provincial cooperation is viewed by federal

and provincial cabinets not only on its intrinsic merits, but against the
accunulated baggage of past experience across many fields of governmental
activity. . - .

Despite all the dlfflcultles, an 1mpress1ve array of joint programs has been
developed and a high degree of intergovernmental cooperation is the norm in

‘many fields. Federal cash transfers to the provinces for 1985-86 are now
-estimated by the federal government at $20.2 billion and the value of federal

tax transfers at $6.9 billion. The total -~ some $27.1 billion - represents
19.4% of the federal main estimates of $102.5 billion: for 1985-86. In terms
of total provincial revenues for 1985-86, the major federal transfers
(respecting equallzatlon, welfare assistance, health, and post—secondary
educatlon) are expected to represent more than 40% in the Atlantic provinces,

- over 30% in Quebec and Manitoba, and from 20 to 25% in British Columbia,

Saskatchewan and Ontario: Only in Alberta with its massive resource revenues
does the percentage drop to-13. In the Yukon and Northwest Territories,
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something close to 70% of their governments' total revenues comes from federal
sources.

Among the hundreds of federal programs in question, there are some. that haveo
become, for Canadians generally, an 1mportant part-of our very way. of life.
Some provinces, for example, are much less wealthy than others: .in the last "
fiscal year some $5 billion. in federal .cash went, with no strings: attached, to
help six provinces prov1de a reasonable standard of services without resort to
unreasonable levels of taxation. Canadians feel a sense of responsibility. for
less fortunate Canadians wherever they are across Canada: some $3.5 billion in
federal cash went to support provincial welfare networks through the Canada
Assistance Plan. :

Moreover, the vast majority of Canadians want protectiOn against the high cost

of illness: some.$4.5 billion in federal cash went to support provincial
medicare and hospitalization, and about $1 billion more for extended health
care. In addition, Canadians generally recognize the ‘importance of
post-secondary education to the national economy: close to $2 billion in
federal cash went to support provincial efforts in that field. and, as
mentioned earller, these federal "contributions" were reinforced.by. some~'
$7 billion in tax point transfers; largely associated with "Established
Program Financing" which cover both health and post-secondary education.

The recitation of such a list could, in some circumstances, be taken as no
more than propaganda for whatever federal government happened to be in power.
at a given time. Certainly the bare rec1tat10n, as we shall see later, '
ignores the controversies that were involved in bringing so many of. the.’
arrangements to their present state.. It ignores, too, the lingering. concerns
that some provincial governments may have about the whole concept of"
shared-cost programs. For the moment, -however, the list is intended to serve
as nothing more than a reminder of the scale and importance of :
federal-provincial cooperative programming in the fabric of ‘Canadian llfe, and
a reminder that proposals for any new kind of cooperation in any field will
always be seen, by the governments concerned, against the backdrop of the
large and, fundamental programs already in place.

Apart from these very large natlon—w1de programs, there 1s an almost
bewildeting variety of arrangements in almost every field of government
endeavour. The most common - almost traditional - practice is to share costs
50-50. This-is the arrangement that is used to share welfare costs under the-

Canada Assistance Plan, and for many years this was also the basis for federal-

contributions in the fields of health and post-secondary education. Even .
today, federal contributions to the health and post-secondary sectors are.

based, in a theoretical way, on what had been, at one time, a 50-50 system.ffA.~

number of smaller programs including Native Court Workers, Crop Insurance,
Legal Aid, and Agricultural Development, use 50-50 as a base.in one way or -
another. Railway grade separation contributions involve a complex formula,
but one revolving essentlally ar0und the 50-50 idea.. '

But there are many other flnanc1al arrangements too. National housing
programs have shifted about over the years but have provided, on occasion, for’
federal contributions of 75% of capital cost of joint housing projects,; and
75% of operating losses. They have provided as high as 90% towards the cost -
of land assembly. Under the Air Transportation Program, 100% has been offered
to cover approved airport infrastructure expenditures by public bodies
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including municipalities., National Training Programs, by and large, reimburse
the provinces for all the operating costs they incur under the agreements with
the federal government. The provincial governments that use the RCMP as
provincial police (all but Ontario and Quebec) pay about 60% of the cost,
though that percentage will rise to 70% by 1990-91. In the Student Loans
program, provinces issue and administer the loans, but the federal government
pays for all the losses arising from cases of non-repayment.

It is also significant that while the bulk of federal monies for shared-cost
programs is paid out on the larger (and some smaller) nation-wide- programs,
the number of non-nation-wide programs is far larger. In some cases the
latter are not nation-wide for the Smele reason that the subject they deal
with is spec1f1c to a particular region. Federal help for interprovincial
ferrles is an example. In other cases, such programs are deliberately aimed
at a 31ngle region. Prairie Farm Rehabilitation programs are one example,
another is the Primary Highway Strengthening program applicable only in the
Atlantic provinces and aimed at bringing their main routes up to the standard
prevailing in the rest of Canada.

One major national program 1nvolves the General Development Agreements under
which all sorts of industrial or infrastructure projects. are undertaken across
the country. These agreements are common in their basic goals and objectlves,
but the details,. including the sharing arrangements, are spelled out in-a
series of subsidiary agreements that can and do vary considerably from one
province, or one field of activity, to another. Beyond that are a host of
federal agreements on specific subjects with specific provinces including, of
course, a number of agreements in the wildlife field. In some cases such
single-province agreements are a reflection of a basic federal goal: the
Canada-Manitoba Accord on the enhancement of environmental quality would be an
example. In other cases, such agreements reflect a more local federal need or
objective in which the provincial government happens to be ‘concerned: the
Welland Canal Crossing Agreements with Ontario would be an example.

It would seem clear from all of this that a complex structure for
federal-provincial cooperation on a great variety of programs has developed
over the years. It would also seem clear that the "system" has come to be of
great importance not just to governments, but to Canadians generally., For
anyone looking to expand its scope, the system would seem to provide, at least
on the surface, precedents for doing almost anything in any field of
governmental endeavour., Before proceedlng to think about such p0551b111t1es,
however, it would seem wise to examine some of the controversies that the
evolution of the system has provoked, and some of the difficulties - both
perceptual and actual that have had to be overcome.

Fundamental Controversies over Shared-Cost Programs

Shared-cost programs were relatively 1n31gn1f1cant in the life of Canada until
after the Second World War. At the war's close the federal government had
both the money and the inclination to continue the leadership role it had
exercised during the period of conflict. It was highly conscious too of the
Social unrest of the 1930's, and influenced by the new interest in social

policy exemplified by the "Cradle to the Grave" philosophy of the Beveridge
report in the United Kingdon.
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As a result, a whole series of national health grants came into being in .
1948, In 1949, the federal government offered to help build the Trans—Canada
Highway, paying 50% across the board and 90% for extremely high-cost
stretches, such as through the Fraser Canyon. (It is notable that Quebec
rejected the principle of such help at the time, and only took part many years
later.) A new group of vocational training grants came on the scene in 1950,
a forest inventory program in 1951, assistance to the needy aged in 1952.
Various other programs to help child health, the disabled and the unemployed
continued to appear in the years leading up to 1958, when the massive program
of hospltal insurance came into force.

This spate of programs - and specially the introduction of hospital insurance

against considerable opposition - gave rise to much questioning in government .

circles, both federal and prov1nc1al of the wisdom of shared-cost
arrangements. A number of provinces including Quebec believed that it was
wrong in principle for the federal government to tax’ citizens, presumably for
federal purposes, and then to spend that money for programs which came within
the legislative jurisdiction of the provinces. Federal supporters of the

-shared-cost approach noted that, under the Constitution, the federal

government could tax and spend for any purpose whatever and that it was
perfectly reasonable, when the national interest (as determined by Parliament).
so demanded, to use the spending power to persuade provincial governments. to
legislate on matters important to the country, but outside Parliament’'s
legislative jurisdiction.

Opponents of this view argued that the federal government, rather than glVlng h
provinces funds with strings attached, should reduce taxes to permit prov1nces

to occupy the "tax room" thus made available, leaving provinces free, in those
circumstances, to determine their own priorities. And, if highways took
precedence over social policy, or vice versa, then so be it; Canada is a

federation, and not a unitary state. By no means all provinces felt this way-A

however. Some expressed. such views selectively, depending on whether they
agreed with the purpose of any given federal program. The poorer provinces,
generally, were leery of the "tax room" idea, knowing that a glven level of
tax, for them, produced a lot less revenue than it would produce in the richer
provinces., Some provinces argued for a compromise between "tax room" on the
one hand, and shared programs with many strings, on the other. The compromise
would involve block grants, leaving the provinces free to decide how to spend
the money, albeit within some defined sector of act1v1ty and for some :
generally deflned purpose within the sector.

Despite the growing controversy, further federal programs were offered in 1960 -

(training), in 1961 (crop insurance and rural redevelopment - the ARDA
program), in 1962 (fitness and amateur sport), in 1963 (the municipal
development fund) and in 1964 (interest on student loans). These were
followed in quick succession by three blockbusters: the Canada Assistance
Plan, which was a major consolidation of and improvement to a maze of

individual shared-cost programs, came in 1966; Medicare arrived the same yearh

and the Post-Secondary Education program appeared in 1967.. Each, of course,
had been preceded by months and even years of often acrimonious discussions
with the provinces on what needed to be done and on what, if any, role the -
federal government should play (the controversy was a good deal less, it might
be noted, over the Canada Assistance Plan).
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Even within the federal cabinet there was an open difference of view between
those ministers who pressed for new programs and those, including the Minister
of Finance, Mitchell Sharp, who, in the midst of adding new programs, were
locking for ways to. transfer greater respon51b111ty to the provinces for
raising taxes to support the programs already in place. Obviously the Quebec
situation was much in mind: whether to attract Quebecers by still better
programs from Ottawa, or to satisfy the aspirations of other Quebecers: for
greater’ de0151on—mak1ng freedom for their provincial government

' The strong feellngs of the government of Quebec on the questlon were

undoubtedly an important factor leading to Quebec demands for a fundamental
review of the.Canadian Constitution. The federal government, with
considerable reluctance, called the First Ministers together in 1967 to begin
such a process, and intensive discussions continued until the failed attempt
of the "Victoria Charter" in 1971. During the discussions - which ranged over
many aspects of the Constitution - the federal government offered, »
tentatively, to have restrictions placed on its future usé of the spending "
power for shared-cost programs, in effect requiring the assent of the
provinces in a majority of the regions before a’program could begin. In the
event, and for a variety of reasons, the proposal did not make it to the flnal
discussions at Victoria.

Something similar was again placed on the table by the federal government,
along with.many other proposals, during renewed constitutional negotiations in
1978-79. No overall agreement was reached, however, and when the federal
government_made its final moves to patriate the Constitution-in 1980-81, no
proposal of this kind was included. This does not mean that the subject is
dead: it will surface again, automatically, in any renewed const1tut10nal '
discussions with Quebec, particularly the question as to whether a prov1nce
that does not take part (that "opts out" as the 'saying goes) should receive
compensation for its share of the federal tax "pie" otherwise foregone, and,
not only Quebec is interested. All the points made against shared-cost
programs during the critical 1960's could be made.equally well ‘tomorrow, and
undoubtedly will be if the federal government should attempt to move into any
new prov1nc1al field of endeavour 1n any significant way.

It is useful to remember the Medicare case in that regard- the Ontario
government was strongly}opposed in principle, believing that.private insurance
was preferable. Yet that government could not remain outside the plan (which
a majority of Ontarians wanted, so. the polls said) and face the prospect
politically of Ontario residents paying taxes to the federal government to
help finance a program which they could not enjoy because their provincial
government had refused to take part. Behind all the controversie§ are such °
basic issues as who takes respon51b111ty for the taxes collected, whether
those taxes are to be used for approprlate purposes under the Constitution,’
and whether those who pay are to receive somethlng appropriate in return.

Governments remain extremely sensitive on these matters. For example, in the
figures given earlier on federal contributions to the provinces, it was
mentioned that the federal government, in 1985-86, will be contributing some

$20 billion in cash transfers and some $7 billion in tax transfers. In all
its statements of such contrlbutlons, and in all its descrlptlons of 1ts role,




»

the federal government is careful to include the tax transfers, to try to
ensure that Canadians will appreciate fully the magnitude of federal
generosity. Of special significance in that regard is Established Program
Financing which came on the scene in 1977. - T

EPF, as it is called, was brought in by: the federal government in response to
provincial pressures for greater flexibility, and partly to suit the federal
government's own purposes. It amounted to a massive reassembly of its
hospital and medical insurance and its post-secondary education programs.

Before EPF,. the féderal‘government had’beenApaying, very roughly speaking,_
half the provincial costs of operating each of these programs.  Hospital
insurance involved detailed conditions, medical insurance involved only key

principles to be observed, and post-secondary education required only that the \

money be spent in that field. With EPF, the three programs were rolled into a
single package with only key principles to apply to the first two, and a vague
consultative mechanism to the third. Federal contributions were no longer to
be tied to provincial expenditures, but were to be-escalated each year, from

the pre-1977 level, roughly in line with the economic growth of the’country. 3’t;
Moreover, federal contributions thenceforward were to come about one half from
cash, and one half from the value of "tax room" made available. - ' c

Today, even eight years later, it is not unreasonable for the Canadian

government - or for Parliament - to-say yes, we are still giving, or making - -
available, all this money to the provinces; and to bask in whatever credit can

be obtained. 1In reality, however, the federal government - and Parliament -

gained the advantage in 1977 of reducing taxes substantially, and since that o

time it is the provincial governments who have had to raise those taxes and
take the blame for them. Federal "leverage" is certainly reduced to the
level of its cash contributions, because there is no practical way in which

the tax room can be retrieved. ' In any event, it .is 'Alice:in Wonderland' for

the taxpayers as both orders of government can quote, with more or less equal
justice, vastly different figures on their respective contributions to these
vital programs. : : I - -

The shared-cost program front has, in practice, been relatively quiet these
past few years. EPF removed some major causes for provincial complaint

(though more recent federal moves. to eliminate extra billing and, at the same: -
time, to cut back.federal contributions on the health front did stir the pot

again). Mostly, the federal government has been too strapped for funds to
mount extensive new programs, and anything offered has tended to be both

relatively minor and non—controversial. Nevertheless, any new move on the ,f,'T

shared-cost front has-to be weighed against the-history just described.

Success and Failure in Shared-Cost Programming

It is perhaps useful to think about these words "success and failure", and
their potential meanings when applied to shared-cost programs. . For avid
provincial rights supporters, any shared-cost program-is probably a failure
because it is bound to run counter to their concept of how a-federation should

function. For the Government of Ontario, when it was being pulled inexorably .

into medicare, any program that was about to take'the medical insurance
business out of private hands was probably viewed as a failure. For the
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fgdera; government, the post-secondary arrangements under Established Program
Financing soon came to be viewed as a failure because .the provinces had not
given Ottawa the hoped-for voice in policy, and because the provinces had been
able to cut far back on the share they were putting in. The old Roads to.
Resources Program of the Diefenbaker years - probably for the first and only
time in history - offered the same amount to each province. For Prince Bdward
Island, the program was a roaring success; for other provinces, less so.

While there may not be battles over policy fundamentals, the battles over
financial resources associated with shared-cost programs are frequent, and
perhaps will be an inevitable fact of Canadian life as long as financial
resources can become more limited from time to time, and as long as government
experts are not able to predict with much accuracy the financial effects of
agreements entered into. The ink was hardly dry on the post-secondary
educatlgn arrangements of 1967 for example, when it became apparent to the
federal government that costs - quite apart from inflation - were going to
rise at rates far higher than federal advisers, and federal ministers
themselves, had been able to foresee. The cries from the provinces of-
"breach of faith" were pretty heart-rending as the federal government set

. about unilaterally placing some sort of cap on the level of its commitments.

. Similar episodes have happened often enough - the famous Revenue Guarantee

battle of the 1970's and the more recent federal attempts to place limits on
EPF are other examples. These conflicts over the financial aspects of
programs already underway have probably done more to inhibit '
federal-provincial cooperation than anything else, and have certainly placed a
damper on new or more extensive shared-cost programming. Nevertheless, given
today's circumstances in which low revenues and high deficits are faced by all
governments, no shared-program is likely to be immune from potential cuts.
And, if programs have to suffer, it may be on the basis of some .
across-the-board formula, or it may be on the basis of the program's lack of
popularity with governments, or on the basis of its lack of strong support
from the public. o

If a program is strongly supported by most federal ministers - by the’

cabinet - it is likely to survive in the tough times. If a program has a
Strong public following, it is also likely to survive. If a program brings to
the federal government adequate public credit for its contributions (often
requiring provincial cooperation) it is likely to survive. If ‘there is strong
provincial government support for a program, it is likely.to survive.

Another situation is less obvious, and is worth.a few words. - .

The Canada Assistance Plan - the country's principle backstop for the very
poor - is a major program-involving quite detailed requirements spelled out in
federal legislation, yet it was conceived in harmony by federal and provincial
ministers working together. . Other aspects of social policy - the Old Age
Assistance and Guaranteed Income Supplement, for example, and Family
Allowances - were the subject of major public rows, particularly in the 1960's

"and early 1970's. Yet CAP, in the same period, was moving forward largely in

Sweetness and light, criticized by some of the poor as not giving enough and

by some better-off Canadians as overgenerous, but supported firmly by
governments. : . ‘




One can speculate that what was really in operation was a group of dedicated
federal-provincial ministers "against the rest". Each knew how tough it was
to persuade his or her cabinet colleagues to give priority to the poor; by
banding together as a federal-provincial team they had a chance to succeed for
the benefit of their "clientele", and they did. It could be, argued,
similarly, that the two small but not unimportant federal-provincial programs
of legal aid and compensation to victims of violent crime were put together in
1972 and 1973 at the personal initiative of the then Ministers of Justice and
Attorneys General. These programs, like CAP, were born in a period of intense
federal-provincial conflict, yet the common interest of the ministers
concerned overcame all the obstacles. '

In a kind of back-handed fashion, the experience of the National Housing

Program reinforces the possibility that.federal and provincial ministers can, . .

in a unique way, contribute as a group to the success or failure of an
enterprise. The earlier policies under the National Housing Act stressed
federal-provincial cooperation in the carrying out of a variety of programs
for less well-off Canadians. For years these programs were a considerable
success. Because of their cost, however, and because the federal government
received little credit, there was an important shift in later years'towards
the federal government doing things on its own, and working directly with
client groups. Federal-provincial cooperation became minimal. When, finally,
the federal government decided to make drastic reductions in CMHC's whole
housing effort, there were few provincial voices to protest. This, of course,
is a gross oversimplification, but probably not far off the mark.

There are then many factors that can contribute to the success or failure of
any federal-provincial program, or that can help to ensure the continuance of
a good program even in the face of adverse circumstances. The section-that
follows attempts to restate these factors in the form of "lessons" that may
have broad application.

Lessons to be Drawn from the Shared-Cost Programming Experience .

There are lessons that may be drawn from each of the three preceding sections
of this paper: ' .

(a) fram the Extent and Variety of Programs

The first lesson is that there is no automatic formula -for sharing

costs, While 50-50 is the most common, this reflects, more often than

not, the lack of any rationale that would justify other figures. Each

- case seems to have been worked out on its merits, with the anxiety of -
the federal government - or of the provincial -governments - to achieve.

- particular objectives being reflected in the barter. In many.cases,
- the low revenues of some provincial goverments have been taken
specially into account. o ,

The second lesson is that the federal governhent-has made a fairly
clear distinction between national programs on the one hand and

regional or provincial or local programs on the other. Even when
national programs allow for some local flexibility, there is a strong
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(b)

common thread, and all areas are likely to benefit at least to some
degree. Programs designed to achieve some goal in one or two parts of
the country (but a goal that is not applicable to the other parts) are
openly advertised for what they are. It is much harder in such a case
for the "left-out" areas to complain, than if they were to receive an
apparently unfair share from a national program. Whatever is done has
to appear to be fair.

from Fundamental Controversies over Programs

The third lesson is that the whole concept of federal-provincial
shared-cqst programs under the Constitution has been and is likely to
go on being controversial, whether or not a particular program is
controversial. One individual program will have a better chance of
survival if it respects to the greatest degree possible the

~ constitutional sensitivities of all governments concerned.

1@

‘The fourth lesson is that governments are .extremely sensitive to the -
effects that shared-cost programs may have not only on their spending
plans, but on their access to "tax room" and on their capacity to
introduce new taxes of their own for any purpose. Not all shared-cost
programs have an obvious link to the taxing side, but when they do,

‘they will have-a better chance of survival if all governments feel
.comfortable with the arrangements worked out, and do not have to face - -

strong criticism from opposition parties, the press or the public.

'from Success and. Failure in'Programming :-?

The fifth lesson is that shared-cost programs are always tempting

- targets for federal cutbacks: the blame tends to stick to the
government delivering the program. Generally, programs which are

controversial between major segments of the public, or controversial
between regions, or controversial within provincial governments even
though they take part, or within the federal government itself, can be
attacked most easily.- o : c - :

Thg'sixth.lesson'is the corrollary of the fifth:»ﬁhé program that is
built upon solid:intergovernmental cooperation, that is designed for -
continuing appeal to a major segment of the Canadian public without

‘being too controversial with others; and that is designed to serve all

parts of the country if it is a national program, will clearly have a
better chance of surviving than one ignoring these factors.

The seventh lesson- is that governments have a right'to receive credit
for the things they do; after all, they do bear the pain of imposing
taxes and the criticism when programs go sour. A program that does
not permit such credit fairly and reasonably will always be
vulnerable. - L T =

The eight lesson is thét a group of determined federal, provincial and
territorial ministers working together towards a common goal can
achieve success against considerable odds. ' '
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The ninth lesson is that nothing is permanent. Nevertheless, it is
worthwhile to try to give a good program the greatest degree of
permanency that can be achieved. Towards that end, formal
intergovernmental agreements can help. Such agreements-supplemiented
by federal legislation. is better, and supplemented by-legislation
passed by both Parliament -and the legislatures is better still.

Wwhat remains to be seen is the extent to which these lessons may be applicable
to the major new 1n1t1at1ves that .are: now being contemplated in the field of
wildlife. :

Applying thevLessons-to the7Wiidlife,Fdeid&'

If the first lesson above is right,. then no sharing formula beyond a vague
50-50 ‘can be worked out before knowing what kind of program is to be mounted.
Admittedly, the federal offer of a more generous, or a less generous, formula
could well influence governments in their decision on whether to take part in
any program, so a kind of :chicken and egg situation could be said to exist.
However, a quick reading of the'other lessons above will soon indicate that
the' sharing formula is but one of many aspects that have to be considered in
the design_and,establishment'of‘any successful federal-provincial program.
The essential, then, is surely for governments to know what they want to
achieve, and the modalltles - including trade—offs on cost-sharlng - follow
along. '

Yet even a de0151on on what is wanted runs into another chlcken and egg
situation - what each government wants has to be tailored in practical fashion
to the concerns of the other governments and the publlc. And, it should be
argued here, tailored to the long Canadian experience, both good and bad, in
the domain of shared—-cost programs. Perhaps the best place to start is with
the great hope of those part1c1pat1ng in the Colloquium that a new day can be
made to dawn. for wildlife in Canada, that some new and major 1n1t1at1ve using
new and major sources of spec1al funds can be brought to reallty. '

In’ that regard, a flrst observatlon can readlly be made~ it would be hard to
persuade governments and the public to support the concept of major new
sources for funds if the monies were to be used simply for the contlnulng
operatlons and research.that are already being .carried on by government -
wildlife organizations using normal:appropriations from Parliamént and the
leglslatures. Even if governments could be persuaded to develop new, untapped
sources of funding to cover work of a kind that is considered "normal" the
temptation would be overwhelmlng over time to cut back on normal - : :
appropriations,’ and to leave the governmental wildlife services more and more

dependent: on the special .sources;. and perhaps llttle better off than they were

before such sources became avallable.

Clearly, somethlng major, somethlng 1maglnat1ve and appeallng, someth;;g
requiring special, sustained effort over a considerable period:is essential if
the idea of special funding sources is:to be accepted and if those sources are
to remain dedicated to the 1n1t1at1ves ‘for which they are to be established.

A second observation, grow1ng from the thought just expressed may also have a
bearing on the kind of new initiative that may be chosen. The Colloquium will
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be looking at the question of funding sources in another full paper devoted to
that purpose. At the risk of some duplication, however, it is perhaps worth
noting here that the kind of special source or sources of funds that may be
adopted could have a considerable impact on both the short- and long-term A
acceptability of the federal-provincial initiative that the funds are used to
finance.

I1f, after observing all the niceties called for by the fourth lesson above and
at long last reaching agreement with all governments concerned, a tax is
applied, let us say, to all who buy any equipment for use in the great
outdoors and the program to be mounted brings advantages, let us say, to
prairie residents only, then the tax would tend to be unpopular in the rest of
the country and pressure would grow to drop the tax or widen the program. By
the same token, the same kind of "fairness"™ problem could arise if the new
tax, in some way or other, was made to hit say waterfowl hunters only, while
the funds were used to bring advantages to all sorts of other groups who also
enjoyed wildlife,

These kinds of problems are, of course, to be expected if "dedicated" tax
sources are used. By and large, governments have avoided such taxes, most
probably on grounds that their widespread use would take away governmental
flexibility to redistribute funds between programs to meet changing .
priorities. There is another point, however. The federal government, because
the revelation could be divisive across Canada, has steadfastly avoided ]
publishing regional and provincial breakdowns of revenue sources, using the
argument that the calculations can never be done accurately. Such an
argument would hardly hold water, however, on a single dedicated tax source.
The flgures on such a tax would undoubtedly become public and direct
comparisons would then be made with the geographical breakdown on the
expenditure side.

If dedicated tax sources are to be used, there is a serious argument that,
trom the outset, the program chosen for support should be one in which the
expenditures patterns across Canada will not differ too sharply from revenue
patterns. The pertinence of the second lesson above (on the question of
national programs) needs no further emphasis.

This leads us to the third lesson and what it means in the wildlife field,
l1.e. the question of the Constitution. Apart from jurisdiction over the
fisheries (including authority to legislate concerning fish habitat) the
Parliament of Canada has no specific legislative jurisdiction to deal with
wildlife, except for the important gquestion of migratory birds. In that case,
Parliament inherited its constitutional authority because the British
Government signed the 1916 Migratory Birds Convention with the U.S.A. on
Canada's behalf.. This is an unusual kind of authority in that under today's
Constitution, Canada's entry into an international treaty touching a field of
provincial jurisdiction would not bring with it any legislative authority in
that field, and the treaty could be implemented only with provincial
cooperation.

In addition to its specific authorlty over fish and birds, however, the
federal government has at its disposal another broad constitutional power
which enables it to carry on research as it sees fit, and to spend money for
anything it wishes - including expenditures designed to persuade provinces to
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do things within their own jurisdiction. This is the controversial "spending
power" discussed earlier. Its use for research has not caused too many
conflicts although the argument has been made from time to time, particularly
by Quebec, that federal research should be limited to subjects of federal
jurisdiction (an argument that has always been strongly rejected by Ottawa).
The wider use of the power as a "persuader" has been the cause, as already
noted, of frequent and heated debates over the years.

In the circumstances,; a new wildlife initiative tied, for example, to
migratory birds, would come within Parliament's jurisdiction, and would not be
as subject to criticism as an initiative based on the spending power alone.

On the other hand, if the provincial ministers concerned are in solid -
agreement concerning an initiative that did require use of the spending power,
they could probably overcome any objections that might be raised by their =
respective cabinet colleagues. As long as the federal government is not
trying to dictate conditions to the provinces, constitutional questions are
unlikely to be a problem in the wildlife field. To put it another way, if the
eight lesson (about ministers working as a group) is well applied, then the
requirements of the third lesson (on the constitutional aspect) will be much -

easier to meet. :

The fifth lesson and the sixth lesson are really two sides of the same coin:
the greater the degree of enthusiasm and agreement that is achieved among
governments on all aspects of whatever new initiative may be chosen, and the
greater the enthusiasm and agreement among concerned Canadians across the
country, the more chance the initiative will have, over the long haul, to
fulfil the hopes of its sponsors. The initiative has to be thought of not -
only in terms of its initial appeal, but also in terms of. its capacity to
sustain interest and support. After all, spending programs are subject to
annual scrutiny in Parliament and the legislatures. BAnd, while taxes
generally are not reviewed unless they are to be altered, it is hard to
imagine that Parliament would countenance the indefinite continuance of a

dedicated tax without some periodic review of what was being achieved with the -
proceeds and whether the tax was still needed. Hence it has to be borne in- .

mind that even dedicated taxes can be cut at budget-time, unless the
opposition to such cuts is ever present and ever strorg. ‘

The seventh lesson (credit to governments) has a bearing, not necessarily-on
the choice of the initiative, but very much on the manner in which the
initiative is carried out. If the initiative should be of such a nature that-
its execution would be entirely in provincial hands, with the federal :

government cast only in the role of a behind-the-scenes banker and no more, it

is hard to imagine the government, or Parliament itself, remaining happy for-
long, even if such a role were accepted at the beginning. o

Governments expect to receive reasonable.credit for what they do, and the "
expectation is legitimate. "Credit" may be thought of as no more than being
present at opening ceremonies for new facilities, but it has deeper aspects.
One is the expectation that in shared programs both orders of government will
give reasonable prominence, in all their public pronouncements, to the role of
the other in the joint enterprise (in general, the practice -has been far
behind the expectations). The other is the expectation that the giver of
funds will have at least some voice in the continuing and cooperative setting
of policy and in assessing progress. ‘ : ’
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It will be noted that these two aspects can be covered quite adequately
without the work itself having to be retained in federal hands. Some of the
funds, for example, could be left entirely for use at provincial discretion
within the broad objectives or conditions of the program, bBut somé could also
be held for allocation towards meeting particular national concerns, with
decisions made, perhaps, by some permanent federal-provincial council,
possibly along the lines provided for in the "Atlantic Accord" on offshore oil
and gas resources. - ‘ : = . T

Finally, the ninth. lesson stresses the need to lend the maximum .air iof
permanence to whatever new initiative is undertiaken. The comments made
earlier about that lesson indicated several practical steps that ‘might be -
taken to "enshrine". the new initiative in the ‘federal-provincial system.

Concluding Comment

How practical the nine lessons may be in the wildlife field can only be
determined by applying them to definite proposals. For someone from outside
the field to attempt to use the lessons in a theoretical way to rule out one
kind of'initiative.pr to support another would be to attempt the impossible.

No new initiative is ever likely to reflect all the lessons perfectly. In
real life, compromises have to be made by those who have to accept - :
responsibility for the result. Because however, one kind of initiative —. the
enhancement of habitat for migratory waterfowl and especially for ducks and
geese - has been openly discussed as the possible initiative, it 'may not be
out of order to make a comment. ‘ C o

A m@jor‘new initiative to support the enhancement of waterfowl habitat has -
obvious merits. It is a much needed endeavour. Tt could well be supported by
a numper of governments and be highly popular with many groups of interested
Canadians. It would appear capable of responding to most of the "nine
lessqns“. Problems might be encountered, however, with the second lesson
(national programs serving nationwide) and with the fourth lesson
(sensitivities on the tax side). If the pattern of revenues collected by
province and region was far out of line with the pattern of expenditures,

- controversies would-almost certainly erupt over time, even if it were possible

to get the program going in the first place.

If this kind of difficulty is foreseen by the Colloquium, it is possible that
an answer might be found in chosing a two-pronged initiative, one aimed at-
waterfowl habitat and the other aimed at some other important aspect of
wildlife management, the expenditure pattern of which would help to bring -
a?out a better overall balance between the revenues and expenditures in the
different parts of Canada. = If there is nothing suitable within the
responsibilities of the Canadian Wildlife Service for the "second prong”, it
1s perhaps not impossible to, think of 'a joint endeavour involving other parts -
of Environment Canada, or. involving the federal department of Fisheries and
Oceans, bearing in mind that fish and game are’commonly housed in the same
department by the governments of the: provinces, and that they administer
sports fishing under delegated authority from the Government of Canada.
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HIGHLIGITS OF THE OPEN DISCUSSION
David A. Munro, Moderator

R SN
i

David A. Mmro: There have been proposals for raising additional funds, -
through an excise tax, or taxes, through user fees, through systems which
would ensure that somehow or other. the. cammunity 'got an economic rent
from wildlife. I'm using that term, rather than saying privatization.

We have ‘also talked .about arrangements for doing things-better; cooperative

research, collaborative management, incentives for habitat management.
Finally, we have been made aware of some of the difficulties that will
face us, fiscal or financial, which have beéen outlined particularly by
David Perry, and political difficulties alluded to by several people but

perhaps most cogently by Frank.Carter. Several people have _su;gest_ed‘ that .-

“the way ahead is in experimentation, pilot projects in-which we- try out
some of these new ideas. I want to encourage discussion and camment, '
‘questions and answers, additional dialogue with the speakers that helps
to develop how we feel about these particular points., -

Peter Pearse: . It might be helpful if there were someone here who
represents a hunters, fishermen. or envirommental group, who:could help
to explain if there were broadly based support for sane experimental
projects, involving the private sector to contractual arrangements to ,
"take some responsibilities for wildlife management and use -~ what is the
specific nature of the opposition that we could expect? The government
of British Columbia conducted a poll on this matter and there seems to“

be a broadly based public receptiveness to delegating some responsibilities

to the private sector. The opposition, if I recall correctly, came
specifically from hunting groups. Could somebody help us to zero in on
where that opposition is, how deeply ingrained ‘it is and ways in which it
might be allayed or reversed?- ‘ : " S

Gregg Sheehy, Canadian Nature Federation: :Some of :the opposition would
cane from people who are not represented here at all, and that is the
animal rights movement. I can see considerable cpposition to commercial .
marketing of wild meats-not marketed in Canada before. I know that there
is opposition to the concept of a slaughter house in northern Quebec for

the George River caribou herd. I know there would be- cpposition to the =~ -

predator control programs which you can assume would be involved in game
ranching, Those are the:two main’ sources.of opposition that I see.

Honourable Vincent Kerrio: We in Ontario attempted to do some' contracting
in our parks, where very possibly some contracting would be to the
advantage of managing our parks. We ran irito a great deal of opposition:
from .the union, and we had to stop for the time being doing any more
contracting. Now they had said that we were considering privatizing our
parks, which in fact was not true; we wanted to expand the facility -for the

least amount of money. It brings into view people who have to be sold that .

we can better sérve the public¢ by drawing. from the private sector some of -
the expertise that exists. there to stretch our dollars. How could we
properly address ourselves to that ,question?». . - ’ ’
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Peter Pearse: It isn't a question of displacing public servants currently
engaged in part.:llcular activities, it is rather a case of doing something
new and in addition. So you would not, I hope, run the risk of stirring

up thc:‘: usual problems associated with displacing responsible public
agencies.

Governments of provinces have, in a number of cases, done things
suggested here, which have not caused great public outcry. For example,
the government of British Columbia has for some years been licensing
the cammercial harvgsting and sale of bison, and I understand that in
Newfoundland there is now an arrangement under which Inuit, I believe, in
the north, are cammercially harvesting caribou and selling it in local
markets. Newfoundland has allowed the requlated sale of venison in
r.estaur{:mts, and as far as I know, these particular incidents have never:
glven rise to major outcries. The resistance in British Columbia and
Alberta occ;urred where people feared that suddenly they weren't going to
have the right to go hunting anymore or they were going to have to pay a
thoq§and dollars to go hunting. I'm wondering whether it isn't a question
of simply making sure that people understand the dimensions of the proposal-
and moving ahead with it on a clear understanding. ‘ ‘

Monte Hummel, World Wildlife Pund: Usually at meetings of this kind
samebody speaks up on behalf of the beleaguered taxpayer, so I thought I
would do that. One reaction is, I already pay taxes. If you want more
money , reshuffle your priorities, don't ask me for more. Second reaction .
is, If you want more,.give me a choice, at the very least.  So then you
approach the check-off .idea, that is a little less burdensome, or,

Let; me glve to a non-govermment organization. . It is true that we can
ralse money from some sources that govermment can't because there is a
sense that there are some things that non-government organizations might
be.able to do better or more independently than goverrment. The third
principle is, the taxpayer is entitled to say, I'll give if somebody else
does. I think we have reached the time when almost nobody should pay
everything for anything anymore. We are really into matching funds,
levex;age, we'll -give this provided you give that, and that applies to the
publlc; as well. Certainly the private sector, when they support our ’
organization, -ask, what is govermment doing in this area? Are they
playing their role? And my last point would be that the pattern of giving
to the goverrment is quite different from that in the private sector.

The bureaucratic approach locks for the same amount of money from
eve;ybody, whereas if you really appeal to people to give on a voluntary
basis, you get 90% of your funds from 10% of your donors. This pattern
has reinforced itself again and again in public canpaigns for funds and
should be kept in mind when appealing to the public for money.
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Bob Stewart, Federation of Ontario Naturalists: Qur organization lives
almost entirely on members' donations for our various programs and when

I heard of Mr. Turner's proposal before caming here, I thought, my
goodness, how are we going to persuade. taxpayers to kick in more money, -
even if it's for the activity they cherish the most? Yet the history of
our organization is that our members do come through for very specific
things, and I think Monte is absolutely right: when you are fund raising,
if you are fund raising for something specific, you succeed. ‘

Mr. Turner remarked quite clearly abaut his concerns regarding the
cuts to the Canadian Wildlife Service and I think before we naturalists
would be particularly swpportive of increased taxes, we would want to
see the federal govermment restore the disproportionate cuts made to CWs,
A basic funding should be available to these programs. The new proposal
may be perceived as mechanisms of govermments sloughing off a oost that
perhaps a better or wealthier component of society might well be able-to
finance on its own. Things must not only be fair but must be seen to be
fair. If we are going to contribute more we should have clear policies
fram our provincial govermment. In Ontario, where wetlands are suldenly
taxed as a municipal land rather than as agriculture, it's not possible for
a landowner or farmer to protect those wetlands for wildlife with the kind
of ecoromic pressures that are against him. We have to have a policy to -
protect wetlands and we have to find a way of untaxing nature.

W.J. Klassen, Deputy Minister, Renewable Resources, Yukon: The Yukon
doesn't have any agricultural base, at least nothing to compare it with

the southern provinces, and so interested individuals are starting to ‘
lock at the possibility of ranching or farming wildlife. I recognize that
one raises that subject at same risk. One of the areas that has to be ‘
addressed with that in mind though is, how large is the potential market
for the products from wildlife ranching? Is the market for red meat -
finite? And are we going to run into the difficulty that the Loming

. Brothers faced in Alaska, early in this century when they were able to
land dressed reindeer carcasses in Seattle at substantially lower cost. -
than long horn cattle fram Texas and as a consequence ran into a lobby from
the ranchers that resulted in legislation being passed which made it
impossible for them to continue to operate? The suygestion has often been’
made that the meat from.wildlife that most people assume is being wasted by
non-resident hunters could be made available for consumption at least at -
the local lewvel, where the present government is corcerned abaut reducing--
the amount of cash. that' flows:-out:-of the territory.. ' ’

On the.subject of cammercial harvesting of wildlife populations,
consider ation has.to be given to the value of that individual animal,
hunted for sport or recreation, subsistence or consumption by scameone
like myself who can quite well afford to buy the meat but really enjoys
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the flavour of moose. I don't kill amoose every yvear, and so I spend -
ﬁ lot of money looking for that animal. As a consequence, each moose
ngge'sted is wr.ar:th‘more than. if the individual hunters bought beef.

ildlife ranching is of considerable interest up there now. There is at
least one privately-owned elk herd, but it is being viewed at the moment
more as - farming rather than ranching on extensive acres.

‘Gregqg Sheehyf Canadian Nature Federation: So far we have heard some
;eally;gogd ideas for overcaming some of the problems in research and
gong:nrgtlon, but we haven't at all addressed the interpretation programs'
anad }ir.l As a member of tI?e bgard_of directors of Wildlife Habitat

ada, know thai:. that organization is receiving many requests for funding
to lhelr__a SWpport interpretation facilities. It would be really worthwhile
fc_)r: tl}ls group to mal::e a recamendation for the developrnent of a national
*,ylldllfs_: Interpretation plan, something that Habitat Canada can use to make
1ts'd(:3cls:.ons on funding these proposals, and the provinces can make
decg.smns as to whether or mot to support such facilities or develdp them
Enw,romner}t'Canada, through the Wildlife Service and through Parks Canada.
has a legitimate -rolg in helping to develop this kind of plan. Right now’
Eotgkl)enkfe“g hz\lre nothing to fill the gap for the five areas which were lost
il stzt egg?verg?ent. I #ecam.nend that .we develop this interpretation

Al_f:t A. Smith, Prince Edward Island Fish and Wildlife: As a wildlife
director frap hth? east, I share dual portfolios of sport fishing management
as well as wildlife. Sport fishery and wildlife are not receiving the
recognition within their own department. for the habitat initiatives they
would ,llke‘t;o taJ;e{: there may be .an opportunity to marry here. Not only do
we thus gain a@dltlonal support for ecosystems, but you also have a greatly
enhanced constltugncg to work with. There are examples right across the
country, whether it is the fly fisher federation or the wildlife federation
;g;nks)grgg O;,;gigm gghagcex;en; programs. Too me they tie together. There
uni o lock a i
ot across the o ur%:try. t that approach, to marry those two agencies

Stew bbnlson,.l}wkg Unlimited: T would like to comment onh the excise tax

proposql. ?Zn principle, we at Ducks Unlimited could certainly support

lt. There is also the principle of no taxation without representation.

So pelng one of tf_le groups interested in waterfowl, we .would hope whel:l the

rg&xé:tfgslgngé theég ztaffshput .together the game plan as to what t;he extra
u used. for, that i 3 "

Plan were oare of i, ’ waterfowl and the North American .Waterqul

Hugh Monaghan, Director, Fish and Wildlife Branch, Department of Renewable
%sorn'cgs, Yu!cpn: I would like to comment on a few aspects of the Pearse
paper w%th v»i}lch I. do strongly agree. Intensive management, which we are
headed into in some areas, is, clearly a function of demand . W have a
resource out there, and unless people feel a strong vested interest in it
we may well lose that resource. This is particularly important in the '
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North, because in the North we have a strong reliance on renewable -
resources. We are not generally looking towards the importation of
southern-based agriculture. We will probably, to a significant degree, as
our deputy indicated, rely on the intensive management and in some cases
farming of wildlife species. The intensity of management and the net
benefit received from the resource is based on a demand which is variable,
and our management regimes in the hinterland will be quite extensive.

But there will be localized opportunities for intensive management ‘which in
southern Canada you would call farming.- We: should, with careful plaining,
lean towards that and optimize the benefits from'it. .

~ But T fear the suggestion made -in your paper Dr. Pearse that we ought
to_seek an escalated level of demand in use to maximize return from the
resource, because the marginal 'cost curb will often be there, and it will
. be driven 'up and make our cost of management inordinately high. I suggest
enhancement where we see a clear opportunity, and move with caution, but
not necessar ily enhancement for the use. of the resource, which in my -
opinion in some cases can be dangerous. = :

"I also agree that in resource managemnent programs govermment is often
punitive, when. in fact more positive incentives can be provided. We are
looking at a contractual approach to .regulating the outfitting industry.
We are not yet convinced that it is necessarily the best route to go but
we can enter into contracts with outfitters to give them terms and very -
specific criteria under which they will operate. We set out the biological
regime in a manner that will meet our resource management requirements; but
also permit them, as entrepreneurs, to plan well in advance and to run
their operation in a manner which will give them a long term proper use of
‘the area.- ‘ B : ' . o o

. Contractual approaches can be used in other sectors. Tree farmers
are now using them in B.C. In the wildlife area we ‘can alsd“look into this
in intensive use areas.. We have often found a policy that works in one
area of Canada, tried to export it to others and dogmatically hung to = -
consistency across the caintry. That has created some pretty serious
problems for us both east to west and more particularly north to south.

I do note with something more than mild interest in Mr. Carter's comments
on Mr. Turner's paper, that he envisions the tax regime as going forward
withaut provincial/territorial sharing and the provinces and territories
having somewhat -of a mild advisory role. We will return that cament to ~
our minister, but I would expect that would be raised in other forums.
The notion of econamic rent is good, and that is where wildlifers could -
well focus in the future,

Ken Brynaert, Canadian Wildlife Federation: Art Smith suwgested that there
were opportunities- for fisheries to take similar initiatives. 'This brings
to mind the role. of non—goverrment. organizations, who are not structured
like governments, where cutting across agency lines is nigh to impossible.
It is an opportunity for involvement of the public sector to do exactly
that. ‘
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. The Canadian Wildlife Federation has been talking to forestry,
fisheries and agriculture, with the idea that this could be the first ste
towards a coordinated effort and integrated management plan for wildlife P
If it can't be done from within goverrment, maybe you can work from the )
outside in. ‘ B -

. Regarding the commercial sale of game animals, to arrive at settlement
with native people, their aspirations and land claims, accammodations will
have to be made to allow for the commercial exploitation of our wildlife
resources. In the Northwest Territories, Labrador and other parts of
Canada there has been movement 'in that direction.

Robert Jantzen, Former Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: I just
have a comment on the Turner proposal and some of the comments made
regarding that. If the proposal is patterned to a large degree after the
system used in the United States; the states are the beneficiary of that
program. By law they get 92% of all the funds taken in from an excise tax
’E:hat'targets certain segments but not all of the tax-paying public, and it
is a matching program, whereby the states cannot qualify for the allocation
to them unless they put up a dollar for every three that they get from the
federal government. So there is a partnership arrangement built into the
United States' system, it is aimed directly at regional and local

_ management capabilities, and they do benefit from it. -

l.)avid‘A.‘ Munro: Barry Turner, pecple have interpreted your speech as
implying that this would be a unilateral action by the federal government,
but that beyond that they did not hear any indication of a mechanism for
collaboration with the provinces or for any sort of cost or revenue sharing
of tézletproceeds of your proposals. I wonder if you would like to comment
on that. : : '

Barry Turner: Well, that's not true. I tried to weave through my
comments the importance of bringing together all jurisdictions involved
here in sharing the revenues in cooperation with the non-governmental
organizations, the ten provinces and two territories. I'm not sure how
that was misinterpreted. I love the idea of a dollar for dollar match;
I didn't realize that the United States manages the excise tax that it
generates that way. ' :

Herman Schwenk, Alberta Fish and Wildlife Advisory Council: I have one
concern and that is with the so-called environmental groups or animal
rights groups active w};hin our society. Unless we very clearly address
the pegative'aspects those groups create, we cauld be spinning our wheels:
cons%derably on this whole matter. They appear to have the philosophy that
species protection is conservation, when in fact it is not. If you are
golng to manage wildlife in any way, then you have to manage the whole
thing. _There is no point in increasing habitat and management systems for
increasing the number of ungulates, for example, if you don't do something
about managing the predators.
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Nestor Romaniuk, Alberta Fish and Game Association: I owe.Dr. Pearse an
answer. In Alberta the hunters are against game ranching. We had first
agreed with the natives being given an opportunity for game ranching, and

‘then. private enterprise said, we all want a chunk of it, and that was

fair.. However, our questions were, where do they obtain their original
stock, who gets it first and how much do they get, how much of it do they
take out fram the wild? We're here talking about the econamy of wildlife
and how much wildlife is worth, and as mentioned before, for one moose,

I buy a licence, I have a special vehicle, I've got-a gun, I need bullets,
clothing and fuel. 1If I have game ranching, I don't need any of this.
Goverrmment wouldn't get any of this. We are now subsidizing game farmers
because they can't do anything with their meat. We are now working on a
situation in Manitoba where 30 elk were imported with Blue Tongue.

The elk were sent back; they wouldn't take them back on the other side of
the border so they had to destroy them and the people were subsidized. -
Samebody mentioned today how much the guide and outfitters mean to the.
econany of owr province and our country. If an American came and went to a
game ranch and saw a big elk there or a big moose, we wouldn't need guide
and outfitters anymore. Those are some of the reasons we are against game
ranching. ' ‘

Jim Walker, Director, B.C. Fish and Wildlife: One of the things that tight
budgets and this concentration on money do is by default define what kind
of wildlife resource we are going to have in Canada. I know that they have
had the Pittman—-Robertson Act in the States since I think someone said 1947
or 1937, they've also lost all of their grizzly bears, they have about 600
to 800 of them left in the continental United States. They have very few
cougars left. When we talk about throwing money at the wildlife resource,

"it is important that we keep remninding the politicians and the decision -

makers that we also have to be concerned about land use decisions, because
the money by itself doesn't do anything. All the money will do will
allow us to crank out animals that technology allows us to duplicate
samewhat artificially.. We have to continually remind ourselves that we
are supposed to be maintaining the diversity, and all the money in the
world won't allow us to enhance things we don't know how to enhance.

Same of the species, such as grizzly bhears, only respond to areas where

they are undisturbed. Everytime we state that wildlife needs more money,

I agree with that but one should make certain that we talk about better
land use decisions as well.

Diane.Griffin, Island Nature Trust: In eastern Canada, so much of the
land is privately owned; landowner cooperation is going to be required in
preservation of wildlife habitat. Now as we all know many people don't
really trust goverrments, whether federal or provincial, and hence other
groups, such as Wildlife Habitat Canada and the Nature Conservancy of
Canala have a major role to play. Certainly Nature Conservancy's problem
is funding, and this is where Barry Turner's proposal can play a major role
in providing the infrastructure for the organizations to cooperate and
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hence generate more funds from other sources. I see a major spln—off
effect from that proposal. Dr. Stewart brought up a good point, and that
is on taxing nature. When we. establish nature sanctuaries, one of the
killers for us is that we have to pay taxes on it. Another thing that
really hurts nature is when farmlands are taxed because they have wildlife
habitat on them.. Now this may not be a direct.tax, it may be an incentive
against maintaining wildlife habitat, as we have seen with the regulatlons
relating to production.of wheat and how much land you can have in wheat,
and tmr much your ‘quota is m relation to the amount of that:land.

Honourable Colin Maxwell, Minister of Parks and Renewable Resources:

In Reglna, waltlng to reach the legislature, is a new parks act, which

is going to give me authority to declare reserve areas which we may

not declare as parks right now. We will have five years to decide.

For instance, the Athabaska Sand Dunes and the Great Sand Hill should be a
protected area. ' The Clearwater River will be a protected area next week.

Rural Development, Tourism, Small Business, Econcmic Development' and Trade
will have to go to my department if they want: to do something on the

96 million acres of resource land I control over and .above the parks, over
and above the 20 million acres of natural forestry. : -

'We also passed a critical wildlife habitat :xotection act. I believe
it is the only one.of its kind in the country. Currently 1.2 million acres
are in the act and another 1.3 million acres are scheduled to.be added.
Eventually we are going to run over 3 million acres in that act, which
means 3 million acres of habitat.critical to wildlife will not be altered;.
it is Crown land and will not be.sold or ‘cleared, except by special '
dispensation through an Order-in-Council. - We also have put the North
American Waterfowl Management Plan on the Cabinet table and it has received
approval. Saskatchewan is.committed and Saskatchewan has also ccmmtted
fundlng to it. , . «

S0 who speaks for wildlife in any province?  You can talk all you like
about habitat; unless you reach your minister and your minister reaches
your cabinet, you mlght just as well whistle in the wind. . The minister of
wlldllfe in each province has to take the leadershlp. B

e | Begm, Saskatchewan Wildlife Pederation: - This should be 1956, not
1986. The programs you are.discussing right now should have been ‘in = -
place 30 years ago, 30 years ago, and to a great extent are in place in
Saskatchewan today. Habitat programs are functioning cooperatively in
Saskatchewan, because we are allies. The minister, the wildlife .
federation, the director of wildlife, all the people -with resources .-to
rnake this work are-around the. table making the dec:Lsmns._




I suggest to the prcv:mces around the table today that, if you don't
now have, a liaison officer in your organization who can function with the
non—govermment organizations, to bring them to your side and give you the
kind of support you need on a provincial basis -‘to make your prograns work ,
then that is the flrst thing you should do ‘when you return.

Sheila Woods, Canaillm Arct:lc Resources Camittee: There is a missing
element in the alliance the Saskatchewan Wildlife Federation representative

was. talking about, and that is the native people, who are the original

users. - I don't think enough efforts have been made on any'side to involve
the native: people. .

Ralph Urban, mcnlllan Bloedell a'xd ‘the Council of Forest Industries of
British Columbia: - The forest mdustry of B.C. is very interested in this.
Collogquiun. If the status qud remains, we will still have the same T
problems we are facing today;.if there are changes, be they moderate or
extreme, again we are affected. Presently in B.C. the forest mdustry m
general does much related to wildlife and wildlife management. When
canpanies develop plans, these are referred to various agencies for
camment, and then guidelines are used to conserve or protect species and’
their habitat. Macmillan Blodell and several other canpanles within' the
province have environmental groups on staff. These range in size from

One or two up .to seven or elqht'people, “and involve fisheries, wildlife and
soils professionals. Our campany started its group about 13 years ago.
The first half .of.that time was spent doing impact assessment and prov1dlng
advice to loggers. .-In the latter half of these 13 years, they have beccme
an intermediary between goverrment agencies and loggers, and this is an
important change, Instead of trying to justify logging, ‘there are more
interactions between our people and goverrment agencies in relation to

management of various wildlife species. Workirg plans are prepared every .

five years under. the Tree Farm Licence Agreement and the plans provide
principles and objectlves for management over that five-year pericd.

In the mid-1950s, only one or two pages were related to resources
other than timber. A full three quarters of our present management working
plan is related to deer and habitat management. Wildlife management can
lead to many frustrations. We wind up with time delays and confrontations
and there is a public expectation that the campany should manage without
ccmpensation. A forest campany should not be expected to have expertlse in
all the various resource fields. The idea of voluntary assistance can' only
be con31dered a brldgmq mechanism until a long term solutlon 1s found

We need new ideas, strategles and policies. Serious con51deratlon
should be given -to ideas swgested by Peter Pearse and Jim Walker.
Tom McMillan's statement that and, I quote "integrated resource management
objectives are requlred" is a key, and I think an absolute minimum, as
to what we require in the future for coordinated resource management.
To becane fully canmitted to unfettered management of resources other than
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timber, the forest industry needs benefit incentives. Also, there is an
intimate relationship between the forest land base and resource values
other than timber. For this reason it would appear reasonable to fully
involve the forest industry in discussions such as these in a more formal
way. The economic climate is not good, and the industry is very sensitive
to any suggestions that involve additional costs.

Gary Glazier: I've just joined the Nature Conservancy of Canala after
spending several years in the oil industry, and I can assure you, talk
about taxation and increasing tax loads to industry or consumers is likely
to defeat what we are trying to achieve. ' The Envirommental Studies
Revolving Fund was brought into force about two years ago and resulted in
a net decrease in industry and envirommental work, because the attitude in
companies now is, we're paying taxes for it, why should we do it. They see
very little potential to receive credit for work they have done because it
is done under the tax- system, So I would caution you from increasing the
tax load. : '

Dal Hall, Canadian Forestry Association: I hope we won't rediscover the
wheel in talking about pllot plant programs or the Task Force: there are
already examples of various things done by various groups across the -
cauntry which have worked. For instance, the Agreement Forest is unique
in Ontario. These areas are substantial, there is an Agreement Forest

30 miles from Ottawa. There is one even closer, an agreement between the
National Capital Commission and the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources.
The lands are owned for the most part by the county and there is a
people-identification with those lands. These Agreement Forests and the
unique relationship between two levels of government, in,this case county
and provincial, have produced an excellent forest out of waste land.

It ‘has produced an excellent habitat for wildlife, which 1s enjoyed by the
whole community, and this relatlonshxp is important.

Wildlife people have to talk to foresters, land managers/ and
agriculturalists. May I strongly recammend that you include in that task
force people besides the traditional groups represented around this table,

Monte Hummel, World Wildlife Fund: Within the Canadian Wildlife Service
many field biologists are working to keep their research alive through
cross appointments to universities, and they are hustling very hard,
For every dollar that is put into their work by the Canadian Wildlife
Service, they are raising three or four from other sources. There is

an example of people who in times of restraint are stretching
government-invested dollars to garner more from other sources,

Another bouquet should go to my own organization, Noranda, and to
Environment Canada for the Wildlife Toxicology Fund. - In our first

six or seven months of operation, we funded over 3 million dollars worth of
projects, 22 projects worth over 3 million dollars. Of that, 1.3 million
was Enviromment Canada money, and the remaining 1.7-1.8 million came from
matching sources, including the private sector. The administrative costs
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of the whole program have been underwritten by Noranda, at no” cost: to the
taxpayer. There are arrangements that can be set up; there is money in the

private sector.

George Scotter, Canadian Wildlife Service, Edmonton: I would like to
emphasize a point Gregg Sheehy made about wildlife interpretation, by
paraphrasing something from a South African journal: In the end we will
only conserve those things we love. We will only love those things: we
understand. And we will only understand those things that we have been . -
taught. I think if we had had good teaching, good understanding and lots
of loving of wildlife resources, we probably wouldn't be here today.

Bernard Harvey, Assistant Deputy Minister, Quebec Department of Recreation,
Hunting and Fishing: In Quebec over the last few years we've carried out
experiments in particular areas of wildlife management. I'm thinking-
specifically of the controlled harvest zones and the user associations that
my department - which is responsible for wildlife management - considers as
partners in wildlife management or even co-managers of the wildlife on
these lands. This experiment has gone on for more than seven or nine years
now and is a success. It took the place of the private clubs, privileged
groups who had sole access to some lands. Accessibility is a very ‘
important consideration for the Govermment of Quebec, and contrary to the
fears of some people, accessibility did not result in a depletion of the
wildlife resource, but instead a sharing of the responsibility for managing

the resource.

Now, selling caribou meat is an experiment we would like to undertake
in close cooperation with the Inuit. It is another management experiment,
because the George River caribou herd, which moves between Quebec,.

Newfoundland and Labrador, has recently grown in size and this has alarmed ‘

most experts. The harvest has to be increased if we're going to avoid
catastrophe, However, hunters, especially sport hunters, are somewhat
opposed to this project for marketing caribou meat with the .Inuit.

We therefore have to develop a broader approach to resource management,
one that prevents users from having unfounded fears about other users.

As far as privatizing some experiments, the.new goverrmment elected in
December is firmly committed to more privatization. The Department of
Recreation, Hunting and Fishing is looking at different ways of carrying

out wildlife resource management experiments with partners from the private

sector; non-profit organizations and profit organizations, but without

turning over to them the management of the resource, which we feel belongs- -

to the govermment.

I'd like to close by telling you about an interesting experiment in
the area of salmon and fishing. A group of citizens restored the
riviére Jacques-Cartier, near Quebec City, with the assistance of federal
job creation programmes and provincial programmes for special assistance.
They reintroduced the salmon into a river where salmon used to run, but had
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dJ:.sappeared. In the last_t\'a.o or three years, salmon have returned to the
river as a result of the initiative of a group of citizens who reintroduced
a species of wildlife that unfortunately had disappeared. ~

Richard Goulden, Director of Wildlife in Manitoba: Th : |
‘ : rough th
govermment we were able to import into Manitoba some modgbisos igeral
reestablish them in north central Manitoba. This was done in a truly |
cooperative spirit. = The group included the Canadian Wildlife Federation, |

- Canadian Wildlife Service, our government, several branches of it,

including ‘Agriculture in our department, the Department o i

Northern Affairs, the Waterhen Indian Band and g?me u'niqui ézg;?gea;go 1
such as Robert Batemen and his serene highness Prince Albert of anacop ©
All coogerai;ed in not only getting the animals there. but raising money.
deyeloplng a organization, incorporating it - Wood -Bison Ranches '
Incorporated - run wholly by the Indian band. = |

There is a foundation which raises money for the ongoi ' "
costs, so that these are lifted off the shogders of govg:;nrgnrfnagement
Everything seems to be moving extremely progressively. I think the place
where the rubber is really going to hit the road. is when it comes time
to allocate the resources which will be built up. That herd is growing
grandly anq at some point the obvious is going to happen. It will be ? ‘
hunted or it will be taken for meat and so forth. Canadian tradition has
not yet appreciated some of the things that have been talked about around |
i;gg e;abletﬁodg;aia{xd I think we have some way. to go to, as it were, to ’

e lan traditi : ' i |
exploi‘t;lge he & adition to a;low for some of these unique and

R1ck szga?, (htarlo ,Eederation‘ of Anglers and Hunters: During -

Mr. Kerrio's opening remarks, he talked briefly about Ontario's community
fisheries and wildlife involvement programs. - He told us how successful
those two programs are and I must agree .with him. But then, that should

be no surprise, because they were - ams: '
: Jrpr: ‘ . programs’ recommended - h
Federation of Anglers and Hunters for many years. : ®7 the Ontario :

Perhaps there is a message there: erhaps OWIPp
affectionately c;all them in Ontario, are?succ,‘g:sful» bsgguggj[i{lea:pgﬁtsmen
haq'*been demanding them and were obviously behind them and  cammitted to
doing the work. Or perhaps the key is that the public doesn't have to
spend money, they had to spend effort, and that is something to think
about:_ CWIP and ‘CFIP aren't perfect. They are subject to abuse by local. -
and district ministry fish and wildlife personnel and frustrated by the
lack‘of‘ management funds that they receive from the treasurer. Some very
marginal projects are being carried aut while more important needs fail
to get addressed. But all in all they are enhancing our wildlife and
gf:oggcgg ang <-:‘nsumn}g1 that more Ontarians really care about wildlife.
ution to any other province considering similar involvement
and that is to kee};_a central control. Putting the money and the prgggga;'ams,
approval in your field offices will only lead to abuse of the system,
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> ¢ : ht-provoking address may lie the most
In Dr. Pearse's very thought-pr e mine, the S e of

i 1icv only talk about maintaining and
e e enhancen I congratulate Dr. Pearse

1d1life ministers and directors to

devastating comments of this entire Colloquium.
~Canada's -guidelines for wildlii :
preserving. There is 'no mention of gnhancement.
on his perceptiveness and urge the wi
improve the guidelines. -

Peter Pearse and Ken Brynaert discus_sed_ further camgqrgal
wildlife, and Dr. Pearse later asked why anyone would daz'leﬁt.seem
and the ensuing sale of moose meat :m‘the supemarkg‘is mig em.
attractive, in that it puts a cdmnerma»lvalue on wi ;
practical? - For every moose raisecidm oni gg;etf_ﬁn;mmzt
needed from another farm. We wou Y. e Taon

‘not- increasing any economic productivity.
‘meat, the meat is the bonus of the hl'mt,’ )
afterwards, especially because I can't simply go ou

i arket. Would the unique importance of the
;:'mgfs;rpecgrgld buy that meat in the supermarket? It .mlght be. o

. . over to timber
ardship, it may be
Government wildlife- -
and what the dollar-
it must do for
‘Then get a
ticipated wildlife.
it gets its entire deposit
eturn accordingly.

As for turning wildlife benefits on Crown lands

canpanies to encourage their wise management and ste

the wrong approach and -I recammend extreme caution..

i / t from an area
managers should determine vhat they want
valﬁg is of that wildlife. fi_‘ell_the company e;_cactly what
wildlife as a part of its operational and cutting plans.

financial deposit approaching the; vaL}ue of the an
1f the campany sticks with its wildlife plan,

back. Failure to follow the plan reduces the deposit r

| etz ‘ tial
Barry Turner's excise tax plans have pgter; P
all who: gijoy, wildlife, not just today's principal payers,

I wish him well and encourage him to find allowance

‘ot of ammunition simply for target shooting, and sugge

go to the provinces on’ the three-to-one ‘split

i ike ity " hunti
‘mThis seems like an opportunity t;o get non-
Enancially, as hunting naturalists already do.. Th

: st - i ate fund with joint gove _ o
that system should be put into a separ {0 will be doing with their

non-government representation,-as 1'm sure Ontari
angling-license- proceeds in the near future.

T e _ - . f s oy AR stion of‘ an income
A ~like the Canadian Wildlife Federation’'s'sujge . .
tax :»cgiéglléiff . That is.a neat, painless and most importantly an opt‘lc‘)rgal?.,

scheme. to ‘raise.money for wildlife programs.
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ization of.
Game farming

dlife, but is it

eers will not be..
production,

't hunt for the.

which I enjoy for several months

and buy the same meat
hunt be reduced for

"if they truly do reach
the hunters. .
s for .those who use a: .
st that the funds -
basis mentioned yesterday.
ing naturalists to contribute
e funds raised through
rnment and,

Has any province considered offering a separate and optional viewer's
or enjoyer's license? We hunters are all buying licenses. I know a lot
of people who would willingly purchase that license on an annual basis to
contribute to wildlife, and it is another way that you might consider
raising funds. : N C

This entire exercise of trying to find more money seems somewhat
ridiculous to me when you continue to allow foolish land use decisions.
We've spent two days talking about how to help wildlife and. yet for
example, we refuse to allow even selective wood harvesting in our national
parks and many provincial parks. We allow our wildlife habitat to be
destroyed through aging. You need to review land use decisions, or all the
money in the world isn't going to help. Consider options on saving people
money, such as the untaxing of wetlands and wildlife habitat.

' Some of the time we have spent discussing how to raise more money
might be better spent in talking to Cabinets and treasurers about how
important wildlife is. Most ministers, most wildlife directors and
certainly almost all NGOs, are doing a horrendously poor job of telling
politicians about the importance of wildlife. '

I have a feeling as a non—government person, that we are going to run
around and ask people to contribute more money and more money and they are
going to do it. Consequently when Cabinets and treasurers aré sitting down
to review their priorities in the years ahead, and they are forced to make
some cuts, they will find that the citizens of Canada have reached into
their pockets and produced money, and therefore so much goverrment money
isn't needed, so we'll move that money into roads and hospitals and other
good things. I'm afraid that gnaws away at me.

Nestor Romaniuk, Alberta Fish and Game Association: The first priority
of the task force may be to take an accounting and assess what happens in
other provinces to raise money for wildlife. 1In Alberta we have what we
call A Buck for Wildlife. Every hunter, every fisherman pays an extra
dollar for his licence. The Alberta government puts that money in a
special account earmarked solely for habitat and habitat enhancement.

It is an interest-bearing account. We now have in excess of four million
dollars in that account. The goverrment goes one step further. Using
cooperation and volunteers, they now send out the Alberta Fish and Game
Association, 127 clubs, to submit the projects across the province to

‘enhance habitat. With government expertise and our volunteers, we enhance

the habitat of Alberta with very little cost to the taxpayer. In fact,
there is no cost, because the money was put in there by the sportsmen,
So that is our user-pay concept in Alberta, and there are other such
projects across Canada.
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One more example is the Ward Ranch, a large piece of property in
Alberta, bought by the Alberta government, Habitat Canada, Ducks Unlimited
and the Alberta Fish and Game Association. If the property were held in
the name of the Alberta goverrment, the royalties would just go into a
general fund, Our minister of forestty saw the potential here and notified
the Alberta Fish and Game Association. We, with the help of Habitat
Canada, bought the property with joint ownership, and now all the royalties
from that property, about $80,000 a year, go into a special bank account:
earmarked strictly for habitat. The Alberta Fish and Game Association will
not see one cent of that $80,000 but the habitat will.

Herman Schwenk, Alberta Fish and Wildlife 'Adéisory Council: I like

' Peter Pearse's idea of private sector involvement in wildlife management.

Again, we need to think through very carefully what we are trying to
market. We've talked about game ranching, and two or three speakers noted
that we don't need to produce elk and moose to put on the shelf, because we
have an abundance of red meat right now. ‘

We want to market the outdoor ekpgérience to that urban person.
That is what we have to keep’'in sight when we discuss private sector
management of wildlife.

Jack Shaver, Alberta Fish and Wildlife Advisory Council: I knew

Rich Goulden and Dennis Surrendi when they were field biolcogists, Ed Bagen
before he was even Executive Director of the Saskatchewan Wildlife
Federation. Because of my ancient age and a career in wildlife law |
enforcement and administration, I feel compelled to make a few remarks.
This Collogquium, is asking for dollars and cooperative programs and that
is good. Those ‘of us in sportsmen's organizations and other private
non-governmment interests, have been locking for this for a long time.
Cooperative programs are needed - partnership between non-goverrnment
organizations and goverrment organizations. We've done that in Alberta's
Fish and Wildlife Advisory Council. That council represents 25 different -
organizations in Alberta, and it is becaming a better partnership every
year. ‘ -

Information and education programs must improve, so that the
politician and the general public will understand what you mean.
The:goal of wildlife policy in Canada is to. maintain the. ecosystems.upon:
which wildlife and people depend and to preserve the genetic diversity of
wildlife. 1If you ran that by ten-politicians this morning or ten people - in
the coffee shop, they wouldn't know what you meant, and if we want public:
participation and  cooperation we are going to have to explain things a
little better. o

I agree with a task force. If it is going to work through, it will
have to include non-government personnél. The task force should take an
inventory of programs across Canada, because there are many good habitat
projects, but I don't think one agency knows about the other.

The income tax check-off is good.
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Stew Morrison, Ducks Unlimited: It is always very frustrating to us on the
outside, for example in the area of wetlands, to be working so hard to
preserve wetlands and getting the cooperation of say the wildlife
department, and having another department draining them at the same time.
It cames bad?,t? a reed for very solid land use planning within provincial
and federal jurisdictions, but mainly in the provincial area. 2s Colin
said earlier, you really need the ministers of wildlife to be champions for
that cause, and we will suport any minister who will carry that foward.

We have made a 1ot of .gain in the last 20

have made a-lot of. , years and we should now talk
about building. on’the ‘strengths. The wildlife policy may not be perfect
but it certainly was needed. I agree that we should now lock at it again
and enhance it. We shou}d cgntinue to support the Habitat Coalition and
xggﬁé closer tg}c};eghher. Wildlife Habitat Canada was an outcome of some of

at concern e non-goverrment organizati i i

be a very valuable tom ) ganizations and I think will prove to

I would also like to/‘édnératulate the provincial and federal

goverrments.on the .North American Waterfowl Management Plan.

Monte Hummel, World Wiglﬁlife Fund Canada: I have a recomendation which is
supported by seven national non-government organizations - Ducks Unlimited
World Wll@llfg Fund,: Canadian Nature Federation, the Nature Conservancy bf'
Cangda, .Wl‘ldlﬂlfe. Habitat Canada, the Canadian Wildlife Federation and the
Natlonal/‘?pgylnbial Parks Association. We wanted to issue one specific
reccrmrendatlon‘at, least, and it is as follaws: T generate additional
funds for the implementation of the North American Waterfowl Management
Plan.&nd for the recovery of endangered species in Canada, we support
pthrgamtérodmtion of a gpecial excise tax on wildlife-rel ated consumer

ucts.. S - :

Dennis Surrendi, Alberta Department of Energy and Natural Resources:

There is no question in my mind that wildlife on private lands must be at
least a break-even proposition financially for a landowner, and preferably
a profitable one., If it isn't, we'll see the elimination of wildlife on
pr;vate‘ lands. »It.'.gs‘ the kind of calculation I've seen many landowners make
on the'oagl; of a cigarette package. We can punp an awful lot of money into
extension ‘and government . programs, .and solicit support from sportsmen, yet
1?@ canot achieve that break-even proposition for that landowner, we
m%].._sege a steady decline in wildlife. Certainly in Alberta, the very
existence of wildlife is endangered, and we should put some of these
pe?sonal biases = whether I get to use it first or how I get to use it -
aside, because it is a moot point how we are going to use it, if we don't
have any. ' : o
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The second item relates to Treaty ‘Indians. Treaty Indians are a major
benefactor of wildlife and habitat programs, and we have recognized our
responsibility. in-Alberta, allcocating to Treaty Indians under their’
constitutional rights to hunt fish for food, a first priority for use of
these resaurces. - We have, in many cases invested substantial amounts of
money in habitat programs, only-to have brought wildlife into a much more
vulnerable position, to be taken by the Treaty Indian cammunity. Treat
"Indians can hunt at any time of :the-year, by any means that is not a
dangerous. We must reexamine our relationship with the Treaty Indian
_canmunity to work together, because unless we can do that, a great deal of
‘effort, sportsmen's money and government funding will be neutralized by the
Treaty Indian hunt.. Treaty Indians, of course, need not buy licenses, they
do rot contribute to revenue for habitat programs.-

Bob Stevenson, Aboriginal Trappers' Federation-of Canada: We agree with
the idea of the task force and would like to be part of it. We have
another organization present and that is Indigenous Survival .
International. We work together on various issues with respect to wildlife
and have bequn to work with groups like the-Fur Institute of-Canada, the-

Fur Council of Canada, World Wildlife Fund and Greenpeace.

Other areas are being addressed 'in Alberta than just' the Treaty
Indians, for instance, the new Status Indians and the'Métis people.
Any province might see a failure or a lack of working relationship with
native people because often the native people haven't beén involved in
planning. . S : -

With respect to the comment-that they-are not contributing, the
biggest contribution they have made is their land, the whole of Canada.
To find a working relationship, you will have encauragement, not only from:
ourselves, but also from the people in Alberta. We do have membership
right across Canada, in each province, and we cauld put you in touch with
these people, to work with them on a provincial basis. : :

Bob Stewart, Federation of Ontario Naturalists: I was very énthusiastic
about Mr. Turner's approach to generate more money ‘and a little discouraged
when the professional economist talked about how-difficult it is, =
technically, to acquire money gathered into government coffers. Tt seems -
‘to me that if we have a public prepared to support wildlifé-in a new way,
we have .reached an alltime low in our bureaucratic structures if we can't
find a way of tapping that resource. - Several times I ‘h_aue-héd a look at
the demographics of Ontario and I am absolutely certain that neither
Rick Morgan nor I can identify as much as 50% of -those people spending
money on wildlife on a continuing basis. Those are the people we are not
tapping and who want to be tapped to provide support for habitat and
wildlife management. I hope the task force will consider this way to reach

that population.
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David Perry, Canadian Tax Poundation: I'm sofry if in my 1 i i

_ : : 6-minute sprint
yc_-:osterday.mm}ng, I left the impression that there u‘ereytechnical prgglems
with the imposition of user charges and special taxes. It is not the
technical problems that I draw to your attention, because they can be

overcome. It is the problem

of the stability and the growth in these.

special measures. Tying major programs to user fees or to i i

; special excise
taxes can, in the long run, create problems. These have to be seen very
much as supplemental sources, they can't be the sole means of long term

financing for major wildlife

Gregg Sheehy: I have a copy

management programs.

of the Canada wildlife Act here, and one

sgctign, of the Act empowers the minister to undertake r

wildlife research and investigation and establish and r;p;cl)gt:fr? fgggﬁg’?ories
anc} other necessary facilities for that purpose. There are other sections
wh%ch empower him to enter into agreements with the provinces and the -
private sector and whomever he may choose. He is also empowered through
parliament to pass regulations in support of the Act. There is real

potential there.

The five fommerly federal interpretation centres and half dozen or
SO major ones arour}d the country are struggling for funds and looking for
direction and I think there really is a need for a national strategy to
address environmental education. T '

The Canada Wildlife Act

empowers the federal minister to be involved

in g;uch things and I think there is a real need for a spark from
Environment Canada to be ..t:?ken up by the provinces and such other agencies
as the federa_\l and provincial forestry agencies as well as Parks Canada.

Canadian Forestry Service has a godd"m_terpretation program ait the
Petawawa Research.Center, but there is a need for an overall plan, maybe
modeled on a version of the Waterfowl Management Plan or the Endangered

Species Plan.

Dal Hall, Canadian Forestry Association: I recammend the report and
;ecanr.nendatlons of _ the National Forest Congress held here three weeks ago,
in which they consider new ways to implement cooperative programs.

One of the main impediments to the successful establishment of

resource management., whether

you are talking forest, water, fish, or

wildlife is the lack of coordination between a) different levels of
govermment and b) different departments within the same goverment, -
particularly in %arge departments. One of the recammendations of the.
Forest Congress is that forest harvesting rights be delegated free from
pOllt%C?l influence, based purely on the merits of the land and the
gapabll;ty of the land in sustaining a sustainable harvest. Surely, it is
incumbent upon governments to work together at the federal, provincial and

municipal levels, and within

govermments working department by department,

on farming decisions affecting wildlife as well as all renewable resources ,

based on those principles whi
to his environment.

ch control and affect the relationship of man

149




Ralph Urban, Council of Forest Industries of British Columbia: What do
people see for wildlife 25, 50 or 75 years down the road? 1If we continue
this way, will the wildlife habitat base be eroded, as Dr. Pearse
suggested, or do you see it increasing or a status quo? My guess is that
it is going to decrease, and if that is going to happen, do we not need new
thinking, new ideas, new ways? We must mvolve private land in the
management base.

Honourable Vincent Rerrio: The fact that we are talking about a resident
fishing licence in Ontario takes into account a great deal of public
input. In Ontario we spend some $30 million in that field and we .now
collect about one third of that, or $10 million, fram non-resident fishing
licences. We will take a presentation right across Ontario and invite the

- public to suggest not only ideas about fees, but also who should pay the

fees, and what we should be doing with-the money.” Now, while we certainly
are going to put the money into the consolidated revenue, the treasurer of
Ontario has given his word that all of that money will be given to my
ministry, and. we will then add $10 million to our budget, approximately
50% of that part of my ministry supported by a fee. It points up what
proportion of the money we are spending is being supported by a user fee.

Significantly, we are waiting one year, so that we have time to go all
across Ontario and all whe want to participate can. There are those. who
are very willing to pay a user fee as long as they participate and that is
what we are doing with that particular licencing arrangement.

Honour able Red Pedersen, Goverrment of the Northwest Territories:

The Northwest Territories agrees with the various tax measures mentioned,
and in addition to these we may,. within our own jurisdiction, try others
such as taxation on consumer items. It is a high priority in our
jurisdiction, not something that we have difficulties selling; we have
the legislature behind us and the population fully support it. More than
two thirds of our population depend on wildlife in one formm or another as
supplementary incame, as main inccme and as a source of food.

I wonder though if we are not missing the boat on obtaining. fundlng
when we talk only about taxation in its various forms. These are
canpul sory forms of contributions which many people object to. In the
paper by Margaret Young and Marion Wrobel, there is one excellent
suggestion and that is the issuing of a semi-postal stamp., WNot only is
it an excellent form of raising revenue, it is also an attractive
collector's item for stamp collectors, the largest single collectors group
in the world. . With the abundance of excellent wildlife artists that we in
this country have, we-:could issue an international series of desirable
stamps-and raise unbelievable monies. It certainly has been done in other
countries. In &ldition to the semi-postal, there is also the non-revenues
issue. Stamp collectors will know what I talk about. We have done that
within Cana:‘ia, we do it every vear with Easter Seals and Christmas Seals
and it is done 1n other countrles for other causes.. .

150

Rick Morgan, Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters: I would like to
add to Mr. Kerrio's comments on the proposed resident angling license.

We too, did a questionnaire so that we would be able to support

Mr. Kerrio. We asked a question which Mr. Kerrio's people did not, ana
that was whether the people wanted the money to go into the central
treasury, with the guarantee of the treasurer that 100% of the net rewvenues
would be spent on sport fishing, or whether they would prefer it to be in a
separate fund, so that the funds could be readily identified and earmarked
for sports fisheries. Some 95.5% of the respondents insisted that the
revenues qene:‘ated be put into a separate fund, so that the monies they .are
contributing to wildlife will indeed remain set aside for wildlife.

Horourable Vincent Kerrio: That is a very valid survey, but there then
comes a question, would those who pay a license for any cher .use demand

the same privilege?

David Perry, Canadian Tax andat:xon? Much of what you are ta]king abaut,
1and -use dedication of lands under private ownership to habitat and so.

" on, involves local goverrments tremendously in their tax load-and also-

residents of lacal governments, because once you take a piece of land off
the tax rolls, you are throwing additional burdens on the existing
taxpayers. This is an important aspect when you get down to the nitty
gritty of habitat conservation. It is not something to be overlooked and
perhaps it presents an opportunity for local governments to take part in
any task force that may be set up. .. . . ‘

Frank Carter: The task force will have to develcp reasonably pref:lse
ideas for pro;]ects. Tt seems to me that thé more precise, daring and
interesting the ideas, the more chance they will have on selling
govermrents. On certain fairly rare, but never theless recognizable
occasions, provincial and federal ministers have bucked their oollective
cabinets and brought in new feder al-provincial programs successfully,
because they have had a ‘certain strength of character themselves, and they
were able to say to their cabinets, .1lodk .we've got the backing of our
provincial lleagues, they are prepared to get in and sweat with us.’

A valid idea and the willingness of .govermments to work together become,
in certain c1rcmnstances, an irresistible combination.  If the task force
can provide the material the federal and provincial ministers canr woxk
with, then you may really create samething worthwhile for Canada.

David A. Munro: I would like to .summarize what has taken place. We have
considered needs and priorities in wildlife conservation.. We have locked
at' new ways of funding and managing mldllfe mnservatlon. The registered
attendance was abo.lt 80 \ :

‘,\,.
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There was certainly agreement that the values of wildlife, economic
and recreational, required that existing management programs be maintained,
and that they should be supported by the present sources and methods of .
funding. Some people-have expressed the apprehension that if we did tap
new sources of funds, governments might then say, oh well, things. are
looked after, we don't need to provide the same level of support fram our

regular sources of fmdlng. We - should guard against that happenlng.' -

Part1c1pants noted that the Guldellnes for Nlldllfe Pollcy 1n Canada
should be reviewed-after the 5th annlversary of their adoptlon by. :
ministers. That 5th anmversary will be in 1987.

.Proposals for securing a greater economc return from mldllfe in .
special circumstances attracted a good deal of favourable attention.
It also attracted some apprehensmn, and the task force will need to
look at that broad area in considerable detail. It was suggested that

.management regimes which would enable the’ market value of wildlife to-
‘be realized should be the subject of experlment inh ‘certain specml

circumstances. Native cammunities might’ receive a high priority in
contrlbutlng to the- executlon of such experlments. ‘

We all noted that there are 1ncreasmg demands for using w11d11fe 1n
various ways, and growing pressures on the other hand to intensify. and
extend competing uses of the land that constitutes wildlife habitat,
Therefore the improvement of techniques for habitat management and the
expansion of lands reserved for habitat was a high priority, and the:
North American Waterfowl i Wanagement Plan was a spemflc example of. that
sort of act1v1ty. , S

Other needs 1dent1f1ed were better ecological or env1ronmental
interpretation prograns Several people spoke of the need to coordinate
efforts of this sort across the country, and of the need for more long-term

‘research- to ‘improve understanding of ecosystems under stress. These were

seen as tcp priority requlrem-nts. ‘Ihe need to harmonize plans and -
decisions relating to all uses of the land and of renewable resources was
stressed on’ a: number - of’ occasmns, ‘It is essent1al in our approach to .
wildlife management to overcame the’ admlnlstratlve problems, the turf .
problems w1th1n governnents that sanetlmes stand m the. way of, achieving
this. : . ,

A number of possiblé. options for ralslng the addltlonal revenues that
might: be needed to undertake such programs were: ‘discussed.” These included
an excise .tax on outdoor eguipmenty increasés-'in user fees, an incame. tax
check-off and others.- All aspects of exploiting.these and other possible
sources of revenue should be carefully studied. Many points have been
raised in this discussion which we will record and which should be set
before the task force to guide them in their further and more detailed
examination of these options. , :

Participants were impressed with the opportunities for greater and
more productive collaboration between goverrments , between puwblic and
private sectors. They were especially interested in the concept of
cooperative wildlife and fishery research units which has worked well for
so long in the United States and was explained to us so well by
Bob Jantzen. They noted that non-goverrmental organizations could
undertake some programs more effectively and more cost effectively than
govermments, and resolved to identify appropriate opportunities for
expandlng the roles of m

Finally, it seems to be assumed that it would be desirable to
establish a federal-provincial task force to evaluate the options for fund
raising, the suygestions for greater collaboration, the other points raised
at this Colloquium and to provide a report containing detailed
recommendations within a year. It might be useful to charge the
Federal-Provincial Wildlife Conference, which will be held within five
weeks, to actually appoint that task fore, this would give some time for
ministers and officials to consider and to consult with NGOs with respect
to the constitution of the task fore, and it is not so far away that the
idea will be lost. The task force should review the possibilities for
cocperation in wildlife conservation that emerged at the Colloguium, and
prepare specific and practical recamendations for their later
consideration.

This concludes the formal session.






