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CROP DEPREDATION BY \1lA TERFO'i'!L IN PRAIRIE CANADA 

Phase I. Identification of Fe.rm Regions Suffering Sever-e and 

Recurr-ent Damage_in Recent Years 

l!lt-roduction 

With the demise of the stationary threshing machine and the advent 

of the s1orathing-combini.ng method of harvesting grain, damage to cereal 

crops by migratory birds on the prairies assum-sd ne"'tr proportions. 

The problem of v1aterfo1·rl depredation in the United States warranted 

discussion as a separate topic as early as the 9th North American 

Wildlife Conference (Day, 191}4) and was a problem of grovr.i.ng concern 

in Canada by· the late 19401s (Gollop, 1950; Colls , 1951). Sin?e that 

time, a voluminous amount of both published and unpublished literature 

has been devoted to problems arising from the geographical overlap of 

the 11 grain belt" and the 11 duck factory11 • Some areas on the Canadian 

prairies ·Hhich are traditionally suscept:i..ble to >·.raterfo1d damage have 

long been recog!lized and have been delineated and stv.died to varying 

degrees . It is also recognized that the prairie farmer is more 

tolerant in y ears of good markets and good harvest conditions, and 

suffers most vrhen adverse ueather cond:i.tions delay the combining o.f 

svrathed grain. 

The Migratory Birds Convention Act authorizes the issuance of 

pre-hti.nting season shooting perm:i.ts to scare and/ or kill depredaUng 

birds, but this time-honored and traditional control measure has 

obviously fallen far shor-t of curing the problem. Numerous other 

scaring techniques , devices, and methods, lure crop areas and feeding 



stations, and farmer reimbursement programs have been developed and 

used in various combinations 1-Tith differing degrees of success in 

local situations. In spite of modern methods and present programs, 

crop losses in Alberta alone during 1968 have been estimated to �ave 

been at least three IrLillion dollars and were probably higher in 1969. 

The relative effectiveness, advantages,and shortcomings of current 

programs in different regions are topics of another re��rt to follow 

at a later date. 

1his report is the first phase of a four-stage program designed 

to aid in the development of a Federal policy statement to show the 

relationships among traterfm·rl habitat, public recreation, and crop 

depredation programs. Its purpose is to delineate priority ar<:as 
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in each of the provinces of Alberta, Saskatchevraa, and Manitoba 

according to the frequency and intensity of damage occurring on farm

land and to identify the numbers of migratory waterfOivl causing the 

damage during the periods 196h-69 in Alberta and 1965·-69 in SaskatcheHan 

and 1-'f..ani toba. It is hoped the results v1ill provide some insight into 

what specific areas need further investigation if a sound program 

(or programs) designed to reduce prairie farmers 1 economic losses a.nd 

their grovring animosity to1·rard the 1vaterfm'll resource is to be devt.:loped. 

As so aptly stated nearly 20 years ago 11A solution to the duck damage 

problem is an urgent need, and must be met, if t:1e \'/hole-hearted 

cooperation of the farming public is to be enlisted in any vTholesale 

program for the restoration of \vaterfovrl ha'bitat" (Leitch, 1951). 



Present Provincial Progra�� 

Programs for the control , alleviation, and compensation of 

damage done to corrunerical crops by �tgratory waterfowl have evolved 

separately in each of the prairie provinces. 

In Alberta, permits to kill migratory birds causing crop damaGe 

prior to t.he opening of the hunting season are available to affected 

landovmers through the Canadian Wildlife Service or local offices of 

the Fish and \vildlife Division or R. C. M. Police. A provincial 

n all-risk11 comprehensive insurance prog1'an1 includes losses from 

depredating lvaterfot-11 and is available throughout the province. A 

lesser kno1111 scheme is a prov�ncial compensation program financed 

solely by game hunters via a $3 Wildli fe Certi.fica te. In both cacB$, 

losses are evaluated by adjusters of the Alberta Crop Insurance 

Corporation . Damage is assessed, by type of crop, number of acres 

affected and percentage of loss, at a cost to the farmer of $25 per 

inspection. Awards pay '..l.p to a maximum of $15 per acre or one-half 

the crop value, allocated on a fixed bushel value. Compensation j_s 

received on i·lhich ever is the lesser value, gene c>ally the $15/acre 

figure. The compensation program has not been 1dd.ely advertised and 
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it has not been general policy to advise farmers applying for shooting 

permits of its existence. No lure crop areas \1ere in operation in 

Alberta during the period 1964 to 1969. In 19?0, the provincial govern

ment bought private crops to establish four lure areas and established 

one feeding station. One lurE: crop was located northeast of Beaverhill 

Lake, with an ad ditional 3 lure crops and the feeding station situated 

north1·rest of Grande Prairie. 



Kill permits are available to the affected landovmers in 

Saskatche1•ran through the C\IJS or local offices of the Wildlife Branch 

or R.C.M. Police. A depredation ins�rance progran1, partially funded 

by a $1 surcharge on hunting licenses, is administered by the 

p'rovincial Government Insurance Office. Annual premiums on depredation 

insurance are 2% of the desired coverage, up to a maximwn of $25 per 

acre. Damage is assessed, by type of crop, nwnber of acres aff ected 

and percentage of loss, at no cost to the farrner. Depredation insurane:e 

is administered in conjunction with the hail insurance program and is 

very v1ell knovm throughout the province. Provincial lure crop areas 

were operated during 1970 on Crovm land near Tobin Lake, Eyebrow J"ake, 

\vaterhen Marsh,. and Lake Diefenbaker and on private land near EyebroN 

Lake. 

In Hanitoba, permits to scare migratory birds causin� crop da.m-<1ge 

prior to the opening of the hunting season are ava ilable through the 

CWS or local offices of the Wildlife Branch or R.C.M. Police. Upon 

request, provincial wildlife officers 1·Till demonstrc>.te to farmers the 

construction and/or use of various scaring devices. In cases of very 

sev<::re and persistent damage, the \·Tildlife Branch will. furnish cracker 

shells or loan acetylene exploders. As c:m incentive for far·mers to 

purchase and operate their ovm scaring devices , wildlife officers will 

service and repair- pri va tely-o1med exploders. Perm.i ts to kill 

depredating \'laterfowl are available but are used only as a last resort. 

No compensation or insurance program was in effect in Manitoba during 

1965-69, and therefore no means of measuring intensity of damage is 



available. During 1970, provinciaUy operated lure crops l•rere 

located on pri-vate land near The Pas, Big Grass Marsh, Grant's Lake 

and Delta. Harsh. 

Sources of Data 

In addition to nwnerous published reports and tecr .. nical papers, 

a great deal of unpublished information on the nature, extent, and 

amount of -vra terfovrl damage presently exists in various files of the 

Ci'lS and the thrae provincial wildlife agencies. Fortunately, much 

of the available data has recently been compiled, tabulated, and 

plotted on maps by a private consulting firm. Under contract to 

the Alberta Department of Lands and Forests, Renewable Hesources 

Consulting Serviees, Ltd. (RRCS) compiled c:m exha.ustive 166-page 

report on the Alberta depredation situation for the period 196L:.-68 

(RRCS, 1969). Under contract to the CHS, this same firm completed a 

similar, but less extensive, preliminary report on the Saskatche'lran 

problem for 1965-�69 (RRCS, 1970). Both reports contain detailed 

historical data on compensation payments received by farmers suffering 

crop damage, by la11d location, and have been freely drm·m upon as 
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bases for this re::_Jort. MaDj. toba has had no compensation or insu.raEce 

program but the. \Vildli.fe Branch furnished historical data on registe:-:-cd 

complaints where action was taken by conser-vation officers during 1965·�69. 

Personal intervim-r8 and correspondence 1•rl th knm·rlecl.gE�able persons 

intimately connected i·rith the depredation problem in each province 

rlere also used to supplement the three basic sources of data describecl 

above. In addition, the Albe!'ta document prepared by RRCS Has updated 



6 

using copies of the 1969 damage payment vouchers furnished by the 

Alberta Fish and Wildlife Division. Each pro\Qnce furnished information 

on the location and size of lure crop areas operated in recent years. 

Using the historical information contained in the RRCS reports 

for Alberta and Saskatchevran, and the information furnished by the 

Manitoba Wildlife Branch, all land sections suffering past depredat:i vn 

l'fere plotted on a 111 = 12 mile maps of each province. These maps 1 

pointing out definite '' chunpings11 of damage in each province, o.re sho1m 

in reduced form in Figures 1-3. Tables 1-3 t�ere compiled using da.--ca 

contained in the three reports. These tables have been limited to 

those land sections on Hhich damage was frequent and intensive, and for 

Alberta and Saska tchevran, shovr cumulative total payments made -'_n 

compensation. In the compilation of the RRCS repo:'ts 7 it v:as not 

possible to differentiate bet1veen damage done by "t-raterfot'll and that 

done by other game species, nor could any provision be made for daw�ge 

actually sustained in one year but claimed in the follOi·ring. Any effects 

of these two possible sources of error are considered to be minimal if 

not insignificant. 

Intervi..eHs ...,lith individuals familiar 1vith the amount of recorded 

information on the numbers of "VraterfOi'il causine depredation across the 

prairies behreen 1964-69 confi:i.'med suspicions that very little in the 

vmy of quantitatiye data is available. A limiteo amou11t of information 

is available on approY.irrtate numbers of birds using sorr�e of the cette1' 

kno;·m staging or migration lakes at various times of the year during 

certain years. Existing nurrteri-:al records are better for some areas 



than others but on a �ade scale are incomplete at best and could not 

be used to serve as reliable indicators of the nwnbers of birds 

consistently effecting damage or the intensity of damage. 

Canada Land Inventory vrate::.."fowl capability maps 1\"ere used, 1·1here 

available, to aid in locating w·ater areas which 1.aight be used as 

staging areas by waterfowl. 

Shortcomingsin considering only the period 196L�-69 and in using 

only the sources of data described a.bove are recognized. The data 

used do cover comparable periods of time and conditions in each 

province, represent years of both 11high11 and 11lo1-;11 do.mage frequency 

and intensity, cover years of relatively 11high11 and 11lo1·1n l'laterfo1d 

population levels on the prairies, and should be current and extensive 

enough to minimize any effects of changing land use in recent years. 

The information used is considered to be the most comprehensive and the 

best that is readily available. 

Discussion 

Figures 1-3 depict the location and extent of dam�ge complaints 

across the prairies in recent years and illustra.te the clWl.ping or 

clustering of repo!'ts from trc�cl.i tional feeding ar-eas. Table 1-3 have 

been comp:iled to shoH the recurrent nature of damage on certain land 

parcels in all three provinces and the magnitude of cumulative payments 

made on individual sections of land in recent years in Alberta and 

Sa.ska tche1·ran. 

In Alberta, 83 sections of l<:�J1d received compensatio:1 payments 

in three or more of the six years bet1·1een 196l;.�69, These a1·e ranked 1n 
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order of cwnulative dollar payments and listed by land location in 

'I'able 1, which also includes a list of sections vlhich received payments 

in only ttvo of the six years but the total paid out exceeded $700. 

Table 2 ranks 126 sections i.n Saskatchevran on 1·rhich insurance payments 

totalling at least $1,800 were made in t1v0 or more years during the 

five-year period 1965-69. Also included is a listing of sections on 

lvhich insurance payments l·iere made in four c.r five years but the total 

was less than $1,800. Dollar loss figures are not available fer 

Hani toba, but 62 sections of land 1vhere damage 1·ms reported in at least 

tvro of the five years bet1:reen 1965-69 are listed in Table 3. 

Those sections of land listed in Tables 1 and 2 Here plotted on 

l :250,000 maps J numbered a.ccording to the:Lr ran.l.c in totc>.l dollar losses 

and colored according to the nwnber of years in 1vhich compensation 

payments v:ere made. These maps aided in the selection of priority 

areas and 1·Ti.ll be of value in further studies. 

In compiling this report it became obvious that neither tables 

nor maps by themselves 1vould serve to priorize the more chronic 

damage locations. A clustering of claims might represent frequent 

and extensive damage 1·1hich was not intensive. Conversely, a 

section of land relatively isolated physically from other damage 

areas might suffer intensive damage in only one or t\,ro years out 

of five. It 1·ras found in Alberta, for example, one section 

(16-44�13-L�th) received compensation payments in four of the six 

years betvJeen 1964-69 but the c'J.mulati ve total vras only $759. On the 

other hand, compensation payments 1·rere made on another section 

(?.2-37-18-4th) where cJ aims '\llere submitted in only h1o of t!1e six 

years but payments totalled $3,859. In Saskatch8\'ran, clai.ms 1'1Gl'e 
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made on one land section (26-33-2L�-3rd) in only two of the five years 

be'l:t·raen 1965-69 but totalled $5,048, r:hile payments made on another 

sectior. (10-37-22-3rd) in four of the five years totalled only $427. 

Both intensity and frequency of·damage have to be considered in the 

selection of priority regions for further study. T'ne 1:250,000 scale 

maps which 1-·1ere compiled from Tables 1 and 2 1·rere found to be especially 

helpful in this regard. 

The data used from the three reports reflects only the reportr.;d 

damage bet1-reen 1964-69 and does not present a total picture. The 

Manitoba report includes only those complaints acted upon by provinci�l 

1-r.ildlife officers and no information is available on dollar loss or h,J;·I 

many farmers have learned to attend to their problem 1·rithout requesting 

a scare permit or other assistance from the \:.rildl.i.fe Branch. In 

SaskatcheN-an, the payment of premiums on depredation insurance has both 

advantages and disadvantages. Those farmers situated in traditional 

depredation areas are fairly vrell allo1-red for, but there is no means of 

reimbursing or knoi-.ri.ng the numbers of farmers v1ho suffer da1nage on 

under-insured or un-insured crops. There app3ars to be a tendency for 

some insured lando1-mers to submit claims on even the slightest loss; 

and it is suspected by some that efforts at scaring depredating birds 

from insured fields is something less than whole-hearted in certain 

cases. The results of an Alberta questionnaire indicated that only 12% 

of the farmers sustaining damage in 1968 \·Jere reimbursed via the 

compensation fund (IffiCS, 1969 :119). Undoubtedly the una1·rareness of the 

fund by the farming public vras largely responsible, and the $25 inspection 

fee may have also played some lesser role. 
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As previously stated, there is a paucity of information on the 

numbers of vra terfovTl present on the prairies immediately prior to and 

during the grain harvesting period from year to year. Where estimates 

have been attained on the more traditional staging lakes, the proportion 

of mallards and pintails has not al1·rays been recorded. Fa:r less is 

kno1m of the numbers of birds visiting lndi vidual fields, or even the 

number and location of fields visited. It shotud be pointed out, 

hol-.r ever, that many lakes are kno1-m to traditionally harbor depredating 

waterfcw·l, and that the gener-al feeding patterns of these birds have 

become relatively 1·1ell knovm. Also, several individual but small scale 

studies have been conducted ; especially within the past t1vo years, but 

car,not provide information which can be cor-rels.ted on a provir. ::ial or 

regional basis. If numbers of HatcrfoHl are to be an intagral part of 

an overall approach tm·Jard solving the depredation problem, it appears 

mandatory that a concerted effort be put forth in that singular directi0!1-

The inherent differe!'lces among the programs aclm:i nisterad by the 

three prov:Lnces 1·rould not allou for a priority ranking of locAl a-reas on 

a prairie-wide basis . Manitoba, as has been pointed out, does not 

reimburse farmers for crop losses, so that magnitude of actual dollar· 

loss in the period under cons:i deration ca.nnot be measured. 'I'he cl.ifferencE.s 

bet\·!een the Alberta compensation program anti the Saskatchevran insurance 

progra.'!l will not allovr compari::wn of priori ties bet.1·;een these tHo provinces, 

either. 

Certain locales 1-li thin Alberta and Saskatche,·Tan have been delineated 

as priority areas t·li thin each province, hoHover, by combining frequency 

and extent of susceptibility with intensity of dunaga. Tentativ.; priority 



areas l·Tere visually selected by observing the clumping of da:nage 

claims on the 111 = 12 mile maps, and substantiated or eliminated by 

consulting the tables and 1:250,000 scale maps. Only those areas 
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which vrere considered. to be chronic :i.n terms of both frequency and 

intensity lvere delineated. As a rough and arbitrary guideline in 

delineating priority areas, units of 15 or 16 square miles (2 x 8 miles, 

3 x 5 miles, 4 x 4 miles) I'Tere sele�ted and evaluated. No attempt has 

been ma.de to number or rank the priority areas vli thin each province at 

this time. It \·las felt any priority ranking should include both 

comprehensive information on \vaterfm·rl numbers effecting damage and 

an evaluation of local efforts at preventing loss. The 23 prj_ority 

areas for Alberta and the 20 priority areas for Saskatchel·lan are listed 

in Tables 4 and 5 respectively. Common lanrnnark n�cs have been assigned 

to each area, and areas are r2.nked by cumulative dollar paymt:nts mad '9 

Hithin recent years in the 15 or 16 section block of land. The loKer 

·ceiling on max:imu.m reimbursement in Alberta ($15/acre compared to $25/acre 

in Saskatchei'1&"1) and relative unauaPeness of the Alberta program may pJay 

a la.rge part in explaining the lol';er dollar loss figures for Alberta. 

The Manitoba priority areas \llere selected from the compiled J.11= 12 mi:Le 

map which sho\vs clumping of claims, and from Table 3, '"hich lists 

frequency of dama.ge occul'rence. In Manitoba, 13 aggrega ticns of sections 

suffering recurrent damage arc considered to be priority areas and are 

listed in Table 6. 

A large but u�determined proportion of depredation in each 

province occurs ot�tside the areas listed in Tables 4-6. Host, but not 



all, the sections listed in Tables 1 and 2 are included l·Tithin the 

priority Tables 4-5. As additional information becomes available, 

the priority areas should be re-examined and updated and ne1·r areas 

added, \vhere 1va.rranted. Elimination of farmers 1 losses in the priority 

areas delineated in this report Hould go far to..,vard reducing the 

depredation problem in each province but could not solve the problem 

entirely. 

Most of the priority areas l"lhich have been listed in Tables 4--6 

are in close proximity to lakes and/or marshes that may logically be 

suspected to serve as important staging areas for \•raterfoHl or roosting 

areas for sandhill cranes. In order to use the nwnbers of \'taterfovll 

causing damage to select or rank priority areas, intensive censusing 

of staging areas and migration stops is a necessity. 'l'he numbers of 

mallaro.s and pintails using these lakes i·rill have to be determined, 

as ·Nell as the seasonal chronology of migration. Tne major lakes and 

marshes in each priority area suspected to harbor depredating 1-.raterfo1·rl 

during the harvest period have been included in Tables 4·�6. A complete 

listing of all sloughs, potholes, creeks, and streams l·Thich may be 

used by staging Haterf01-.rl has not been attempted. 

Swnm.m::y 

1. Damage to grain crops by migratory 11a terfovrl has long been 

recognized as ;:. serious problem in the Canadian prairies. None of 

the prairie provinces provide 100% compensation to all farmers 

suffering depredation losses. 
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2. Each prairie province has evolved its ovm depredation amelioration 

program, none of \'Thich solved the problem on a province-1-lide basis 

during 196�--69. Each individual program has both shortcomings 

and advanta.ges , .. ,hen compared with the others. 

3. Each provincial c;overnment established and opera ted lure crop 

areas in 1970. 

4. Precise annual dollar losses to the farming public cannot be 

calculated from existing data, but the number of complaints 

increased on the prairies bct·.1een 1965 and 1969. 

5. Eri.sting inforwation on the numbers of v-mterfm'il contributing to 

crop damage is not adequate and could not be used as a c1•i terion 

in the selection or r·anl<ing of priority areas in any provitlee . 

6. Both intensity and frequency of damage over the years ha.vc to be 

considered in the selection of priority areas. Both are important, 

but neither is dependent on the other, nor is there alvDys a 

direct relationship. 

7,  Prio!':Lty area.s l·Tithin each province have to be evaluated on their 

ovm merits a.r.cl. are subject to change. No attempt vras made to 

rank priori ties 1\"i thin ea c.h province. 

8. The ranking of priority areas 1vi thin each province shou�tl include 

consideration of the numbers and typ�s of birds causing the damage 

and the amo'J.!lt of local effort directed toHard preventing or reducing 

damage. 



9 . The differences in prov:i.ncial schemes and programs does not all011 

for a comparative ranking of priority areas on a prairie-vrlde 

basis. An estimate of annual dvllar loss in Manitoba is not 

available for 1965-69 and steps should be taken to arrive at some 

realistic measure of intensity for recent years or at least in 

future years. 

10. There are 2.3 areas in Alberta, 20 areas in Saskatchei·ran and 

13 areas in Manitoba �:;here depredation is considered to be 

chronic. These areas have a past history of recurrent damage of 

high intensity and should te the first to be considered in any la.rge 

scale plan to reduce farmers' losses. Areas may be added to or 

deleted from Tables 4-6 as neio; information becomes available. 

11. Those \·retlands listed in Tables L�-6 may be the minimum number 

"''th..i.ch should be intensively censused each fall in order to make 

any correlation betw·een •·mterfoHl nwnbers and axnount of depredaticn. 

12. A significant amotmt of crop damage occurs in each province ou.tsic.c 

the high priority areas. Regions i·J'here ei t.her intens i Ye or 

extensive damage occur but do not overlap should not be overlooked 

in foi.�mulating long� term pclicy, 

13. The assessment of neH depredation information should continue and 

should be evaluated as it becomes available. Updating of this 

report 1ri.th 1970 data may shed ne1·r light on various aspects of the 

findings. 
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14. Phase II should include confirmation or rejection and substitution 

of the suspected staging and migration la.l<:es listed in Tables 4-6 

and should also include tabulation of whatever meager data exists 

on fall '\V'aterfo1'rl numbers . 
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Table 1 .  Locations o f  83 se ctions o f  land i n  Alberta ranked b y  total depredation 

comp e nsation p ayments made during three or more years in the six-

* 
year period 1964- 69 .  

$ No. $ No. 
Rank Sec Twp Rge Her Paid Years Rank Sec Twp Rge :rmr Paid Years 

1 28- 35- 14- 4 4904 4 16A 35- 67- 17- 4 2004 3 

2 27- 58- 11- 4 3928 5 16B 35- 52- 18- 4 1839 3 

3 11- 80- 7- 6 3595 5 16C 10- 53- 5- 4 1765 3 

4 15- 56- 16- 4 3 580 4 16D 20- 74- 8- 6 1757 3 

5 32- 71- 5- 6 3577 4 16E 9- 71- 7- 6 1751 3 

6 ll- 72- 7- 6 3476 4 16F 17- 42- 11- 4 1744 3 

6A 4- 72- 6- 6 3333 3 17 5- 49- 15- 4 1708 5 

6B 10- 75- 15- 5 3272 3 17A 7- 43- 11- 4 1571� 3 

7 2- 74- 7- 6 3147 5 17B 8- 58- 10- 4 1537 3 

711. 23- 75- 15- 5 3024 3 17C 20- 79- 21- 5 1445 3 

7B 24- 59- 12-· 4 2967 3 18 6- 72- 6- 6 U.M. 4 
8 12- 60- 19- 4 2846 4 18A 29- 56- 11- 4 1439 3 

8 l\. 18- 56- 15- 4 2670 3 18B 22- 75- 15- 5 1428 3 

8B 19� 51- 16- 4 2667 3 18C 17- 9- 13- 4 ])-�-17 ,.., .) 

8C 5- 71- 7- 6 2658 3 18D 12- 52- 11-�-- 4 1L�15 3 

8D 1·· 50- 12- 4 2564 3 18E 26- 59- 11- 4 1365 3 

9 7- 72- 5�� 6 2470 5 19 21- 71- 7- 6 1363 4 

10 2?.- 56- 16- 4 2437 5 19A 23- 58- 10- 4 1316 3 

11 4- 41- 6- 4 2398 1� 
20 15·· 36- 1- 4 1291 4 

11A 33- 41- 19-4 2270 3 20A 8- 50- 3- 4 1276 3 

12 5- 51-�-- 6- 4 2219 4 21 19- 71- 6- 6 1273 4 
13 15- 52- 17- 4 2149 3 21A 17- 58- 13- 4 1268 3 

14 7- 60- 11- 4 2134 6 
2lB 19- 71- 2- 6 1266 3 

15 2 5 - 33- 12- 4 2049 4 
21C 6- 67- 17- h 12h1 3 

16 21- 37·· 2- 4 2025 4 
21D 11�- 41- 1- 5 1237 3 



Table l. Continued • • •  

$ 
Rank Sec 1\ip Rge Mer Paid 

2lE 17- 42- 19- 4 1184 

21F 17- 40- 20- 4 1142 

21G 10- 78- 20- 5 1141 

21H 16- 80- 7- 6 1124 

211 9- 79- 21- 5 1116 

22 26- 44- 13- L� 1103 

23 7- 62- 24- 4 1037 

23A 30- 35- 12- 4 1014 

23B 3- 43- 14- 4 996 

23C 32- 59- 18- 4 981 

23D 8- 46- 18- 4 945 

23E 16- 36- 1- 4 938 

24 17- 47- 2- 4 937 

�4A 3- 74- 7- 6 899 

24B 22- 80- 7- 6 876 

24C 34- 37- 11- 4 820 

24D 2- 74- 8- 6 813 

* 

No. 
Years Rank 

3 24E 

3 25 

3 25A 

3 25B 

3 25C 

4 25D 

4 25E 

3 25F 

3 25G 

3 25H 

3 25I 

3 25J 

4 25K 

3 25L 

3 25M 

3 25N 

3 

Sec 1\ip Rge Mer 

28- 32- 3- 4 

16- 44- 13 -4 

30- 50- 7- 4 

1'7- 41- 23- 4 

6- 84- 4- 6 

18- 54- 6- 4 

18- 60- 11- 4 

25- 71- 7- 6 

6- 73- 7- 6 

35- 48- 3- 4 

11- 44- 20- 4 

10- 46- 19- 4 

18- 74- 8- 6 

13- 19- 14.- 4 

20- 54- 21- 4 

24- 19- 14- l� 

$ 
Paid 

764 

759 

750 

709 

699 

690 

686 

666 

656 

651 

625 

598 

417 

279 

267 

209 

l ocations o f  7 1  sections on whi ch compensation was p aid in only tl-70 yaars but total p ayments exceeded $ 700 : 

1- 19- 16-4 5-41- 1 - 1+ 2- 59- 11-4 3 1- 7 1- 5- 6  10- 13- 22-4 2 7- t�3- 13� 4 33- 59- 18- 4 1 8- 7 1- 6- 6  1- 18-22-4 29- 44- 12- 4 25- 60- 19- L� 6- 7 1- 7- 6 2 6- 2 1- 2 1- 4  1 1- 44- 13-4 28- 6 1 - 5- 4  17- 7 1- 7- 6  7- 28- l.-4 15-Lt.S- 11-4 10- 63- 7-4 35- 7 1- 7- 6 36- 28-2-4 6-48-2-L� 17- 63� 7-4 15- 7 2- 5- 6  3 1- 28- 1Lf-l} 23-48-3-4 33-68-20-4 1 6- 72-6- 6 32-32- 1 5-4 28-L�8-4-l� 7 - 3 7- l- 5  30- 73··4- 6 1-33-3-4 2- 50-4-4 7- 7 5- 1 5- 5  2 5- 7 3- 5- 6  19-33- 1 1 - 4  2- 50- 6-4 19- 7 5- 1 6- 5  15- 73- 6- 6 5-3l,c- 8-4 2 1- 51- 14-4 18- 7 7 - 2 2- 5  5- 73- 7- 6 10� 35- 9-4 19- 53- 6-4 29- 7 7 - 25-5 4- 74- 7 - 6  9- 35- 18- 4  1 1- 55- 7-L� 3- 7 8- 2 1- 5 7- 74- 8- 6 3 1 - 3 6- 13-4 13- 56- 16-4 7- 7 8- 2 5- 5 2 1- 74- 8- 6 22-37- 18- tf 16- 58- 10-4 18- 7 9- 21- 5 3 6- 78- 2- 6 28-39- 2-4 1- 58- 1 J.-t· 2 1- 7 9- 2 2� 5 1 1- 80- 7 - 6  16� 39- 7-4 11- 58� 1 1- l· 32- 7 0- 7- 6 7·· 84- ft.- 6 8-40- 17- l} 8- 58- 13-4 2 5- 7 0- 8- 6 

I B  

No. 
Years -

3 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 



Table 2 .  Locations of 126  s e c tions of l and i n  Saskat chewan ranked by total 

depredation insurance p ayments made during tv70 or more years i n  the 

* 
five-year p e riod 1965- 6 9 .  

$ No. $ No. 
Rank Sec 'I\·!;e Rge Mer Paid Years Rank Sec 'l\.1p R�e Mer Paid Years 

1 36- 34- 16- 2 29,305 5 19 17 - 34- 16- 2 4,846 5 

2 28- 38- 22- 3 18, 186 L� 20 23- 38- 15- 2 4 , 765 5 

3 14- 38- 15- 2 11,228 5 20a 19- 24- 3-- 2 4, 763 2 

4 10- 38- 15- 2 11, 005 5 21 6- 3 9- 24- 3 4, 584 4 

5 8- 38- 15- 2 9, 803 5 22 19- 36- 27- 3 4,433 L� 

6 15- 38- 15- 2 8 , 653 5 22A 2- 39- 13- 2 4, 414 3 

7 27- 33- 24- 3 8,213 5 22B 20- 41- 19- 3 4, 407 3 

8 16- 39- 19- 3 7 , 478 5 23 17- 37- 28- 3 4, 344 5 

9 12- 38- 16- 2 7 , ll5 5 2L:. 1- 35- 17- 2 Lt.,336 5 

10 4- 38- 15- 2 6 , 619 5 25  20- 33- 18- 2 4.,246 5 

� ,  .J..� 1-· 35- 16- 2 6 , 551 4 25A 30- 38- 15- 2 4.,190 3 

11A 18- 39- 18-- 3 6 , 287 3 25B 26- 43- 11- 2 4 , 180 3 

12 21- 38- 15- 2 6 , 127 5 26 1� 31- 29- 3 4, 102 4 

13 7- 38- 15-- 2 6, 022 4 27 28- 34-· 16-- 2 4,126 5 

ll� 5- 35- 15- 2 5 , 718 4 28 19- 38- 15- 2 4, 063 4 

15 22- 38- 15·- 2 5, 530 4 28a 33- 43- 2- 3 4, 019 2 

16 35- 42- 12- 3 5 ,338 4 29 28- 38- 23- 3 3 , 837 4 

17 J.6- 38- 23- 3 5 , 288 5 30 1- 29- 25-- 3 3 , 831 5 

17A 26- 34- 16- 2 5 , 267 3 30A 18- 3l,- 16- 2 3 , 720 3 

17b 26- 33- 24- 3 5 , 048 ,.., 
31 3- 38-- 15- 2 3 , 638 4 IG 

17C 11- 4- 18- 2 5 ' 01.3 3 32 30- 33- 14- 2 3 , 585 5 

18 17- 38- 15- 2 4, 9L�7 5 32a 9- 30- 20- 2 3 , 450 2 
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Table 2 .  Continued • • •  

$ No. $ No . 
Rank Sec 'I\1p Rge Mer Paid Years Rank Sec Twp Rge Mer Paid Years 

33 24- 38- 15- 2 3 , 480 4 46 26- 40- 16- 2 2 , 774 4 

33A 14- 39- 13- 3 3 , 460 3 l.,.7 10- 59- 16- 3 2, 764 4 

33B 29- 43- 2- 3 3 ,375 3 48 3- 35- 15- 2 2 , 738 4 

34 4- 3 5- 15- 2 3 ,366 L� 48a 13- 38- 16- 2 2, 730 2 

35 29- 39- 25- 3 3 ,365 4 1t-9 34- 33- 14- 2 2 , 715 5 

35A 1- 38- 16- 2 3 , 340 3 50 31- 37- 14- 2 2, 676 4 

35B 35- 47- 20- 3 3 ,309 3 50 A 28- 30- 26- 3 2 , 57 5  3 

35C 28- 39- 22- 3 3 , 293 3 50B 3- 48- 18- 3 2 , 552 3 

36 18- 33- 18-· 2 3 , 281 5 51 5- 40- 17- 3 2 , 534 4 

3? 20- 36- 27- 3 3 , 202 5 5la 11- 29- 23- 2 2 , 516 2 

38 9- 38- 15- 2 3 , 105 5 51b 3- 36- 19- 3 2, 507 ,..., � 

38A 23- 3 5- 16- 2 3 , 103 3 5lc 27- 3 9- 19- 3 2 , 481 2 

38B 12- 30- 20- 2 3 , 095 3 52 22- 10- 25- 2 2 , 458 4 

39 4- 1�8- 18- 3 3 , 065 4 52A 21- 37- 23- 3 2' l,r50 3 

39A 20- 60- 17- 3 3 , 056 3 53 27- 33-· 14- 2 2 , 3 98 5 

hO 31- 38- 15- 2 3 , 008 4 54 9- 3h- 18- 2 2 , 381 4 

40A 33- 33- 18- 2 2 , 993 3 55 6- 38- 12.- 2 2 , 380 5 

41 6- 38- 15- 2 2 ,  933 5 5 5A 5- 37- 15� 2 2 ,373 3 

4la 22- 37- 15- 2 2 , 919 2 5 6  19- 33- 18- 2 2 , 328 4 

l� 14-- 39- 25- 3 2 , 842 4 5 6A 16- 37- 28- 3 2 ,315 3 

Lc3 8- 37- 15- 2 2 , 816 5 5? 19- 33- 25- ;. 2,305 1� 

44 10- 34·- 18- 2 2 , 805 4 57 A 29- 53- 11- 2 2, 262 3 

45 5- 38- 15- 2 2 , 790 4 58 21.,.- 34- 27- 3 2 , 23 5  4 



Table 2. Continued • • •  

$ No . $ 
Rank Sec 'J:\.rp Rge Mer Paid Years Rank Sec Twp Rge Mer Paid 

58 A 13- 47- 18- 3 2,216 3 62 i 31�- 34- 16- 2 1, 996 

58b 29- 34- 16- 2 2, 214 2 63 21- 38- 23- 3 1, 990 

59 24- 40- 25- 3 2 , 199 4 63a 32- 18- 20- 2 1, 980 

5 9A 17- 38- 24- 3 2 , 184 3 63b 13- 32- 18- 2 1, 979 

59B 34- 3 9- 16- 2 2 , 184 3 63c 20- 31- 18- 2 1, 961 

60 1- 38- 15- 2 2,163 4 63d 11- 35- 28- 3 1, 948 

60a 17- 39- 23- 3 2 , 155 2 64 24- 36- 28- 3 1, 945 

60B 29- 33- 18- 2 2,135 3 65 1- 26- 24- 2 1, 919 

61 21- 34- 16- 2 2,133 4 65A 13- 36- 2�- 3 1 , 908 

62 13- 38- 24- 3 2 , 117 5 66 27- 39- 28- 3 1,900 

6�a 16- 38- 20- 3 2 , 100 2 66a 20- 27- 23- 2 1, 894 

62B 12- 33- 24- 3 2, 092 3 67 8- 59- 16- 3 1,840 

62C 30- 39- 21- 3 2 , 072 3 67A 26- 10- 25- 2 1,834 

62D 15- 39- 13- 3 2 , 064 3 67B 33- 18- 20- 2 1,833 

62E 10- 10- 24- 2 2 , 0�.4 3 67c 12- 59- 17- 3 1,822 

62F 1- 43- 13- 3 2 , 013 3 67d 11- 39- 26- 3 1, 813 

6?g 4- 39- 23- 3 2 , 000 2 67e 27- 10- 25- 2 1,806 

62H 33- 29- 22- 3 2 , 000 3 67f 27- 40- 22- 3 1, 800 

* 
locations o f  2 2  se ctions on Hhi ch insurance claims Here p aid in 4 or 5 ye ars 
but total p ayments did not exceed $ 1800 : 

1 5- 33- 14- 2 
16-33- 14- 2 
22-33- 14- 2 
12- 3 5- 17 - 2  
23- 38- 1 6- 2  
2 6- 3 9" 16- 2 
3 5- 39- 1 6- 2  

2 2- 3 5- 24-3 
3 - 3 7 - 2 2- 3  
10- 3 7 - 2 2� 3  
12-37·· 2 7 � 3  
1 7 - 3 7 - 2 7 - 3  
1-38- 2 5- 3  
36-38-2 5-3 
23-39- 19-3 

2 0- 39 - 2 1- 3 
2 2- 39··2 5- 3  
2 6- 39- 25-3 
30- 39-2 5- 3  
1-39- 26-3 
22- 51- 19- 3 
7- 52- 12-3 

2 /  

No . 
Years 

2 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

4 

4 

3 

5 

2 

4 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 



Table � Location of 62 sections of lane�. in K; nitoba on vihich damage was __, .  

reported in two or more years during the fivc'-year period 1965-69. 

Prin . No. 

Se c.!_�L _ _!lge ._Ecr�-- Ye.§-I� 

32 31 9 1-r ,, 4 

20 17 9 E ,., _) 

7 15 6 E j 

12 15 5 E ') _) 

8 16 h E 3 

31 23 h E 3 

16 13 6 '.:I 3 

25  13 7 \·J 3 

27 13 7 1/f 3 

36 1') _) r, I i.'i 3 

23 31 9 ·,r 3 

4 32 9 Vl •) ..) 

27 17 - 11 VI 3 

22 54 - 28 t·J 3 

8 55  - 28 \•! 3 

lh 55  - 28 �A '1 J 

19 55  -- 28 H 3 

.29 - lh 6 j� 2 

16 - 15 6 E 2 

19 15 6 E 2 

2 9  - 15 - 6 E 2 

22 16 L� E 2 

Prin. No. 

Sec . _ T•·m� ___ Bilil�-�1er ._Jear§_ 

19 16 4 E ,., "-

29 - 16 4 E 2 

27 16 l. E 2 

7 2L� 4 E 2 

20 - 24 4 E 2 

16 25 L� - E 2 " 

30 25 Lf E 2 

19 18 4 \•1 2 

27 19 5 \•[ 2 

3/; 19 5 �-[ 2 

lL� - 13 6 l:J 2 

24 p 6 - lt-1 2 ./ 

29 - 13 6 w 2 

30 13 6 l•T 2 

31 13 6 \'/ 2 

1 14 6 \•J 2 

28 13 '7 w 2 I 

36 - 13 8 lti 2 

2 - 14 8 - H 2 

16 - ll1- 8 1t! 2 

3 17 9 �� 2 

11 - 17 9 - ��r 2 

2 2  
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Table 3 .  Continued • • •  

Prin. No. Prin. No. 
�ec. THp. Rge . lier. Years Sec . Tl·rp . Rge . ller . Years -

14 17 - 9 �lj 2 18 17 - 11 - H 2 

34 - ?. 1  -' - 9 - VI 2 18 55 - 27 \1 � 

35 - .31 - 0 -/ Ttl 2 19 55 27 H 2 

17 ') ..... , 9 - H 2 2 r:. �  28 \•l 2 ..;.:. .,�) 

.32 - 32 - 9 - H 2 10 55  28 \1 2 

20 - 17 10 �'l 2 13 55 28 H 2 

.31 - 17 - 10 - i"l 2 24 55 28 \'1 2 

4 - 16 - 11 - \1 2 13 55 29 ii 2 

9 17 11 i;J � ·- - "· 14 55 29 H 2 
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Table 4 .  Location of Tw� nty- three Pri ori ty Dep re dation Areas in Albe rta Based on 
Sus cep ti b i l i ty to Re current Damage and Total Compensation Claims Paid 
During 1964- 69 . 

Rank in & Common 
Province Name 

A .  Andrev1 

B .  Bear 

Location of 15 or 16 Sections 
Comprising Priority Area 

7 8 ........ ' ............., _ 56- 15-4 
17 to 20/ 
10 to 15) _ 56_ 16_4 2 2  to 241 

19,  30, 31  - 7 1- 6- 6  
I 

23  to 2 6, _ 7 1_ 7_ 6 35,  36  I 
6 ,  7 - 72- 6- 6 
1 ,  2 ,  1 1 ,  12 - 72-7- 6 ---------------------

c .  

D .  

E .  

F. 

G ,  

2 to 5 , 
High Prairie 8 to 1 1  · - 7 5- 15- 5 

14 to 17 

Cl airmont 

Dimsdale 

Jean Cote 

Pop l ar Ridge 

20 to 23, 

3 1  to 34 - 7 1- 5- 6  
3 to 10�, 
1 5  t o  18 . - n- 5- 6 

31 '  33 - 7  0- 7-6  
4 t o  9, , - 7 1- 7- 6  1 6  to 2 1/ 

7 '  8 ,  9 
1 6  to 2 1 ,) - 79- 2 1- 5 
2 8  to 33 · 

8 to 17 �., _ 80_ 7_ 6 20 to 2lf 

Total 
$ Paid 

Suspected 
Staging Hate r 

$14, 907 Whitford Lake 

$1Lf , Ofc.O Bear Lake 

$13 , 07 7  Buffalo Bay 

$11, 556 Clairno!1t Lake 

$10, 523 Dimsdale Lake 

$10, 186 Lac 112.glo ire 

$ 9, 558 Pe ace River? 
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Table 4 .  Cont 'd. 

Rank & Name Location $ Paid Wate r 

3 1  to 33 - 59- 18-4 
H. Smoky 3 5 ,  3 6 - 59- 19-4 $ 9, 450 Smoky Lake 

4 to 9 - 60- 18- 4 
1 .. , 2 ,  1 1 ,  12 - 60- 19-4 

1 to 3' ;" 
� I .  0<·1lseye 10 to 15'::; - 58- 1 1-l� $ 8 , 928 I,ottie L ake and 

22 to 2 7  unnamed to  SE. 

J. Buffalo 31 to 3 5  - 73- 7 - 6  $ 8 , 41.1 . Jone s , Gumme r ,  2 to 11 - 74- 7- 6  & Buffalo lakes 

14 to 17 ' ' \ K. Atmore 2 0  to 23 , ; - 67- 17-l� $ 7 , 9 14 Charron Lake 
2 6  to  29 , ; 
32 to 3 5  ----

\ 

9 ,  10, 1 1 ,  14'\.. 
L .  Beaverhi l l  1 5 ,  1 6 ,  2 1 ,  2 2  ; - 52- 17-4 $ 7 , 43 5  Beave rhi l l  Lake 

East 2 3 ,  26,  2 7 ,  28,  
33,  34,  3 5  

� 
M .  La Glace 

3 to 10 0 - 7l�- 8- 6  $ 6 , 648 La Glace Lake 15 to 221 

\ 
N. Provost 9 to 1 6 \ _ 37_ 2_4 $ 6 , 490 Numerous sma l l ,  

2 1  t o  28 may be Sour.Ging 
Lake 

32 to 3 6  - 35- 17-4 
o .  Gough 1 to 5 $ 6 , 43 1  Got!gh & Cuti..•ank - 3 6- 17-4 8 to 1 2  Lakes 

' 

--· --· 

\ 
2 ,  3 ,  4 , 9 ,  10 

Ki llam 1 1 ,  14,  15 , \ $ 6, 125 Nurnz rous sma l l  P .  16 1 -.!�4- 13-4 
2 1 ,  2 2 ,  23,  2 6 ' lakes in vicinity 
2 7 ,  28 



Table 4. Cont ' d .  

Rank & Name Location $ Paid \-later 

5 to a;:; - 60- 1 1- 4  
17  t o  201 

Q . Ashmont $ 5 , 987 Garne r and 
1 ,  2 �  Chappel lake s 
1 1  to 14 > - 60- 12-4 
2 3 ,  24/ . 

/ 
" 

� R .  Beaverhi l l  
19 to 23\ _ 52_ 18_ 4 $ 5, 350 Beaverhi l l  L ake 

vlest 26 to 3 ¥ 

4 to 9 ,� - 5L- 6- 4. 
s .  Den1e nt 16 to 2 1 / � $ 4 , 93 6  Numerous sma l l  I 

1 ,  12,  1 3 ,  24 - 54- 7-4 lakes in v i c i nity 

T .  Donalda 20 to 29'- $ 4, 787 Buff alo Lake ' ) -41- 19-4 
32 to 3 6 : ) 

I 

2 5  to ? g� - ' - 37- 1 1-4 
u .  Coronation 

32 to 3 6  $ 4 , 064 Nume rous sma l l  
1 t o  5 -38- 1 1- 4  lakes in vi cini ty 

7 , 18, 19 - L�4- 19-4 

v .  Edberg 9 to 1�- 44- 20-4 $ 3 , 4 7 9  Driedmeat Lake 
21 to 2� 

7 ,  8 ,  9'
\ 

vl . Paradise 16 to 2 1 ; - 47-2- 4 $ 3 , 448 Brj.ke r, Becker 
Valley 28 to 331 and nearby lake s 
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Table 5 .  Location of Twe nty Priority Dep redation Areas in Saskat chewan 
Based on Suscep tibility to Recurrent Damage and To tal Insurance 
Cl aims Paid During 1 9 65- 69 . 

Rank in & Common 
Province Name 

A .  Por.ass 

L i t tle 
B .  Qui 1 1  

North 

C .  Ponass 
West 

D .  

E .  

F .  

G .  

H .  

I .  

J. 

Wi lkie 

Cactus 

L i t tle 
Qui l l  
\ve st 

Superb 

Big 
Qui l l  
We s t  

Ear 

Salt 

Location of 15 or 16 Sections 
Comp rising Priority Are a 

1 to 4 , \ 
9 to 1 2 ,  ) - 38- 15-2 
13 to 1 6 , ' 
2 1  to 24 

3 to 6 - 3 5- 1 5- 2 
3 1  to 34 - 34- 1 5- 2  
33 to 3 6  - 34- 16-2 
1 to 4 - 3 5- 16-2 

5, 6 ,  7 ' 8,  17, 
3'\ - 38- 15-2 1 8 ,  19,  2 0 ,  29,  o) 

1 ,  1 2 ,  13,  24, 2 5 - 38- 1 6- 2  

1 8  1 9  30-3 9-18-3 ' ' 
13 to 1 6 � _ 39_ 19_3 21 to 28 , 

17 to 2 0 ,) _ 3 6_ 27 _ 3  2 9  t o  3 2  
1 3 ,  1 4  \ 
2 3  to 2 6  ·, - 3 6- 28-3 
35, 36 I 

. 8 to 1 1 ,'\ 
14 to 17 , ) - 34- 16- 2 
20 to 2 3 ,  ' 
2 6  to 2 9  I 

1 0  to 1 5 ,\ 
2 2  to 2 7 ;

� )- 33- 24- 3 
34, 3 5 ,  36, 

1 9  to 2 1 ,  _ 33_ 18_ 2 2 8  to 33 

4 to 9 -34- 18-2 

16 to 2 1 �) _ 38_ 23_3 28 to 33 1 
4, 5 ,  6 - 39 - 23-3 

13 to 1 7 ,\ _ 39 _ 2 5_ 3 20 to 2 9 / · 

Total 
$ Paid 

$ 7 3 , 626 

$ 53 , 165 

$49, 232 

$ 2 6 , 529 

$22 , 7 52 

$2l , l�78 

$ 1 6 , 869 

$ 1 6, 1 2 5  

$ 1 5 , 789 

$ 12 , 380 

Suspected 
Staging Wate r 

Ponass Lake 

Dams on Qui 1 1  
Creek 

Ponass Lake 

Coldspring L ake 
and unnamed in 
2 2- 3 9- 19-3rd 

Cactus L ake 

Dams on Qui l l  
Creek 

Stre e t  Lake and 
unnamed to south 

Big Qui l l  
L ake 

Ear L ake 

Nume rous small 
1nkes i n  vicinity 
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Table 5 .  Cont 'd. 

Rank & Name 

K .  

L .  

M. 

N .  

o .  

P .  

Q .  

R .  

s .  

T .  

Lit tle 
Qui l l  
South 

Caval ie r 

Crystal Hil l  

Kutawagan 

Bjork 

St . Front 

Richard 

Meado�·7 

Tobin 

Gri 11 

Location 

9 tc 11 ,\ 
14 to 1 � , f -33- 14-2 
21 to 23 ,1 
2 6  to 28 . 
33 to 35 · 

$ Paid 

$10, 153 

3 /  

Water 

Duck liunting 
€reek & dams -. .. - -----· ·---- ·--·-- ..... --·----------- ----- --- - -� .. ... .. �-· ---

2 5  to 29
') _47_ 18_ 3 32  to 36  

1 t o  5 - 48-18-3 

9 ,  10, 11 ,  14, 15 
\ 16,  21 ,  22 ,  23 ,  26 ,
;

- 10- 25- 2  
2 7 ,  28,  3 3 ,  34, 35/ 

6 ,  7 ,  18 - 30- 19-2 
1 to l�, \ 
8 to 12 ,) - 30- 20- 2 
13 to 17; 

7 , 18, 19\ _43- 10-2 30,  3 1  ) 
11 to 14\ 
23 to 2 6 1 -43- 11- 2  
3 5 ,  36  I 

20 to 36 -39- 16- 2  

3 1  to 3 5  -42- 12-3 
1 to 5 •'\. -43- 12-3 8 to 12 j 
3 1  to 34 - 58- 16- 3  

3 6  - 58- 17- 3 
3 to 10 - 59- 16- 3  
1 ,  12 - 59- 1.7-3 

29  to 32  - 52- 11-2 
5 to 8,  "'-
17 to 20

'/ 
"'- - 53- 11- 2 

29 to 3 2  

3 3 ,  3L� , 35  - 3 6- 22- 3 
2 ,  3 , 4,  9 ,  1) 
14 , 15, 16,  · 2 1 ,  -37-22-3  
22 ,  23  

$10, 028 Jackfish Lake ------------ - -- - · -

$ 9 , 383 

$ 8 , 7 54 

$ 7 , 753 

$ 7 , 3 64 

$ 6, 812 

$ l�, 822 

$ 4 , 624 

Nume rous sma l l  

lakes i n  vicinity 

Kutav7agan L ake 

Bjork Lake 

Charron and 
Edouard lakes 

Unname d i.n 
12-43- 13- 3 

Me ado�-1 Lake 

Tobin Lake 

Grill Lake 
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Table 6 .  Locati ons o f  13 P r i o r i ty Dep re d a t i on Are as i n  Mani toba Based on 

S u s ce p t i b i l i ty to Exte n s i ve and Recurrent Damage During 1 9 65- 69 . 

Common 
L andmark Name 

De l t a  # 1 

The . Pas Eas t 

Ne t l y  41 1 

The Pas �.Je s t  

Wa1keyburg 

S t .  Hartin S t n .  

Riverton 

De l ta 41 2 

Location o f  1 5  o r  1 6  Se c t i ons 
Comp r i s ing P r i o r i t y  Are a 

6 to 2 1� _ 13_ 6-H 
2 8  t o  33/ 
13 , 2Lf, 2 5 ,  3 6  - 1 3 - 7 - W  

6 ,  7 ,  1 8 ,  1 9  - 5 5- 2 7 - W  

1 ,  2 ,  3 ,  1 0 ,  1 1� 
1 2 ,  1 3 ,  1 4 ,  1 5 ,  _..- - 5 5- 28-W 
2 2 ,  23, 24.,.........-- · · _.,-

1 9  to 23\_1 6_ 4_E 
2 6  t o  3 5/ 

5 to 8� 
1 7  t o  z o;-55 - 28-W 

l ,  2 ,  ll ,  12 ,� - 5 5- 2 9- W  
1 3 ,  14,  2 3 ,  24 1 

7 ,  8 ,  9� 
1 6  t o  2 1 ,  - 1 5- 6- E 
28 t o  3 3  

2 5  t o  2 �_3 1_ 9_ H 3 2. t o  3 V 
1 to 5 - 3 2- 9-W 

3 6  - 23- 3- E 
3 1 ,  3 2  - 23- 4 - E  
1 ,  1 2 ,  1 3 ,  2 4  - 74 - 3 - E  
5 ,  6 ,  7 ,  8 ,  1,, - 24- tf-E 1 8 ,  1 9 ,  2 0  

6 ,  7 ,  1 8 ,  1 9 ,  3 0 -13- 5-H 
1 ,  2 ,  1 1 ,  1 2  , 1 t;- -....__ _ 1 3_ 6_ \v 
l tf ,  2 3 ,  21{ ,  2 s ,  2 V  

Number o { .  
Comp laints 

2 1  

2 0  

17 

1 6  

14 

14 

1 1  

1 1  

Suspe cted 
Staging 

Water 

De l t a  Marsh 

Saskeram, 
Re ade r ,  and 
nearby un
named lake s 

Ne t l y 
Marsh 

Nurp hy, 
Carrot, E lm 
Watkins and 
Saske ...-a m  
lakes 

Ne t 1y Harsh 

Sandy Bay 
and P i ne i mu-
1a Lake 

Sandy Bay 
Marsh 

De l t a  Marsh 



Table 6 .  (Cont ' d )  

Col-;;mon Name 

.. 
t Longburn 

Big Grass 

Langruth 

Oak Point 

Q 

Ne tly 1ft 2 

Lo ca t ion 

2 7  to 3L; - 1 3 - 7 - W  
2 5 ,  3 6 - 1 3 - 8 - W  
3 ,  4 ,  5 ,  6 - lL;- 7 - W 
1 - 14- 8-H 

1 5  to 22� _ 1 7_ 1 1_ H  2 7  t o  34 / 

3 3 '  34, 35 - 1 6- 9- W  
2 ,  3 ,  4 ,  9 ,  1 0�. 
1 1 ,  lLl· '  1 5 ,  /-1 7 - 9- "\--1 
2 1 ,  2 2 ,  2 3  

1 3  t o  1 �) ' -19- 5-H 2 1  to 3 6  

. 1 3 ,  1 4 ,  1 �) 
2 2  to 2 7 ,  - 1 5-4- E 
34,  3 5 ,  3 6  
1 ,  2 ,  3 - 1 6-4-E 

Comp l aints 

1 1  

10 

9 

9 

8 

Wate r  

De l t a  Marsh 

Big Grass 
Marsh 

Langrui:h 
Marsh 

Marshy 
Marsh 

P t . 

Net ly t-1arsh 

3 '3  

! 
I 

I \ • f 


